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Introduction

Richard Vernon

P.-J. Proudhon’s Du Principe federatif is surely the nearest thing to a manifesto that the federal-
ist tradition has to its name. Unlike The Federalist itself — to which it is much inferior as a work of
political science — Proudhon’s book has everything needed for the role: it is truculent, overstated,
and avowedly schematic, for a scheme, Proudhon says in his first chapter, is what is needed by
a book if it is to appeal, to persuade, and to be remembered. In its day Du Principe federatif was
indeed a success, its first printing selling out within weeks of its publication in February 1863. Its
subsequent influence, too, has been important, among such diverse groups as the Paris commu-
nards, the right-wing Regionalist thinkers of Third Republic France, and the English theorists of
political pluralism, among whom Harold Laski, notably, regarded Du Principe federatif as one of
the great books of the nineteenth century.! Today, however, it is largely forgotten, except among
certain French europeens, for whom it is a key text for the idea of international confederation. But
in English-language scholarship it attracts very little interest: textbooks on federalism pass over
it in silence — while regretting that there is so little theoretical writing on the subject — and the
best recent critical study of Proudhon’s thought deals with it very briefly.?

The contemporary neglect of Du Principe federatif may be explained in part by its unsatisfac-
tory character as a book. It is, as Proudhon’s biographer has written, ’an awkward compromise
between a constructive political treatise and a collection of topical wrangles. Its form is diffuse,
and of the three parts into which it was divided only the first is permanently important.”® The re-
maining two parts consist of an account of the then current Italian situation — already discussed
at some length in Proudhon’s La Federation et [’'Unite en Italie (1862) — and of a detailed response
to critics of his earlier work. With the exception of one chapter, these two latter parts, which
are of very limited general interest, are omitted from this translation. The first part of the book,
Proudhon’s 'constructive political treatise, stands on its own: and even though it consists in part
of a recapitulation of themes and arguments already developed by Proudhon in the previous
twenty years, it stands as a uniquely condensed expression of his political thinking, and as one
of the rather few writings on the topic of federalism which — whether good or bad - can claim
to be works of political theory in the traditional sense.

“The theory of the federal system, Proudhon claims at the beginning of his book, ’is quite new;
I think I may even say that no one has ever presented it before’ As Proudhon was perfectly well
aware, federation is an ancient practical expediency, but all the same his claim to be the first
to theorize about it, though vain, is not wholly untenable. In both the ancient and the modern

! For Laski’s view of Proudhon see the Holmes-Laski Letters ed. Mark DeWolfe Howe (Cambridge, Mass. 1953)
vol. 1; Laski’s introduction to Leon Duguit Law in the Modern State (Eng. trans. New York 1919) xiii-xiv; Authority in
the Modern State (New Haven 1919) 114.

% Alan Ritter The Political Thought of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (Princeton 1969) 155-60; this discussion, though
brief, is excellent.

* George Woodcock Pierre-Joseph Proudhon: his Life and Work (New York 1972) 249
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phases of federalism, there has been a ’failure of theory to keep pace with practice, as Sheldon
Wolin remarks.* Some might think that the converse applies to Proudhon’s book - that here the-
ory wholly outstrips practice: ’Proudhon has swept us out into a sea of doctrine, complains one
recent critic, 'He is discussing federalism, not federation. And he promotes it as Plato promotes
"forms” or More “utopia” or Moore “the good.””> There is some truth in this; as I have already
said, Proudhon overstates the case, and in his account of the logic of political development ’fed-
eralism’ does indeed assume the status of an ’ism, a panacea, fully comparable to ’liberalism’
or ’socialism, a doctrine rather than an expedient. This, indeed, is the principal interest of his
argument. He regards federalism not as a set of institutional arrangements but as a philosophy
of political life, connecting it, in fact, with nothing less than a philosophy of history. But this
consideration should not be allowed to blunt the force of another important point. The reference
to More is unfortunate, for Proudhon’s argument is expressly anti-utopian; the reference to Plato
is misleading, for Proudhon’s central inspiration here is so clearly Aristotelian. Federalism, he
says, springs from a transaction (and some recent scholars echo him in calling it a ’compromise’
or ’bargain’); it arises, in Proudhon’s argument, from the practical tensions and inconsistencies
essential to politics, and not from a vision of unique and self-sufficient good; and although his
stance in Du Principe federatif is indeed theoretical, his is a theory which takes as its point of
departure a practical contradiction.

