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sider the program it offered Italians during the crisis mccmﬁa#_.m World
War 1. For the moment, it is sufficient to note that Zmﬁoﬁm.:ma had
roots in the conservative, critical liberal tradition, with its distrust wm
the Italian masses and its disdain for transformist expedients. mc..ﬁ in
Nationalism, that tradition lost its links to liberalism and turned into
something else. At the same time, Nationalism was more wosmnm.a
and assertive than the tradition it was leaving behind. Italy’s Eaﬂ.mgmﬁ
development seemed evidence of new energy in the Italian middle
class; the Nationalist movement was itself the <m=m=.ma of the new
bourgeoisie that would eventually assume the leadership of the H._.mao:..

Nationalism emerged in reasonably straightforward mmm?w:“ it
was aware of its intellectual and political roots and _..m.a no _u__?n&@
identifying its social constituency. By 1914, it .rmm established itself as a
major focus of opposition to the Italian political system. The develop-
ment of syndicalism was much more tortured.

3 | The Origins of
an Antipolitical Vision

Italian revolutionary syndicalism developed not from within the
labor movement, but from within the Socialist party, as a product of
the strategic disputes which Giolitti’s conciliatory policy occasioned.
Socialist collaboration with progressive middle-class groups in the
resistance to Luigi Pelloux in 1899 and 1900 had already indicated that,
In a relatively backward country like Italy, Socialists had much to gain
by working with others in parliament. But some Socialists objected to
the reformist minimum program which the party adopted in 1900 and
to the support for the government which Socialist deputies provided
during an important vote of confidence in 1901. When matters came to
o head at the party’s national congress in 1902, reformism emerged the
victor; the congress approved parliamentary support for the govern-
ment, sanctioned tactical alliances with progressive bourgeois parties,
and endorsed the pursuit of reforms. The current that became syndi-
calism began to develop at the same time, as the young Neapolitan
Arturo Labriola denounced reformism and called for the radical struc-
tural change that the reformists seemed willing to put off indefinitely.
At this point, however, there was no specifically syndicalist doctrinal
alternative, and those on their way to syndicalism were difficult to
distinguish from other antireformist intransigents like Enrico Ferri.

By 1902 Ferri and Labriola had established themselves as the
thief spokesmen for the antireformist Socialists. In February Ferri had
lounded a review, Il socialismo, to compete with Filippo Turati’s Critica
Woctale, but Labriola had his doubts about Ferri and in December of 1902
lounded a weekly newspaper, Avanguardia socialista, to serve as his
own journalistic instrument in the fight against reformism.

By early 1903, the antireformists seemed to be in the ascendancy.
In 1902 Giolitti had temporarily altered his tactics, becoming less con-
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genial to the left. So after numerous successful strikes during the
previous year, strikers began encountering stiffer resistance both from
the employers and from the authorities, and part of the Socialist rank
and file began to sense the limits of the reformist strategy. Moreover,
the reformists themselves were hesitant and uncertain; the Socialist
parliamentary deputies officially withdrew support from the Zanardelli-
Giolitti government only in March 1903, well after their support had
ceased to yield tangible benefits.? Consequently, increasing numbers
of Socialists and workers were receptive as Labriola and the Avanguardia
socialista group worked to publicize protosyndicalist ideas. These in-
tellectuals developed close contacts with labor organizers, and Labriola
especially developed a considerable personal following among the
Socialist workers of northern Italy.? Despite their bitter criticism of
Turati and reformism, however, Labriola and his colleagues could
offer, even during most of 1904, only vague, unimaginative proposals
to intensify the class struggle as a strategic alternative.® They vehe-
mently opposed collaboration with the bourgeoisie, but most of them
still considered the Socialist party, not the labor union, to be the key
entity in creating socialism.

When the Socialist party held its biennial congress at Bologna in
April 1904, the syndicalists had distinguished themselves sufficiently
from the other antireformists to offer their own motion on party strategy,
but when they failed to win a majority, they quickly accepted Ferri's
generic intransigent motion. Together the Ferri and Labriola groups
managed to defeat the reformists and win control of the party. Despite
Ferri’s doctrinal leadership, the success of the Labriola current in
drawing rank-and-file support away from reformism was primarily
responsible for this antireformist victory.5 As syndicalism gained doc-
trinal coherence, friction between Ferri’s intransigents and the syndi-
calists quickly developed, indicating the limits to the compromise
between them. The syndicalists grew increasingly frustrated with the
Socialist party, but syndicalism seemed to be gaining momentum within
the labor movement by the end of 1904. And the doctrinal alternative
they were developing emphasized the role of the unions, as opposed
to the party, in creating socialism.

Italy’s first national general strike, which crippled Italian economic
life for four days during September 1904, helped focus attention on
revolutionary syndicalism.® The strike began, largely spontaneously,
as a protest against the repeated killings of demonstrating workers by
the authorities, but it quickly assumed a syndicalist tone when Labriola
and other syndicalists active in the Milanese Chamber of Labor assumed
important leadership roles. When Giolitti adroitly called for parlia-

mentary elections just after the general strike, the Socialists lost a
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number of seats. This defeat discredited syndicalist methods in the
eyes of some proletarians, but syndicalism remained strong enough in
the labor movement to be the dominant faction at the Genoa congress
of the Labor Resistance Organizations in January of 1905. o

The syndicalists looked to the future with confidence as 1905
began. That same January, Enrico Leone and Paolo Mantica launched II
divenire sociale, a bimonthly theoretical review, to provide a forum for
—Tm further discussion of syndicalism. Writing later in the year, Georges
”.mc_.mH expressed his admiration for Italian syndicalism, _H.mwmr..m the
_mm.cﬁcmcmm around Il divenire sociale and Avanguardia socialista as authori-
tative and stressing his optimism about the prospects for syndicalist
F_E.‘&Eun‘.ma in Italy.? But 1905 proved the high-water mark of syndi-
...a__m.n. as an autonomous current in Italian socialism. The ensuing
zcn__zm. in both the party and the labor movement raised difficult
strategic questions that we will consider in the next chapter. First we
must analyze the syndicalists’ revolutionary blueprint, and their vision
of the socialist future, as these were emerging during this period of
relative promise.

The Giolittian strategy split Italian socialism partly because of
the movement’s heterogeneous social and regional bases. In both the
_..:.Jm and the unions, reformism was the expression of new industrial
working-class sectors, centered in Milan and the industrial North, who
sought to combine material improvements within the system Emm_.— the
prad :&.%4&0@#63 of socialism. However, Turati and the reformists
were ,,.:._: "._..r.._&ﬁm in the positivistic, quasi-deterministic terms that
more imaginative socialists had begun to question in the 1890s, and
they were not very clear about the relationship of their strategy either
10 long-term socialist goals or to the special Italian problems that were
__.:::.& to obstruct the achievement of those goals sooner or later.® For
lurati, revolution was the result of a consistently applied reformist
Mrategy. But some reforms are more profound than others; in collabo-
fating with Giolitti, the reformists were settling for mrou.m.nm_.,ﬂ gains
benefiting restricted groups in the North and neglecting structural
telorm concerned with the place of the South in the Giolittian system
With reformism setting the tone between 1900 and 1912, Italian moamr
Iim was becoming a kind of interest group within the system. The
party collaborated with the reformist General Confederation of meoH.
(L), founded in 1906, in pressuring the government for special
favors much the way business leaders did; sometimes business and
tinlon leaders combined tacitly to share government concessions.®

Believing that a deterministic and universalistic doctrine was ap-
plicable to Italy, the reformists could be calm and patient. From their
perspective, up in Milan, Italy seemed increasingly a normal indus-
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trializing country; the Italian idiosyncracies that preoccupied others
seemed less troubling to them. Italian socialism could safely be rather
limited in its short-term concerns, and the northern workers could
enjoy with a good socialist conscience the material benefits which
Giolitti offered. They could ignore the underlying flaws in the system,
secure in their belief that they were history’s chosen class and that the
process in which they were involved would lead to socialism in the
long run.

The pitfalls of reformism did not go unremarked in the Italian
socialist movement, though the bulk of the opposition, led by Enrico
Ferri and Costantino Lazzari, did not propose sophisticated alterna-
tives.® Ferri understood the problematic side of the reformist strategy
and insisted that the Socialist party must retain greater flexibility,
supporting bourgeois governments when the situation seemed promis-
ing, but always warily, and only on a case-by-case basis. This strategy
was plausible, but it could lead to opportunism and inconsistency—as
it did in Ferri’s case. On the other hand, those like Lazzari who offered
more unconditional opposition to collaboration with bourgeois govern-
ments called simply for strict class separation and rigid intransigence.
They were not asking questions about the circumstances or the methods
that would be appropriate to a socialist revolution.

The most effective socialist critiques of reformism came from the
independent southern socialist Gaetano Salvemini, on the one hand,
and from the syndicalists, on the other. The basis of their criticism was
essentially the same, but the alternatives they proposed were radically
different. For Salvemini, it was the Socialist party’s responsibility to
take the lead in overcoming Italy’s long-standing structural defects;
there could be no evolution toward socialism unless those defects
were overcome. ! Salvemini showed persuasively how Giolitti’s system
rested on exploitation of the South through the tariff structure and
through electoral interference. In playing Giolitti’s game, the reformists

were helping to perpetuate the present pathological system. As an
alternative, Salvemini called on Socialists to build an alliance between
advanced northern workers and southern peasants to fight for funda-
mental change. Without an approach to the South and the peasants,
the Socialist party would remain a regional interest group, ensnared
within the corrupting patterns of the present. For Salvemini, the first
crucial reform was universal suffrage; given the right to vote, the
southern masses would eliminate the South’s rotten borough system,
thereby destroying one of the bases of transformist politics. Then it
would be possible to attack the tariff system. In general, the Socialist
party had to overcome its restricted, regional character and become a
national populist party, confronting Italian sociopolitical problems.

