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gradually rise in his mind. That is how religion works on people who have been content to
get by as best they can. It gets them started on facing the big issues and making respon-
sible decisions.”

- JH. Newman, 1986 (1864), Loss and Gain, Oxford: OUP, pages 15-16 and 27

People who think in the way Newiman describes, accepting doctrine and dogma,
are not anarchists, but such thinking forms a stage in the progression towards anarchism,
for only to the extent that people formulate their ideas clearly, and hold them firmly, can
they appreciate the force of an attack upon them. Let us hope that Newman's young hero
went on to become an anarchist.
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his pamphlet is comprised of texts downloaded oft
the internet and compiled as a basic intro duction
to anarchist theory and history. Specifically, these
texts provide answers to basic questions about anarchism
and give a detailed account of the largest anarchist inspired
revolutionary event in history; the Spanish Revolution and

Civil War of 1936-39.

These are but a few articles we found to be good in-
troductions to the ideas which lie behind our work. The
appearance of an article in this pamphlet, though, does
not necessarily mean that we as a network agree whole-
heartedly with every aspect of it, but in general these texts
represent the social and political ideas we adhere to and
advocate. Further information or materials on anarchism
can be obtained by contacting one of our groups. Take care
and remember that a taste is never enough!
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An Introdu: tion to Anarchism
Liz A. Highleyman

This essay was written in 1988 by Liz and the (now defunct)
Black Rose anarchist group in Boston, MA

What is Anarchism?

Anarchism is a political philosophy that is shrouded in misconception. This largely
do to the fact that anarchism is a truly diverse way of thinking, one which cannot be char-
acterized by simple slogans or party lines. In fact, if you ask 10 anarchists for their descrip-
tion of anarchism, you are likely to get 10 different than just a political philosophy: it is a
way of life that encompasses political, pragmatic and personal aspects. The basic tenant
of anarchism is that hierarchical authority be it state, church, patriarchy or economic elite is
not only unnecessary, but is inherently detrimental to the maximization of human potential.
Anarchists generally believe that human beings are capable of managing their own affairs
on the basis of creativity, cooperation, and mutual respect. It is believed that power is
inherently corrupting, and that authorities are inevitably more concemed with self-per-
petuation and increasing their own powver than they are with doing what is best for their
constituents.

Anarchists generally maintain that ethics are a personal matter, and should be
based upon concem for others and the well being of society, rather than upon laws im-
posed by a legal or religious authority (including revered laws such as the U.S. Constitu-
tion). Most anarchist philosophies hold (hat individuals are responsible for their own be-
havior. Patemalistic authorities foster a dehumanized mindset in which people expect
elites to make decisions for them and meet their needs, rather than thinking and acting for
themselves. When an authority arrogates to itself the right to ovenile the most fundamental
personal moral decisions, such as what is worth killing or dying for (as in military conscrip-
tion or abortion), human freedom is immeasurably diminished. Anarchists acknowledge
the connection between various forms of oppression - including sexism, racism,
heterosexism, classism, and national chauvinism - and recegnize the futility of focusing
opposition on one form of injustice while others continue to exist.

Anarchists believe that the means one uses to transform the world must be in
accord with the ends that one hopes to achieve. While anarchists disagree about strate-
gies and tactics, including the need for formal organizations and the use of violent action
to overthrow existing violent institutions, most agree that the focus must not be on merely
destroying the current order, but on fashioning new, more humane and more rational alter-

natives to take its place.

Anarchists in History .
Anarchists have played a part in revolutionary movements throughout history. The

french Revolution begun in 1789 had a strong proto-anarchist element. Anarchists such as
Pierre Joseph Proudhon, Peter Kropotkin, Mikhail Bakunin, and Errico Malatesta played an
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something about them. For that you need the power, the emotion and the drive thal
religion brings to bear.

Religion as we have known it for so long goes sharply against anarchist beliefs,
using authority rather than reason. It recognizes your freedom to accept or reject it, but
adds that if you make the wrong choice you will burn in hell. (In Buddhism, that you will
remain bound and suffering on the wheel.) Offering a love prepared to destroy your body
for the good of your soul, it operates on a level that bypasses the ordinary attachment to
comfort and custom, using images and symbols making their appeal to deep levels of the
psyche.

Even so, it fails at least as often as it succeeds, many remaining absorbed in their
own affairs, taken up with pictures and personalities, immersed unquestioningly in the
state, throughout their lives. (And of those who do start on and principles, once it has kick-
started you into accepting responsibility instead of just taking life and society and rulers for
granted, then other movements can usefully approach you, movements more thoughtful
than religion, more analytical, more critical.) As those movements, one after another, show
themselves incapable of doing what they aim at, as liberalism, free thought, socialism,
atheism and Communism all fail to bring any rapid and radical improvement, eventually
anarchism gets its chance. But it is religion, more than anything else, that gets these changes
started.

A great many anarchists believe that people have a natural tendency towards
anarchy but get turned away from it, religion being one of the forces responsible. This has

_ ho more validity than the equivalent belief of conservatives, fascists, communists and in

fact the members of every political movement, that people generally would support them
if only some evil influence bosses, extremists, agitators, Jews or immigrants did not inter-
fere. For people to live together without extemal govemnment they need a high level of
self-control, and we are not bom with this. It has to be leamt, and religion, ordinary,
orthodox, conventional, authoritarian religion, is the most effective method yet found for
getting that learing process started.

Let me wind up with a quotation from one of the more prominent religious au-
thorities of recent times, J.H. Newman:

“When, then, men for the first time look upon the world of politics or religion ... they have
no consistency in their argument; that is, they argue one way to-day, and not exactly the
other way to-morrow, but indirectly the other way, at random. Their lines of argument

diverge; nothing comes to a point; there is no one center in which their mind sits, on which

their judgment of men and things proceeds. This is the state of many men all through life;
and ruled by others, or are pledged to a course. Else they are at the mercy of the winds
and the waves; and, without being Radical, Whig, Tory or, Conservative, High Church or
Low Church, they do Whig acts, Tory acts, Catholic acts, and heretical acts, as a likable,
easy-going young student of divinity, begins to experience the effect upon his thinking of
a serious commitment to religion: Contradictions could not both be real; when an affirma-
tive was true, a negative was false. All doctrines could not be equally sound; there was a
right and a wrong. The theory of dogmatic truth, as opposed to latitudinarianism (he did
not know their names or their history, or suspect what was going on within him) had ...



they act or speak as anarchists, when they apply the results of their thinking, when the
anarchist movement or anarchist journals concern themselves with particular people, they
do so less for the sake of their personal qualities than or their value as symbols or instances,
either of oppression and suffering or of resistance to these. Anarchism interests itself less
in persons than in ideas, concepts of freedom, hierarchy, anarchy, the state and the like.
These abstractions cannot be pictured, and as one consequence of this anarchist publica-
tions consist mainly of cold print.

On the one hand the mass media, offering pictures and personalities virtually
without ideas. On the other anarchism, offering ideas with rarely a personality or a picture.
And between them, offering ideas in the form of pictures and personalities, forming a
bridge between the other two, stands religion. Each of the great religions offers personi-
fications of its ideals, and are full of minor entities, saints and the like, presenting secondary
features. Unifying concrete and abstract, these figures provide a route from the primal
interest in personalities towards the sophistication of a commitment to general ideas; in
philosophical terms, from the particular to the universal. Opening the way to individual
development transcending its own limitations, religion performs a similar function in social
affairs.

It has been largely the religious people insisting, against all attempts at suppres-
sion, on giving voice to their particular doctrines, who have established the rights and
liberties that now enable anarchism to function. Buddhist monks have immolated them-

selves in protest against attempts at suppression; Christian martyrs have suffered at the ~

pillory and the stake for the suppress other faiths, and even in the most advanced countries

today this tradition continues in a milder form, each congregation seeking to impose its

own regime on the schools.

Milton's Areopagitica with its subtitle A Speech for the Liberty of Unlicens'd
Printingis is a foundation document here. He is already near the limits of orthodoxy, per-
haps beyond them, yet his work still shows, alongside the courage and determination that
supported the movement for freedom in religious affairs, also the narowness of its inten-
tions. He would restrict permissible dissidence to Protestant sects, excluding Roman Ca-
tholicism and banning free thought: ‘that also which is impious or evil absolutely either
against faith or manners no law can possibly permit. When feeling enthusiasm for his
famous declaration, in the same work, that a good Booke is the precious life-blood of a
master spirit’, one needs to inquire rather carefully just what he meant by ‘good’ in this
connection. Milton was no humanist. He and his fellows would have been horrified to
leam that they were ensuring a considerable degree of freedom for anarchism to operate,
but their efforts have produced that result. And their success in promoting the freedoms
of speech, publication and assembly arose, very largely, from the fact that they were not
revolutionaries, outside the pale, but adherents of a respectable religion, people coimmit-
ted not to human welfare, or rationality, or freedom, but to religious beliefs.

