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Praise for Eyes to the South:

“Eyes to the South is a unique treasure trove, spanning six decades
of French anarchist engagements with Algeria. Porter offers not
only a detailed account of the perspectives and roles of anarchist
activists and movements, but actually a way to read the larger his-
tory of modern Algeria from an anarchist perspective. The story he
gives us is invaluable in one part for its empirical richness, in an-
other for being an excellent opportunity to explore the complexities
that invariably emerge as anarchist imagination confronts questions
of national liberation. Porter’s sensitive, learned, and accessible
account is highly recommended for anyone wishing to acquire a
deeper knowledge of the history of modern Algeria, as well as of
the range of anarchist approaches, in both France and Algeria, to
the pathways of Algerian politics before and since independence.”
—Mohammed Bamyeh, author of Anarchy as Order:

The Histery and Future of Civic Humanity

“[Eyes to the South] is an eminently timely book, offering valuable
background, a wealth of information, and rich context that Anglo-
phones have had little access to. David Porter leads us efficiently
through a complex thicket of events and people, while also guiding
us through the essentials of interactivist debates still relevant today.
This alternate history of Algeria’s struggle to eliminate French rule
and transform itself from the inside makes it clear that the grass-
roots urge to mobilize for social justice in North Africa—and the
need for anarchists in colonizing (or neocolonizing) countries to
grapple with the liberatory manifestations of these popular uprls—
lngs—dldu t bcgih and won't end with 2011’ Arab oprlnb
—Maia Ramnath, author of Decolonizing Anarchism:
An Antianthoritarian History of India’s Liberation Struggle

“Thoroughly researched and based not just on French-language
studies but also on primary sources, including interviews with
militants, Eyes to the South makes a significant and valuable con-
tribution to a small but growing literature analyzing the complex
and problematic engagement of anarchists with decolonisation in
general, and Algeria in particular. Through its rather modestly
named ‘background’ sections and David Porter’s concluding re-
flections, it also helps fill a huge gap in our knowledge and un-
derstanding of the French anarchist movement from 1945 to the
present. Highly recommended.”
—David Berry, author of A History of the French
Anarchist Movement, 1917 to 1945
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THIS BOOK is dedicated to those Algerians who courageously fought
for an egalitarian and free society from 1954 to the present despite
repression by French and Algerian militaries and police, the resistance of
self-serving bureaucrats and nouveaux-riches of independent Algeria, the
deadly designs of religious zealots and a deeply entrenched patriarchy in
all its various forms. The book is dedicated as well to French anarchists
who supported those Algerian struggles to the present.
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Basic Tumeline for
YAngeUta, 1954-Present

1954— National liberation revolution begins; creation of FLN; MTLD outlawed
and replaced by MNA

1955— Major war escalation; huge increase in French army presence in Algeria

1956— Leftist “peace coalition” wins French elections; “special powers” voted
by French National Assembly for major increase in repression; FLN Soum-
mam Congress and creation of CNRA; French hijack plane with FLN leaders;
exchanges of bombings in Algiers

1957— French paratroopers launch methodical repression in Algiers; murder of
Abane Ramdane by other FLN leaders marks ascendance of Algerian military
security force

1958— Algiers-originated military coup ends French Fourth Republic, replaced by
de Gaulle and Fifth Republic; creation of GPRA (provisional Algerian govern-
ment), led by Ferhat Abbas

1959— De Gaulle announces principle of Algerian self-determination

1960— First publicized peace talks; failure of new coup attempt in Algiers; Mani-
festo of the 121 in France; UN recognition of Algerian right to independence

1961— Creation of OAS; failed “generals coup” in Algiers

1962— Evian peace accord; national independence; competition for power won
with force by Ben Bella-Boumédienne coalition; flight of Europeans and emer-
gence of biens vacants, first wave of workers’ self-management

1963— Government expansion and “regularization” of autogestion sector; FFS
created; Kabyle rebellion

1964— First FLN congress and adoption of “Algiers Charter”

1965— Boumédienne-led coup deposes Ben Bella, new regime formed; new
opposition group (ORP) quickly repressed

1968— First waves of industrial sector nationalizations

1971— Nationalization of petrochemicals sector, new major source of state
revenue; agrarian reform launched

1976— National Charter (new constitution) proclaimed, calls for generalized use
of Arabic language

1978— Death of Boumédienne

1979— Chadli becomes president

1980— “Berber Spring” demonstrations and rebellion, harsh repression

1981— First underground radical Islamist guerrilla group (the MIA)

1982— Arabization of basic schooling and some university sectors completed

1984— Major Islamist demonstration at Soltani funeral; passage of “family code”
further legalizing regressive status for women



Basic Timeline for Algeria, 1954-Present

1985— Rapid drop of world oil prices; creation of Algerian human rights league,
LADDH; Chadli embraces economic liberalization/privatization

1986— Hugec riots in Constantine and elsewhere

1987— Beginning of IMF-imposed economic restructuring

1988— Huge riots and demonstrations in Algiers and massive repression (“Black
October™)

1989— New constitution creates multi-party system and freer press; Islamist FIS
launched

1990— Huge separate demonstrations by FIS and FFS in Algiers; FIS sweeps
municipal elections; Tewfik Médi¢ne takes command of powerful military
sccurity force

1991— New rapid drop in oil export prices; further IMF- and World Bank-imposed
cconomic restructuring; clashes between police and FIS forces; thousands of
[slamists imprisoned; FIS decisively wins first round of National Assembly
clections

1992— Military coup prevents second clection round, Chadli forced out, state of
emergency proclaimed; State High Committee formed, headed by Boudiaf;
first major armed clashes between Islamists and state forces, strong repression;
formation of radical Islamist GIA; Boudiaf assassinated

1993— Escalation of violent clashes; many assassinations of “Westernized” women,
intellectuals, journalists, professionals

1994— Zeroual appointed president; first FIS negotiations with regime and other
political parties; supposed-GIA attacks in France; restructuring of Algerian
external debt with strict IMF requirements

1995— Pact of Rome Platform; Zeroual elected president

1997— Large-scale GIA (and ANP/DRS facilitated) massacres in Mitidja plains;
FIS/AIS ceasefire

1998— Zeroual retires

1999— Bouteflika “elected” president; FIS/AIS accepts disarmamant; Civil Con-
cord passed in referendum

2000— Amnesty for thousands of AIS militants; GIA and GSPC continue guerrilla
war

2001— Insurrection in Kabylia, emergence of assemblies movement; huge march
to Algiers

2004— Bouteflika elected to second term;

2005— Charter for Peace and National Reconciliation approved by referendum,
allows further amnesties and muzzles critiques

2006— GSPC becomes AQMLI, local affiliate of Al-Qaida

2007— Trial of Khalifa financial and business empire symbolizes massive corrup-
tion of regime

2009— Bouteflika elected to third term

2011— New wave of riots and demonstrations throughout Algeria and tight re-
pression; continuous demands by political reformers for regime change
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FaMmiLiar wiTH DAviD PORTER’S WORK ON EMMA GoLDMAN, I
am now greatly pleased to introduce his new book with this foreword.
Once again our research paths cross—as a historian and as a political scien-
tist—because I myself have studied Emma Goldman and Alexander Berk-
man after my work on the Algerian war and questions of nationalism and
totalitarianism. If our approaches are different, the goal is the same—to
understand anarchists’ potential difficulty in analyzing situations foreign
to their own and in which their influence is rather small. During the nearly
two decades in which I worked on these issues, only a small number of
anarchists seemed interested. Since then, things have changed a lot, and in
recent years anarchist writing has especially increased on this theme. Thus,
I am especially satisfied to present this book to the English-speaking public.

The work of David Porter is of major interest for understanding anar-
chists’ relationship with the colonial and post-colonial world generally, and
with Algeria in particular. But, as always with good books, it clarifies also
a number of subjects that seem at first secondary but that actually are quite
important. In effect, anarchist analyses on Algeriahave demonstrated major
contradictions for more than a century. At issue are how to speak clearly
about revolution and freedom, transformation and emancipation, and na-
tion and internationalism. David Porter’s work shows how anarchists have
been continuously affected by these contradictions. Of the different cur-
rents and organizations that comprise the French anarchist movement,
some are closer to and others more distant from Algeria and its political
issues that today also include themes of history and memory.