All polities, Proudhon contends, are subject to the conflicting requirements of authority and
liberty. There is no such thing as an authoritarian regime, except as an ideal type, for authorities
are obliged to leave some liberty to their subjects, especially as the scope of their jurisdiction ex-
tends. There is no such thing as a libertarian regime, in the real world, for all government involves
authority. Nor can any theory reconcile authority and liberty and explain satisfactorily how it is
that we can be both free and unfree at once. But as human history unfolds, Proudhon believes,
the realm of liberty expands inexorably, while that of authority contracts, without however van-
ishing; and political history, in broad outline, is the history of repeated practical efforts by men
to restrain and control their authorities. It is this that leads Proudhon to the large claims that he
makes for the federal principle. Among the various devices or models which history offers, feder-
alism alone extends liberty to its practical limit and confines authority to its practical minimum;
in federalism alone an expanded liberty and a compressed authority reach final equilibrium. Fed-
eralism, in short, is the only political form adequate to human progress: “The twentieth century
will open the age of federations, or else humanity will undergo another purgatory of a thousand
years.®

Whether this is in fact the age of federations (a view which some would accept),’ or, alterna-
tively, an age of purgatory ( a view of one’s present which always finds favour with some), or
whether Proudhon’s prediction is simply wide of the mark, are of course eminently debatable
questions. But what we may say of Proudhon’s book is that more than any other it invites us to
take federalism seriously, not as an expedient or an adjunct, but for itself. To this we may add
that it connects the argument for federalism with a ferocious onslaught upon bureaucracy, with
an ambitious theory of modern political development, and with one of the earliest critiques of

* Sheldon Wolin, preface to William H. Riker Federalism: Origins, Operation, Significance (Boston 1964) vii

® Preston King ’Against Federalism’ in Robert Benewick, R.N. Berki, and Bhiku Parekh (eds.) Knowledge and
Belief in Politics (London 1973) 152

¢ See below, 68-9.

7 Riker Federalism 1



mass democracy, which compares favourably in passion if not in depth with his contemporary
Tocqueville’s. On any of these grounds alone it would merit attention.

A second reason for the contemporary neglect of Proudhon’s book, one may suspect, is that
we have him firmly pigeon-holed as an anarchist rather than a federalist; what support his book
lends to federalism, then, comes from a surprising and perhaps not entirely welcome quarter,
and it would be as well to begin by considering briefly its relation to Proudhon’s rather better-
known writings. The immediate circumstances which prompted Du Principe federatif contain
an element of the bizarre.® In 1858 Proudhon had fled to Belgium, after his great work De la
Justice had earned him a prison sentence and a fine from a French court. During his years of
exile his attention turned increasingly to international affairs — it was in 1861 that La Guerre et
la Paix was published — and to the European situation generally. The emergence of nationalist
movements, even of the democratic nationalism of the Italians, disturbed him greatly, and in 1862
he published two articles sharply critical of Mazzini and Garibaldi, focusing upon the centralized
nation-state which Proudhon feared would be the outcome of the Italian nationalist movements.
Italy, he objected, was a diverse nation, with strong local traditions of politics and culture; to
unite its cities and provinces under a single sovereign would be — he remarked in passing - to
license the annexation of the Low Countries by the French emperor. This remark, taken quite
out of context and read as a plea for annexation, led to considerable excitement — provoked,
Proudhon suspected, by the Belgian police — and he left hurriedly for Paris, taking advantage
of a pardon granted by Louis Napoleon a few years before. La Federation et [’'Unite en Italie and
then Du Principe federatif itself represent Proudhon’s attempt to explain his federalist alternative
to nationalism in more depth, to a public who, he feared, had been thoroughly confused by the
perverse criticism which it had received.