||l
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A disproportionate number of the syndicalists were also south-
erners. Panunzio, in fact, came from the same town as Salvemini—
Molfetta, H”ﬁ Apulia—while Labrio, , Leone, Lanzillo, and Razza also
r.mm 100ts in the South. Among nonsouthern syndicalists, a dispropor-
tionate number—including Olivetti, Corridoni, and De ?wlmvlnwﬁ_m
:on._ .mBEm-wOEmm:m and the Marches, where preindustrial radical
:..,..n_z._o.sm remained strong, just as they did in the South. It is not
surprising, then, »rmm historians almost invariably portray :...Ems syn-
w_nmrma as a reversion to these southern and preindustrial radical
raditions. H.?m syndicalist current is generally seen as a partly health
reaction against reformism on the part of dissidents from geo, Enmum
areas vmzn.m left out as the Socialist party became ﬁnmmoghnmb%am%oag.
VI In orientation. Syndicalism seems to have proven E:u_.owcnmcm
__:Emﬁmm.u because its strategy embodied too much of anarchism a ﬂm
old-fashioned catastrophic conceptions of revolution, 12 .
The most influential interpretation of syndicalism as a demand for
0 zcz_”_._mwz strategy in Italian socialism is Antonio Gramsci’s, outlined
In 1926: “In the ten years 1900-1910 there took place the Emmw radical
trises in the Socialist and workers’ movement: the masses reacted
“pontaneously against the policy of the reformist leaders. Syndicalism
was vc_..:\ which is the instinctive, elementary, primitive but health
“xpression .\..um the working-class reaction against the bloc with the bou u.‘
Htoisie and in favor of a bloc with the Ppeasants, and in the first place w mn
the peasants of the South. Just so: moreover, in a certain mmbmﬂ s Ewm-
talism is a weak attempt by the southern peasants nmwnmmmm:mum b;
their most advanced intellectuals, to lead the ﬁno_mEMmﬁ 13 It is pl 4
nible, if a bit sanguine, to assume that syndicalism had Mw Eo&n:ﬁh sm
SECess in the labor movement because certain workers sensed ﬁ%m
limits of the reformist strategy. And certainly the syndicalists reacted
Apainst the reformist compromise with Giolitti and shared the con-
Wi about emigration and tariff protection typical of southern in-
Wllectuals. Moreover, Gramsci perceived correctly that syndicalism
Ihcked an organic relationship with the industrial workers, that syndi
talinm was the orientation of disaffected nonproletarian m~m~5m5~m Mm w_-
fiy an .____E:nm with the working class. But he lapsed into do Mn.-
s hemat 15m when he sought to link syndicalism to the special nem“ .
Al revolutionary aspirations of the South—and especially the mocﬁ.m.
¥ peasantry. Gramsci had been strongly influenced by Salvemini
il he too considered the reformist strategy counterproductive vmnmcmr
i heglected the South—and thus the potential for radical .ﬂ:.:q:_aum_
thange which he felt the South embodied, He assumed that .._:. syn *..
bulints, as southern antireformists, must have envisioned a simil .___wrm_, _M
ul Ievolutionary role for the South, even if they ::.:_.:.?._._.. 5:...... :_._“_
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clear about it. From Gramsci's perspective, there were on@ two alterna-
tives: reformism, favoring northern workers and neglecting the South,
and a revolutionary alliance of northern workers and monmrm_,: peasants
to bring about structural change. The only nm.rmnma basis moH” _.M.._wnﬁﬂm
the northern strategy of proletarian mmn_cmzmbmmm was belief in the
trategy of worker-peasant alliance. R
woﬁmwn,nﬂmasmmmwmn *rgrw..m\_uéxr its mmomp.mﬁz.n& mmﬁmﬁb:w_mﬂ? has
distorted our understanding of Italian syndicalism, .ﬁwoasn_ﬁm. some
striking anomalies in recent interpretations. O._..m major mEroEgﬂ:M]
sisting on the southern basis of Italian syndicalism, is UE..& put to
explain why the syndicalists discerned mwmcEn.mJ\.. no Hmwowwcosmﬂwﬂ MH.
socialist capacity in the southern peasantry, finding this ‘one o ﬁrm
major deficiencies of a group that also am_.:.ﬂmn_ from the experience o pﬂ
proletarian world of the South.””14 But a disaffected southerner was _.wc
bound to believe the southern peasantry no:.E playa nm._.:u.m_ roleinso nﬂ-
ing Italy’s problems. Their southern experience nobﬁsnm.m m._mr m%:r”,
calists that the Italian problem was deeper than the n..mmcﬂﬁmw.m nmocm t
but precisely for this reason, they felt that the mo_zﬁod require monwnu
thing radically new, which they found to be developing almost exclu
i i orth. . .
m_qm_m.mw Mﬂﬂﬂnmmmﬂm were heirs to the preindustrial populism ﬁﬂm_.‘
tionally strong in the South and in Emilia-Romagna, but nr.mw mo=W~ a
more modern and convincing blueprint for nrmsmm. The :w.rmb problem
was especially acute in Naples, but the mcuscoq.ﬂm lay E.Z_ﬁmsnﬂ_:
industrialization, in the new industrial proletariat, and :..__ mo m_n:.
Marxism. Many of the syndicalists were part of the generation of t ._:.
1890s that fastened on Marxism as a way of Qmsw.nmnn:ﬁm apparently
outmoded radical traditions. Although their radical populist _.Em..,q
pinnings were never far beneath the surface, :;m%._ommmb by noumam:ﬁ.
themselves Marxists and by trying to work with orthodox Marxis
nmnmmﬁohm Momm not mean—obviously—that the &E&nm:.mﬂm grasped .::.
philosophical bases of Marxism, or shared Marx's m_.mba_n.wm conception
of the meaning of the socialist revolution, in terms of man’s m_._mq.mm....:
and potential for fulfillment in the ==mo_&s.m of the r_m.ﬂodnm_ proce “
Like most of those calling themselves Marxists at the time, the syndi
calists simply were not operating on that Hmﬁ&.. It now mmﬂdww. _f_ _.
retrospect, that what passed for o:_._on_cx. gmwﬁ.ms.. during the , : _
decade of the twentieth century was a bit simplistic, although :...?:
in the Hegelian underpinnings of Marxism during the past _‘S_TQL.:_:._. ,
has made it easy to downplay features of .?_E,x_.c.:._ S.r_..,,: m.ﬁ_._.. _ n:
inspiring but at least as fundamental to 7\_.:,\;_,;:“_ as a ;:w:.::. .;:#u , (
of guiding active socialists. Certainly the syndicalists tried to under
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stand reality in terms of what seemed a reasonably orthodox Marxism
at the time.

Nevertheless, Marxism meant something different to them psy-
chologically than it did to the reformists. Both the syndicalists and the
reformists accepted the basic categories of the new Marxist socialism
and experienced the upsurge of confidence that accompanied indus-
trialization, but the syndicalists looked to Milan with longing, from a
distance, while the reformists, we might say, had been born and raised
in Milan—and were a bit complacent as a consequence.!s They had the
kind of comfortable, organic relationship with the industrial system
and the working class that the syndicalists lacked. The syndicalists
fastened onto Marxism since it made uniquely Italian problems less
important and showed how the universal process of industrialization,
and the emergence of new industrial classes, promised a better future
for Italy. But as outsiders, watching from a distance as Italy indus-
trialized, the syndicalists were subject to gnawing doubts that Italy had
access to a universalistic escape route. This explains, in part, their shrill
Insistence upon the Marxist model, rigidly interpreted, including the
need for intransigent class struggle. But this also meant that their
commitment to Marxism was tenuous and contingent. The blander,
more sheltered reformists could accept the universalistic categories of
Marxism in a more absolute and untroubled way.

Arturo Labriola’s case best illustrates the relationship between
preindustrial concerns and Marxist perspectives in the development of
[talian syndicalism. Born in Naples in 1873, the son of a modest
artisan, Labriola became active in Neapolitan republican circles when
only fifteen. But he promptly moved toward Marxist socialism as he
prew frustrated with preindustrial Neapolitan radicalism. He began to
contribute to Critica sociale in 1891, helped to organize the first truly
socialist organization in Naples in 1893, and then joined the new
socialist party which had been formed at Genoa the year before.16

In his conception of Italian problems, Labriola was deeply influ-
enced not only by the situation in his native South, but also by con-
servative critics of the Italian state like Pasquale Turiello and Gaetano
Mosca. As he searched for solutions to those problems, however,
Marxism came to him as a revelation, since it seemed to offer a rigorous
doctrine and method, in contrast to the vague, sentimental ideas of
anarchism and Mazzinian republicanism.!” At first Labriola insisted on
A rigid, abstract brand of Marxist orthodoxy, even in the face of the
developing revisionist challenge of the late 1890s. Writing in 1898, he
strongly criticized Francesco Saverio Merlino and Georges Sorel for
abandoning economic determinism and reverting to sterile, moralistic
Utopianism. ' If socialism was an ethical and juridical matter, as these
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revisionists suggested, and not the necessary product of the unfolding
of capitalism, there would simply be no socialism. But there was still a
dualism underlying Labriola’s radicalism at this point: clinging to what
then passed for Marxist orthodoxy afforded a measure of intellectual
reassurance, but this sort of Marxism was of no immediate help in
dealing with the Neapolitan and Italian problems he saw around him.
Thus, despite his rigid Marxism, Labriola became a leading figure in
the Neapolitan radical circle around the periodical Propaganda, founded
in May 1899. Propaganda was concerned with local and regional prob-
lems from within the republican and antistatist traditions of southern
radicalism. The revolutionary syndicalism which Labriola developed
between 1901 and 1905 was an attempt to bridge the gap between his
abstract Marxism and his more immediate local concerns.

Naples only frustrated Labriola, and he decided that the hope for
radical change lay elsewhere. Late in 1902 he left for Milan, where he
began publishing his antireformist newspaper Avanguardia socialista in
December. Years later, Labriola recalled how different Naples and
Milan had appeared: “For me, coming as I did from an area of old-
fashioned artisan production, an area, in fact, in which this system was
in decline, causing widespread and abject misery as it decomposed,
that class of industrial entrepreneurs—especially in Milan—with its
business sense and its audacity, was tremendously attractive.”*? It was
the healthy new industrial classes who could redeem Italy, not the
decaying preindustrial classes of the South. In the same way Filippo
Corridoni, who gravitated to Milan from his native Marches in 1905,
praised the city as one of the few in Italy rich in all the conditions
necessary for the triumph of syndicalism—including a rapidly devel-
oping industrial system and vigorous class conflict.?°

At the Socialist party’s national congress in 1902, Filippo Turati
sought to divide his opponents by dismissing Labriola as a petty
bourgeois anticollectivist and republican obsessed with southern prob-
lems, as a radical considerably removed from the socialist orthodoxy
which Ferri professed.?! Turati was both right and wrong: in his sense
of the Italian problem, Labriola remained a southerner shaped by pre-
industrial radical perspectives, but in his quest for solutions, Labriola
looked to the emerging proletariat of the industrializing North.

The syndicalists, then, shared Salvemini's basic premise—thal
reformism was undermining the force of socialism as a radical antithesis
to the Italian status quo. But this concern led them to argue thal
socialism must become more purely proletarian, not more populist in
scope and not more immediately Italian in emphasis. They felt, im
plicitly, that the problems in Italy, including those of the South, were
deeper than Salvemini realized and required more radical solutions than
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he Pproposed. They insisted on a variety of Marxist orthodoxy: only the
universal Marxist blueprint offered a way out for Italy; only m.smomm_. as
:m?.ﬁrao:mr industrialization, approached the Marxist model could
solutions be found. They agreed with Salvemini that the proletariat
must not settle for gains within the system, jeopardizing the chance for
.En_n& change, but neither must the proletariat let itself be dragged
Into a populist alliance with suffering preindustrial groups like nrmmmnm
.r,,.?‘mn:«: proposed. Southern peasants, and disaffected preindustrial
jroups in general, were capable merely of sterile, old-fashioned in-
surrection, not of genuine revolution bringing new values to society.22
._hdmmmuno._mﬁmd.»mw could H.”wammuu Italy only if it remained m:»osou..omm
] ing its own instituti ible
P %m omrmu o Mm ues and institutions, as separate as possible
When syndicalism proved able to penetrate only limited sectors of
the labor movement, the syndicalists began to ask some new questions
ind eventually to recognize the national and political nature of the
jroblems that had bothered them all along. Finally, in the aftermath of
World 5&. I, they began to encounter their natural constituency. But
that constituency was not the southern peasantry; it had bow._._mn
Specifically to do with the South at all. Nor did the syndicalists, as Emm
Wolved from would-be Marxists back to populists, begin to EMUW Bouw
livorably on the innovative potential of Italy’s South. It was possible
lor “southerners” to devise strategies for radical change in Italy quite
_.:_.._:.__: from those of Salvemini and Gramsci. e
talian syndicalism, then, was not merel G
Idustrial populism, but neither was it a mmﬁ:&NmHﬂ wﬁcﬂwﬂwm“” MM WMM-
son, __h_,::mﬁ it was an attempt by preindustrial radicals to find mw the
::__r_:m.ammm\ and in the industrialization process generally, the basis
I _.:_.::c: to problems that did not specifically afflict the me.wmnm and
it ,__:_ not stem from the organization of the means of production
Syidicalism in Italy was a quest for Marxist solutions to :@o?.&mﬁu
piublems, and the result, inevitably, was an unstable combination of
sliments. But in attempting to work with Marxism, the radical populists
Who created syndicalism were led to consider Italian problems in new
WAys. And this experience, in turn, enabled them to devise the unusual
Siithesis which some of them suggested for fascism.