Since the middle of the 19th century, the Algerian question regularly
haunted French anarchist imagination and ethics, though their genuine en-
gagement on Algerian issues was less since clearly their weight and influ-
ence on local reality were quite minimal. If colonization was condemned,
in terms close to those of Hannah Arendt—colonization being one of the
origins of totalitarianism—it was especially some of its consequences that
caused debate. What to make, for example, of European settlers (colons)
whose own social class called for liberation? In this regard, the debate be-
tween the positions of an Albert Camus, son of a genuine working-class
European Algerian (pied-noir), and of a Daniel Guérin, child of the Parisian
upper middle class, shows the nuance of perceptions.

What follows as well—and this represents consistently the debate be-
tween Camus and Guérin—is how to confront nationalist revolts when
anarchism, by definition, is internationalist and rejects the creation of new
states and their new forms of oppression and repression. A third element
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of debate follows from the fact that national liberation movements have
always tended to transform themselves into totalitarian movements, elimi-
nating their opponents or even their detractors. In the name of peoples’
right to self-determination and of anti-colonialism, can anarchists accept
this? When a state practices workers’ self-management (autogestion) while
at the same time maintaining religious structures, what possible solution
can there be and how can one imagine a liberation freed from religious
straightjackets? When the Algerian state becomes a totalitarian structure,
what can one do aside from denouncing it and observing clashes between
Islamists and representatives of the Party/State since the 1980s—even if the
Spring 2011 events may arouse new hopes?

Several final words to the reader before plunging into this story. First,
let us hope that this comparative study encourages a French-speaking
historian or political scientist, in turn, to examine how English-speaking
anarchists have perccived the process of decolonization and the years that
followed in that other colonial universe. Important to state as well, David
Porter has assembled here all the materials needed to understand the pes-
simistic people of the black flag, with all their often contradictory interpre-
tations. Additionally, let us note that from this thorough description also
emerges the perhaps comforting impression that anarchism resists single-
cause analyses and especially single solutions, suggesting that it takes more
than a thousand paths to arrive at utopia.

The book offered to us by the author follows simultaneously a chron-
ological and thematic narrative. Quite instructive, it is preoccupied with
inscribing each of the facts and mentioned elements in a vast contextual
whole, thus avoiding having to refer to other works, and this is not the least
of its qualities.

Sylvain Boulouque,

French historian and author of Les anarchistes frangais
face aux guerres coloniales (1945-1962)

June 2011
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VARIOUS ANARCHIST WRITERS IN RECENT YEARS HAVE NOTED THAT
many approaches and issues of “classical anarchism” are or should be in-
creasingly relegated to the archives, and fresh perspectives explored.! Much
has changed in political, economic, and social conditions and understandings
since the generations of the 19" and early-20" centuries. Governments have
amassed huge powers of repression with sophisticated surveillance systems
and weaponry. The economic realm has vastly transformed with far more
powerful multinationals and instantaneous worldwide communications. So-
cial class dynamics are evermore affected by diversionary mass consumer,
media, and entertainment cultures. Beyond these immense barriers to grass-
roots liberation is new insight on how power relations pervade society at all
levels and how personal identities fragment in multiple directions. Both fac-
tors alone seem to preclude the potential of grand interpretive and predictive
narratives and the potential of a single all-encompassing revolution. On top
of all of this is the possible cataclysmic crash of existing political, economic,
and social systems through ecological disaster.

It is thus claimed that anarchism and concepts of an anarchist move-
ment must be freshly defined to be relevant to those of the present seeking
to maximize personal and social freedom. By definition, the anarchist ideal
opposes unchosen constricting structures generally, including intellectual
constructs that impede or deter liberatory initiative.

Yet there are certain recurring political issues that persist and challenge
each generation of anarchists no matter what degree of change in social
contexts or ways that the anarchist problematic are framed. These include
the nature and potential of revolution, the use of violence, collaboration
with hierarchical or statist forces to achieve temporarily-compatible goals,
organizational “discipline,” priority identities for organizing (place, class,
gender, or other), priority targets for change (institutionally, geographi-
cally, and in daily life), the primacy or not of the “individual” actor, sexism
and other hierarchies among activists, the potential of non-Western tradi-
tional communitarian models, and the actual small minority status of the
anarchist movement—however defined—within broader society.

Examining how these and other continuing generic problems were ap-
proached and resolved in past contexts, including by the generations of
“classical anarchists,” is therefore as relevant for contemporary activists
as debate on these issues was in their historical contexts. With this appre-
ciation of continual recurrence, examining diverse approaches historically
contributes to the richness and diversity of current opinions and interpre-
tations. Historical hindsight also helps to weigh the lived implications of
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alternative positions. Nevertheless, such lessons only add to the conversa-
tion. They cannot and should not be accepted dogmatically as “instruc-
tions” from the past;? these understandings underlie the following study
of French anarchist perspectives on Algeria from the time of the national
liberation revolution (1954-1962) to the present.

On a personal note, it was the Algerian struggle for independence itself
that first introduced me, while studying in Paris in the closing year of the
war, to the anarchist press and anarchist analysis. The intensity and nature of
French anti-colonial and anti-repression struggles at this time were compa-
rable to and linked in many ways with those of the late 1960s in the United
States and elsewhere. My Paris experience motivated me to continue closely
following Algeria’s political evolution into the post-independence period,
ultimately including my graduate field research in Algeria in 1965-66 on the
large-scale realm of workers” self-management. The latter project, in turn,
led me much further toward exploring and accepting an overall anarchist
perspective. Refining and applying that perspective is inevitably a life-long
project. This present book is one additional personal step in that process.

I also consider this book a means for reciprocating those gifts of con-
sciousness given to me by those who courageously struggled for Algerian
liberation from colonialism, those in Algeria who fought for genuine
workers’ self-management, and those in the anarchist movement more
generally. My choice of specific focus on the French anarchist movement
logically follows from the tragic reality of French colonialism and its leg-
acy of continued close relationships between the two societies, as well as
from the rich history and writings of the French anarchist movement itself.

The book presents a fluid mosaic of actions, writings, and theoretical
positions as it follows simultaneously the shifting contexts of Algerian poli-
tics and society and the evolving consciousness and organizing of French
anarchists in all their diversity. I have no intention of attempting a definitive
description and analysis of either the contemporary French anarchist move-
ment or the last six decades of Algerian history. As an outsider from both
contexts, I only present evidence I have at hand as I wander through and
keenly observe both landscapes. I deeply respect grassroots efforts in each
context to maintain and expand human dignity and freedom.

The observations I’ve collected in this work have implications to bring
back home as direct challenges to my own life and society. In the same
way, the experience of Algeria and Algerians has challenged and affected
the French anarchist movement itself as it related to Algeria’s colonial real-
ity, the use of violence, nationalist revolution, workers’ self-management,
militarist authoritarianism, privatization and liberal democratic initiatives,
the role of religion, the rise of radical Islamic politics, intense military/
Islamist confrontation, traditionalist decentralist political structures, issues
of cultural autonomy, and the role of women.

II
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As well, French anarchists had to confront the fact that politics and
society in metropolitan France itself were and remain deeply affected by
the “blowback” violence and other dimensions of the Algerian war at home
(including the military/political coup establishing the Fifth Republic),
the issues of a large Algerian immigrant population, the spectre of radi-
cal Islamist violence and urban youth riots, and the French government’s
increasingly repressive policy justified in the name of “anti-terrorism.”

Ultimately, of course, national boundaries and the notion of separate
“societies” and “nations” are artificial social constructs, while interlock-
ing experience and interdependence between peoples worldwide are only
increasingly obvious. This reality and the need therefore to understand and
communicate better by climbing into the shoes of “others” continues to
challenge anarchists like everyone else. Anarchists believe in the universal
impulse and language of freedom, but translating its more specific contents
and implications across cultures remains an essential work in progress.

Despite the close relationship of France and Algeria, French anarchist
attention to Algeria—especially after independence—was sometimes well
focused, but often sporadic and impressionistic. It was not the intent of
any part of the French anarchist movement to methodically trace, analyze,
and critique the evolution of Algerian society. It must also be recognized,
especially for non-anarchist readers, that these accounts come from grass-
roots, anti-authoritarian vantage points. Unlike more standard works on
the history, politics, or sociology of contemporary Algeria, French anar-
chist voices in this volume give no legitimacy to the state, capitalism, or any
hierarchical movements. Their perspective is unique.