The freedoms anarchists now use arose as a side-effect of authoritarian religion. 1
don't say a word against atheism, rationalism, reason and argument in their place. We
need them among ourselves, and we need them for dealing with people who are any-
where near becoming anarchists. But they offer little help in getting anybody started, in
arousing the first awareness that things are wiong in the world and we ought to be doing

essential part in the development of revolutionary anarchist theory in the-late nineteenth
add early twentieth centuries. Anarchists played a substantial role in the revolutionary
movements in Russia in - 1905 and 1917, but were suppressed, often ruthlessly, once the
Bolsheviks had consolidated power. The Spanish Revolution of 1936-1939 set the stage
for the most widely known large-scale manifestation of anarchist practice, in which anarcho-
syndicalist organizations (the Iberian Anarchist Federation [FAI] and National Workers’ Con-
fedleration [CNT]) successfully created workable, non-hierarchical social and economic

alternatives.

In the United States, as well as in Mexico and Latin America, there was an anarcho-
syndicalist influence within the trade union movement (for example the Industrial Workers
of the World). Prominent anarchists such as Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman par-
ticipated in a variety of radlical causes throughout the early 1900s. There was a strong
anarchist current in many of the social change and alternative lifestyle movements of the
1960s (including parts of the feminist movement, the gay liberation movement and the
anti-war and free speech movements), although in many cases these were overshadowed,
if not frankly repressed, by Marxist/Leninist/Maoist currents.

What Anarchism is Not

In an effort to clarify what anarchism is, it is useful to examine what anarchism is not.
Communism: While many anarchists value communalism and collectivism, anarchists re-
ject the totalitarianism of the existing and recently fallen communist, or more accurately
Marxist-Leninist, states. The rift between anarchists and Marxists developed as early as the
1870s as anarchists perceived that the Marxists were perpetuating authoritarianism under a
different name. Marxist-Leninists have traditionally emphasized the need for a vanguard
party and the “dictatorship of the proletariat”, ideas which are fundamentally opposed to
the anarchist focus on anti-authoritarianism and maximum individual freedom. Although
orthodox Marxism predicts that the state will “wither away" with time, we have repeatedly
seen in Communist regimes a consolidation of state power and its attendant repression
and insistence on conformity.

Libertarianism: Libertarians are often confused with anarchists and do, in fact, overlap in
many respects. Both share an emphasis on individual freedom and the desire to do away
with the state. Many libertarians assign primary importance to the individual and empha-
size the principle of enlightened self-interest. Many anarchists tend to focus more on
mutual aid and efforts to improve the circumstances of all members of the community.
Libertarianism is most often characterized by its economic viewpoint, which places maxi-
mum value on unimpeded free market capitalism (some proponents call themselves
“anarcho-capitalists”), condones the use of force in the defense of private propeity, op-
poses any governmental interference that impedes efforts to maximize personal economic
gain, and discounts values that can not be measured in economic (typically monetary)
terms. While libertarians are anti-state, they often are not opposed to domination and
hierarchy in all its forms (there is often a strain of “survival of the fittest” or “[economic]
might makes right” in the libertarian philosophy), and do not seek to radically alter societal
power relations, especially those based on ecol omic power.

Anarchists tend to have a more socialist perspective, and favor doing away with
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iny systerm in which the wealthy can achieve disproportionate benefit while the less fortu-
\ate suffer undue hardship. While anarchists value individual initiative, intelligence, and
-reativity, it is recognized that those who possess such talents to a lesser degree should
still be treated with respect and justice. Objectivists are an extremist type of Libertarian.
fhe Libertarian Party is relatively moderate, and tends to focus on issues like electoral re-
‘orm, abolishing drug laws, and reducing govemnmental regulation.

Many libertarians are “minarchists” who believe that some form of government is
yecessary but that it should be as minimal and unobtrusive as possible. The question of
what type of economic system would exist in an anarchist society is an open one. Some
anarchists believe that all forms of capital and the market economy must be abolished,
others favor a system that promotes worker ownership and full participatory democracy
within a market economy, and still others believe that a variety of economic systems can
-o-exist as long as they do not try to impose their systems and values on each other.

Liberalism: The prevailing political notions in this country equate anarchism with leftism,
and leftism with liberalism, but there are real differences, both quantitative and qualitative.
The idea of “the left” is problematic in the 1990s, since much of modren politics tends to
fall outside the traditional left (liberal)/right (conservative) spectrum. Although most anar-
chists do support “progressive” causes, anarchism does not really have a place within the
tradiitional political spectrum. Some theorists have proposed a matrix that looks at degree
of economic authoritarianism and degree of social authoritarianism as two separate axis;
often those who favor economic liberty oppose social liberty and vice versa.

Much of modern progressive politics is based on “identity politics,” the idea that
one's primary concerns and alliances should be made on the basis of race, gender and/or
sexual orientation. Although many anarchists are heavily invested in identity politics, a
more comprehensive anarchist philosophy looks forward to a time when people will not
need to focus so much on such categorizations. While liberals tend to advocate efforts to
reform the existing system (through such means as voting, lobbying, and organized dem-
onstrating), anarchists have a more radical view, and wish to replace corrupt institutions
entirely, and refashion a more humane society by means of direct action, without reliance
on any form of statist intervention. ;

While anarchists generally recognize the validity of evolutionary as well as revolu-
tionary change, they acknowledge that in order to achieve a true reordering of society it is
necessary to eradicate hierarchical dominance relations wherever they exist; this has not
historically been a priority of liberals. Anarchists recognize that the structures of power
themselves (be they capitalist or communist, “democratic” or totalitarian) are the root of
the problem, and as such, cannot be the basis for a solution. Although some anarchists
engage in voting and organized protest in the belief that even small localized improve-
ments are worthwhile, they recognize that such activities are merely interim steps, which
one must go beyond in order to achieve real and lasting change.

Nihilism: In contrast to the "anti-everything” credo of nihilists, anarchists do not promote
random violence, destruction, and “every man for himself” lawlessness (although there are
always a few with this philosophy who call themselves “anarchists™). Thg common per-
ception that anarchy is equivalent to chaos is an unfortunate misconception arising from
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beyond verbal dissidence and many never have occasion lo realize the distinction be-
tween church and state.

We'll get to anarchism in just @ minute. First, a look at fascism. Here the Leader
comes about as close to deification as civilization permits and, significantly, Nazism triecl
to set up rituals and institutions replacing orthodox religion. Move along to conservatism,
and the leader figure, although still prominent, starts to shrink. Where Hitler set himself
above the law, the Prime Minister or President submits to it; he and his ministers can doubt-
less find gaps to wriggle through, but they can’t just ride over it. In conservatism imper-
sonal institutions, things like law, tradition, parliament, the monarchy, start to attract the
loyalty enjoyed in fascism by the Leader.

In the more thoughtful movements, in liberalism, humanism, free thought, social-
ism, atheisrm, communisim, the leader shrinks movements all differ from religion, but they
all camry forward the pattern of behavior that religion introduced, offering something big-
ger than ourselves and urging us to join it. As they become more critical of present society
the god, the hero, the personal se things occupy the position once held by God and later
by the personal leader.

Anarchism retains the pattem of behavior first introduced by religion. Anarchists
will sometimes go along with this far enough to agree that religion has had its uses, while
arguing that now it has become a burden we would be better without. They would do

- away with it, explaining to people in the first place why it's better to g0 straight for anar-

chism. Their efforts in this direction have not met with overwhelming success, and the

reason begins to appear when vve compare the mass media with anarchist publications.

On the one hand, pictures and personalities. Television, almost wholly pictorial
and the supreme mass medium, is the one which comes closest to presenting actual people
as we meet them in daily life, and this holds good especially for the programs which draw
the mass audiences. All the great popular T.V. successes which run and run, present sto-
ries if real people, identifiable personalities whom the audience can get to know almost as
they know their own families, people living ordinary lives with Just enough of the unusual
to add dramatic novelty. The mass-circulation newspapers follow stit to the best of their
abilities. On one ordinary day recently a count showed the NY Times and USA Today,
taken together, averaging approximately two pictures to the page, excluding cartoons and
advertisements. Most of these were large, from a quarter-page upwards, and almost with-
out exception they showed named people, personal people. As mass entertainment,
literature comes a poor second to the pictorial media but here, too, the works winning the
big sales almost invariably offer stories of people presented as individual personalities.