Iy 1902 Marxist socialism was in some disarray, and those who
Wil become syndicalists could not, despite the mﬂmmnmo:m of ortho-
Hisy, close their eyes to the revisionist challenge.?? In criticizing Mer-
s and Sorel in 1898, Labriola had insisted that Marxist socialism
".7:._ Hine or fall with Marx’s economic predictions. But he had changed

mind by 1902, when he published a highly significant mmlmmm of
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articles in Rivista popolare di politica, lettere e scienze mo_.nmnmn. : m&ﬁ@:_w% ﬁﬂ_.M
Sicilian republican Napoleone Colajanni. Now rm,cﬁo_m was EMS ng ;
admit that it was futile to try to make economic m.mnnm fit Qms.mm
theories: the betterment in the condition of the working class :_“5m
the preceding forty years could no longer be ignored. Zoﬁ.woqwh t —M,M
had been limits to the concentration of capital, and economic crises :
not been the fearful phenomena which Marx had m.cnmmmm? @:wmn”mnmmv”
periods of adjustment, restoring equilibrium Sﬂrﬁ Mam M.mw_HWn M:MM, w
i i ingly rare as the indus
tem. Such crises became increasingly rare : i
i i d in 1898 that this revisionis
matured. But while Labriola had arguec
view of the economic facts doomed moﬂm_pmﬂﬂ m_ﬁommﬂrwh WM WMM Mwﬂwwm
itali he betterment o
that the success of capitalism, and t . .
economic conditions, were actually stimulating the n_mamrwﬁuwma OW
European socialism. Even though capitalism was not developing ac
cording to the Marxist blueprint, socialism seemed to be mBm_.mw..nm
anyway—especially through the institutions of Em labor movemen ..nm
u:mw was only logical, if capitalism was not going to collapse o:L;
own, for socialists to focus on the other side o.m the mﬁsmao?n— ﬁm
mammmm:m industrial proletariat. Socialist conceptions were _unmsn .m;n..
become less deterministic and more 4cﬂ:bmmumﬂn” _HSM ncﬁmm“ wﬂuﬂeﬁ
jecti mic factors but on
ism depended not on objective econo e
i i iat to replace the bourgeois cap
will and capacity of the proletariat ce | o
i i rinciples. There was
order with an order based on its own p e i
i i i 1908, ““If the working class
ing inevitable about it; as Labriola put it in 1908, "I :
M..%MMH#MOH decide to intervene in the economic nm_mccﬂmrﬁm nuwnw“”m ww
itali itali i t break down.”?% But the new
capitalism, capitalism will no ; it sy
i logical development raised troubles que:
P T indefinitely, gradually improving the
If capitalism could remain viable indefinitely, gr. e
i iti hy would the proletariat develop
economic condition of the workers, why w : arial P
i i iali lution? And if capitalists cou
the will and capacity for socialist revo 1? And o n
ithout periodic crises, woulda p
eventually manage the economy wi : : e
i i i ior? Classical Marxism had recogni
tarian regime necessarily be superior? ; Spniec
ment of the proletariat,
he importance of the psychological develop . :
wcm *Ew was to have taken place in a context of growing misery WM”“
desperation; an altogether different _.um%nro_omﬁmh _uﬂmnmmm mqnmm _,HMW.M red
¢ ic i t. Indeed, the solid,
i ontext of economic improvement. ed .
”..hMvamsabmm, dropped out altogether if moemwmmg n_mﬂmann_ Mﬁ:mr.
i i ivati hat had formerly been a nec
letariat’s noneconomic motivation. W . \
WMM.»M« relationship between the proletariat and the new values that
i t.
ociety now became open and contingen !
Hm&mmﬁﬂmmnmvm”m%maoinr of the Italian labor movement during 1901 m:.,“
1902, and the numerous successful strikes of those years, offerec

grounds for optimism, but socialist theory required a description of the
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mechanism through which the organized workers were developing
new, postbourgeois values and the will to implement them in the
wider society. Labriola had the rudiments of a revolutionary syndicalist
description in his important 1902 series; and he was borrowing from
his former antagonists Sorel and Merlino, as well as from Vilfredo
lareto. These three thinkers offered the most helpful ideas as the
syndicalists sought to develop a doctrine consistent with their instinc-
live opposition to reformism.

Arturo Labriola had come into contact with both Pareto and Sorel
during the two years he spent abroad avoiding arrest for his involve-
ment in the disturbances of 1898. In Switzerland, his former economics
jrofessor Maffeo Pantaleoni introduced him to Pareto, for whom La-
briola then worked as a research assistant, compiling information on
focialism and on income distribution that Pareto used in Les Systemes
Wictalistes.?® And in this book, Pareto explored features of the emerging
labor movement which the syndicalists would soon use as the basis for
their new conception of socialism.

Seeking to observe social behavior from a detached, scientific
|\erspective, Pareto perceived new moral qualities—those characteristic
vl new social elites—developing within the organized working class,
Ihe result of the education and discipline which the new labor orga-
Nizations offered the workers. He was impressed by the self-discipline
Ivolved, for example, in the workers’ willingness to pay regular dues
ahd in their circumspect use of violence in strikes. Organizational
Membership and activity imposed a rigorous selection on the working

tlany; in the event of a strike, especially, only the most committed
Workers remained, carrying out their duties in a selfless, disciplined
ihanner. The energy and solidarity and self-reliance developing among
the organized workers contrasted vividly with the symptoms of deca-
dence which Pareto found in Italy’s old elite, relying more and more on
lrigue, corruption, and special favors like tariff protection to pursue
I\ Interests. Pareto concluded that this new elite was likely to assume
the leadership of the society.2”

It is possible to extrapolate the fundamentals of the syndicalist
Vilon from Pareto’s antithesis between an old decadent elite, surviving
through its control of the political process, and an energetic new elite,
Siherging in society, uncontaminated by Italy’s network of corruption.
Ihis conception helped the syndicalists formulate their theory, and
they frequently cited Pareto’s writings to buttress their own position.28
Mireto offered direct su pport in 1905, when asked to contribute to one
Ol the first issues of Il divenire sociale; within the “popular classes” in
Miciety, he said, a new elite, disciplined and self-confident, willing to
W lorce, was gradually emerging.29
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During his period in exile, between 1898 and 1900, Labriola also

made contact with Georges Sorel, Hubert Lagardelle, and the circle
around Augustin Hamon’s Humanité nouvelle in Paris, although this
direct encounter did not immediately affect Labriola’s thinking.3° He
and Sorel still disagreed fundamentally over the best direction for
Marxism, and besides, French intellectuals were too preoccupied with
the Dreyfus affair to think much about the labor movement at this
point. Still, Labriola and Sorel did discuss Sorel’s recent essay, “Avenir
socialiste des syndicats,” which had appeared in Humanité nouvelle in
March and April of 1898. A few years later, despite continued disagree-
ment with Sorel, Labriola published a translation of this work in his
Avanguardia socialista, in installments from 21 June to 22 November
1903. And Sorel’s essay proved very helpful to the dissidents around
Avanguardia socialista as they sought to devise an alternative to reform-
ism; in fact, it ultimately proved more important in the development of
Italian syndicalist ideas than Sorel’s more famous Reflections on Violence.
Still, Sorel’s ideas were already accessible to Italian socialist intellectuals
by 1903, for he was deeply involved in Italian socialist debates, through
his correspondence with Francesco Saverio Merlino, Benedetto Croce,
and Antonio Labriola, and through his contributions to such major
Italian socialist reviews as Turati’s Critica sociale and Merlino’s Rivista
critica del socialismo.

The idea of a link between Sorel and Italian fascism is not surpris-
ing, but it is usually assumed that Sorel taught future fascists about
violence, myths, and elitism. The young Mussolini found these aspects
of Sorel’s mature syndicalist conception worth exploring as he sought
to revitalize Italian socialism. But it was Sorel’s earlier, quite different
conception of socialism that attracted the Italian syndicalists and con-
tributed to the doctrine of radical change that they later proposed as
fascists. Sorel’s conception of proletarian psychological development
in 1898 did not depend on the categories of myth and creative violence
that he developed later, under Henri Bergson’s influence, in Reflections
on Violence. In his earlier phase, Sorel was interested in the ideas of
Francesco Saverio Merlino and in the practice of trade unionism both
in England, the most advanced country, and in France, where Fernand
Pelloutier was spearheading a kind of revolutionary syndicalism in
practice.

As Sorel himself emphasized in 1910, it was Merlino’s Pro e contro
il sociglismo, published in 1897, that first indicated to him how to renew
the socialist doctrine, how to overcome the abstraction that was creep
ing into it as the inadequacy of Marx’s description of capitalism became
apparent.3! Sorel wrote a thirty-five page review article on Merlino’s
book in 1897, then a preface to the expanded French version the next