Though a significant range of orientations and critical disagreements
existed within the French anarchist movement at every stage, important in-
sights and conclusions can be found throughout ts entire spectrum. This is,
I think, as it should be in the anarchist movement since its rejection of im-
posed dogma is fundamental to all, however strongly the diverse positions
held at any particular time. It is only natural that different people, with
very different subjectivities produced by the unique experiences and social
networks of each, would see and interpret the world differently, despite
common commitment to continuous liberation personally and throughout
society. This is indeed the positive anarchy of the anarchist movement.
Consequently, I have sought to let French anarchists speak for themselves
without opinionated intrusion of my own.

In broad terms, then, this book has evolved into essentially an anti-
authoritarian introduction to contemporary Algeria, a brief survey of the
French anarchist movement since the 1950s, and an exploration of important
generic anarchist issues.
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of Modeen ?Axtgevta: The
Colonial Context and the
Anti-colonial Movement

FRENCH COLONIZATION OF THE SEMI-AUTONOMOUS OTTOMAN
Empire province of Algeria began in 1830 with a military invasion. Fe-
rocious resistance by Algerian tribes, often united into broad-based co-
alitions, was savagely repressed by the French military for the next forty
years.’ Defeat in the Franco-Prussian War in 1871 led France to “transfer”
much of its massive refugee population from Alsace-Lorraine to the freshly
conquered and suppressed Algerian countryside, thereby implanting a large
European settler population (the so-called pieds-noirs) for the first time.
Millions of acres of tribal land were confiscated by the colonial regime and
distributed to arriving refugees from France. Over the next few decades, the
European settler population—expanded by Italian and Spanish refugees as
well—increased to about 1 million by 1954, about 10 percent of the overall
population of Algeria.

As leading Algerian historian Mohammed Harbi summarizes, the co-
lonial experience overall was “the domination of one people over another
through the practice of racism, arbitrary rule [and] open violence,” while
also including the unintended consequence of encouraging among part of
the elite the ideals of Western democracy and socialism, progressive social
policies, and a secularized state. These latter effects, in turn, helped to ad-
ditionally legitimize, now in Western terms as well, the notion that people
have the right to govern themselves. At the same time, colonial economic
and social forms of “modernization” were accompanied by servitude and
marginalization. “Colonization opened doors only to close them as well. ”*

Various forms of cultural resistance (including beliefs and practices of
Islam, Arabic and Berber languages, stories of heroic resistance, traditional
music, persisting long-time patterns of daily life, and freer voices in exile)
provided refuge and defense against the racist, violent, and exploitative
French presence. But a modern form of anti-colonial politics emerged only
in the wake of the Ottoman “Young Turks” movement and the post-World
War I Versailles Conference promises of national self-determination for all
peoples. However, the first mass movements of Algerian nationalist senti-
ment came in the mid-1920s and early 30s with the Association of Algerian
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Ulema (Muslim scholars) (led by Abdelhamid Ben Badis [1889-1940]) and
the Etoile Nord-Africaine (ENA, the North African Star) (led by Messali
Hadj [1898-1974]).

The former, influenced by modernizing reformist Sunni religious lead-
ers in the Middle East, dedicated itself to encouraging a mass consciousness
of historic Algerian national identity, grounded in Islamic and Arab cul-
ture, in an effort to counter the shattering effects of French dominance. The
importance of this Islamist component of the growing nationalist move-
ment was typically ignored or underestimated by secular Westerners at-
tracted especially to the modernist socialist and revolutionary discourse of
Algerian students and workers in France before and during the Algerian
war. Yet Sunni Islam was a fundamental part of Algerian cultural identity;
a language and set of reference points entirely separate from and preceding
the French colonial presence.

As such, and represented especially in the organizational form of the
reformist Ulema Association founded by Ben Badis, it was one of several
important, though temporarily subordinate during the war, competing
strands of Algerian nationalism that gave inspiration to the anti-colonial
struggle. “Pro-independence politics reactivated the religious factor. Islam
was both a combat ideology and a social project. The reacquisition of the
terms and rights fixed by time, the increasingly lost ‘paradise’ of origins,
became more and more vital through religion.”®

With the end of the Algerian war in 1962, the Islamist movement thus
believed that it had a quite legitimate role to play in determining the nature
and direction of Algeria’s post-independence regime. In the minority view
of the Islamist activists, political independence and recognition of Islam as
the official state religion was only the first step toward removing the im-
moral social practices (the moreliberated role for women and the consump-
tion of alcohol) introduced by the French, as well as the continued cultural
orientation toward France as symbolized and encouraged by extensive use
of the French language.

It was this next stage of the Algerian Islamist agenda—the social be-
havior reforms and the ascension of Arabic over French, along with a
wider network of mosques—that would lead to various clashes with and
accommodations by ruling Algerian regimes as the latter periodically gave
greater weight to more secular, French-oriented and socialist-inclined
competing political forces through the 1970s. Eventually, in the 1980s, Al-
gerian Islamism would become a broader political channel through which
large numbers of neglected, alienated, and oppressed Algerians could find
a powerful voice and political leverage.

The secular ENA, aimed originally at immigrant Algerian workers in
France, modeled its structure on the French Communist Party, and pro-
claimed a program of national independence, political freedoms, and social
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equality, while acknowledging as well the significance of Islam and Arab
identity in Algerian culture.

In 1936, the ENA became the PPA (Algerian People’s Party) in tempo-
rary coalition with the French Popular Front. Banned by the Vichy French
government in 1940, it emerged as the MTLD (Movement for the Triumph
of Democratic Liberties) in 1946. A more cautious liberal reformist party,
the UDMA (Democratic Union of the Algerian Manifesto), led by Ferhat
Abbas (1899-1985), emerged at the same time and gained significant follow-
ing among “assimilated” Algerians, those with French-language education
and posts in the lower civil administration and professions.

Over 130,000 Algerians were conscripted into or voluntarily joined the
Free French Army in World War I, playing major roles in campaigns in
Italy and southern France. Liberation rhetoric from Allied leaders, together
with wartime sacrifices, long-time suffering under the colonial regime, and
explicit political organizing by the several nationalist groups led to much-
heightened expectations of major change and greater equality in postwar
Algeria. Massive V-E Day celebrations throughout the country in 1945
were simultaneously street displays for the first time. of a rising large-scale
nationalist movement.

However, French General de Gaulle’s new coalition government (in-
cluding a Communist as head of the Air Force Ministry), responded with
military repression and unrestrained European militia violence, causing the
massacre of tens of thousands in the Algerian northeast. As Mohammed
Harbi stated, “the political forces of the [French] wartime resistance move-
ment failed their first test on decolonization, allowing themselves to be
taken over by the pro-colonial party.” In his and many others’ view, “the
Algerian war was really begun at Sétif on May 8, 1945.7¢

For many Algerians, the 1945 atrocities conclusively demonstrated the
impossibility of liberation within the French political structure. For most
of the European settler population, the events of May 1945 only hardened
defensive pressure on the French government to permit no significant lib-
eralization of the colonial regime. At the same time, some 1,000-1,800 mili-
tants of Messali’s MTLD (successor to the PPA) formed an underground
activist section (the OS, Special Organization) in 1947 to carry out violent
attacks on the colonial infrastructure.” Despite arrests of OS activists, their
exploits became well known and were increasingly viewed by many as the
only route to national independence. By the early ’50s, it is estimated that
about 20,000 Algerians were militants in the MTLD overall.® In 1954, as
the MTLD was banned with the outbreak of the revolution, Messali’s new
organization, the MNA (Algerian National Movement), was formed.

IS



Anaechist Backgvound

Post-World War II French Anarchists

MOST HISTORIANS OF FRENCH ANARCHISM DEFINE ITS BEGINNINGS
in the writings of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon in the 1840s.” Proudhon’s “mu-
tualist” approach broke decisively from statism (the assumed need for a
state) and promoted the ideal of decentralized economic and political
structures in a federalist linkage of worker cooperative associations. Pri-
vate property resulting from one’s own labor would be left intact while
economic exchange was accomplished on a non-profit basis by cooperatives
and self-employed artisans and peasants. This response to the economic
(and political) authoritarianism of early capitalist industrialization was the
dominant anti-authoritarian approach in France until the mid-1860s.