Proudhon’s dislike of the nation-state, then, provides the most obvious bridge between his
earlier anarchist or mutualist views and the federalism which he espouses in his last few major
political writings. But obviously it cannot take us all the way, if ’anarchism’ and ’federalism’ are
to retain anything like their accepted meanings, for anarchism involves the abolition of govern-
ment, while federalism, though often characterized by a suspicion of governments and a desire
to restrain them, is a theory of government all the same. In trying to come to terms with this
transition, we step straight into the middle of some contested ground, for the two full-length
French-language treatments of Proudhon’s federalism take opposed views on the matter. The
older book, by Nicolas Bourgeois, published in 1927, makes something of a contrast between
the younger anarchist Proudhon and the older federalist Proudhon, and attempts to resolve the
inconsistency by means of a distinction between his ultimate and proximate ideals; anarchie,
Bourgeois contends, remained Proudhon’s ultimate ideal throughout, though in his later years
he came to accept the federal organization of states as a practicable alternative to their abolition.”
But the more recent book by Bernard Voyenne (1973), written from an avowedly federalist per-
spective, sharply rejects the view that federalism is no more than Proudhon’s second-best option,

% Here I follow Woodcock Proudhon 219-50.
? Nicolas Bourgeoisies Theories du droit international chez Proudhon (Paris 1927): see especially 65-6.



and insists that works such as Du Principe federatif spring directly from the ideas of justice and
order which Proudhon had elaborated from the very start.'

Thus there is in Proudhon something rather parallel to the notorious question of the 'young’
and ’old’ Marx; and the contested character of that debate should warn us that matters such as
this are not merely textual but conceptual, and that we can scarcely hope to settle them by mar-
shalling quotations from an author’s work. On the one hand, there clearly is a discernible shift in
works such as De la Justice, Du Principe federatif, and De la Capacite politique des classes ouvrieres;
Proudhon comes to conceive of the good society no longer as a grouping of economic associa-
tions whose relations are unmediated by government, but as a grouping of governed territories;
and since Proudhon remarks, in Du Principe federatif itself, that anarchie is ’scarcely likely’ ever
to be realized, then the interpretation suggested by Bourgeois is obviously tenable. On the other
hand, although Proudhon moves the focus of his argument from autonomous enterprises to gov-
erned territories, apparently (in part, at least) on the grounds that to do so is more realistic, it is
not the case that there is any accompanying shift in values or any visible diminution of Proud-
hon’s idealism: for Proudhon brings exactly the same models, images, and arguments to bear
upon the territories of a federation as upon the enterprises of anarchie. To that extent Voyenne
is right. But whether the continuities outweigh the discontinuities, or vice versa, is a question
which involves us in the critical task of assessing not only what Proudhon’s views were, but also
how adequate they are.

Proudhon’s writings, like so many others of his century, may be read in the light of a pre-
occupation with the process and meaning of secularization;!! and his political doctrines spring
very largely from a specific understanding of what is meant by the emergence of a secular po-
litical consciousness. Rather in the manner of the Young Hegelian school - of whose writings,
however, Proudhon had only the sketchiest knowledge!? - he imagined this process as one of de-
mystification. History was characterized, he repeatedly claimed — his Systeme des contradictions
economiques gives this theme its fullest treatment — by a progress from mystery to reason. As
human knowledge extends, what was once mysterious becomes comprehensible. In particular,
the process of historical change, once perceived in terms of the workings of an inscrutable provi-
dence, comes to be seen as the work of man; and when this is grasped, the power once attributed
to an omnipotent god is now assigned to humanity itself. Secularization is not, therefore, merely
a process by which secular organization extricates itself from religious institutions and religious
doctrine: it is a process which involves the overturning of religion and the elimination of the
basic modes and presuppositions of religious thought itself: "The first duty of the intelligent and
free man is to chase the idea of god out of his mind and consciousness.’!?

Now the theme of religious alienation which Proudhon pursues along these lines is both par-
alleled with and connected to a critique of political alienation. The parallel is to be found in that
"alienation’ of rights to which Rousseau and other theorists of social contract had traced the
origins of political society. Just as in a religious context man alienates or makes over his own
powers to a god whom he imagines, so in a political context he makes over his own powers of
independent action to the state which he obeys. As for the effective connection between these

' Bernard Voyenne Le Federalisme de P.-J. Proudhon (Paris 1973): see especially 15-16.

" For some remarks on this theme see Richard Vernon *The Secular Political Culture: Three Views™ Review of
Politics (1975) 490-512, and "Auguste Comte and "Development”™: A Note’ History and Theory (1978) 323-6.