Anarchism, too, takes great interest in people, but from a different angle. The
individual anarchism speaks of will never burgle you or break a truncheon over your head,
but it will never sleep with you or buy you a drink either; it is not a concrete human being
at all but a sexless, classless, colorless, jobless, ageless, raceless, featureless, impersonal
abstraction, quite as real as the person immediate ly apparent to the senses, but in a differ-
ent way; it has the same sort of reality as the average family with two-and-a-bit children. In
the ordinary course of daily life anarchists take the normal interest in people as persons;
this is fundamental and it does not disappear in the course of development. But when



talion: We live tolally merged in the slate, submitting to it without cuestion, not even
kr_lc_:\.mng that we are doing so. That is the farthest from anarchism that it's possible for a
civilized person to be, and religion tries to shake us out of this condition.

It makes little use of rational argument, for that has little impact on people holding
this attitude. It appeals to them in their own terms, offering immense personal advantage
eternal blessedness, and often worldly benefits too if they will only love and follow the
superhuman leader. Presented as a person, with all the immediacy that implies, this hero
figure yet reaches far beyond the sphere of merely personal affairs. He is engaged in the
universal struggle between good and evil (in Buddhism the quest for Nirvana), so that
those who follow him find themselves caried into a wider sphere of activity. Religion
brings people to take part in affairs that tum out eventually to be social, and it thereby lifts
thern over the first step on the climb towards anarchism.

Once we join a movement, any movement, once we step into line behind a
leadler, any leader, our unquestioning submission to the state starts to break down. Totali-
tarian states gain that title from their attempits to suppress every activity in any way inde-
pendent of the state, churches among them, and they do this because every movement,
even an authoritarian, conservative, government supporting established Church, forms a
distinct power-center possessing a degree of autonomy; the people who choose to joina
Church thereby begin to distinguish themselves from the state. Thomas Beckett was only
one of many turbulent priests. Christ told his followers to pay to Caesar what belongs to

Caesar, but his teaching had raised the question. Once Christians began to think about *

what was due to Caesar, instead of just paying it, Caesar no longer enjoyed his former
security.

Some of the biggest; early states, Egypt and China for example, operated as the-
ocracies under a divine ruler, state and church merged together. Yet even here a distinc-
tion appears; priests busy collecting taxes cannot at the same time perform religious cer-
emonies, and this difference of function leads to structural distinction, the church hiving
off from the state. Once a distinct church with its own hierarchy has appeared, then
pluralism is on the way, to be followed by democracy, and whether the priests like it or
not, whether they know it or not, these bring anarchism behind them.

In a recent issue of Freedom Donald Rooum has a cartoon that makes the point,
though he may not have meant it in quite this way. A preacher smugly condemns the Irish
bombers as godless, selfish, anarchic and cowardly. Donald’s hair trigger heroine, Wildcat,
goes through the roof at this, protesting that it's just the opposite of the truth. The bombers
are highly disciplined, prepared to sacrifice themselves. Far from being godless or anar-
chic they are religious, potential martyrs, the very stuff of which the Church is made. We
can say the same of other terrorists. They are not anarchists, but neither are they simply
accepting what they find around them; by standing up and fighting it they show the begin-
nings of independent individuality.

When people choose to altack a government, even if they do so in support of
another one, and however misguided they may be in their reasons or their methods, they
approach closer to anarchism than the great numbers who simply accept the state. Every-
body who takes up religion sets out along that same path, even though few of them go

widespread belief, instilled by those in power, that authority is necessary to maintain or-
der. Anarchists believe that an efficient, organized, and just society can be achieved on a
non-hierarchical, decentralized, and participatory basis.

Some Issues of Contention

Anarchists hold disparate views on many issues. One of the major areas of dis-
agreement is the question of the individual versus the community. Individualist anarchiste
place primary importance on the freedom of the individual, while anarcho-communists
(and anarcho-syndicalists) focus on the benefit of the social group at large, and mutualists
lie somewhere in between. In an ideal anarchist society, it is hoped that the needs of the
community as a whole can be met in a just manner without unduly impinging on the free
will and self-determination of the individuals within it.

Another debate within the anarchist movement concerns the issues of ecology
and technology. Classical anarchism displays similarities to the traditional Marxian notions
of the value of science and rationalism, and the belief that technological progress generally
benefits society. Many modern anarchists believe that technology is inherently neither
good nor evil, but that it must be scrutinized and applied in a socially responsible mannet
in order to best serve those who use it and are affected by it. Other contemporary anar-
chists have an anti-technology,. Ecology centered perspective (the most extreme being
primitivists and neo-Luddites), and believe that an anarchist society can only be achieved
by abandoning technological advances and returning to a more primitive, localized and
ecologically harmonious way of life.

The issue of nationalism is also important. In general, anarchists advocate the idea
of intemationalism (or rather, ‘non-nationalism’) and view nationalism and patriotism as
manifestations of the state’s attempt to increase its power by promoting artificial divisions
among people. The nation-state is a construct that serves the interests of various elites,
while the lower strata of the population remains in similar deplorable circumstances through-
out the world. Despite this, some anarchists maintain that it is worthwhile to support
certain national liberation struggles (such as the efforts of the Palestinians in the middle
east, Black nationalists in the U.S., and oppressed indigenous peoples everywhere) in the
belief that smaller independent nations, albeit authoritarian, are preferable to exploitative,
monolithic empires.

Currents within the Modem Anarchist Movement

Today's “anarchist movement” can more accurately be viewed as a collection of
different movements that have various political and philosophical features in common.
Building on, and sometimes diverging from, the principles of classical anarchism, there are
a variety of groups that are enlarging the scope of contemporary anarchism and redefining
traditional notions of anarchy.

Anarcha-feminists meld the ideals of feminism and anarchism. Anarcha-feminists
focus on the liberation of women and the role of the patriarchy more than classical anar-
chists, but not to the exclusion -of other forms of oppression (as some other types of
feminism have done). Not a | women anarchists consider themselves anarcha-feminists,
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nor must an anarcha-feminist be female - the distinction is largely a matter of how “worman-
centered” one’s values are and which aspects of domination are emphasized. As is the
case with many present day political movements, the issue of gencler separalisim remains
unresolved. On one hand, the perpetuation within the anarchist movement of the same
artificial gender divisions that have been impose d by the hierarchical und patriarchal social
order may be inimical to the creation of true equality and to the breaking down of barriers
which anarchists hope to accomplish. On the other hand, many wornen feel the need to
maintain a women’s space within a movement that has traclitionally been male-dominated,
and believe that the validity of women's concers must be recognized and integrated into
the anarchist philosophy before unity can be achieved.

Anarcha-feminists generally reject statist solutions to women's problems (such as
the censorship of pornography in an attempt to reduce violence against women in favor of
self-empowerment and direct action. Anarcha-feminist organizing can be characterized
by an emphasis on decentralization, participatory decision making and action on a grassroots
level. Anarcha-feminists generally believe that the fulfillment of human potential can best
be achieved by moving beyond traditional gender roles and encouraging the develop-
ment of beneficial “masculine” and “feminine” qualities in all people, and equality in all
relationships.

Many modermn anarchists concentrate on applying the ideals of free will and self-
determination to their personal lives. Within this tendency there is an emphasis on the
acceptance of a variety of options in the realm of sexuality, family, and interpersonal rela-
tionships. Relationships should be based on the free choice and consent of all individuals
involved, and not constrained by governmental, religious or societal restrictions. There are
many cueer anarchists - gay, lesbian, transgendered, and perhaps especially bisexual;
anarchism’s promotion of the breakdown of traditional categorization schemes seems par-
ticularly relevant to those with non-traditional and/or marginalized sexual and gender iden-
tities. As with ferinists, some gay/lesbian/queer groups embrace anti-authoritarian prin-
ciples and direct action (for example, AIDS activists who organize underground needle
exchange programs and buyer’s clubs for non-FDA-approved drugs).

Recognizing that traditional mandates such as marriage, the patriarchal nuclear
family, and enforced reproduction have been devised to serve the interests of those in
positions of power and authority, anarchists emphasize the exploration of creative, volun-
tary relationship alternatives such as non-monogamy, extended families, and communal
child rearing, in addition to the more common traditional options. Anarchists. generally
want to get government out of the business of approving personal relationships, rather
than extending such approval to same-sex relationships. Anarchist queers also typically
oppose efforts to increase the gay presence in oppressive institutions such as the military.