In France, from that point until World War II, was a succession of
predominant anarchist movement orientations concerning organizational
forms and strategies to overturn both capitalism and the state. In succession
were the late 1860s—"70s collectivist social-revolutionary approach based on
worker collectives rather than individuals as the organizational basis (artic-
ulated especially by Russian Mikhail Bakunin);'® the anarchist communist
revolutionary orientation of the late *70s—early *80s, which emphasized a de-
centralized economic and political federation of local communes (extolled by
Russian anarchist Peter Kropotkin);'' and a fresh emphasis on revolutionary
working-class organization in the 1890s and early 20th century.

A large-scale revolutionary anarchist-syndicalism and first national an-
arclust-communist federation"” developed by World War I. The formier saw
non-hierarchical federated revolutionary trade unions, with their control
of workplaces, as the basis for overthrowing the old society and organiz-
ing the new. A three-way split in the French anarchist movement emerged
in the mid-20s between an anarchist-syndicalist revival (CGTSR)—an
organizationally more centralized and disciplined revolutionary “party”
movement (the “platformist” UACR, 1927-30)—and a “synthesis” Union
Anarchiste federation' attempt to lodge anarchists of every tendency under
a common umbrella while rejecting proto-Bolshevist centralism. Individu-
alist anarchism was a factor in France as well, side by side with these other
usually more influential approaches, but at some periods (such as the late
’80s to early *90s and 1905-13) more prominent and spectacular (as with
acts of theft and violent direct action) than at others.

In terms of overall effect, these various anarchist tendencies repre-
sented, at different points, the predominant orientation of the left (as in
the 1860s and 1900s), a substantial influential force (as in the late 1930s),™
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or a minority movement marginalized into an enclave of its own. While
anarchist voices were always present in French politics since the mid-19th
century, distinct historical contexts have seen their volume and the strength
of their receptivity on the left vary considerably.

Though the size of the postwar French anarchist movement by the
mid- and late 1950s was dwarfed by comparison with the major parties of
the French left—the Communist party (PCF), the Socialists (SFIO), and
the eventually emerging French New Left movement—they could still
exert some influence on French leftist public opinion through direct ac-
tion, supportive networks, and propaganda, and by encouraging resistance
to the military and assisting the Algerian struggle more directly if they
chose to do so.

The first important organizational split of postwar French anarchists
occurred in 1952 when the “synthesizing” umbrella Fédération Anar-
chiste (FA) (founded in 1945) was taken over internally by a faction led
by Georges Fontenis (1920-2010) and others committed to focusing on
a working-class constituency, a greater appreciation of non-mechanistic
Marxist theory, and a model of class-based revolution. Soon evolving into
the FCL (Libertarian Communist Federation), this group produced a pro-
gram closely following the “Platformist” model articulated in the late 1920s
by ex-leaders of the Ukrainian Makhnovist movement'® and several other
prominent European anarchists. This model was committed to disciplined,
structured organizational principles to assure more focused, etficient, and
consistent action, associated also with those on the left more potentially
susceptible to anarchist ideas.

According to Sylvain Pattieu, the FCL was composed especially of
workers, teachers, and technicians, no more than 200-300 members total,
including some Algerians in France.' Sylvain Boulouque sees a generational
difference as helping to explain the divisions in the French anarchist move-
ment at this time. The FCL represented a generation brought up between
the Popular Front of the mid-"30s and the beginning of the ’50s, impressed
by the powerful mass organization of the French Communist Party.”” The
average age of FCL militants and officials was about twenty-five."® Before
the 1952 split, the FA journal Le Libertaire printed about 20,000-30,000
copies each issue. By 1959, the FA’s new newspaper, Le Monde Libertaire,
had close to 1,000 subscribers."

By 1954, those of the FA who objected to the new model soon re-
stored, independently, the old broad “synthesis” umbrella organization
incorporating less pragmatically oriented individuals and affinity groups
for purposes of mutual communication, production of a regular periodical,
and a regular series of public speakers and pamphlets. Its long-time more
important “influentials” included Maurice Joyeux (1910-1991), Maurice
Fayolle (1909-1970) and Maurice Laisant (1909-1991).°

17
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In sharp contrast with the French Communist Party that saw the Al-
gerian nationalist manifestations of May 1945 as the last gasp of Nazism,
the new emerging postwar FA, in its first postwar statement on the colonial
independence issue explained them, one month later, in the broad context
of French colonial history. “We should recall that the human factor has
never counted in imperialist policy and that, even in its democratic political
history, France never trailed behind, in plundering and enslavement, those
fascisms claimed to be the repositories of racism and barbarism.” However,
while favoring “human emancipation and class solidarity with those who
are starving and oppressed,” for the moment, the FA chose to abstain from
any more precise slogans or guidelines.?!

Several months later, at the 1945 founding congress of the FA, it was
stated that despite full sympathy with the colonized, the leaders of anti-
colonial revolts were capitalists and even the people themselves fight only
for national, not fuller, liberation.?? In the late *40s and early ’50s, respond-
ing to anti-colonial uprisings in Indochina and Madagascar, the FA brought
a strong anti-militarist and anti-capitalist framework with which to cri-
tique French repression and colonial rule more generally. As the Indochina
war progressed, the emerging Fontenis-led faction moved as well to more
explicit support of the national liberation cause.?

Anarchists and Nationalism

IN BROAD TERMS, A “NATION” CAN BE DEFINED AND MENTALLY
experienced as a form of shared positive identity based on common geogra-
phy, ethnicity, language, religion, and other cultural traits and/or historical
experience. There is nothing more problematic in such a definition than
there is in “regional” or “local” identity based on a similar set of traits,
though emotional appeals to the “national identity” are more commonly
evoked in our “modern” era by politicians and others wishing to arouse
support for particular regimes or policies. Social identities are multidimen-
sional. Political differences emerge when a single or several identities are
essentialized and prioritized over others. At a philosophical level, anar-
chists, in principle, reject favoritism for any of them since this would help
to legitimize hierarchical relations instead of full equality for all. Anar-
chist movements frequently organize federations or syndicats with specific
“national” labels or forms, but always understanding that this is merely a
matter of organizing expedience, not superior to an overall internationalist
or universal identity and commitment.

However, prioritizing “national” identities, as with a “national libera-
tion movement,” historically implies more than simply a convenient and
explicit scale of appeal and organizing. In the modern era of centralized
states, it implies that a certain political organization and its leaders develop
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a claim to legitimate decision-making over or on behalf of all groups or in-
dividuals within the particular geographic identity who share at least certain
designated traits.

Three primary contradictions with universal egalitarianism thus are
inherent with such movements. First, reifying a certain exclusive and privi-
leged identity in contrast to “others” geographically or sociologically out-
side of the defined “national” borders is the first step toward legitimizing
belligerent policy (including war) toward those defined as threatening the
“national interest.” Second, a prioritized “national identity” by definition
subsumes all other identities (and potential organizing appeals and strategy)
within the nation, as by class, gender, race, religion, and so on, and thus
legitimizes powerful “anti-patriotic” labels against those who refuse the
required deference.

Third, because of its centralizing nature, nationalism legitimizes a cer-
tain leadership class to be responsible for defining which traits are included
or excluded, which individuals or groups are obstructions to national
“progress” or “destiny,” and which are necessary responsibilities (includ-
ing “patriotic perspectives” and obedience to the national state) for all
within the privileged nation. Furthermore, the first and second generations
of nationalist leaders usually emerge from those with a more privileged
and experienced broader network social position—bureaucrats and native
military officers in a colonial system, business elites, intellectuals, labor
movement leaders, and so on. These hierarchical dangers of nationalist and
national liberation movements are and have been apparent throughout the
modern world. Examples are everywhere.

But readily apparent as well is that nationalism is a very powerful myth
and ideology capable of recruiting, mobilizing, and uniting millions of peo-
ple to a “national liberation” or “national defense” populist political move-
ment through appeals to deep psychological emotions. This is all the more
true when the trait of “common historical experience” is focused especially
on social injustices of colonial racism and exploitation and, ultimately, on
severe repression of early stages of “national liberation.”?*

Throughout anarchist history, debates were frequent as to how much, if
atall—given anarchist commitment to individual and social freedom—to ac-
tively support national liberation movements as an essential stepping-stone to
fuller social revolution. Ukrainian Nestor Makhno and Korean and Filipino
anarchists, among others, saw mobilization opportunities in the radical na-
tionalist sentiments and movements of their day and essentially incorporated
national freedom as part of their overall anarchist programs.?