125 -R. Taillandier ’L’atheisme allemand et le socialisme francais’ Revue des Deux Mondes (1848) 280-322

13 Systeme des contradictions economiques (new edition, Paris 1923) vol. 1,382



two phenomena, it is quite simply that the acceptance of political authority is (Proudhon thinks)
reinforced or actually produced by the directly religious aura with which states have invested
themselves: Government is by divine right or it is nothing’!*

Authority of all kinds, then, rests upon a mystique; if its intellectual elaboration is in religion,
its psychological roots lie, Proudhon contends, in the child’s adoration of his father. The state
is the family writ large: Proudhon’s anarchism is simply patriarchalism in a critical mood. But
here there is a lacuna in Proudhon’s argument which helps to explain much of the subsequent
development of his thinking. He has left no place for the non-patriarchal state; and this is a
serious omission, for the state which confronts the anarchist, an essentially modern figure, is
one that has long since severed itself from what are alleged to be its patriarchal roots. Among
the contractual theorists, Rousseau, whom Proudhon regards as the theorist par excellence of
the modern state, and still more clearly John Locke and Thomas Paine, separate political from
familial authority; indeed, one may say that the distinctively modern view of the state emerges
only with the rejection of the patriarchal model.'®> But Proudhon, by virtue of his notion of the
essential character of authority, is led either to deny outright or to blur the difference between
a pre-modern state founded upon the personal dominium of a king and a modern state founded
upon formal norms of legality.

Closing off by definition the idea of a secular state, or of a state freed from its divine mystique,
Proudhon sought the model of human liberation in the non-political relations of civil society
— specifically, those of economic exchange. Anarchie or ‘mutualism, as he still defines it in Du
Principe federatif itself, is essentially a system in which horizontal relations of exchange wholly
exclude the vertical dimension of governmental control, in which matters currently managed
by direction from above are placed in the hands of autonomous agents who manage them by
mutual agreement. Proudhon imagined this process not quite as a market, as this is understood
in economic theory, but as one which nevertheless has decidely market-like features. It is not a
market, because it is regulated by a principle of fairness, by virtue of which goods and services
are to be exchanged on the basis of the average labour-time required for their production or
performance; but it is like a market in that it excludes any central unified control of distribution,
the enterprises remaining strictly autonomous (within the boundaries of the principle of fairness),
and in that it contains a significantly competitive element, for the criterion of average labour-
time obviously penalizes the less productive enterprise.!® This conception, worked out in detail
in several of Proudhon’s books, survives intact in Du Principe federatif under the title, now, of
"agro-industrial federation, something which, Proudhon insists (in chapter 11), must accompany
political federation if the latter form is to be workable and stable.!’

But it is of course the scheme of political federation that principally concerns us here; and its
place in Proudhon’s thinking is not entirely clear. What is involved is still a fundamentally eco-
nomic paradigm of order, which is imagined as something resulting from multiple contracts of
mutual advantage; but the contracting parties are now the inhabitants of a territory and the gov-
ernments which are held to represent them, rather than (or anyway in addition to) associations
of producers. And the question to which we are led is this: is Proudhon offering a distinctive

! Idee generate de la revolution au XIXe siecle (Paris 1868) 142

15 See Gordon J. Schochet Patriarchalism in Political Thought (Oxford 1975).

16 See Ritter Political Thought of Proudhon 126-42 for an account and a critique of Proudhon’s *mutualism’

!7 For a recent statement of the view that “political and economic devolution must go hand in hand’ see The
Failure of the State ed. James Cornford (London 1975) 12.



view of government, as he claims, or is he simply arriving, by a long and devious route, at the
secular or demystified state which the earlier development of his argument had ruled out? Is his
theory toute nouvelle or, rather, a late flowering of the contractualist tradition?