In contrast to classical anarchism's adherence to atheism (largely in response to
the destructive influence of traditional authoritarian religious institutions), many modem
anarchists emphasize spirituality, both the neo-pagan variety and liberation theology within
traditional religions. This reflects the belief that the imaximization of human potential ne-
cessitates a recognition of the spiritual and transcendental aspects of human personality
and culture as well as the rational. In the realm of morality, such anarchists rely on personal
responsibility and concem for others rather than on the pronouncements of legal or moral

Through Religion to Anarchism
George Walford

Although 1 would be going too far to say that all anarchists oppose all forms of
religion, e can salvly say that nearly all of them would like to do away with the authoritar-
ian versicns. Are they justified? Certainly this form of religion has done a great deal of
harm, bt after taking full account of this we have to add, for a complete picture, that it
helped in the emergence of the anarchist movement. It did not set out to do this but it did
doit. And, in spite of itself, it is still helping people to become anarchists.

Religion has been with us for many thousands of years, anci for.most of that period
many of the sharpest minds have wo:klbd onit. It comes in many different varieties, pro-
viding more than enough material for a lifetime’s study; nobocly can explain it, or account
for it, or pronounce any sensible judgment upon it, in one shivit article. | shall be trying to
do just one thing: to show that authorltanan religion helps with the first step towards anar-

chism.

This word ‘religion’ covers a wide range of doctrines and practices. Zen Bud-
dhism has a good deal in common with some versions of anarchism, and a group calling
themselves Christian atheist anarchists 'also claim to be religious. Without taking up the
question whether siich activities have a good claim to the title or not, | leave them aside.
Here ‘religion’ carries its ordinary everyday meaning, it indicates thie orthodox doctrines of
Christianity, Judaism, Islam, Hinduism and Buddhism and the organizations promoting them.
These (and perhaps one or two more like them) are the great religions. They provide the

~ main weight of religious activity and each of them (except the last) presents a great god, a

tremenclous, dominating figure, all-powerful, all-knowing. Creator, Lord, master of earth
and heaven, disposing not merely of Ilfe and death but of eternal life and death.

Buddhism forms an exceptiop, a religion without a god. We in the West some-
times think of it as cuite different from the others, but in fact it's not all that special. Like
them it presents a clominating hero- flgure It calls him Lord, it offers him prayer and sacri-
fice, it studies his words and worsh1ps his holy relics. It regards him as to some extent a
savior; Buddha delayed his own entry into Nirvana in order to spread his message for the
sake of others. About the only thing Buddhism doesn’t do is to credit him with having
created the world. Although Buddha imay not be technically divine he's a lot more than
human, and Buddhism urges us to follow him on the Noble Eightfold Path Each of the great
religions, Buddhism like the others, offers a figure greater than ourselves. It sets him on one
side, the world, the flesh and the devil on the other, and demands that we choose be-
tween them.

Having unclertaken to show that religion helps with the first step towards anar-
chism, | am saying that it brings people to believe in personal leaders, something anar-
chism strongly opposes. But those who come to believe in a personal leader do thereby
take the first step towards anarchism. This is so because we all begin life in a condition
even farther from anarchism than that. As children and young people we have our interests
centered on individual people and parsonal affairs, taking no interest in wider issues, ac-
cepting the society around us in the same unquestioning way as we accept air anc gravi-



For example, part of that power relation which is wage slavery consists in making
the wage slave an obedient slave by a careful and meticulous technique of training by
which the wage slave-to-be is brought to act n as productive a manner for the employer
and not otherwise. (This training does not take place only within the factory gates - our
system of compulsory education contributes mightily to producing docility.) In other words,
relations of domination have the force they do in large part because they endow the domi-
nated characteristics, wilh real abilities that they did not have before.

What this means for anarchists is that it is not sufficient for eliminating domination
and establishing a free and cooperative society merely to eliminate repression. (which is
not to say that it shouldn’t be done; only that this isn’t enough.) For the ability to act in a
free and cooperative fashion is not something that one possesses naturally, is not a natural
capacity which one already posses in a fully developed way and which is somehow being
stifled by the oppressors. On the contrary, it is also a product of training, of a training in
which one is encouraged to act freely and cooperatively, to develop one’s own singular
capacities and one's ability to think for oneself (so that this training is necessarily a self
straining). Just as one’s domination is something that is made, so one’s liberty is something
that cannot be simply uncorked, but also has to be made.

If all one does is throw the bums out, one does nothing either to undo the effects
of the training which one has received or to actually bring about the ability to live in a
cooperative and uncoerced fashion. If throwing the bosses out is all one does, it will not

be surprising to find a new set of bosses setting themselves up in short order; for the

greater part of the relations of domination will remain, relatively unscathed.

In short, anarchists should not trust to the so-called natural proclivities of human

beings toward freedom and cooperation, for there are no such proclivities. Or rather such
proclivities are, as proclivities, no stronger than the equally natural human proclivities to
dominate and be dominated. The task must be to encourage these proclivities, to make
them into really existing practices of freedom and cooperation, for it is only in this way that
there can be any realistic hope of bringing about a society without domination.

authorities. Spiritual anarchists generally emphasize the interconnectedness of all life, and
their beliefs commonly coincide with those of ecologically oriented, nature-centered an-
archists. Yet there remains a substantial atheist element among anarchists who believe that
the idea of “sacredness” and a reliance on a “higher order” reinforce traditional hierarchical
notions and are inimical to the achievement of full human freedom.

Anarchist ideals are often espoused by youth wit punk, altemative art, rave, “dead-
head"” and radical student cultures. These young people attempt to escape the injustice
and alienation of life in the prevailing consumer society by forming communities of resis-
tance based on direct action and means of self-reliance such as collective living, squat-
ting, info shops and the creation of economic altematives such as food cooperatives and
independent, non-corporate music production and distribution. While these young people
accept many of the tenels of classical anarchism (although commonly not under that la-
bel), they are typically more concerned with applying the principles of anti-authoritarianism
and self-determination in a practical way to their resistance activities and their daily lives.
Some contemporary anarchists, however, eschew such “lifestylism,” and instead focus on
building more formalized groups and networks that can organize for broader social change.

Anarchists are involved with a wide array of publishing projects, from informal
one-time ‘zines to established newspapers and book publishers with long histories. An-
archists are increasingly making us of the Internet and other means of electronic communi-
cation. The Internet has often been described as an example of anarchy in action, and it
has indeed grown and prosjered with no central governmental authority. Electronic com-
munications provide a way lo transcend national borders, and may minimize the impor-
tance of cultural barriers such as race and gender as well. However, there is a definite
danger that increasing reliance on electronic communication will reinforce economic bar-
riers, creating a society of information-age “haves” and “have nots.” Anarchists have used
electronic communication to plan events, spread important news items, and exchange
information; there are mailing lists and Usenet newsgroups devoted to anarchism and anti-
authoritarianism, as well as more ambitious projects such as the Spunk Press electronic
archives. Clearly governments fear the freedom of the net, and are increasing their efforts
to crackdown on the free flow of information (in the guise of anti-obscenity and anti-
terrorism). Other anarchists oppose electronic communications, both because they resist
“mediated,” non-face-to-face interaction and because of the detrimental environmental
effects of technology.

Conclusion

In summary, anarchism is a diverse, broadly defined philosophy that has been
adopted in one form or another by a wide range of individuals and groups, many of whom
do not explicitly label themselves as "anarchist.” Anarchism can have relevance to all
facets of one's existence. In emphasizing freedom, self-determination, personal responsi-
bility, direct action, and the creation of voluntary, cooperative alternatives, anarchism has
the vision and the flexibility to provide a viable way to transform one’s own life, while
waorking for the radical and lasting social change that will transform the world.



Spain and its Relevance Today - Part |l

lain MacSaorsa
If instead of condemning that experience [of collaboration], the [anarchist] movement
-ontinues to look for excuses for it, the same course will be repeated in the future ...
xceptional circumstances will again put ... anarchism on [its] knees before the state” (Juan
Somaz Casas, Anarchist Organisation: The History of the FAI, page 251).

ntroduction

Spain, in the 1930', had the largest anarchist movement in the world. At the start
>f the Spanish “Civil” war, over one and one half inillion workers and peasants were mem-
sers of the C.N.T. (the National Confederation of Labor), an anarcho-syndicalist union fed-
>ration, and 30,000 were members of the FA.L. (the Anarchist Federation of Iberia). The
otal population of Spain at this time was 24 million. The anarchist movement was larger,
nore dynamic and more influential than the corresponding Marxist organizations (the U.G.T.
inion federation, the Socialist Party, etc.). Since 1868, the history of the Spanish labor and
evolutionary movement was dominated by anarchism, a situation unique to Spain in many
espects.

Therefore, considering this, the need to understand and know the events of Spain
s essential. Firstly, to leamn from the activities of our comrades, to leamn from their mistakes
ind, secondly, to find and apply what is still relevant from their history to OUR activities
ind political program/agenda. Thirdly, to discuss some basis ideas of anarchism, with
eference to actual events, which should be clear in people’s heads. Hopefully comrades
~ill find this article useful. Needless to say far more could be written on the subject of
Spain. This is one view point and should be seen as an aid for the discussion, for further
eading and debate and as an indication of what anarchism and anarchists are capable of
doing.