In essence, it is comparable as well to the issue of whether or not an-
archists should assist efforts toward political liberalization of authoritarian
societies when the goals of most reformers are simply statist liberal democra-
cies. Both issues, ultimately, are subsets of the broader question of anarchists
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assisting, in direct collaboration or not, with statist political/social reform as
a transitional stage toward broad anti-authoritarian social transformation.

Anarchists in Algeria

SMALL NUMBERS OF ANARCHISTS (OF THE EXPLICIT WESTERN
tradition®) were present in colonial Algeria from at least the end of the 19"
century, but were almost exclusively among the European population.”
Existing documentation of anarchist presence in post-World War II Al-
geria or among Algerians in France before 1954 includes (1) individuals—
especially Mohamed Sail—who, though based in France, wrote for French
anarchist journals and agitated about colonial conditions and the plight of
Algerian workers in France for three decades until the early 1950s; (2) a
specific Algerian-based organization, the MLNA (North African Liber-
tarian Movement), composed of a small number of European, Jewish (and
possibly native Algerian) individuals with ties to the organized anarchist
movement in France; and (3) a number of Spanish anarchist exiles (espe-
cially in the western city of Oran) who fled Spain in 1939 upon the victory
of Franco’s Nationalist forces.?*

Mohamed Sail (1894-1953)* was born in a small village in Kabylia, a
mountainous region east of Algiers, populated for many millenia by eth-
nic Berbers, the native people of Algeria before the arrival of Arabs in the
mid-7" century. After imprisonment during World War I for military in-
subordination and desertion, he settled near Paris and joined the Union
Anarchiste, the principal anarchist organization in France at the time.*
From the early 1920s to his death in 1953, he continuously wrote articles
denouncing the misery and repression of French colonialism in Algeria and
the only slightly better condition of Algerian émigrés in France, while aiso
organizing committees to defend the rights of the latter.

As well, Sail joined the French anarcho-syndicalist union, the CGTSR
(the Revolutionary Syndicalist General Labor Confederation) in 1929, or-
ganized there a separate section of Algerians, and published Terre Libre
with anarchist André Proudhommeaux from 1934. He volunteered for the
International Group of the Durruti Column in Spain in 1936. Wounded
in Saragossa, he returned to France and continued his activism, including
demonstrating against French repression of Messali’s ENA.

Arrested and imprisoned several times in the 1930s and *40s by French
authorities, upon each release he returned to militant anarchist organizing
among Algerian workers and writing for anarchist journals. After appar-
ently escaping a detention camp during the German occupation, Sail helped
produce counterfeit papers. Following the liberation of France, he sought
again to organize committees of Algerian anarchists and wrote further
articles for the UA’s successor, the Fédération Anarchiste.
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While demanding in the 1930s that France accord full equality of civil
rights between Algerians and French® (Algeria was formally designated as
three départements of France, but native Algerians were of subordinate legal
status—a condition much like blacks in the American South until the 1960s),
by 1946 Sail was urging Algerians to rise up against colonial authority itself
in a social revolution to build a society of anarchist federalism.> He was not
averse to taking up arms—as shown in his participation in the Durruti Col-
umn and his secret gathering of arms in 1934 to oppose a potential French
fascist coup. He viewed traditional rural Algerian society, especially in Kab-
ylia, as culturally embracing though without Western anarchist terminology
or anarchist principles of mutual aid, decentralist community organization,
and individuality of expression**—much like the description of anarchist
cultural tendencies in Spanish society before Bakunin’s emissaries arrived in
1868 with the newly formulated explicit anarchist ideology.

Sail was also atheist and decried the negative influence of rural mar-
abouts and Islam generally.** Nevertheless, based on what he viewed as
the deep non-religious nature of Algerian culture, he stated that Algerian
liberation from colonialism would never lead to another hierarchical re-
gime. While denouncing opportunistic aspiring national liberation leaders
dreaming at the prospect of their own political fiefdoms and material gain,
in effect a new political class, Sail assured his readers only three years
before the revolution began that Algerians would never accept alternative
nationalist yokes to replace those of the French.*

In Algiers itself, a new organization, the MLNA (North African Lib-
ertarian Movement), was formed in the summer of 1950, apparently on the
basis of some six to eight pre-existing local groups of anarchists in Alge-
ria and Morocco already affiliated with the Fontenis-led tendency of the
FrenchFédération Anarchiste and its newspaper, Le Libertaire.’ Its director
was Algiers teacher Fernand Doukhan,” who had participated in the 1949
founding meeting of the OPB (Organization-Thought-Battle) faction in the
FA, later to become the FCL (Libertarian Communist Federation). As of
September 1954, its secretary was Léandre Valéro.® In October 1954, the
MLNA and the FCL joined the four-month-old Libertarian Communist In-
ternational, thuslinking with Belgian and Bulgarian comrades, the GAAP of
Italy, Ruta militants from Spain, and Direct Action militants from Britain.*

Immediately following the November 1, 1954 outbreak of the nationalist
revolution, the MLNA proclaimed its own entrance into the cause.” Though
I have found no indication of previous contact by this group with Algerian
nationalist militants, apparently from that point on until its suppression in
1957, MLNA members distributed the Libertaire newspaper and tracts in
Algeria, served as a secret “mailbox” for Messali’s new MNA, “collected ma-
terials” for the new main nationalist organization—the FLN—and assisted
Algerian militants in other ways. At the same time, they communicated to the
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latter their own revolutionary perspective, separate from mere national lib-
cration and reformism—a position defined as temporary “critical support.”*

A third anarchist element in Algeria by the early 1950s was the com-
munity of exiled Spanish anarchists, mainly organized in their own groups
in the cities of Oran, Algiers, Constantine, Mostaganem, and Blida, and
roughly numbering about 1,000 persons.” Most of these anarchist veterans
had fled from the Spanish port of Alicante just before Franco’s final vic-
tory and settled predominantly in Oran.* Imprisoned initially (like those
who had fled northward from Spain to southern France) as dangerous and
potentially subversive militants by the conservative and reactionary French
governments of Laval and Pétain, even after the 1943 Allied liberation of
North Africa Spanish anarchist exiles who survived faced a precarious legal
status. This re-enforced their primary focus on Franco’s Spain rather than
the internal politics of France and its North African colonies. Obviously,
if Franco’s regime was overthrown, they could return home and continue
their efforts at social revolution in the context they knew best.

During the Algerian revolution itself, the vast majority of exiled Span-
ish anarchists thus took a “non-interventionist” stance. While sympathetic
to revolt against the oppressive colonial regime, they also expressed to local
FLN leaders their fears that the revolution would only replace French po-
litical and economic exploitation with that of Algerians themselves, be en-
cumbered by the heavy conservative weight of Islam, and result in inhuman
and racist terrorist attacks against non-combatant pieds-noirs. Nevertheless,
such a stance did ot imply support for the typical racist perspective of most
European Algerians. Spanish anarchist exiles also actively opposed the die-
hard militant OAS fascists (supported by Franco) from the time of their first
appearance in Algeria in 1961. Overall, however, according to Miguel Mar-
tinez, “Spanish anarchists could not find in the [Algerian] struggle even the
smallest objective for which to mobilize themselves.” Their stance, therefore,
was “neither pro-French Algeria nor pro-Algerian Algeria.”* After Algerian
independence, the vast majority of these anarchist exiles, along with other
Europeans, emigrated to metropolitan France.®

As for the post-independence context generally, while there was no
organized anarchist movement in Algeria itself, certain Algerians did re-
gard themselves as explicitly anarchist (as discussed in the Conclusion of
this book) along with some Algerians in France. Far more importantly, the
last five decades in Algeria have seen the emergence of various significant
quasi-anarchist social phenomena. These will be discussed in detail in the
sections that follow. While much of the more obvious political history dur-
ing this period is the reality of a repressive, authoritarian regime, as well as
that of the gradual rise of oppressive and violent radical political Islamism,
there were also strong demonstrations, in part, of an indigenous “cultural
anarchism,” as earlier acknowledged by Mohamed Sail.
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and Metlmodology

BeyonD THIS INTRODUCTION, THE BOOK CONTAINS FIVE HISTORICAL
sections and a conclusion. The five chronological parts are defined by dis-
tinct stages in Algerian evolution from 1954 to the present. Part One covers
the period from the outbreak of the armed national liberation revolution
in November 1954 to independence in July 1962. For French anarchists,
this was obviously their most intense context for relating to Algeria, given
the idealism of anti-colonial struggle, the reality of military conscription,
the horrors of widespread killings and torture, the opportunity for direct
support, and the substantial impact on French politics.