The Origins of an Antipolitical Vision | 61

year.32 .Kmn:so convinced Sorel that socialism was ultimately an ethical
proposition, that it depended on the moral and psychological develo
ment of those who were to create it. For the workers themselves, So ﬁm
argued, socialism was an ethical imperative, the expression of m.nmmwm
to oOvercome exploitation and implement justice in society.33 .PM.M
KE.::P according to Sorel, was abandoning the dogmatic H.m#mn of
: a __.x only in order to return to the scientific spirit when he called for
I examination of actual social movements to determine whether values
..:.n institutions z._mw would make possible a radically different society
_,__,___...ﬂ ”: fact qum_o@_:m..% As mo.nm.u putitin Avenir socialiste des syndicats,
¢ key question for serious socialists was ““to determine whether there
_.:_,.,?A. a Emnrmama capable of guaranteeing the development of morality /'35
_.._z_w;m Merlino’s great contributions, however, Sorel found his cc
‘eption too bland, too oblivious of the irreconcilable conflict wm?.wMM ;
soclalism and present society. While Merlino envisioned reform B..M
.,ﬂ___““.eu_”m mo__anQ within the present order, Sorel insisted that rigid
ANs separation was i
____.._._Ezwm e dMMHnMMmuw.Q if the workers were to develop an
Merlino’s emphasis on the concrete developments in the labor
fovement led Sorel to look there for evidence of the emergence of
Soclalism. He turned first to Paul de Rousiers’s study of nrmmmb _mmnw
libor movement, and this promptly led him to write Avenir Enma:.mum des
Widicats.>” Sorel wanted to explore the value of labor organizations f,
=_:_..___ _._.,.én_o_ugmbr and he concluded that the o..mmnmmmm vuom_mﬁmﬁwﬂ
WAk In fact developing the virtues necessary for socialism. Strik
Wspecially, demonstrated that the old, narrow egotism was ..ib .
W wolidarity in proletarian behavior: “The workers nobmim”. wrmnﬂww
sikers must all be taken back, and they do not hesitate to make »rm
Mivatest sacrifices in order to obtain the reinstatement of their exclud M
Himrades.”® Gradually, a socialist society was emerging in the H.M H.m
Wl the workers’ syndicates; new values were developin, %Enﬁ__mm
SWidicate was assuming ever more practical functions wﬂ&mnwab th M
i vould become the proletariat’s institutional m:mnzmﬂ\ﬂm to the No :
Bouis parliamentary state. In his early syndicalist works, Sorel con e
Witly emphasized the socialist import of mundane, eve \Qm acti .a.m_m-
W urder to make socialism a proposition for :._m rm._,w m_.w.n_ nﬂ”ﬂ.._mmw
ron , i i i ..
”. “ .__:. ”__ __. .___., __“___ MJ.F_._: topian, catastrophic conceptions which he imputed
Francesco Saverio Merlino (1856-1930) influenced Italian syndi-
Slism not only indirectly, through Sorel, but also directly.%0 A ZH.W oli-
_-___ who g Few up in the traditions of Neapolitan anarchism duri _” Mu:.:.
IN08, Merlino spent many years in exile, during which he _,...ﬂ_ to
Mke o substantial contribution to the European _._._E__..__:: of 3_:.,"__._,.._: 4
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His articles in the Belgian review La Société :a:e.mzm mﬁ. Hmow\ mﬂﬁnﬂ_%am
Marxism and German socialism from an mﬁmnnrn__mw mﬂmw: 0 %MHV 2
d into German and discussed by Eduard ber
s e . Merlino was also questioning the
in Die Neue Zeit. At the same time, Merlino 1 \
wEmmmn tenets of anarchism, finally breaking Hﬂ:ﬂ .mrw m:mwwnu?mwm qm%cwm
i i i in 1897. The first ma
his old friend Errico Malatesta in ; S
ioni Marxism and anarchism was Pro e con
o i ially attracted Sorel. Sorel and
i i he book which especially a :
preeie ot d in 1897, and Merlino played a
lino began a regular correspondence in ; .
HM,E. role W the diffusion of Sorel’s ideas in Italy during the years that
llowed. . M
e om_ﬁ Sorel, Merlino found the new mﬂﬁ&ﬁﬂ_ OHWm.MWN”HMM mﬂ.u% _”M
juridi onshi
i ts of the new values and juridical re :
HMM.M nmwm_mmma a reality.42 He also saw in the labor Boamaw:ﬁ.?m _Hm%
iali i dangerous utopianis
f socialism that would avoid the 1 o o
W”.ﬁw MN—H%@B and collectivism. Against the mbm_,nr_m.ﬂmw Zmzﬁmxﬁ."
i i d discipline which social groups
sisted that the moral influence an e 5 S
indivi inevi d beneficial. On the other :
on the individual were inevitable anc s
ivi d control of the economy
warned that collectivism and centralized co . St
inevi itarianism, to proliferating bureaucracy,
inevitably lead to authoritarianism, . 1 g
ic ineffici f price, competition, a P
onomic inefficiency. The mechanisms o . m o
MM% and demand would be necessary m4mmM,, in m.wmﬂmwrm“sm%ohﬂﬂwp m;m
ino’ litical, juridical, ;
lino’s central concerns were po .
Hﬂoﬂox socialist overemphasis on economic _”_._mzm_.P he nﬂmammmmmﬁw
to simplistic assumptions about the political side of present pro
ialist alternatives.? pod ] . .
o Hnﬁrc:mr these ideas helped the syndicalists n_mﬁm.m _”rmﬁmwwwmn_”ﬁ
Merlino was not a revolutionary m%:&nmrm..n _db..m&.h e v ot
unions as instruments for decentralized decision making in _M..o Eh 44
as instruments of revolutionary class m:ﬁmm_m. In .mmn# Zmnr o moumo:m
sized the scope for reform within existing society, mo.n _.mHE i
cooperation with the progressive bourgeoisie. The m%d&nm__m 5 o
oﬁwn hand, would portray the union as the instrument of class mmmmr,.
tion and um.do_ssoum—.w struggle. Only later, while they uqmnm uMMm_2mw
their doctrine, did they begin to realize that they had a ﬂm%mgmu_m::
the deeper social significance of the labor movement much as
rma.ﬂwonmv less directly influential, Emile U:ﬂ.wrmwaw ”Qmmmu Wmmmwmﬂ_wr_
i i i hich served to
i d in the intellectual interchange w i : J ,.
EMN__“”MEB Sorel’s Avenir socialiste des syndicats was partly a H.mvﬁmw._ﬂ;
MM the no.,ﬁo.amzimn proposals which Durkheim had .:.Q._Hmw nw:ﬁ_..q_n : “.“
Suicide as an antidote to anomie. In a long essay in 18 I “J_A..ﬂ_._p ,:,.__,_”_
discussed Durkheim’s sociology, claiming, to find difficulties that ¢
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be resolved only if Durkheim adopted social class categories and turned
to socialism.44 Still, Durkheim’s ideas helped to clarify Sorel’s thinking
about social problems, for Durkheim emphasized the need for a new
moralizing agent in society and suggested that organizations based on
economic function could play the decisive role. But Sorel insisted in
Avenir socialiste des syndicats that Durkheim’s proposed corporations
would be less effective than the emerging labor syndicates, which had
already demonstrated such remarkable capacities.45
Durkheim reviewed Merlino’s Formes et essence du socialisme in

1899, praising its basic thrust and drawing out implications that pointed
beyond traditional socialism: “It especially would be a considerable
step forward, benefiting everyone, if socialism would finally quit con-

lusing the social question with the question of the workers.”46 The

social problem, Durkheim insisted, was moral and cultural at root and

transcended matters of economic class and material distribution. He

found Merlino’s antistatism excessive, since the development of the

state had made possible the liberation of individuals, but he agreed

that the modern state tended to become oppressive and needed to be

balanced by intermediate groupings. And of course Durkheim had
already begun to emphasize the moral value which organizations based
(il economic function could have for the atomized individuals of mod-
#In society.” Organizing society into a network of occupational group-
Ihgs was the key to overcoming the basic defects of the liberal and
tapitalist order.

Despite major differences, Durkheim, Metlino, Sorel, and Pareto
tonverged in some significant ways as they sought solutions to present
problems. And the cluster of ideas we have discussed provided a
lbundation for the supplement to traditional Marxism that the dissident
Soclalists around Arturo Labriola were seeking to develop. The syndi-
talists borrowed selectively from these critics of orthodox Marxism as
they sought to come to terms, simultaneously, with the revision of
Marxism and with Italy’s peculiar problems. Even those who ended up
lascists continued to pay homage to these four figures and to use their
WWleas. In 1917, at the pivotal moment in the syndicalist evolution
loward fascism, Panunzio returned to Merlino for intellectual guidance,
and later, as a fascist, he frequently credited Merlino with initiating the
Process of socialist revision which had culminated, he insisted, in
fascivm. *® We will have occasion to consider this provocative assertion,
and to return to the network of intellectual relationships we have just

iscussed, when we seek to place Italian fascism in the perspective of
Buropean history in the concluding chapter.

By 1900, Labriola was beginning to admit that much of value could
e lound in the ideas of Merlino and Sorel,* but it was not until 1902,
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in his articles in Colajanni’s Rivista popolare, Hrww Labriola r_u.mmmmMmMo
integrate their ideas into a no:mnmﬂn mwﬂrmmmpmmw_w rhw Mﬂmhﬂ M m_m Mn mm:mm
i e conception of present problem :
Mﬁnm_mmnwrmn io:_mﬁssnmummw Italian syndicalism were Wmnoﬁ_ﬂmw M_%mw_.‘
even though Labriola was still mMH. %.OB ﬁ%m“”ﬁmmm mﬂr Mmﬂwnn?_m :m
syndicalist strategy. He portrayed the syn i sl
which the proletariat was developing its own e el
ative to the bourgeois order.5° The m%b&nmﬁm were idea
wn_v”mﬂm future society; %m% would provide .%m. Emagson.ﬁ_”w.mnﬂ%nﬂﬂw
for the coordinated but mmnmﬁwﬂmﬁma mMoso_.MM Mﬂﬂﬂ“ LME mﬁw e
order. In their concern over salaries and wor = miwmn\ g
organizations were already preparing for the noncollec b
i uired for socialism. Labriola expected that man
Mwmm.. ﬂ“mnﬂnw and managerial employers would soon Qﬂbm .uomwﬁr”m
within the syndicate, making it possible to overcome the hegemony
italist within the factory. . : :
N nMMmWo_m‘m emphases had changed nn"ﬂw._n_meEw since mamommn .HM
essence of socialism had become ethical, __.S&.nmr and, in _mum oo
sense, political. Thus the task for mcnmm_mmm theorists was S_mbm M o
the flaws in capitalism, but the .mmém. in @onnmmoﬁ va :mwm )
bourgeois legal and political relationships, in order to .mxrm,_ i
alternatives could develop within the _mvou, Boggma._m e
doctrinal task that the emerging mﬁ._&nm.._umﬁ current €o=om m.wm: G
itself. Writing in Avanguardia socialista in Zo4mu._wm_.. H% 2 M W »rm
student Sergio Panunzio, who had been m..HObm_M E.:mMnM-m nwsﬂnm_
translation of Sorel’s Avenir socialiste des syndicats, _U.Eﬁo_ﬁm %
tenet of syndicalism: since socialism was the unique express ey
responsibility of the proletariat, Hﬁrmﬂ Mrm FNWWW%M%M,MM%M Mwwn )
ian products, had to play the cru :
WN_.mMmMrm wqu.rmnm\ organizations could serve both mm.m.mﬁ“mmwmmww
instruments, fostering revolutionary capacities and socialis o= Em
and as the alternative, postbourgeois Smﬂ.:_huozm necessary .
new proletarian order. The source of social _.mnmd..ﬁm_oa H“amﬂ, A
found in the labor movement; the treacherous path of par Ty
iti re. .
ﬁo:ﬂﬂm _MM ﬂwﬂ% Mmm? Giolitti Emﬂnoﬁmm the industrial gﬂﬁm-ﬂﬂ”ﬂ“”
that produced a more sophisticated working n.Hmmw and mocm H.mﬂ_._m :,. !
collaboration in order to bring the workers into *,rm Sys mmﬁwgmm:ﬁ:d
formists, for their part, believed that :.Sw cou _.n_ wﬁ; v::..:o _m H i ﬁ.r..
by taking advantage of the opportunity to win :d_:,:,e,.ﬁ “_.: nts g
most advanced sectors of the working class. .ru_\__:_: a _.,._.__,_ ,”<.n._.ﬂ e
radical antithesis of this relationship between the ( ._:_____‘___:w_ _,_..<_., _:. ..3
reformist socialism; leave the society alone, the syndicalists were say
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ing, so that the workers can develop their own values and institutions
and gradually lead society as a whole beyond the traditional socio-
political patterns. The workers seemed a unique and precious source
of novelty. 2
Through industrialization and syndical organization, the prole-
lariat was emerging as an elite, distinguishing itself from the people,
the great masses of Italians. Only insofar as the proletariat made itself
an elite, the bearer of new values and capacities, could it make a real
tevolution. Conversely, only the organized industrial proletariat nar-
towly defined (though including the landless workers in the heavily
vapitalized agriculture of the Po Valley), and not the Italian masses,
tould constitute a revolutionary force. According to Olivetti “The
syndicalist mentality can only mature in the factory or in intensive,
Industrialized agriculture: it supposes, then, large industry and the
itense vibration of capitalist life, and of necessity must leave behind
Ituelf all the grey zone of small industry and small agriculture: the
Attisans and the petty bureaucracy, the various kinds of domestic wage-
varners, etc.; that is, a whole mass which is specifically proletarian, but
Incapable by its very structure and economic position to feel the unique
tevolutionary impulse that is syndicalism pulsating in its veins and
Mimulating its will.”’53
Because they were more pessimistic than the reformists about the
depth of Italian problems, the syndicalists were less confident about
the resiliency of the emerging socialist alternative. They sensed that
the reformists underestimated the menace Giolitti represented. Re-
lirmism meant contact with politicians and the existing state, and this
tould only contaminate the labor movement, leading the proletariat to
Mittle for favors within the system. The workers would come to under-
stand socialism as a mere accumulation of reforms, won by the Socialist
Jurty in parliament, rather than a genuinely new form of life, which
they themselves had to develop.** Labriola argued in a 1910 lecture
that “the syndicalists are preoccupied above all with the transformation
Wl nociety. The question of the betterment of the workers within the
limits of the current society is very important, but it is not connected to
the upecific end which the syndicalists propose.”’sS If that end was to be
sthieved, the syndicalists argued, the proletariat had to create some-
thing new on its own.