The Start of the Civil War/Revolution

When the Generals revolted against the republic on July the 19th 1936, the gov-
zimment was paralyzed. The only resistance to the fascists came from the working class,
first and foremost from those sections organized in the C.N.T. and FA.L While the govemn-
ment tried to negotiate with the fascists, offering them spaces in the cabinet at one point,
the C.N.T. (and to a lesser degree the radical sections of the U.G.T.) constantly urged people
to organize for a general strike, arm themselves and directly resist the coup. When the
army did start its uprising, it was met on the streets with the heroism and initiative of the
members of the C.N.T. ("Cenetistas”) who went on the offensive.

It was the C.N.T./EA.I. which lead the resistance to the Generals. The members of
the U.G.T. followed behind, while the politicians did nothing (as usual). It should be
noted that U.G.T. unions in areas where the C.N.T. was strong were totally reformist. In
ireas where the C.N.T. was organized, but smaller, the U.G.T. was forced to be more radi-
cal under the influence of C.N.T. activities and the fear that their members would join the
more militant (and effective and modern) organization.

ANARCHISM AND POWER
by Ron Carrier

A common description of anarchism is that it has as its aim the abolition of the
state. Now, while this is certainly corect - it would indeed be hard to find an anarchist
who is positively enamored of any government apparatus, be it located in Chicago, Wash-
ington, Moscow, or Baghdad, it is not (to my mind) the best way of describing the anar-
chist goal. Rather, anarchism should be understood as aiming at the abolition of all forms
of domination. That is, anarchism is resolutely opposed to any relations between humans
in which one decides for another, without the other’s consent, how that other is to live and
coerces that other into living that way. So anarchism is opposed not only to government,
to the police - and military and legislature and judiciary.

It is also opposed to capitalism, in which a few possessing the means of produc-
tion compel the rest, on pain of starvation, to produce for the profit of those few in return
for a wage; and to racism of any form; and to an sort of oppression on the basis of one’s
sexuality. In place of all this, which is inherently reprehensible (and if you want justtification
of this claim, try living in an explicit state of being dominated and see what you think of it!),
anarchists seek a situation in which everybody determines for one-self as much as pos-
sible, in as free and cooperative as can be devised, how one is to live one’s life.

So anarchism is opposed to power, right? All we need to do is overthrow all the

“bosses who are repressing our desire for freedom, and all will be well? Well, not quite. |

don't think it's right to identify power with domination and domination with repression, as

_was just done in the two questions just posed. Heres why.

What is power? It seems to me that power shouldn't be thought of as some
mysterious substance which some people (at the top of the heap) possess by some means
or other and which others (at the bottom) do not. Rather, power exists only as a certain
kind of relation between people in which one person does what another person wants
the first person to do. Now, simply described that way, power relations are not inherently
relations of domination: one can do what another wants her/him to do because the two of
them have both freely consented to this as much as because the latter person has coercive
control over the former.

So anarchism, properly- understood, does not seek the abolition of power, in the
sense that it does not seek to eliminate the possibility of power relations. For it is hard to
see how this could come about without the abolition of any and all social relations, which
no anarchist wants! Instead, anarchism seeks to foster and maintain only those power
relations which do not involve coercive domination, and to destroy those that do.

Furthermore, not all those power relations which involve domination operate by
repression alone. That is, domination does not, to my mind, consist only in keeping people
from doing things. Rather, domination also involves a certain positive aspect, in that it
involves the dominator acting (not just by denial) upon the one to be dominated (upon
both her/his body and mind) so that the dominated will docile and obedient fashion.

|
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1) As Bakunin wrote 60 years earlier “In a free community, collectivism can only come
about through the pressure of circumstances, not by imposition from above but by a free
spontaneous movement from below” (Bakunin on Anarchism, page 900). For where else
could the impetus for a libertarian social revolution come from unless from “below? Its no
coincidence that collectivization was more socialistic in rural collectives as the state was
effectively destroyed in many areas (like Aragon) by federations of collectives. As one
militant describes the process of collectivization had to be based on free federation “from
the bettom up.”

“There were, of course, those who didn’t want to share and who said that each collective
should take care of itself. But they were usually convinced in the assemblies. We would try
to speak to them in terms they understood. We'd ask, “Did you think it was fair when the
cacique [local boss] let people starve if there wasn't enough work?” and they said, "Of
course not”. They would eventually come around. Don't forget, there were three hundred
thousand collectivists [in Aragon], but only ten thousand of us had been members of the
C.N.T.. We had a lot of educating to do”. Felix Carrasquer, quoted in Free Women of Spain,
page 79. An anarchist society cannot be created “overnight”, to assume so would be to
imagine that we could enforce our ideas on a pliable population. Socialism can only be
created from below, by people who want it and understand it, organizing and liberating
themselves. The lessons of Russia should have cleared any such illusions about "socialist”
states long ago. The lesson from every revolution is that the mistakes made in the process
of liberation by people themselves are always minor compared to the results of creating
authorities which eliminate such “ideological errors” by destroying the freedom to make
mistakes. This only destroys freedom as such, the only real basis for socialism.

9) Such ideas would, now, only be appropriate to rank and file organizations created in

and by struggle in opposition to the Trade Unions. The AFL cannot be reformed, so why
try? The last 70 years have contained enough proof of this.

3) As an aside, Dumuti is echoing Bakunin who said “The purpose of the Alliance [ie anar-
chist federation) is to promote the Revolution... it will combat all ambition to dominate the
revolutionary movement of the peaple, either by cliques or individuals. The Alliance will
promote the Revolution only through the NATURAL BUT NEVER OFFICIAL INFLUENCE of all
members of the Alliance” (Bakunin on Anarchism, edited by Sam Dolgoff, page 387).

Alfter the resistance of the 19th of July, the Generals’ coup had been defeated i
TWO THIRDS of Spain. Itis clear that as the "cenetistas” fought and died on the barricade
they would not be risking their lives for some poxy republic. They unleashed the mos
profound social revolution in the history of the world (so far at least ... ).

The Revolution

In the heady days after the 19th of July (people burning money was a commo
sight in the streets of Barcelona, for example) the initiative and power truly rested in thy
hands of the rank and file members of the C.N.T. and FA.l. No positive directives cam
from the C.N.T. committees (who were to busy doing other things as we shall see later). |
was ordinary people, under the influence of Faistas (members of the FA.L) and C.N.1
militants no doubt, who, after defeating the uprising, got production, distribution an
consumption started again (under more egalitarian arrangements of course) as well as or
ganizing, and volunteering (in their thousands) to join the militias which were to be sent t¢
free those parts of Spain under Franco.

In every possible way, the working class of Spain were creating by their owr
actions a new world based on their own ideas of social justice and freedom (ideas in
spired, of course, by anarchism and anarcho-syndicalism). The full extent of this revolu
tion cannot be covered here. All that can be done is highlight a few points of specia
interest and hope that these will give some indication of the breath of these events anc
encourage people to read a few of the books listed in Appendix 1.

All industry in Catalonia was placed either under workers self-management o
workers control (that is, either totally taking over ALL aspects of management, in the firs
case, or, in the second, controlling the old management). There was, of course, a direc
relationship between the size and influence of the C.N.T. and the number and intema
nature of the collectives formed. Workers in the U.G.T. were generally inspired to action by
the practical example of the C.N.T. In some cases whole town and regional economie
were transformed into feclerations of collectives.

The example of Alcoy (population 45 000) can be given as a typical example
“Everything was controlled by the syndicates. But it must not therefore be assumed tha
everything was decided by a few higher bureaucratic committees without consulting th
rank and file members of the union. Here libertarian democracy was practiced. As in th
C.N.T. there was a reciprocal double structure; from the grass roots at the base.... upwards
and in the other direction a reciprocal influence from the federation of these same loce
units at all levels downwards. from the source back to the source.” (Gaston Leval, quotec
in “The Anarchist Collectives”, Ed Sam Dolgoff, page 105) It should be noted this wa
obviously before the counter-revolution got under way and that the organs of the collec
tives were NOT identical to the corresponding organs of the CN.T,, although they dic
operate like the C.N.T. did before the Civil War.