Part Two examines the first several years of Algerian independence
under the regime of Ben Bella: the intensity of constructing new politi-
cal and economic systems, the experiment of widespread workers” self-
management, and the increasingly obvious social contradictions and
related power struggles. The next section, Part Three, begins with the
military coup of June 1965 and follows developments through the course
of Boumédienne’s regime down to the time of his death in 1978. This
period saw the consolidation of military/bureaucratic rule, theattempt to
create an Algerian model of state socialism, and the contradictory rise of
influential Islamic and Arabizing currents.

Part Four moves on to the Berber Spring cultural and political revolt,
President Chadli’s economic liberalization and dismantling of “socialist”
pretenses, a grassroots-insurgency-prompted political liberalization ex-
periment with partially “democratic” forms, the rise of a powerful Islamist
political movement, a new military coup in January 1992, and a decade of
violent confrontation between armed radical Islamists and the military at
the deadly expense of the civilian population.

The final section, Part Five, follows the new Bouteflika regime in its
attempts to partially reduce the armed conflict, to continue economic lib-
eralization, to maintain opportunities for massive corruption, to confront
renewed demands for Berber cultural recognition, and to establish a further
pretense of political democratization. All this in the midst of a massive, pro-
longed, and largely Kabyle grassroots decentralist insurrection; continued
defiance and strikes by grassroots workers; and a never-ending series of
local revolts throughout the country.

Throughout all five sections, I include writings that help to clarify par-
ticular orientations of specific French anarchist individuals or groups on
generic issues, as well as some material on anarchist organizational issues
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generally. Relevant to the book’s intent as well are samples of ongoing
discussion about the situation of Algerian immigrants in France and the
related and growing racist and repressive political climate in that country.

I begin each of the five chronological sections with two introductions.
First, I provide an overall outline of themes, major actors, and major events
in Algeria during the period concerned to clarify the contexts for the ongo-
ing commentary and analysis in the French anarchist writings. Additional
background details and relevant additional source materials are provided in
footnotes to the anarchist texts.

A second introduction for each section provides a quick overview of the
French anarchist movement for that period. Describing broad influences on
the overall movement helps with understanding respective positions of the
various anarchist activists and writers. It should be obvious, however, that
I’ve not attempted in short introductions to provide comprehensive cover-
age. Nevertheless, the five chronologically organized sections of the book
give primary voice to French anarchists instead of myself.

Within each of the five parts, I present, chronologically, choice writ-
ings of each individual* or group separately from the others for the full
extent of the period involved (four to twenty years) rather than mixing
them alongside each other on the basis of chronological date of publication
alone. This seemed the most logical organizational approach since it allows
readers to identify a more coherent ideological position or perspective for
each individual or group. As well, though moving from the selection of
writings of one anarchist individual or group to the set of another for the
same period means the reader retracing his or her steps each time a new
source is followed, some sources, such as Daniel Guérin and the Fédéra-
tion Anarchiste, are far more prolific than others, and it would be jarring
and artificial to break up their flow.

Each writing, however, is identified by date, so it is relatively easy to
compare the different coverage by other individual or group sources of the
same events or issues. As well, the detailed index of names, topical issues,
and prominent events will also greatly facilitate particular comparisons and
further understanding.

I’ve also chosen to use extensive paraphrasing along with verbatim
translations as a way to shorten passages from articles and books through-
out and, sometimes, to provide greater clarity. The limited space of this
book, as well as an attempt to cut back on duplicating factual narratives, re-
quires that I often reduce book passages or articles to what seems the more
essential content. Unless otherwise indicated, responsibility for translations
from French into direct quotations and paraphrased passages is entirely
my own. Beyond my own introductory phrases or sentences, passages that
are not between quotation marks are nevertheless meant consistently to
closely express only the voices of French anarchist writers. I've sought to



Book Organization and Methodology

be clear when it is my own voice introducing or contextualizing a piece.
Each separate article or book passage is also directly cited so there is no
confusion of authorship.

A last clarification of form concerns the transition from one article to
the next. Often, one article follows another on the same topic and this is
aneasy flow for the reader. At other points, the next chronological article
takes up a very different topic. In the latter case, I’ve separated the two by
a set of asterisks to alert the reader that a new subject is at hand.

Finally, a methodological note on my choice of sources: As previously
stated, I make no pretense of offering a comprehensive set of all French
anarchist writings on Algeria over the past six decades. To begin with, the
written and Web-based French anarchist press is very prolific, and much
of it is locally based (and individually based in the case of blogs). To at-
tempt to track down all potential sources would be an impossible task,
logistically and in the length of time demanded. Nevertheless, the advent
of the Internet and web sites—and French anarchists’ determination to use
them—allows for a vast amount of periodical research to be carried out
directly from a home computer. Though this access is taken for granted by
younger readers and researchers, it seems an astounding leap of resource
availability for one of my generation. Inany case, because of limited space,
I had to select what seemed to me the most significant, non-duplicating, and
still-untranslated writings from a huge abundance of material.

Fortunately, many of the main (and sometimes minor) French anar-
chist groups have extensive periodical collections online. Where this was
not the case, I benefitted from the almost complete set of Le Monde Lib-
ertaire issues at the University of Michigan (Labadie Collection),?” the fine
assistance of the International Center for Anarchist Research (CIRA) in
Lausanne, and published anthologies from the Fédération Anarchiste and
Noir et Rouge. Other books by French anarchist writers, cited in the bibli-
ography at the end, were also used, as well as some supplementary personal
correspondence and interviews.

I am well aware, as will be obvious in passages below concerning the
French anarchist movement, that a large proportion of the “movement”
does not belong to specific anarchist membership organizations. In this
sense, my extensive reliance on publications of the latter might be viewed as
potentially less inclusive of certain French anarchist perspectives on Alge-
ria. However, in addition to the major practical issue of accessibility (gath-
ering undocumented perspectives from a myriad of local anarchist activists
over five decades), my sense is that published writings from the individuals
and main anarchist groups that I’ve selected provide a wide range of per-
spectives unlikely to significantly exclude other potential French anarchist
analyses.* Moreover, as will be seen, even within a single organization’s
periodical, there is often substantial debate.
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Additionally, despite the occasional, apparently significant overlaps be-
tween anarchist and other far left perspectives and activism (as with coun-
cil communism, situationism, and post-situationism), I had to draw a line
somewhere on what material to include. I chose to do so between those
who seemed wholly or preponderantly to share an anarchist identity and
those who did not, even if sometimes the actions or analyses of the latter
could be described by some as more anarchist than those of self-identified
anarchists.



PART I

The Algerian War (1954-1962):
Nationalism, Violence, and Revolution



Algevtan Backgvound:
Realities of the National
Libecation Stvuggte

IN MARCH 1954, WITH DEEP DIVISION EMERGING IN THE MTLD
between Messali’s loyalists and reformist opponents (so-called “central-
ists”), a third group, the CRUA'— composed of younger OS veterans and
others, encouraged by the imminent French defeat in Indochina, Arab na-
tionalist Nasser’s ascendance in Egypt, and independence movements in
ncighboring Morocco and Tunisia—decided to break with MTLD impasses
and plan a military struggle for Algerian national independence. With a few
hundred men, the new FLN (National Liberation Front) that it created?
carried out a series of attacks on military and police targets, as well as arms
depositories, across the country on November 1. The Algerian national
liberation revolution was underway.

In the military realm, the FLN struggle against the French consisted of
sporadic attacks and significant police and army repression until mid-1955.
Major escalation through new guerrilla attacks in the east in August 1955
brought a heavy response by the army and European civilian militia, as in
1945, with up to 12,000 Muslims killed. French army ranks in Algeria es-
calated to nearly 200,000 by early 1956 and to 350,000 a few months later.
(Overall, nearly 2 million French troops were assigned to Algeria between
1955 and 1962.)* Meanwhile, the French forcibly displaced several million
rural Algerians, creating large free-fire zones to prevent civilian assistance
to guerrillas. At the same time, French authorities adopted the principle of
“collective responsibility” (and punishment) of local civilians for all mili-
tary casualties caused by guerrilla operations.