There were further implications of the reformist strategy which
Wade reformism—and ultimately the Socialist party itself—seem dan-
WHOus to the syndicalists. The reformists’ determination to pursue
Wlurms within parliament made them excessively concerned with win-
Mg electoral support; as a result the Socialist party was becoming too
heterogencous, representing not the class interests of the proletariat,
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but those of any social group that offered Aoﬁmm.m«. Moreover, the ﬁmmam
leaders, and especially the Socialist n—mﬁﬂ.ﬂ_mm in ﬁmw__mn:m....r Emummmm-
veloping narrow, personal interests of their oﬂ.? even their own ¢
i lian parliamentary groups. i) 4
wm_mmmuw_mw%mﬂm ﬂwﬁﬁrwmmw on the _Mwowmﬂmimr the m%dn_nmu.hmﬁm Hmn__unm& M
serious understanding of the industrial labor experience; m._mw‘ _“Mw.wb
their doctrine on an abstract, unrealistic conception of proletari
behavior and never devised an effective m:m«:ma.qm to ﬂmmoﬂnmmmz on
the level of strategy.*® Revolutionary syndicalism in France an : %_Wm”m
emerged more organically and spontaneously from the mxﬁﬂ%ﬂ i
certain sectors of the working class.5? .H._.—.m_.m were few mi M. e
intellectuals involved in Spanish syndicalism, sw_.:nr won mom OEE
the labor movement in Catalonia, the country’s leading indus m
region, between 1908 and 1910. The situation in France aﬂmm ﬁ.mmmm
complex, but Sorel and the “New School” mHoEwn_ Eo:@mzmmz moﬂma o
were seeking merely to interpret the actual practice of »rmn_.nmmnﬁ - Mmﬂ-
movement, which developed a militant, revolutionary &B._ _M.m s fren-
tation from within the Fédération des wos_..mmm n_u. .HEASH s M:.b 5o
1892 and spearheaded by Fernand Hum__o&_m.n until his ﬂquvoﬁ o<m“
Syndicalism seemed firmly established E:r._b\?m Frenc mﬂ m_. H_-..5 =
ment by 1906, when the Confédération ..mmsmamﬂ du .ﬁ.mawh: .o_.nm A.M
adopted the syndicalist blueprint at its :m:oba. congress at mma. . .noﬂ
be sure, the resolutions of labor leaders at national noﬁmnmm_mum o
necessarily reflect the ?.woizmw of the EOarmMM %MMWMMW%M? Mm Mwimm:
calism seems for a few years to have expresse pira : "
. s of the French working class. In Italy, the syndicalist mo.ngbm. was
HMM.M_.M_MHJW the product ommm group of m:wmzmngmpm\ operating within
the Socialist party and seeking an alternative to H..m.mcn-:_m:? e
Generally, the Italian syndicalists were .2-:5@ to nﬂ.__u S
syndicalism had not developed spontaneously in the warm: or Wﬂn o
ment and that the Socialist party still had an .mmmmﬁamr though te e
porary, educational role—to make the wnmms_wmn workers ﬁwéwum g
their crucial revolutionary and socialist mission.®° EEQﬂmr. e m”z.
opment of the labor movement mmmn.ﬂmm cause for optimism, i
remained the danger that the young unions nﬁm\rﬂ ,n.mnou._w nwmum EBm:_#
groups, concerned only with their Bm_ﬁvwwm economic better EEW
Once the party had made certain that the unions were firmly no_”:sm i
to syndicalism, it could still serve as the ﬁo__:wm_ wnma._.:ﬂmﬁ omq_m..
organized workers, representing purely proletarian interests in parli
ment. 61

The syndicalists admired the proletariat as a new, productive class

i strializati ‘ess, But it was particularly the ex
born of the industrialization process. | S _.. i E_M_.r,._._,_ e
perience of organization which seemed to be preparing ¢
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social leadership, fostering not only the capacity for revolution but also
the anti-bourgeois values that would give the new proletarian regime a
socialist character. The individual industrial worker had revolutionary
value only after he had been transformed by organizational member-
ship. Sergio Panunzio summarized the central proposition of Italian
syndicalism when he wrote in 1906: “Thanks to today’s syndical orga-
nizations, the brute and disorganized labor forces, which have exerted
0 many vain efforts throughout history to redeem themselves from
slavery, become intelligent, aware, organic forces; the static masses are
tonverted into dynamic, distinct, and stable combinations and associa-
lions. So the syndicate marks a high degree of perfection, or elevation,
in the mental, psychological, moral, and social evolution of the prole-
lariat.”62 Following Gabriel Tarde and the Italian social psychologist
I"asquale Rossi, Panunzio explained how groups elaborate norms which
the members internalize. He also borrowed selectively from Durkheim
10 buttress the syndicalist view that the workers’ organizations were
developing new ethical patterns.? This emphasis on the value of
Urganizational membership recurs constantly in syndicalist writings. 64

Ihe syndicalists, even as fascists, never abandoned their heavy em-

phasis on the value of organization for radical change in Italy. Orga-

fization seemed a source of both moral development and political

tunsciousness for the atomized, egotistical Italian masses. In orga-
Wizing, moreover, Italian society seemed to be developing the strength
and resiliency it needed to stand up to the exploitative Italian state.

We can best understand the mechanism through which the syndi-
talists expected socialism to emerge if we examine Enrico Leone’s
|'sition first, and then show how most of the syndicalists went beyond
Il Because Leone was one of the most able and well-educated of the
Shdicalists, some have assumed that he spoke for the others on
tumplex theoretical matters.s5 But Leone’s conception was atypical. All
Ol the syndicalists recognized that the workers had organized in the
st place to better their economic position. Leone sought to stay on
the economic level, trying to ground his theory of syndicalist revolution
sulicdly in the economic interests of the workers. His conception of the
historical mai nspring that would produce socialism was already worked

Is essentials by 1900; his later revolutionary syndicalism only
dencribed the mechanism whereby his conception would be imple-
Mented in practice.¢ Although he accepted the revisionist critique of
Marxist economics, Leone fashioned another strictly economic concep-
N of the coming of socialism based on the new marginal-utility,
Weltare economics of Léon Walras and Vilfredo Pareto, He agreed with
the other syndicalists that the making of socialism depended on prole
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tarian will, rather than on internal contradictions within capitalism; he
conceded that voluntarism and a consequent measure of indeterminacy
must again be part of socialism. But he sought to minimize this in-
determinacy by showing that it was economic interest, not some new
subjective value system, that inspired the workers’ will to create a new
order.6” Although socialism depended on the subjective motivation of
the proletariat, rather than the objective unfolding of capitalism, that
motivation was the utilitarian hedonism of economic man. Pursuing
their own economic self-interest, the organized workers would con-
tinually strike, thereby cutting into the share of output going for profit.
Ultimately, profit would be eliminated altogether, because it prevented
the proletariat from maximizing its own economic well-being; para-
sitism would be eradicated as the producers took over the economic
apparatus. Leone insisted that socialism would now become truly scien-
tific, since it turned out to be the consequence of laws elaborated in-
dependently by scientific economists.

Because the proletariat could win this economic struggle against
its capitalist adversaries only if it were stronger, Leone’s conception,
like the majority syndicalist position, required that the proletariat ac-
quire the new virtues of solidarity and self-sacrifice which would give
it power in the class struggle. But these virtues were merely instru-
ments that would make victory possible; they were not viewed as the
primary motivating force that had set the workers on a revolutionary
course in the first place. The essence of the revolution remained the
elimination of capitalism, not the implementation of the new values.
Leone feared the abyss that seemed to open as soon as socialists
ventured beyond the economic level; if modern socialism was “an
ethical ideal, instead of the expression of a relationship of economic
forces, any expectation of ours about its future chances would amount
to a mere expression of confidence, not to a conviction derived from
the real development of historic, social and economic facts.””%8

With his quasi-deterministic vision of the revolutionary future,
Leone was able to face with greater equanimity than his colleagues the
failure of syndicalist ideas in the Italian labor movement. Success
required new virtues, but the motivation for socialism was merely a
matter of economic interest. When the proletariat proved more inter-
ested in pursuing immediate economic gains than in developing anti-
bourgeois values, Leone’s syndicalism was not undermined to the same
extent that the majority syndicalist position was. It was partly for this
reason that Leone maintained his faith in the proletariat, opposed the
Libyan War and Italian intervention in World War I, and did not share
in the postwar redefinition of the social revolution that led so many of
his former colleagues to fascism. In fact, Leone’s ideas evolved very
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little; his postwar i
; pamphlet for the
e Hwom.%ﬁ railroad workers could almost have
s__rmw_rm o:mwn m%:&nmm.mﬂm tended to follow Leone’s hedonistic model
g maﬂa t ey argued in purely economic terms.” But in their view
E anw MHHBOﬁmBmE SMEE become increasingly independent om
concerns which provided its original i
hedonistic economic strik et ey
e could produce merel titati j
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ever, the proletariat could be considered the universal class only if it
made itself such through a process of psychological development. It
did not enjoy this unique historical status automatically, “objectively,”
because of its special place in the socioeconomic sphere, as it did even
for the voluntaristic Marx. The implication was that the leadership role
in the revolutionary process was defined subjectively, in terms of
values or psychological states, and not objectively, in terms of socio-
economic situation. The proletariat was apparently in the best position
to develop new values—and seemed to be doing so during the first
years of the new century. But in fact the leadership role was up for
grabs, since it depended exclusively on subjective states. Thus the
syndicalist commitment to the proletariat was merely empirical—and
depended upon the further development of new values in the labor
movement. .