This difficulty is evident in the text itself. The reader who follows the dialectic interplay which
Proudhon traces between authority and liberty may well doubt that the authority which he finally
reconciles with liberty is the same thing as the authority which he initially counterposes to it. In
the federation as Proudhon describes it in chapters 7 to 11, liberty finally achieves an ’equilibrium’
with authority, albeit a shrunken authority, for the individual is to be ruled by successive tiers
of government which are restrained by contractual obligations. Those who rule towns, cantons,
provinces, states, federations — the number of levels, and the names assigned to them, vary as
the argument develops — are confined to the pursuit of limited and defined tasks, and, moreover,
are held strictly accountable to lower levels of government or directly to the citizens themselves.
This, surely, is no longer the divine, mystical, paternal authority against which liberty, according
to Proudhon, had long struggled. As contractual obligations, the functions of rulers would seem
to fall rather into the realm of liberty itself, for the contract is in Proudhon’s view the essential
and ’solemn’ expression of liberty.!® What we are left with, it is tempting to say, is simply a
version of the contractualist state, one in which the conditions of legitimacy are unusually strin-
gent; even their stringency is exaggerated by the fact that Proudhon persistently misreads other
contractual theorists, especially Rousseau, in a manner which quite underrates their own efforts
to restrain and control political power.!® To some extent this reading is borne out by the manner
in which Proudhon develops his case: though critical indeed of those of his contemporaries who
call themselves liberals, Proudhon does not at all reject the liberal tradition in political thinking,
often presenting federalism, on the contrary, as an institutional arrangement capable of giving
reality and force to liberal aspirations.

What makes this reading (perhaps any one reading) problematic is a difficulty which is posed
by the most fundamental assumptions of his argument. Economic exchange is a voluntary act;
government on the other hand, is compulsory. What happens to its compulsory or coercive char-
acter when government is modelled upon an economic process??’ On this crucial point Proudhon
is elusive, and any firm judgment of the relation of his federalism to his anarchism is rendered
conjectural. Are the constituent units of a federation to be immune from coercion by the federal
government? Proudhon often says that they are to be ’sovereign,” but he sometimes seems to be
content with much less - ’at least’, he says, they should "administer themselves.?! They are to be
sovereign only within their defined spheres of competence; although they have the inalienable
right to secede from federation, as Proudhon explains in a rather anxious footnote, they have
this right only when their spheres of jurisdiction have been invaded — and by implication, their
alienation of some jurisdictional powers to the federation is permanent.?? Moreover, in the case

'8 Preston King also makes this point in Fear of Power: An Analysis of Anti-statism in Three French Writers (Lon-
don 1967) 64-5. It is hard, though, to accept King’s inference that because federalism escapes the dichotomy of liberty
and authority it therefore belongs in the realm of the merely ideal, for Proudhon insists throughout on the realistic
character of his federalism. Surely a simpler explanation is that Proudhon is inconsistent in his use of the term ’au-
thority’ — a not unusual inconsistency.

! Proudhon’s view of Rousseau is discussed by Aaron Noland "Proudhon and Rousseau’ Journal of the History
of Ideas (1967) 33-54.

% See especially Proudhon’s Idee generate de la revolution 4th study.

2 See below, 65.

22 See below, 42n.



of the Swiss confederation which Proudhon often takes as a model, the secessionist cantons (Son-
derbund) were compelled in 1848 to accept a new constitution favoured by a majority of cantons:
Proudhon lamely justifies this not by a constitutional right but by "the right of war,’ thus silently
accepting (here, at any rate)®® that after 1848 the unity of the Swiss confederation rested not at
all on contract but on conquest.

By what decision-rule are the internal affairs of provinces and inter-provincial disputes to be
settled? The majority principle, we might be inclined to say, would bring something much like
a state into being, whereas the requirement of unanimity would render the association purely
voluntary. But Proudhon does not tell us which is to apply. His defence of the right of secession —
which he upheld even in the case of the American Civil War — would seem to point to a majority
principle, for if unanimity were required a province would have a right of veto and would never
need to secede. His critique of the democratic state is directed against the mass character of
its democracy, and not against the principle of majority decision; he calls eloquently for the
acceptance of diversity and division, and the rejection of notions of unitary will; but within these
diverse associations which he recommends, he appears to assume a unity of will and purpose and
to leave the question of rules of decision quite open.

All we may say, then, is that there are clear hints of, but no explicit defence of or open com-
mitment to, the acceptability of coercion: if authority is to lose its mystique in federation, it
is nevertheless to retain legitimate coercive power, apparently, and we cannot say that the no-
tion of the state, abstractly conceived, has been entirely abandoned. But rather than regretting
Proudhon’s unclarity here, we might do better to change the question. There is no very clear
philosophical concept of the state in Du Principe federatif. Although he introduces at length the
notions of authority and liberty, he conceives of these less as philosophical principles than as
habits of mind or styles of interaction, and the model of federalism which he presents is cast,
rather, at the level of its political culture. What his federal scheme is to preserve, above all, is the
sense of locality, respect for autonomies, and the spirit of self-government (he uses the English
phrase) — things virtually extinguished, he complains, by successive phases of the French politi-
cal tradition. The philosophical and legal notions which he introduces, with a certain amount of
flourishing, are ultimately shells for this more profoundly felt vision, which provides the most
substantial link with his earlier anarchist views.