In practice, until sabotaged by the state, the collectives proved that ALL aspect:
of industry and agriculture can be operatedl better by the workers themselves (using anar
chist organization) than under capitalism. Collectivization was not full socialism (althoug!
it was definitely socialistic). Forexample, 1most collectives kept the use of money (in some



form or another) as well as distributing goods according to DEED not NEED (ie, saying that
so much labour is “worth” so much and so refaining value relationships from capitalism).
Obviously, food was distributed free in some cases (to the old, sick, etc. and militia at the
front) but the main rationing schemes were still based on certain (nol all) capitalist prin-
ciples. As Gaston Leval states, “it was nol... tre socialisation, but a fonn of worlfers neo-
capitalism, a self-management straddling capitalisim and socialisim, which we maintain would
not have occurred had the Revolution been ahle to extend its: If fully under the direction
of our syndicates” (Gaston Leval, "Collectives in the Spanish Revolution”, p227/8). This
should be remembered, as should the last point. In no way can this truly detract from the
positive achievemnents of working class self-management and the anarchist re-organization
of the econormy.

In general, the collectives created most of the structural framework of an anarcho-
communist economy, while, due to the concrete realities of Spain (its isolation economi-
cally and politically, the lack of other widespread revolutionary movements in other coun-
tries and its agrarian economic base) it could not apply some of the social aspects (aboli-
tion of wage labor, money, etc).

The militias set to fight the war were organized in true anarchist fashion and often
defeated better armed, better trained ancl more numerous cletachments of the fascist
army. There was no rank, no saluting ancl no officer class. Fverybody was equal. The
militias did use ex-officers, but only as advisors. The direction of the war rested in the
militia committees, under the control of the front line fighters whio could countermand and
replace delegates. The militias contained both men ancl women. lronically enough,
Trotskyites always say how much they approve of the militias and how “democratic” they
were, without ever mentioning how Trotsky removed all these features from the Red Army
before and during the Russian Civil War.... When a militia entereci a town or village, they did
not force the people to join collectives or dlictate the form social life would take. All they
did was to ensure the population could organize their own lives, as the population saw fit.

On the social front, anarchist organizations created rational schools, a libertarian
health service, social centers, and so on. The Mujeres Libres (free women) combated the
traditional role of women in Spanish sociely, empowering thousands both insicle and out-
side the anarchist movement (much to the annoyance of some male anarchists ... ). The
story of the Mujeres Libres would take an article in itself (See the Free Women of Spain by
Martha A. Ackelsberg for more information on this very important organization). This activ-
ity on the social front only built on the work started long before the start of the war, for
example the unions often funded rational schools, workers centers and so on. This (very)
short summary cannot do justice to the achievements of our comrmades in Spain. The
booklist in Appendix | contains material for those who wish to find out more.

It should come as no surprise that anarchism did create the seeds of a new world
and that this world operated infinitely better than capitalism (or state socialism). And we
must also remember that anarchism can never be created "overnight”. Between capitalism
and a classless society (full communist anarchism), there will, of necessity, be a “transition”
period after a successful insurrection. This period will be marked by the need to create
anarchist structures and social relationships (consolidating the revolution) while defending
this task (by force, if necessary). Its first step will be to smash the state and ensure a new
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ity and soliclarity.

By way of a conclusion anarchism must be relevant to working class people. We
must advocate anarchist tactics and organization in all struggles. It is clear that to organize
anarchists is not enough. We must encourage the organization of the working class, other-
wise “revolutionary” ideas are only the domain of professional revolutionaries. People,
under these circumstances, cannot formulate and apply their own agenda and so remain
passive tools in the hands of leaders. By permanent libertarian social organization, people
can control their own struggles and so, eventually, their own lives. It accustoms people,
through practice, to self-management and so anarchism.

The experience of the C.N.T. shows this. This was the great strength of the Span-
ish Anarchist movement. It was a movement “that, in addition to possessing a revolution-
ary ideology [sic], was also capable of mobilizing action around objectives firmly rooted
in the: life and conditions of the working class.... It was this ability periodically to identify
and express widely felt needs and feelings that, together with its presence at community
level, ionmed the basis of the strength of radical anarchism, and enabled it to build a mass
base of support” (Nick Rider, The Practice of Direct Action: The Barcelona rent strike of 193
1, page 99, from For Anarchism, pages 79-105). As Malatesta made clear, “to encourage
popular organizations of all kinds is the logical consequence of our basic ideas, and should
therefore be an integral part of our program... anarchists do not want to emancipate the
people; we want the people to emancipate themselves... we want the new way of life to
emerge from the body of the people and correspond to the state of their development
and advance as they advance” (Life and Ideas, page 90).

This can only occur via popular self-organization. Bearing this in mind, we must
also be aware of the dangers in anarcho-syndicalism. The anarchist movement must not
be (com)fused with the mass organizations of the working class (“unions”). The “union” (by
which | mean any social organization organized in a libertarian manner, within and without
workplaces, and definitely not reformist trade unions) movement and anarchism follow
different, but related paths. These “unions” should be encouraged by anarchists and be as
anarchistic as possible in their operation and practice, but they must never replace the
anarchist movement (ie certain aspects of anarcho-syndicalism as tactics, not principles).

In building the new world we must destroy the old one. Revolutions are authori-
tarian by their very nature, but only in respect to structures and social relations which
promote injustice, hierarchy and inequality. It is not “authoritarian” to destroy authority!

- Revolutions, above all else, must be libertarian in respect to the oppressed. That is, they

must develop structures that involve the great majority of the population, who have previ-
ously been excluded from decision making about social and economic issues. When it
comes to mass movements (and a revolution is the ultimate mass movement), the role of
anarchists is clear: encourage direct action, decentralized, federal delegate organizations
based on direct discussion and direct decision making and destroy the state. Not to do so
is to repeat the mistakes of all previous revolutions and which were the undoing of the

largest anarchist movement in the world.

Notes:



unions are by their very nature reformist and never revolutionary. The revolutionary spirit
must be introduced, developed and maintained by the constant actions of revolutionaries
who work within their ranks as well as outside, but it cannot be the normal definition of the
union function.” (Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas, page 117). (2]

The actions of our comrades did make the C.N.T. a revolutionary organization, did
make it operate in an anarchist manner. However, the tactics they used over time changed.
In the late 20s and early 30s, the F.A.l. started to fight reformism by being elected to every
union post they could. In the short term it worked, but in the longer term it meant that “if
the FA! influenced the CNT, the opposite was also true... anarchism lost much of its special
character when anarchists tried to lead the anarcho-syndicalist federation. In fact, the
anarchists were run by the union...” and “blinkered by participation in union committees,
the FAI became incapable of a wider vision” (Anarchists in the Spanish Revolution, Jose
Peirats, page 239). This proved to by the undoing of the anarchist movement as the reality
of being a union official resulted in militants becoming syndicalists first, anarchists second.

As the rank and file militants left for the front, the “moral tone” of the organization
fell. The rank and file were too busy constructing collectives and fighting to effectively
control the committees. In this situation, the actions of the committees could not be
effectively stopped by the normal C.N.T. procedures (plenums, etc.) and by the time
anything could be done to stop the consequences of the initial betrayal of the 20th of July,
it was too late.

This problem of “officialdom” was seen by many anarchists. As Durruti noted “no y

anarchists in the union committees unless at ground level. In these committees, in the case

of conflict with the boss, the militant is forced to compromise to arrive at an agreement.

The contacts and activities which come from being in this position, push the militant to-
wards bureaucracy. Conscious of this risk, we do not wish to run it. Our role is to analyze
from the bottom the dangers which beset an union organization like ours. No militant
should prolong his (sic) job in committees, beyond the time allotted to him (sic). No
permanent and indispensable people” (Durtuti The People Armed, page 216) (3]. How-
ever, the dangers of bureaucracy could not be defeated by the tactics of the FA.L in the
30's nor by those anarchists who considered themselves as syndicalists first.

5) As noted earlier, for anarchism to succeed the state must not be ignored but smashed
and “replaced” by a libertarian structure(s) to coordinate activity. In his history of the FAI,
Juan Gomez Casas (an active Faista in 1936) makes this clear: “How else could libertarian
communism be brought about? It would always signify dissolution of the old parties
dedicated to the idea of power, or at least make it impossible for them to pursue their
politics aimed at seizure of power. There will always be pockets of opposition to new
experiences and therefore resistance to joining ‘the spontaneity of the unanimous masses’.
In addition, the masses would have complete freedom of expression in the unions as well
as ... their political organisations in the district and communities” (Anarchist Organization:
the History of the FAI, page 188). As the friends of Durmuti said “A revolution requires the
absolute domination of the workers organizations”. (The Friends of Durruti accuse, from
Class War on the Home Front, page 34).

|

Only this, the creation of viable anarchist organizations can ensure that the stat;

and capitalism can be destroyed and replaced with a just system based on liberty, equa
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one is not formed.
The Counter-revolution

The “May Days" of 1937 signified the effective defeat of the Spanish Revolution.
The state felt strong enough to crush the power of the working class and remove the las!
remains of their conquests from the 19th of July. The leaders of the CNT and FAIl urgeo
compromise, and so aided the state and the counterrevolution. So what went wrong?
What had allowed the social revolution to be sidetracked and defeated so quickly. Sad tc
say, it was the actions of the CNT-FAIl and, in particular, the actions of certain “influential
militants” (or leaders). For a revolution to be successful it needs to create organizations
which can effectively replace the state and the market, that is to create a widespread
libertarian organization for social and economic decision making through which working
class people can start to set their own agendas. Only by doing this can the state and
capitalism be effectively smashed .