The workers could be counted upon to lead only because, through
a difficult process of psychological maturation, they were coming to
embody values diametrically opposed to those underlying the liberal
capitalist system. Solidarity was the most important. The workers
were learning to live according to the principle of solidarity on a day-to-
day basis; the revolution would extend this principle of solidarity to
the whole society.”s The foundation of the new solidarity would be
common productive labor. As he reached maturity and lucidity, the
industrial worker would come to understand the need for labor in
society and to embrace his own productive role.”s The syndicalists
idolized the worker partly because he was the special product of the
new industrial age and would come to affirm industrial labor, machine
production, and the factory system. A crucial criterion of the workers’
maturity was the extent to which they had overcome their nostalgic
resistance to the technical forms of modern economic organization and
had embraced the industrial system as their own. In attacking the
existing order, the proletarian elite would be seeking to extend its
principle of labor to the whole society as the foundation for the new
solidarity; the workers would overcome the nonproductive elements,
thereby making possible a classless society of producers.””

This solidarity did not imply a leveling in the production process.
The syndicalists stood in awe of the complexities of modern indus-
trial production and respected those who knew how to organize busi
nesses and run factories. As a major part of their socialist maturation,
the workers were developing the technical capacities necessary to
manage society’s productive apparatus effectively, but the syndicalists
considered that some sort of functional hierarchy within the factory
would always be necessary, for objective, technical reasons.”® Since
this differentiation would meet productivist criteria and thus serve the
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mmjm.w& interest, the syndicalists did not worry that a new kind of
political privilege or domination would result.

__ Extraordinary training, involving a good deal of hardship and sac-
rifice, would be required for the workers to come to maturity. The strike
was essential as an instrument for this training, not primarily as an
instrument for economic improvement. The criteria that distinguished
a wwammomm.nm:w valuable strike emerge most clearly in syndicalist po-
_wSHm against revisionist, nonrevolutionary labor union supporters
like Antonio Graziadei and Leonida Bissolati. Graziadei agreed with
the syndicalists that the workers’ organizations, and not the Socialist
party, would play the determining role in the creation of socialism. But
his conception of socialism was still evolutionary and reformist: simply
w% struggling for the economic betterment of their members, the syn-
mﬂnmﬁmm.éﬁm pursuing socialism. The criterion of success in a strike was
_Sa.m&mﬁ economic gain.” From the syndicalist perspective, this con-
ception of the strike was narrow and egotistical; a truly revolutionary
m:..w_ “syndicalist” strike, like the one in Parma in 1908, was distin-
mc_mrwm by its explicitly political tone, by its class consciousness, tran-
scending a narrow corporate outlook, and by the strikers’ awareness
that together they were creating something new, which would ulti-
mately provide the basis for a socialist society. A valuable strike both
Em@.mﬂ and manifested the solidarity, lucidity, idealism, and self-
_.mm.nnmnm of the organized workers.8? Even a defeated mmumwm could
widen horizons and engender new capacities in the workers involved. 8
But it was this contempt for the merely utilitarian in their conception of
the strike that led the syndicalists into tactical excesses in practice and
soon made their doctrine unpopular in most of the working class.

..H._..w syndicalists never translated their dream of an alternative
society into a practical blueprint, showing how the values they thought
they saw developing in the labor movement could be generalized to
the whole society. The new social order was to be a network of syndi-
cates, _.ucw they never explained the mechanics of organizational relation-
ships in future society. Still, the syndicalists’ images of the future
__..5.,5_ the frustrations and aspirations that had made these particular
__.__Ezm radical opponents of the present order. Through the vigorous
self-reliant economic organizations now emerging, the society Eo:_m
x_._:,_.:s:w become capable of governing itself, without the corrupting
parliamentary state and the stifling centralized bureaucracy, without
politicians as intermediaries.®> The conventional political sphere would
.___.‘.,._;z.:a altogether, replaced by a direct democracy of producers, in
which “political” participation would be more constant and mggmn:\mwm
than under the liberal suffrage system. Social authority in the new
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order would be at once stronger and more n_mnmbs.mr..mmnr in response
to the contradictory qualities of the Italian state, éw_n_._ was in some
ways too weak to govern an especially atomized society, and in some
s so strong that it stifled society. .
Em%;m mwnamnmﬁm itself afforded an image of the mm.rm% knit, r_mﬁw
organized society the syndicalists desired as an antidote to .:S dis-
organization and atomization of Italian society.®? .H—..w%. nozn.m_cma the
alternatives in extreme terms: the petty egotistical _s&d._qaﬁ.m_:mg m.m the
present could be overcome only by giving a strong mOn_.mH &Bwﬁm.pob to
all aspects of the individual’s experience and behavior. E_m:b.?m
labor organizations that would eventually u._.&a up the new society,
undisciplined individuals were already _mm.n._Em to accept their social
duty, to internalize ever more social obligations.34 i dediad A
So the syndicalists sought antidotes to the disorganization mﬁﬂ
indiscipline of their society, but their vision also Hw%oﬁn_mm to the
stifling centralization of the Italian state. .H.rmu” envisioned a moﬂwg
composed of semiautonomous onmE.Nmﬁodm. with plenty of scope for
grass-roots initiative and economic competition. To overcome the m.mnm
culiar cluster of problems in Italy, it was necessary to elevate an
socialize the individual through organizational Eﬁ.:cmnwrﬁu and, at mrm
same time, to diffuse political decision-making into the society, Bmw_.b.m
the economically-based organizations themselves the focus for partici-
ion in public life. ‘8
ﬁmﬁﬂ.rm m%-..&nmmmnm clearly fell heir to some of the mﬁﬂm.nm.nt.Om the
Italian anarchist tradition, but they were neither @nodb.&ﬁm:m:m* nor
antiauthoritarian. Again and again, in fact, _urmw.. explicitly &mbo.sbnmn“
anarchism and proclaimed the superiority of their own conceptions o
both the revolutionary process and the socialist future. Panunzio, MM:.
example, longed for something more mo.mn and mn.ncnnﬁmm :._m.:_ ﬂwo
simple, transitory groups of isolated individuals which he found in the
anarchist vision: “[Syndicalism] acknowledges not .§m~nEF fleeting
human aggregations, but stable and durable ones; it acknowledges,
like anarchism, ‘free associations,” but those having an mﬁmwna boﬂ.m:
atomistic character, an institutional and not mne:m:a.nga basis. wm >_..m:5m
explicitly against the anarchists, Panunzio, rm_u:oﬂ.m\ and Olivetti .mm.n___.ﬂ,
explained that syndicalism anticipated the .ummﬂ._nnou of the state in i ._.
present bourgeois configuration, but not the disappearance of mo_.E_M_.
social authority in general.8¢ The workers’ organizations seemed to ,_.
developing their own forms of authority, even .2:?:. the noﬁmbm.m., ..,_
present society. Manifesting the tight Hum%n_._o_om_wm_ unity nrmumn»m:w:.._
of proletarian organization, this syndical authority was E:nr. stronger
and more effective, not more relaxed, than the social z_,_:::._.g ,..m the
bourgeois system.?” The syndicates, in fact, were already beginning to
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evolve a system of collectivist law, ensuring the social character of
individual behavior. In the socialist order, this new kind of law would
povern society as a whole, giving juridical expression to the new
solidarity and replacing the bourgeois legal system, with its individual-
Istic assumptions. Indeed, revolution was required in large part because
the present bourgeois ruling class was too decadent to bind society
together with an effective legal system; the proletariat, in contrast,

would extend the sphere of law, arresting the present trend toward
peneralized exploitation and social disintegration.s8

Despite their antistatism, then, the syndicalists were hardly anti-
authoritarian individualists. As they later recognized more clearly, they
Iejected the existing state not only because it was stifling and corrupting,

- but also because, paradoxically, it was too aloof and limited—and

ultimately too weak—to protect the collective from exploitation and to
tonstitute an effective source of authority in the lives of Italian indi-
Viduals. The syndicates were attractive as intermediate bodies which
had emerged in opposition both to the state and to the reigning
individualism of bourgeois society, and which seemed to be narrowing
the gap between individuals and the source of social authority. The
hew order would not rest, like the bourgeois order, on a mass of
Wwolated individuals, but on the network of syndicates, with their
Mrong bonds among individuals.8°
Since specifically proletarian institutions were essential for social-
Iim, the syndicalists denied that a genuine revolution could be made
through traditional forms of popular insurrection. Here again, the
avcents of syndicalism and anarchism were radically different, although
historians have usually lumped the two together. It has been argued,
lor example, that De Ambris and Corridoni shared the anarchists’
simplistic conception of the requirements for overthrowing the Italian
Ivjime, their Bakuninist belief in a spontaneous rising of the people.
It the syndicalists consistently held that a viable new order could not
b created suddenly, through barricades and violent insurrection, but
only through a long, gradual process of industrial development and
proletarian maturation. 91 Writing explicitly in critique of anarchism,
Lanzillo insisted that “if the proletariat wants to make the revolution
A life of sacrifice, of labor, of intense technical and psychological,
Itellectual and moral preparation is necessary.”%2 This patient prepara-
Hon served, as Tommaso Sorricchio put it, “to preserve syndicalism
flom anarchist and insurrectionary follies and degenerations.””?? Anar-
¢hist tactics produced only pointless revolts, which appealed to peas-
aitn and declining bourgeois groups; the syndicalist general strike had
Huthing to do with old-fashioned popular insurrection.®
The syndicalists did not expect a general strike to overthrow the
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italist system in the foreseeable future. The proletariat mm_ﬁ needed 2
WMWSMMEM of maturation before it would vm.mﬁ for _mmn_wamr%. muﬁ..ﬂn-
calism required patience.®s The syndicalists did not n.o.:mpn_mn any of the
great Italian strikes of the prewar period to be definitive chizo:m.w\
episodes—not even the general strike of 1904, the Parma strike Jm Hoor :
or the Red Week agitation of 1914.%¢ Alceste De >B¢Em\. discussing the
Parma strike while in progress, emphasized that “the idea of a catas-
trophe capable of creating a new world is not one q_...ma we advocate,
since we are persuaded that the road to be traveled is still very _obm
and that we are scarcely in the first stages.””*” >=rop.pmr he portraye:
this strike as an especially valuable pedagogical experience, De >E@Em
consistently denied that it was intended to spark full-scale revolution

inst capitalism.%® .
mmm:,m._..m mﬂao&m in which syndicalist purposes have been most seri-
ously misunderstood is Red Week, the spontaneous, quasi-insurrec-
tionary popular uprising which paralyzed almost all the major cities _W
Italy for at least two days in June of 1914. mwﬁ&m.am of the movement,
failing to distinguish syndicalism from anarchism, have simply mwm
sumed that the syndicalists considered Wm.ﬂ_. Week owo Wm.nrm mﬂmm&
revolutionary opportunity they had been waiting mo_... Hd his n_.mnE M
account of Red Week, Luigi Lotti lumps the syndicalists with »m..m
anarchists and republicans, but nowhere does he mroi that the syn: i-
calists saw Red Week as a genuine chance mou.umqo_ﬁso:. Indeed, his
account makes clear that it was real anarchists like Ma.n_nc Z&mﬁmm.nm and
Armando Borghi who believed the uprising had serious H..wg_::obwww
possibilities. De Ambris and Corridoni did work to EHmdmp@ the strike

movement, but only in order to enhance its ﬁmu\n?“u_cm_n& value, m_oﬁ
because they wanted to transform it into the revolution. When, .u::.:m
Red Week, the movement in Parma began to get out of nonw.o_. 2:.:
stone throwing and violence, the m%b&nm_p“mﬂm called off the mq_wm :._,
only its second day.%° In this episode and in general, the syndica w:“
simply did not share the anarchist belief in the value of spontaneous

INgs. .