Such violent reprisals, in turn, could not help but motivate further
civilian support for and further recruits to the FLN army (ALN)—a dy-
namic undoubtedly understood and counted on by FLN leaders to further
convert still-wavering Algerians to the cause of armed national liberation.
Thus, some 60,000, primarily poor, peasants had joined the ALN by the
end of 1956.* With military arms and supplies sent in from Tunisia and
Morocco, the ALN had its greatest military impacts against the French at
this time.

Attacks in the capital by a developing FLN urban guerrilla front fol-
lowed the first French execution of an Algerianmilitantin June 1956. Back
and forth assassinations and bombings began to occur at an ever-greater
pace. The fear was so great among local Europeans that, in January 1957,
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8,000 paratrooper special forces were sentto Algiers, led by General Massu,
to systematically take over repression of FLN militants from the police.
New spectacular FLN bombings of popular downtown European gathering
places and the FLN’s call for a generalstrike, as well as new UN discussions
on Algeria intensified the repression that much more. Carefully organized
roundups of Algerian men, especially in the old section of the capital, the
Casbah, were followed by massive and methodical use of torture to inter-
rogate prisoners (methods already used by the French for at least two years
in the field) and breakdown the structure of the Algiers FLN organization.
Such was the nature of the so-called Battle of Algiers. By September 1957,
through infiltration and continued repression, the FLN network was deci-
mated. In the same period, the army and police practice of torture began to
be publicized in various parts of the antiwar French media.

At about the same time, the French army established well-protected
minefields and electrified fence barriers along Algeria’s eastern and west-
ern borders. Despite some continued rural guerrilla resistance, these barri-
ers essentially excluded from action the newly forming, well-armed FLN
“armies of the exterior,” based in Tunisia and Morocco, and blocked the
previous flows of arms to the interior. Between the effectiveness of the
barriers, widespread repression, the removal of rural populations, and cre-
ation of Muslim auxiliary forces (the so-called harkis), the French military
believed that they had essentially defeated the revolution.

In actuality, from 1958 on, political (in Algeria and France both) and
diplomatic dimensions of the war became the decisive battlefields. In ad-
dition to critical political support from Egypt, and logistical and training
bases in Tunisia and Morocco (each independent by 1956), the FLN sought
further military supplies from the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and
diplomatic pressure on France by its NATO allies as well as the UN. The
FLN already received recognition at the April 1955 Bandung Conference
of Non-Aligned Nations, and, in turn, this support provided more lever-
age in the UN General Assembly. Both the growing tide of anti-colonial
struggles against Western powers in Africa and Asia and publicity against
the French army’s massive torture and repression in Algeria helped to cul-
minate (after large pro-FLLN demonstrations in a supposedly pacified Al-
giers) in a December 1960 UN General Assembly resolution calling for
Algerian independence.

By the time of Algeria’s independence in July 1962, the number of
casualties from this military conflict was horrendous: a range of 300,000
to 1 million Muslim Algerians killed (of some 9 million in the population),
larger numbers of wounded or missing, and 3 million displaced. Another
dimension of casualties was the lasting trauma of the widespread and sys-
tematic use of torture by the French police and military against combatants
and civilian “suspects” alike. At the same time, despite orders from FLN
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leaders to avoid attacks on French civilians, such violence by the peasant
base escaped control. Among French Algerians, the number of killed or
missing was probably around 50,000 to 60,000 (5-6 percent of the estimated
pied-noir population).” By October 1962, 90 percent of Europeans in Al-
geria had departed the newly independent country, fearful for their lives,
property, and status in a country now run by Muslim “enemies.”

Each side of the conflict experienced major internal battles as well. From
early 1955 through the end of the war, FLN militants attacked their fellow
Algerians loyal to Messali in the MNA (Algerian National Movement, suc-
cessor to the MTLD). In France, these rival organizations competed for loy-
alty among over 200,000 expatriate Algerian workers (a figure that doubled
by 1962) who represented a huge reservoir of potential financial support.
In Algeria itself, the MNA set up a few maquis centers of its own after the
first several months, but since the FLN would not tolerate challenges to its
hegemony in the armed revolution, the maquis were attacked and physically
destroyed. Between France and Algeria, this fratricidal struggle resulted in
some 10,000 killed and 25,000 wounded.®

In the political realm, while fighting the MNA in France and Alge-
ria to assure its pre-eminence and control, the FLN also was wrenched
from within by various personal rivalries, by ideological differences, and
by suspicions against various elements considered too Frenchified (includ-
ing those set up by French trickery to seem potentially disloyal). For the
most part hidden at the time to outside observers, such factional clashes
and suspicions of disloyalty (and the insistence on rigid hierarchy and tight
discipline) frequently resulted in bloody purges—oftenblamed publicly on
French repression.

Two of these intense internal struggles were especially crucial at the
time and each had important implications for independent Algeria’s future.
The first concerned a deadly two-pronged competition for supremacy early
in the war. On one side were those such as Abane Ramdane (the internal
FLN civilian chief by mid-1955) and the internal guerrilla leadership who
demanded primacy of political decision-making over that of the military,
and of internal leadership over that of those in exile outside. On the other
side were the struggles of the growing complex in the external bases, pri-
marily in Tunis, of logistical, intelligence,” and military leaders. While the
supreme CNRA (National Council of the Algerian Revolution) meeting
of representatives of both sides in the Soummam Valley of Kabylia in July
1956 adopted a platform upholding the position of the first group, the ac-
tual power relations behind the scenes steadily moved in the opposite direc-
tion, especially given French military success in the field by late 1957. At
that moment, in fact, making clear the ascendance of the second group, the
leader of the first group, Abane Ramdane, was secretly murdered in Mo-
rocco by leaders of the second. This crime culminated the coup, decisively
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subordinating any program of populist or socialist nature to the power
calculations of the military/security complex from then on to the present.

The second crucial internal FLN struggle in Tunis in the months before
independence set the GPRA civilian leaders against the 35,000-strong ALN,
which from December 1959 was headed by Houari Boumédienne, a protegé
of the military/security complex. When Ben Khedda, the new president of
the GPRA, demanded the resignation of Boumédienne in mid-1961, the lat-
ter refused to step down and was backed by still-imprisoned FLN leaders
Ben Bella, Khider, and Bitat. In the subsequent Summer 1962, weeks after
independence, as FLN rival factions sorted out coalitions and clashed with
each other, the GPRA and its internal guerrilla force allies were outgunned
and out-maneuvered by Ben Bella and Boumédienne’s external army—a
victorious alliance with profound lasting impact on Algerian politics and
society to the present.

What seemed to most FLN sympathizers in France and elsewhere as
a united dynamic and inspiring national liberation front committed to a
post-independence socialist system in reality was largely a coalition of
competing personal and regional cliques and political factions, with lead-
ership for the most part committed only to an independent nationalist
and populist regime with greatly enhanced opportunities for personal gain
and power. Nevertheless, years of daily suffering through interrogations,
tortures, bombardments, forced migration, starvation, and loss of family
and friends could not help but increase basic sympathy for the FLN among
even non-militant Algerians.

Meanwhile, radical egalitarian expectations inevitably emerged at the
grassroots level due to long-accumulated colonial oppression, economic
misery, and political exclusion, not to mention the tremendous sacrifices
and suffering from those engaged in militant activity. While such radical
hopes among Algerian workers in the cities and prosperous colon farms im-
plied some sort of modernist socialism, the poor peasantry—the great ma-
jority of ALN soldiers—was communitarian in a more traditionalist sense.
At the same time, the FLN leadership had no organized accountability to
the base within the fractured movement itself, let alone to the grassroots
population generally.

In addition to initial efforts by recalled French soldiers and new con-
scripts in 1955 and 1956 to resist deployment to Algeria, there were four
Algerian-based right-wing militant coup or mini-coup attempts to force
harsher military policy and thus protect a continuing “French Algeria.”
The first, in February 1956, was a violently hostile pied-noir crowd (many
of whom were socialist voters) in the center of Algiers that intimidated and
dramatically reversed the policy of visiting Socialist Prime Minister Guy
Mollet, who was recently elected as part of a self-proclaimed peace-seeking
left coalition in France. A month earlier, a similar threatening pied-noir
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mob in Algiers helped to cut off efforts there by FLN leaders and French
liberals (led by Albert Camus) to establish a truce against attacks on civilian
females, the aged, and children of both sides. “Special powers” suspend-
ing civil liberties and enabling more “lawful” forceful repression were then
voted in, after Mollet’s visit, by the French parliament—with the support
of Communist delegates as well. Nevertheless, secret negotiations began
between Mollet’s government and the FLN in mid-1956 only to be sabo-
taged by the military’s hijacking of a plane carrying several subsequently
imprisoned top-level FLN leaders.* In November 1956, the French military
attack (along with Britain and Israel) on Egypt aimed to depose Nasser, a
chief support of the FLN. But US and Soviet opposition halted this aggres-
sion and the United Nations in turn agreed to consider the Algerian quest
for independence.