IT

Today, readers of Proudhon’s book may well be disturbed by the undifferentiated character
of its ’federalism, which is presented without the benefit of the various distinctions and quali-
fications which recent political science would insist upon. Most strikingly of all, of course, no
express distinction is made between federalism and confederation — a distinction probably not
made systematically before Le Fur’s book in 1896,2* although the differences involved had been

» However, in his posthumously published De la Capacite politique des classes ouvrieres (1865) Proudhon argues
that the introduction of the "right of war’ expresses the subversion of federalism by the unitary principle, and contends
quite explicitly that there must be a right of secession in any federal arrangement; see the new edition (Paris 1924)
207-8.

* Louis Le Fur Etat federal et confederation des etats (Paris 1896). Proudhon at one point (see below, 42n) distin-
guishes in passing between les confederes of the American South and les federaux of the North; I have translated les
federaux as ’the Unionists’
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evident more than a century before in the American constitutional debates. But this is only the be-
ginning. Federalism, as recent discussions of its ’infinite variety’ have shown, may take ’classical’
or ’cooperative, ’centralized’ or ’peripheralized, "horizontal’ or ’vertical, ’social’ or ’governmen-
tal, ’symmetrical’ or ’asymmetrical, ’interstate’ or ’intrastate’ forms, to mention but a handful of
current discriminations; and political scientists today would probably take the view that calling
for ’federalism’ tout court is about as helpful as calling for happiness without further explanation.
We should, therefore, try to explain the character of Proudhon’s federalism with more precision,
though to make his views run the gamut of all these distinctions would be mechanical rather
than helpful.

Both of the full-length discussions of Proudhon’s thinking take the view that what he had in
mind was, in later terms, a confederation rather than a federal state.?’ But this judgment is ques-
tionable, even though the high degree of autonomy that Proudhon assigns to the constituent
units of federation may seem broadly to confirm it. What distinguishes a federal state (’classi-
cally’ defined) is that each citizen is subject to a dual jurisdiction — of ’Centre’ and of "Province’ -
whereas the central organs of a confederal arrangement do not have direct jurisdiction over the
citizens of constituent states.?® Now despite the fact that he sometimes calls the constituent units
’states, which indeed invites us to think in terms of confederation, what Proudhon has in mind
is surely closer to some model of dual jurisdiction, if it is closer to either model; for the ’states’
in question are units which have been radically transformed in character and no longer exclude
the direct jurisdiction of more comprehensive governments over their own members. And here,
in fact, we may have a partial explanation (or excuse) for the uncertainty in the treatment of
sovereignty, mentioned above. The question cuts both ways. With respect to the decentraliza-
tion and federalization of existing states, Proudhon wishes to insist on the sovereign character
of their components: these are no longer to be departments or prefectures, but political societies
in their own right, and ’states’ in that sense. But with respect to these ’states, the new units cre-
ated from the mammoth centralized states of the present, Proudhon wishes to insist upon their
openness to larger contexts of concerns. They are not to be, as were the sovereign states of the
pre-federal age, insulated and self-sufficient entities, for if they were there would be little or no
net gain in freedom for their citizens; Proudhon does not naively suppose that a reduction of scale
is inherently a guarantee of freedom, but believes that local no less than central governments are
in need of restraint. What this points to inescapably is a dispersion of jurisdictions among lev-
els, with more comprehensive levels of governments assuming the responsibilities appropriate
to them, and hence a system not wholly incomparable to a ’federal state’ defined following K.C.
Wheare. As for Proudhon’s own terminology, if he sometimes calls the constituent units them-
selves ’states, he also describes the federation or confederation as a ’state, one ’constituted by a
plenitude of autonomies’?’

What may still provoke some misunderstanding here is that the powers assumed by more
comprehensive levels of government — more general in their range, more restricted in their func-
tional scope — are seen by Proudhon as being delegated upwards by the constituent units, and
on terms which he says are freely revocable and amendable. In this respect we may be tempt