ﬁoﬁﬁwno“ﬁﬂmromammaﬁﬁaﬂ the syndicalists’ intentions &E,mbm Red
Week also misinterpret the lessons they drew mnoB the mxﬁmnmﬂnm.r:.
has been argued that the failure of Red Week finally _unoc.m_.: the
syndicalists down to reality, proving to them that the H.mq.w_nao: EQ
advocated was not possible in Italy, at _mmm.ﬁ for 504@ But since
the syndicalists had always distinguished =..m:.. revolution from spon

taneous popular insurrection, Agostino rm:w.‘___c could argue, .»_c:__.
plausibly, that the failure of Red Week had confirmed, not ::Q.E.E_:cp F
the syndicalist strategy, with its emphasis on :_._:_:_._ _.._.:_..._...:.:5 matu

ration.192 Just after the end of Red Week, De Ambris reaffirmed what

The Origins of an Antipolitical Vision | 75

he and the other syndicalists had been saying for years—that the
Italian proletariat was still not ripe for revolution, and that revolutionary
tapacity could only be developed gradually, over a long period.103
Just as Italian syndicalism was not a throwback to preindustrial
Insurrectionary traditions, neither was it an aspect of the new antiposi-
tivist, antirationalist culture that began to emerge, in Italy as elsewhere,
with the dawn of the new century. At first glance, the revolutionary
syndicalist reaction against reformism, in both Italy and France, seems
part of the more general voluntarist reaction against positivism and
deterministic socialism. It is often assumed that the Italian syndicalists
van be dismissed as second-rate participants in this cultural movement
because of their alleged cult of violence and elitism and their apparent
Interest in myth and irrational forms of mass mobilization and behav-
lor.'** The syndicalists were apparently Sorelians, and Sorel, though
vasily misunderstood, was a major figure in the European revolt against
jositivism. Some dialogue did develop between a few of the syndi-
valists and the avant-garde intellectuals around Giuseppe Prezzolini’s
L voce. Prezzolini included several syndicalist pieces in La voce and
#ven published a book about syndicalism in 1909.105 Byt this dialogue
fitver amounted to much; the syndicalists continued to develop their
Own ideas in their own way. Indeed, they had little use for the esoteric
fiotions of their antipositivistic contemporaries. Sergio Panunzio, writ-
Iy in 1910, attacked Marinetti and the futurists for their irrationalism
and exaltation of violence. Since they ignored the need for rational
limits to human activity, Panunzio argued, Marinetti’s ideas could only
load to “the most brutal and mechanical irrationalism.”1% During the
tebate over Italian intervention in World War I, when any syndicalist
lscination with violence could surely be expected to have come to the
lore, the fervently interventionist Panunzio went out of his way to
Uxpress his contempt for what he considered the bestial morality of
Slirer and Nietzsche.19? Panunzio portrayed the war as a means of
Uxpanding the sphere of justice against the sphere of irrational force. In
the same way, A. O. Olivetti repeatedly criticized the revival of “mysti-
fism™ in Italy, singling out Giovanni Papini for special scorn. 108
The syndicalists owed only a limited intellectual debt to Sorel, as
they themselves recognized when they reflected honestly on the devel-
dpment of their ideas. Writing in 1918, Sergio Panunzio stressed that
the Italian syndicalist emphasis on the values of organization gave
ism “a clearer and less involved, more comprehensible and
More rationally intelligible aspect than it had with Sorel’109 The So-
telian and Italian versions of revolutionary syndicalism already differed
fundamentally in 1905, when Sorel first published, in I1 divenire sociale,
the articles that would form the basis of Reflections on Violence. Sorel
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had developed new interests and concerns since he had written Avenir
socialiste des syndicats in 1898, while the Italian syndicalists had con-
tinued to refine the ideas they had derived, in part, from Sorel’s earlier
work. They had more in common with Hubert Lagardelle than they
did with Sorel, for Lagardelle, too, continued to stress that the workers
were gradually maturing and that socialism was gradually emerging
through the everyday activities of the labor organizations.**°

In their conception of the proletariat’s revolutionary motivation,
the Italian syndicalists did not follow Sorel in emphasizing the role of
myth. The workers, in the Italian conception, would come to embody
principles and values antithetical to the present order. When they
recognized that they had sufficient power for success, their will to
realize the values they embodied would be sufficient to motivate them
to act. The vision of future success, of course, would stimulate the
proletariat in its gradual process of maturation, but the workers would
be lucid, would clearly understand what they were doing. They would
make a revolution because they knew they were capable of creating the
society they wanted. Italian syndicalism seemed to have no need for
Sorelian myth.!!

During the prewar period, the syndicalists were reluctant to admit
their differences with Sorel, no doubt because of the prestige which
Sorel enjoyed in wider Italian intellectual circles. Once Sorel had made
available his theory of the social myth, some of the Italian syndicalists
were tempted to take advantage of it, applying it to any type of
nonrational motivation. Leone’s hedonistic motivation might be con-
sidered rational, but the proletariat'’s will to realize its own values
involved sentiment and passion, so the syndicalists sometimes por-
trayed the revolutionary transformation in Sorelian language.**> How-
ever, since their own syndicalism, with its stress on lucidity, was
ultimately incompatible with myth, their use of the concept was in-
variably confused and awkward. Gradually the syndicalists came to
admit that they had never really embraced the categories of Sorel's
mature conception. We have seen that by 1918 Panunzio was explicitly
distinguishing Italian from Sorelian syndicalism; this divergence cul-
minated in Enrico Leone’s postwar attacks first on Sorel in Il neo-
marxismo: Sorel e Marx and then on the philosophical underpinnings of
Sorel's mature syndicalism in Anti-Bergson. Of course, Leone was
especially likely to reject Sorel’s ideas, since of all the Italian syndicalists
he was the most concerned with economic analysis and the most
determined to rely on economic motivation. La nzillo and Orano found
Sorel’s approach temperamentally more congenial, yet even their ideas
were ultimately incompatible with his. True to Sorel’s earlier position,
the Italian syndicalists continued to stress the key role for workers’
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organizations as both moral instruments and institutional alternatives
to the bourgeois state. Sorel, however, under the influence of Bergson

began to place less emphasis on the values of organization and to mmmw
the agency of moral regeneration elsewhere. Compared with Sorel’s
mature position, the Italian syndicalists’ conception was a bit simplistic

bu t they ultimately could not accept the emphasis on myth as a BozH
vating force and the links between myth and moral development so
important in his revised theory.

Sorel found excessive rationalism to be both a source and a symp-
tom of the contemporary decadence which the revolution was to over-
come; the redemptive potential of the proletariat depended on its
Ireedom from this excessive rationalism of the bourgeois order. Sorel
admired the “primitive”” qualities of mind which made the proletariat
especially susceptible to myths.!* He found the proletariat capable of
the sublime and heroic sensibility which was crucial for moral renewal
precisely because of these ““myth-making” qualities of mind. The Italian
nyndicalists, on the other hand, did not find excessive rationalism at
the root of bourgeois decadence, so the proletariat’s ability to redeem
society did not depend on nonrational qualities of mind. For Sorel
the sublime revolutionary spirit would underlie moral renewal. 14 _.uoh.
ltalian syndicalism, the reverse would be true: the new morality would
be the source of the proletariat’s will to a new order. The Italians
expected a new morality from group suggestion and experience, not
lrtom heroic, warlike passions, not from the revolutionary spirit itself.

We have seen that the syndicalists from the beginning had wanted
I transcend anarchist conceptions of revolution; Marxism came as a
tevelation because it seemed a more precise, scientific kind of socialism.
Au participants in the revision of Marxism, of course, the syndicalists
lucused on the psychological development of the proletariat, rather
than on the internal contradictions of capitalism. But they continued
tunsistently enough, to criticize anarchism and all catastrophic ncbu
teptions of revolution. Socialist voluntarism did not have to mean
mysticism and non-rational motivation. Since the Italian syndicalists
iwmained strongly positivistic, it is not surprising that Sorel’s concep-
flun of socialism as a mystery, its coming as a catastrophe baffling
dencription, ultimately proved abhorrent to them.!!S Panunzio argued
that syndicalism would cure the Italian workers of their previous quasi-

anarchistic socialist beliefs; with the advent of syndicalism, he said
suclalism was no longer a matter of religion and faith, but a matter om
lueidity and real capacity.!'® Writing in 1908, Labriola found Sorel’s
theory of myth ingenious but clearly subversive of Marxism’s attempt
W dissolve myths and illusions by getting at the material bases of
Wuth, "7 In his memoirs of 1939, he recalled the Italian syndicalist
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skepticism about the Bergsonian elements in Sorel and reaffirmed a
basic principle: “Myths, fables, and _.mﬁm_mzobm are .?.mﬂmm_u\ the con-
trary of socialism, which proposes to teach individuals as .mﬁnr to
fashion for themselves their own lives, and in thus constructing nrm.u.
lives, to see within themselves as in clear, transparent water.’’118 This
lucidity was a constant syndicalist ideal; if the worker was to make a
revolution and create socialism, he had to cnamagﬂn.ﬂﬂmn_mw@ and
cognitively the nature of the process and his own role in it. Since, in
the Sorelian conception, a transformation motivated v.w myth Eocu_m
not necessarily produce any of the situations mOnmm..mmb in the myth,
the Italian syndicalists wondered why a nmﬁo_c.aob vmmmm on myth
could be expected to create socialism. To them, this conception seemed
dangerously close to old-fashioned catastrophic conceptions of 540.3-
tion, while, for Sorel, the problem dissolved, because the myth-making
mind was also the morality-making mind. Morality for Sorel was
incompatible with rationalism; indeed, myth and morality would grow
ther.
*omm;m syndicalists were no more fascinated with violence than they
were with myth. The final expropriation of nmﬁ:mmmn.,r .ioc_a probably
be violent, and the proletariat would succeed only if more woémn.?_
than its adversaries. But violence was simply the moment of transition
in revolution, the final test of proletarian capacities; it was not, in itself,
creative. Nor did the Italian syndicalists argue that strikes had to be
violent if they were to have a psychological impact. .H_.Tm exercise .o*
violence had no intrinsic moral or creative value in Italian syndicalist
theory.120
Finally, the elitism of Italian syndicalism was not so B_._nw. a mﬂz
and goal as a tactic and instrument. Following Pareto, the syndicalists
argued that revolutionary change in history occurs only Er.mu new
elites emerge to impose their new values on the inert HmEmE&.mn of
society. So a creative minority would have to _mm_.& to wait for a nﬁwozq
could only undermine the possibility of a genuinely new @H.mmnn The
syndicalist conception implied that some measure of BQ_UENEE:._ and
indoctrination would ultimately be required to enable the new elite to
instill its values. But the syndicalists were emphasizing ?m. mmmmj::_
role of elites only in periods of revolutionary transition, not in society
in general. They were not advocates of permanent mE_.mq.F but mon—m__q__,.
who believed that man as such was capable of internalizing the superior
values which a new elite offers society. The elite, then, would be open;
ultimately its values and attributes would become :_.:ﬁ.ﬁé_, ﬁ.._c.:,.. :.:.
syndicalists departed from Pareto, as we will see in more detail in
chapter seven. il ;
It has been argued that the elitism of Olivetti and Panunzio meant
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the authoritarian leadership of “a minority of class conscious leaders”
over the rest of the proletariat in the revolutionary process itself.122
From this perspective, syndicalist elitism converged with the revolu-
tionary vanguard conceptions of Mussolini and, ultimately, Lenin. But
the syndicalists did not envision a manipulative relationship between
clites and followers within the revolutionary movement. All the orga-
nized workers had the potential for elite status; the organized industrial
proletariat would make the revolution on its own, imposing on an inert
society the new values it embodied. After 1906, since the workers’
organizations were not proving equally receptive to revolutionary syn-
dicalist ideas, the syndicalists had to admit that the organized industrial
workers would not all attain elite status simultaneously. For the mo-
ment, the work_rs of Parma, for example, formed an elite within the
industrial proletariat because they were particularly syndicalist in orien-
tation. But never did the syndicalists foresee a revolution in which the
enlightened workers would lead while the much larger number of
nonsyndicalist workers followed. The syndicalists did not deny the
lunction of leadership or propose a cult of mass spontaneity, but there
would be no qualitative distinction in consciousness or value between
whatever leaders emerged during the revolutionary transition and
their followers.