For example, if the state is not smashed, it continue and get stronger as it will be
the only medium for wide scale decision making. This will result in revolutionaries having
to work within it, trying to infiluence it since no other means exist to reach collective deci-
sions. This problem confronted the leaders of the CNT on the 20th of July. They inter-
preted the needls of the situation as “either we seize power o we collaborate with politi-
cal parties” (and so the state) in effect, "anarchist dictatorship” or “democracy”.

While the rank and file members of the CNT (and other sections of the working
class inspired by the CNT) were in the process of constructing a new world, clearly show-
ing in practice that they were in favor of anarchism, the “influential militants” in CNT com-
mittees were stabbing them in the back. Instead of pursuing anarchist policies (and past
CNT policy as indicated from congresses), the committee members started to pursue their
own policies. Far from NOT seizing power themselves (as the Trotskyites lament, their
definition of “workers power”), the CNT and FAl committee members seized power within
their own organizations. Without receiving any mandate from the CNT syndicates they
claimed to be delegates from, the leading committees decided off their own backs not tc
talk of libertarian communism but only of the fight against fascism. In practice the commit-
tees had been separated from the rank and file and their members transformed from del-
eqates into representatives (“leaders” in every sense of the word) who started to make
policy decisions on the rank and files behalf, without bothering to consult them.

On the 20th of July, instead of, for example, organizing a joint plenum of CNT anc
UGT syndicate delegates plus delegates from previously unorganized workplaces (man-
daled by the rank and file) in order to discuss the situation and possibly create a perma
nent delegate federation to coordinate the revolution and the war against the fascists, the
CNT-FAl committees sent a delegation of its members to meet the leader of the Catalar
Govemnment “The delegation ... was intransigent ... [elither Companys [the Catalan presi-
dent] must accept the creation of a Central Committee [of Anti-Fascist Militias] as the ruling
organization or the CNT would CONSULT THE RANK AND FILE AND EXPOSE THE REAI
SITUATION TO THE WORKERS. Companys backed down.” (p216, Duruti The People Armec
(my emphasis)) This shows clearly the role of the CNT committee members (see alsc
“Towards a fresh Revolution” by the Friends of Durruti). They used their new found influ-



nce in the eyes of Spain to unite with the leaders of other organization:/parties but not
1e rank and file.

This process lead to the creation of the "Central Committee of Arntil ascist Militias”,
1 which political parties as well as labor unions were represented. This . ommittee was
ot made up of mandated delegates, but of representatives of existing org: nizations, noimi-
ated by committees. Instead of a genuine federal body (made up of mandated del-
gates from workplace, militia and neighborhood assemblies) the C.N.T. “reated a body
vhich was not accountable to, nor could reflect the ideas of, ordinary wori 14 class people
xpressed in their assemblies.

The state and govemment was not abolished by self-management, only ignored.
his first betrayal of anarchist principles led to all the rest, and so the defeal of the revolu-
ion and so the civil war. In the name of “antifascist” unity, the CNT worked with parties and
lasses which hated both them and the revolution. In the words of Sam Dolgoff “both
sefore and after July 19th, an unwavering determination to crush the revolutionary move-
nent was the leitmotif behind the policies of the Republican government; irespective of
he party in power” (The Anarchist Collectives, p40O)

It is clear that anti-fascism destroyed the revolution, not fascism. “Fascism is not
.omething new, some new force of evil opposed to society, but is only the old enemy,
“apitalism, under a new and fearful sounding name ... Anti-Fascism is the new slogan by
~hich the working class is being betrayed” (Ethal McDonald, Workers Free Press, Oct 1937).
io justify their collaboration, the leadlers of the CNT-FAI claimed not to collaborate would
1ave lead to a civil war within the civil war. In practice, while paying lip service to the
evolution, the communists and reptiblicans attacked the collectives, murdered anarchists,
-ut supplies to collectivized induslries (even war industries) and disbanded the anarchist
nilitias after refusing to give them weapons and ammunition (preferring to arm the Civil
5uard in the rearguard in order to crush the CNT and so the revolution). By collaborating,
1 civil war was not avoided, one occurred anyway, with the working class as its victims, as
;oon as the state felt strong enouch. Garcia Oliver (soon to be the first ever anarchist”
Tinister of justice) stated that collaboration was necessary and that the CNT had “renouncled)
‘evolutionary totalitarianism, which would lead to the strangulation of the revolution by
snarchist and Confederal [CNT] dictatorship. We had confidence in the word and in the
serson of a Catalan democrat” Companys (who had in the past jailed anarchists). Which
neans that only by working with the state, politicians and capitalists can an anarchist revo-
ution be truly libertarian!

The continued existence of the state ensured that economic federalism (ie ex-
-ending the revolution under the direction of the syndicates) could not develop naturally
1or be developed far enough in all places. Due to the political compromises of the C.N.T.
the tendencies to coordination and mutual aid could not develop. Forexample, in Barcelona
during the first two months of the revolution there were few real attempts at economic
federation between industries. While understandable in the circumstances; ie the need to
get production going again placed federalism down the list of things to do, it did lead to
some collectives becoming “collective capitalists” as the market could not be replaced by
an integrated social organism. In addition, due to the existence of rich and poor capitalist
firms before the revolution, there were rich and poor collectives as well. Since there did

bers. It was a federal, decentralized bodly, based on direct discussion and decision mak-
ing from the bottom up. “The CNT tradition was to discuss and examine everything”,
according to one militant. As Bakunin said “the Intemational [ie the union movement] must
be a people’s movement, organized from the bottom up by the free spontaneous action
of the masses. There must be no secret governmentalism, the masses must be informed of
everything... All affairs of the Intemational must be thoroug'hly and openly discussed with-
out evasions and circumlations” (Bakunin on Anarchism, edited by Sam Dolgoff, page 408).

The C.N.T. rejected full-time officials. instead union officials were part-timers who
did union waork either after work hours or, if they had to miss work, they were paid their
normal wage. Hence they were in touch with the union members and shared their expe-
riences and needs as they continued to be workers. This reduced the tendency for union
bureaucracies to develop or for officials to become an (unofficial) governing caste within
the organizations. This created a viable and practical example of an alternative method by
which society could be organized. A method which was based on the ability of ordinary
people to direct society themselves and which showed in practice that special ruling
authorities are undesirable and unnecessary. It also proves that anarchist organization is
more revolutionary than “socialist” (i.e. Marxist) forms (which are, at best, more “demo-
cratic” forms of capitalist/statist structures).

2) The C.N.T. was organized, primarily, on a local basis. The industrial union federations (ie
union federations for one industry) were weak. The real base of the C.N.T. was the re-

~gional/local federation of all industrial unions in an area. Hence class wide issues could be

fought, industrial divides overcome and solidarity action spread across industry. The C.N.T.,
because of this, fought in and out of the factory for social issues, helping to reduce the

“tendency towards concentrating only on economics as “the demands of the CNT went

much further than those of any social democrat: with its emphasis on true equality,
autogestation [self-management] and working class dignity, anarcho-syndicalism made de-
mands on the capitalist system could not possibly grant to the workers” (J. Romero Maura,
The Spanish case, page 79, from Anarchism Today, edited by James Joll et al. This short
essay is very good summary of the history and practice of the C.N.T. up to 1936 (although
| feel that it gets certain aspects of Bakunin's ideas on “syndicalism” wrong)).

This is not to ignore the importance of industry wide federations of unions, of
course. Itjust indicates that such forms of industrial unionism can, and do, concentrate on
partial aspects of the class struggle and do not generate the same class and social aware-
ness as regionally based organizations.

3) Directaction was used in every case. This raised the consciousness and militancy of the
working class better than any election campaign. The benefits of “Doing it Yourself’ was
seen in practice. This, combined with anarchist organization, resulted in a movement in
which people could transform their assumptions about what was possible, necessary and
desirable.