Despite its eclecticism and revisionism, then, Italian syndicalism
tannot be explained either as a reversion to outmoded insurrectionary
Iraditions or as a modern irrationalist heresy. The syndicalists genuinely
esired—and tried—to work within the Marxist tradition. But theirs
was bound to be an unstable variety of Marxism, since their populist
underpinnings were never far from the surface, and since it was not
tlear that convincing diagnoses of Italian problems could be found
through Marxist categories. Despite tensions and obvious inconsis-
lencies, however, the syndicalists clung to Marxism until about 1910,
because it was easier, psychologically and intellectually, than probing
the troubling Italian problems on their own terms. Those problems,
they told themselves, could be understood in terms of Marxism'’s
unlversalistic categories. Capitalism was at the root of the divorce
between individual and society in Italy, and between the public and
pirivate spheres of the individual’s existence; capitalism determined the
exploitative character of the Italian state, which was merely an instru-
ment for the interests of the bourgeoisie. At the same time, the syndi-
talists portrayed the revolution in essentially economic terms, as the
wxpropriation of capitalism by the workers.'?? And they believed in
International proletarian solidarity. Insofar as Italy had some peculiar,
“prebourgeois” problems, these could also be understood in Marxist
tormu-—as feudal leftovers,
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But some of the syndicalists’ intuitions m_.uo:» s&mﬁ was wrong
with Italy could not be satisfactorily explained in Marxist terms, even
though Marxism was the most attractive QOnEﬁm o.m radical nrmﬂmm
available. In analyzing the Italian state, the syndicalists followed the
standard line of criticism developed over the past several n_mnm.mmm by
both conservatives and radicals: the state promoted the protectionism,
the high military spending, the electoral and bureaucratic corruption
which skewed Italian economic development E.& degraded .H»mrms
public life.1?4 In analyzing these patterns, Olivetti noted ".rm existence
of a parasitical “political class,” dependent on the state m.:a independent
of the usual economic classes, yet he still found .m:m class to be a
product of the normal Marxist class struggle.'?’ But if the state was »ﬂm
expression of a new, ill-defined political class, and not the .ﬂoo_ of the
capitalist bourgeoisie, could it really be understood in V\Hm_..x»mw ﬂmaamlw
and overcome through a Marxist revolution? The m%b&nmrmmm were no
yet ready for such- questions. When they m.,osmr* to mxﬁ_m:., EZMH.HH
healthy features of the Italian state, they withdrew into m‘_.m.ﬁ. . is
framework, portraying the state simply as the organ of ﬂo:.an&. o_H.E-
nation for the capitalist bourgeoisie.*2¢ quwirm_mmm\ Em.m%dnw.w” _mmum
repeatedly strayed from the basics of Marxism, contending t m_
state, rather than the capitalist substructure, was the mc.ﬂ._amqum:wm
enemy, that its destruction was the basic goal of the revolution.*”

The Italian state hardly seemed the vehicle of a vigorous —H,.o.m_ﬁnwim
middle class; it was rather the corrupter of Italy’s woﬁmmoﬂ.&m. The
class charged in classical Marxism with the Smr of mmﬂmﬂo?bm Italy
economically was not fulfilling its historic function. rmnr:.mm entrepre-
neurial energy, its members clung to state favors for their economic
well-being.128 But Italian bourgeois mmnmnm:nm.émm. for the m.%b&nmrm%:
only one aspect of a deeper problem of the _.nmcmﬁ nrmamm»mw H.ﬁmm_m. In _M
introductory article to the first issue of Pagine mwm__ﬁ O?S.E mxwu.ﬂ,.mﬂ !
very clearly this gnawing syndicalist concern: . . . ::u”. virus of a M m
foreign dominations still runs in our veins; our o:ﬂoow is still &mmwm M :
by all the humiliations we have suffered; the cunning we learned in t ._p_
age of servitude takes the place of real competence in us. We are m:_
dragging behind us the rags of our baroque and >Hma_.m5 mmdeMmE “
century; nor have we yet dusted from our ,Umn.Wm the E.:.Q powder ,c

our frivolous eighteenth century; we still have in our veins the 1mﬁmr“._
the Saracens, the Spaniards, Aretino, Loyola, m:.n_ our mroramnm sti |
ache from the Croat’s club.”1?° A petty m:manwnm_._ E&Saﬁm:m.ﬂ\ a lack
of organization and discipline, and a propensity for ﬁmqmmz_n&‘_. H,.x_
ploitative activity seemed to the syndicalists somehow n:m:ﬂnﬂ.e:r—._”.. ._.
the modern Italian. Panunzio, writing in 1905, _::_.:_, ::” Italians ““ac

customed to the academy and infected with the spirit of the Baroque
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f
seventeenth century,” and went on to warn that ““we are not an orderly
and organizing people, but a disorderly and disorganizing race.” Olivetti
cited “the monotony of our traditional national dolce far niente [sweet
idleness],” while Paoclo Orano satirized the parasitical mentality and
social uselessness of Italy’s swarms of lawyers.130

In discussing the transition to the new order, the syndicalists

emphasized change in political forms and social values, not economic
revolution to change the organization of the means of production.
Alighiero Ciattini, for example, contrasted the emerging syndicalist
solidarity not with the ethics of capitalism, but with the narrow sec-
larianism underlying the behavior of political parties.13! At first, the
syndicalist divergence from Marxism appears only a matter of emphasis,
lor obviously Marxists too are concerned about solving the problems of
political exploitation and social atomization they see in liberal bourgeois
society. But in fact, the divergence was more profound, for it concerned
the autonomy—and thus the sources—of those extra-economic prob-
lems. The syndicalists’ emphases suggested that those problems were
dutonomous, problems in their own right, and not, as in Marxism,
derivative of the economic substructure. But if they were autonomous,
those problems could be—indeed, had to be—attacked directly. And
this in turn raised questions about how much of the Marxist blueprint
lor solution, focusing on the role of the proletariat and on changes in
“onomic organization, really had to be followed. It was by no means
¢lear that a mechanism for overthrowing capitalism was required, nor
Was it clear that the proletariat had to play the lead role.

The syndicalists’ initial doctrine was abstract and riddled with
lensions, because, in their desperate search for solutions, they fastened
onto a mechanism for revolution that kept them from thinking clearly
about the nature of the problems to be solved. They liked the new
values and institutions that emerged from the proletariat’s struggle
Apainst capitalism, so it seemed necessary to insist that capitalism was
the basic problem in society—and the target of revolution. In fact,
however, those new values and institutions were appealing because
they seemed antidotes to an altogether different set of problems. Fo-
fusing on capitalism prevented the syndicalists from explaining those
problems, and thus from determining which aspects of the revolu-
fionary process they envisioned were essential and which were second-
Aty and contingent.

The initial syndicalist vision responded to genuine Italian and
ral problems, but in a hopelessly abstract and utopian way. Still,
plements of this conception could be developed further, producing
Breater theoretical clarity and a more effective practical program. It was
possible, for example, to devise ways of basing, political life on a net-
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work of socioeconomic organizations, decentralizing decision making
and strengthening social discipline, without all the excesses of revolu-
tionary syndicalism. But the syndicalists had to be n_wmu..m_. m_uo:ﬂ. what
they were trying to do if they were to offer a more realistic blueprint for
solving the problems that had bothered :F.E” m:.m_ohm.

The failures in practice which the syndicalists encountered m.mmu.
1904 revealed the inadequacies of their doctrine—both the amdoucﬂcm._-
ary syndicalist emphasis on vigorous class struggle, and the Marxist
interpretation of Italy’s problems. Frustration and defeat soon forced
the syndicalists to confront more explicitly the m...o_u_mn.nm that had made
them alienated radicals in the first place. By the time they became
fascists, they understood both their underlying oEmn.q?m and the ob-
stacles to its fulfillment more clearly than they had during .»rm.OZrOn_cx
period of revolutionary syndicalism in Italy. But mrm. syndicalists never
abandoned their quest for the kind of society E?mr .mcm._ba utopian
expression in their vision of a syndicalist future—a &mn_—uru.-mnr &Om&w
knit society of producers governing itself through m.nmubcu.:mm:v‘ base
organizations, with no need for old-fashioned politics. This was the

goal they proposed for fascism.

4 | The Corruption of the Proletariat

In introducing the Italian translation of Sorel’s Reflections on Violence
in 1907, Benedetto Croce gave Sorel credit for identifying the central
lincertainty of modern socialism—the question of how the proletariat
was to develop the capacity to institute a superior order.! According to
socialist theory, the proletariat was to play the kind of historical role
the bourgeoisie had played when it led European civilization beyond
leudalism, demonstrating great courage, ability, and idealism in the
jrocess. But it was questionable whether the proletariat was developing
tomparable attributes. Croce reminded his readers that the socialist
labor movement could be of transcendent historical interest only if it
Was preparing to create something new, not if it was merely a force for
Material improvement within the existing order. By 1911, Croce felt
that further experience had closed the matter; he pronounced socialism
dead in a widely discussed interview in La voce.? Socialism could have
#merged only according to the syndicalist blueprint, from within the
labor movement, but the labor organizations were concerned solely
With immediate material advantage. If the proletariat was not interested
I socialism, hopes for a socialist society had no basis. Croce noted that
the Italian syndicalist intellectuals were turning away from the usual
Miclalist concerns and were developing instead a critique of the modern
parliamentary state.

(roce and Sorel had known each other since 1895, when Croce
Mpreed to collaborate on Sorel’s new review, Devenir social ; they began a
long correspondence that same year. In a letter just after the La voce
Inlerview was published, Sorel endorsed Croce’s observations on the
ilwath of socialism, and indeed he was coming to the same conclusion
hmself.* Writing to Mario Missiroli the previous November, he la-
Mented that “syndicalism is falling apart” and claimed to be “happy
W longer to have any connection with the revolu tionary movement.”?
I letters to Croce early in 1911, Sorel complained that the existing

Hi