%1) The role of anarchists, as anarchists. Without the actions and ideas of anarchists, the
C.N.T. would have soon become the same as any other union. The anarchists raised the
moral tone” of the unions and ensured they did not degenerate into reformism. This had
Feen pointed out by many people before hand, for example Malatesta wrote: “Trade



The centralization which occurred within the C.N.T. after 19th July did not “just
happen”. There are institutional reasons why it occurred. These come from anarcho-
syndicalist practice. The fusion of anarchism and the union movement (“syndicalism”) is
the basic idea of anarcho-syndicalism. The unions are enough in themselves and, through
the daily struggle for reforms, can lead to socialism. In practice, this does not quite work
(unfortunately). Anarcho-syndicalist unions must operate within the same basic situation
as normal unions, therefore they come under the same pressures and influences.

These pressures of working within the capitalist system (in a unionist manner)
produces in all unions the following tendencies: 1) They become bureaucratic/hierarchi-
cal, ie to generate “leaders” or union bosses separated from the rank and file. In order to ‘
get reforms, the union must negotiate and be prepared to compromise (which in practice
means to get their members back to work). This results in the union committees, sooner or
later, trying to control their own rank and file. This process of negotiation leads to a leader/
led division. 2) To concentrate on short term economic issues. This is due to the need to
attract and keep a large union membership. Itis clear from its history that the C.N.T. was not
immune to these tendencies. For example, the FA.L was formed explicitly to combat
reformism within the C.N.T. (see Peirats, page 238-9, and Juan Gomaz Casas, page 100, for
example).

The actions of the C.N.T. during the revolution had historical precedents. Consis-
tently committees had represented plenums with fait accompli's and acted without man-
dates (sometimes in ways contrary to C.N.T. policy). However, it must be pointed out this ~
was minimized by the nature of the C.N.T. although it did happen. While anarcho-syndi- .
calism sees these dangers and tries to combat them, it is clear that it can only partially do ,
so in practice. In addition, the idea that by controlling the economy automatically means
destroying the state is false. This comes from French revolutionary syndicalism and not
anarchism. In effect, it means ignoring the state. And ignoring something does not make it
go away. This idea can be seen from some aspects of the Spanish Revolution, ie the
working class took over the economy but left the state intact. The C.N.T. leadership col-
laborated with the state (had they become so used to negotiating that they could not see
beyond it?) and the rest is history. However, without the C.N.T. the revolution would not
have happened in the first place.

The fact that the revolution occurred at all is a glowing testimony to the indepen-
dence and militancy of ordinary C.N.T. members. Anindependence and militancy which
the C.N.T. structure unlike manxist unions encouraged and not crushed through centralism.
The very structure and practice of the C.N.T. did produce a revolutionary working class the
likes of which the world has rarely seen. As Jose Peirats states, “above the union level, the
CNT was an eminently political organization.... a social and revolutionary organization for
agitation and insurrection” (Jose Peirats, Anarchists in the Spanish Revolution, page 239).

Lessons

The following positive points can be gathered from the C.N.T. and the Spanish anarchist
movement: f

1) Its structure encouraged the politicization, initiative and organizational skills of its mem*

not exist the means to coordinate production and distribute goods according to need,
attempts at mutual aid were often ad hoc.

This lack of coordination meant that the collectivization could not develop to-
wards full socialization (socialism/communism) plus it made equalizing any differences
between collectives much harder to achieve. Italso allowed the state to intervene into the
economy and, through its control of credit, control the collectives. The October 1936
Collectivization Degree (used by the CNT leadership to “legalize” the revolution!) allowed
the state a further way to undermine self-management in industry. This Decree distorted
and controlled the revolutionary economy, ensuring that it could develop no further and
laid the ground work for its degeneration back towards normal capitalism, which state
control of credit (and so the collectives) ensured. Not destroying the state meant that the
revolution could never be fully successful economically as politics and economics are
bound together so closely. Only under the political conditions of anarchism can its eco-
nomic conditions flourish and vice versa.

The CNT leaders, from the very start of the revolution, claimed that only by a
united (“anti-fascist”) front, could fascism be defeated. The leadership gave the rank and
file no choice (a fait accompli) and, in addition, members at the front were not consulted
(most of the “hard-core” anarchists - ie those who were most against compromise - were
there) thus reducing opposition to the leadership’s line. This fait accompli was the most
extreme example of similar actions which had occurred periodically in the past; ie the
committees controlling the union and not the syndicate assemblies. Usually, CNT ple-
nums, congresses and conferences managed to curb this tendency to a large extent. The
leadership centrally controlled the organization, calling plenums at short notice, defining
the agenda (which was unheard of in the past) and not distributing information to the
union assemblies. The leadership’s policy, of “anti-fascism” as opposed to anti-state/anti-
capitalism and its actions lead to the defeat of the revolution and so the war.

As Vernon Richards makes clear: “[was it} essential, and possible, to collaborate
with political parties, that is politicians honestly and sincerely, and at a time when powet
was in the hands of the two workers organizations... All the initiative... was in the hands of
the workers. The politicians were like generals without armies floundering in a desert ol
futility. Collaboration with them could not, by any stretch of the imagination, strengthen
resistance to Franco. On the contrary, it was clear that collaboration with political parties
meant the recreation of governmental institutions and the transferring of initiative from the
armed workers to a central body with executive powers” (Vermon Richards’ Lessons of the
Spanish Revolution, page 42). This is a very good book and is recommended. This col-
laboration gave the state and capitalism a breathing space and time to gather their strength.
When the time was right, they counter attacked and destroyed the revolution and their
“allies” in the antifascist front, the CNT-FAI

In the space of two months, the Central Committee of Anti-Fascist Militias was
abolished and, having no where left to go, the CNT committees sent 4 representatives intc
the government as ministers. According to Solidaridad Obrera (the CNT paper) this mean!
that “the government has stopped being an oppressive force against the working class ..
with the participation of the CNT, the state and government no longer oppress the people”
This is a sick joke considering that soon after the state decided to crush the collectives by



yrce and provoked the May Day events (during which the “anarchist” ministers, in effect,
ided with the state and in the name of anti-fascist “unity” called on the working class to
top resistance).

Spain, by the actions of the ordinary members of the CNT-FAl gave anarchism one
of its most glorious moments. Unfortunately, it also gave us one of its worse by the actions
f certain “influential militants”. In part 2, lessons from the Spanish Revolution and Spanish

narchism.
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Spain and its Relevance Today - Part 2
lain MacSaorsa

Lessons from the Spanish Revolution

“To oranise a [libertarian] communist society on a large scale it would be necessary to
transfcrin all economic life radically, such as methods of production, of exchange and
consuinption; and all this could not be achieved other than gradually, as the objective
circumstances permitted and to the extent that the masses understood what advantages
could be gained and were able to act for themselves” Errico Malatesta, Life and Ideas,

page 36

In part one, we indicated the social revolution that occurrec! after Franco’s military
coup was defeated in the streets. We also said that this revolution was undermined by the
state and could not develop fully and that this was caused (in part) by the actions of the
C.N.T. ancl FA.l. committees. The issue now is what lessons for our struggles and times can
be learned from the anarchist movement in Spain and the 1936 revolution? We should not
rush to condemn the C.N.T. out of hand. We should search for an explanation of what
happened. The fact that anarchists joined a government should prompt the question, was
the defeat in Spain a defeat of anarchist theory and tactics OR a failure of anarchists to
apply their theory and tactics?

. It is clear from the actions of, for example, the Makhnovists in the Ukraine during
-the Russian Revolution that anarchism is a valid approach to social struggle and revolution.
#50 what made Spain “special™? Firstly, as discussed in part one, the question of antifascist
unity. The C.N.T. leaders were totally blinded by this, leading them to support a “demo-
cratic” slate against a “fascist” one. While the bases of a new world was being created,
inspiring the fight against fascism, the C.N.T. leaders collaborated with the system that
spawns fascism, as the Friends of Durruti make clear, “Democracy defeated the Spanish
people, not Fascism” (Class War on the Home Front, page 30).

The false dilemma of “anarchist dictatorship” or “collaboration” was a fundamen-
lally wrong. It was never a case of banning parties, etc under an anarchist system, far from
it. Full rights of free speech, organization and so on should have existed for all but the
parties would only have as much influence as they exerted in union/workplace/commu-
nity/ militia/etc. assemblies, as should be the case! “Collaboration” yes, but within the rank
and file and within organizations organized in an anarchist manner. Anarchism does not
respect the “freedom” to be a boss or politician. Instead of this “collaboration” from the
bottom up, the C.N.T. and FA.l. committees favored “collaboration” from the top down.
This, as indicated in part 1, only favored the state and the (political and economic) bosses.
for example, Gaston Leval indicates that the collectivization decree of October 1936 “le-
galizing collectivization”, “distorted everything right from the start” (Collectives in the Spanish
Revolution, page 227) and did not allow the collectives to develop beyond a self-man-
pged semi-socialist condition into full socialism.[ 1 |

archo-syndicalism