The second coup effort was a successful revolt in May 1958 by
mass pied-noir demonstrators and hawkish generals in Algeria that also
threatened direct takeover in metropolitan France unless retired General
Charles de Gaulle was brought back to power to strengthen the will and
cffort of French repression. In the context of a deteriorating Fourth Re-
public governing coalition, affected in part by the scandals of repression
policy in Algeria, the political class in France no longer had the will to
confront both the serious threat from Algiers and the imposing allure
of the symbolic “savior of Free France.” De Gaulle came to power in-
creasingly dictating his own terms, establishing the political structures of
a new Fifth Republic and gradually, over several years, moving toward
acceptance of Algerian independence.

A third effort was in January 1960: an attempted Algiers face-off by a
coalition of pieds-noirs and dissident military (“the week of the barricades”)
now opposed to de Gaulle’s moves toward apparent appeasement of the
FLN. But this effort, despite considerable bloodshed between rioters and
gendarmes, and some encouragement from military officers, collapsed after
a week when paratroopers and large numbers of civilians failed to intervene
on their side. Nevertheless, escaped right-wing activists were to link up
with top French military figures one year later to launch the fourth coup
effort with a militant OAS (Secret Army Organization). From April 1961
to the coming of independence to Algeria in July 1962, the OAS coalition
of right-wing civilians and generals led a campaign of violent bombings and
attacks on Muslim and antiwar European civilians in Algerian and French
cities alike, as well as an attempted assassination of President de Gaulle
himself in September 1961.
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Background: Engagement,
Polarization, and Splits

WHILE ALL BRANCHES OF THE ANARCHIST MOVEMENT BY DEFINITION
opposed French colonialism as racist, repressive, and exploitative, signifi-
cant differences emerged concerning the critical issues of “national libera-
tion,” revolutionary violence, and collaboration with hierarchical or statist
forces. These differences, in turn, had direct implications for the nature and
level of positive support offered to the Algerian revolution. Nevertheless,
anarchists were united in opposing French government policies of massive
repression and military conscription.

As Sylvain Boulouque and Sylvain Pattieu, respectively, explain, two
major distinct orientations toward the Algerian revolution were immedi-
ately defined (though there were, in reality, various gradations along the
spectrum of response). These reflected the important earlier overall split
in the French movement between those who wished to propagate the
classic ideals of anarchism without compromising actions (means con-
tradicting the ends), and those who shared similar long-range visions of
non-hierarchical society but who wished more vigorously and directly to
act for social change in the actual lived political context—thus to propa-
gate ideals through action as well as writing and to move society closer to
large-scale social transformation.

Such a split over the nature and potentials of mass political activism be-
tween those who feared corruption of the anarchist ideal and those eagerly
embracing progressive allies as an escape from anarchism’s usual isolation
frequently occurred in the history of the international anarchist movement.
Both impulses are easily understandable analytically and psychologically.
(Likewise understandable is the typical opposite impulse during periods of
mass quiescence when some “purists” of the mass movement period reach
out to other potential audiences and some previous coalitionists seck to
restore a strong independent anarchist identity.) Both generic tendencies—
what I label as “skeptical” and “optimist” poles in their attitude toward the
potential for broader social transformation—are further discussed in the
book’s Conclusion.

How each side in the divided French movement interpreted the na-
ture of “national liberation” generically and how the latter was presented
by the FLN from 1954 on had important implications for how each ad-
dressed pragmatic issues of revolutionary violence and collaboration with
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a non-anarchist movement. On the other hand, French anarchists of all
sides naturally opposed French governmental repression against Algerian
militants and civilians alike, and French colonialism generally in theory
and practice. Without agreeing on their assessment of the actual Algerian
nationalist movement, almost all French anarchists understood that oppres-
sive Frenchrule had to be opposed—for its own sake—whatever the social
liberatory potential of an independent Algeria. To oppose and fight both
the French government and right-wing forces seeking stronger repression
was important in itself. The major disputes concerned terrorist methods of
the FLN and views on what a free Algeria would attempt to do without
colonial shackles. Both types of judgment then determined how much to
actually collaborate directly with the nationalist movement in helping the
latter toward independence.

Thus, the evolution of the French anarchist movement was dramati-
cally affected by the intensity of the Algerian conflict, the nature and tactics
of Algerian nationalism, and major repercussions of the war in France. One
major component, the FCL, was before long decimated by government
repression, though some members continued underground efforts to sup-
port the FLN. The other major component, the revived FA, refused direct
support for the nationalists and was strongly critical of their methods. Nev-
ertheless, though far less activist than the FCL, it took principled positions
against French war policy, conscription, and the rising threats of fascism.

Meanwhile, a younger generation of anarchists, intensely opposed to
the war, developed its own perspectives, critical of both the FCL and FA,
while creating its own independent voice on the war and the larger im-
plications of anarchism. This new GAAR/Noir et Rouge tendency added
new concerns to the anarchist agenda that would eventually flourish and
outflank both original poles in the French social explosion of 1968. Though
the French anarchist movement traditionally had a significant pacifist com-
ponent, as symbolized most prominently by the figure of Louis Lecoin,
the Algerian war, and the ensuing conscription of French youth to carry
out a violent campaign abroad encouraged a new generation of anarchists
to explore the dimensions of anti-militarism and non-violence and their
implications for anarchism generally.

The war amplified the voices of leading anarchist intellectuals Dan-
iel Guérin and Albert Camus, though in quite different directions, leading
each to seek a viable position in the midst of the brutal conditions in Algeria
and the growth of militarist/fascist threats in France itself.

Finally, the relatively unknown figure of Frenchman Serge Michel
illustrated how self-identified anarchists could even immerse themselves
thoroughly in service to the core of the nationalist movement during and
after the national liberation revolution. As a young man, Michel left France
for Algeria in the early 1950s and became close friends with leftist writers
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and artists. Anarchist by temperament and lifestyle, though never part of
an organized anarchist group, he was strongly egalitarian and anti-colonial.
Before 1954, he wrote speeches for UDMA leader Ferhat Abbas and jour-
nal articles from a pro-Algerian nationalist perspective, hoping that the
coming Algerian insurrection would potentially lead to social transforma-
tion in France as well. Wartime repression of pro-independence Frenchmen
in Algeriaforced him to flee at the end of 1955.

By a year later, Michel began direct work for FLN propaganda in Eu-
rope, helping to establish and write for the organization’s periodical, Résis-
tance Algérienne. In 1957, he went on to Tunis to join the editorial staff of
the FLN organ, El Moudjahid, and to assist in French language FLN radio
and film propaganda. After independence, in Algiers, he helped launch the
Algerian Press Service and two national newspapers and aided recruitment
of Italian filmmaker Gillo Pontecorvo to take on the film project of the
important Battle of Algiers.’
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Fédération Communiste Libertaire

WHILE THE INITIAL ALGERIAN INSURGENCY OF NOVEMBER 1954
shocked the “normality” of the French colonial regime, it did so much less
than later on. Only a few hundred militants actually took part in armed
actions against police, military, and colon targets during the first several
months. Nevertheless, the sensitive French anarchist press was quick to as-
sess the potential magnitude and significance of the armed political challenge.

The FCL declared immediate support of the Algerian revolution in
its Libertaire issues of November 4 and 11 and in a poster and graffiti on
walls in Paris and elsewhere in France on November 10. It also organized a
protest meeting on December 9 to launch formation of committees to fight
against colonial repression.'® By contrast, the new journal of the post-split-
revived FA, Le Monde Libertaire, while not minimizing the significance
and legitimacy of colonial insurgency, chose a more distant moralizing per-
spective, given the apparently limited nationalist and almost “religiously
fanatic” nature of the movement and the likely exploitative ambitions of its
bourgeois leadership-in-waiting.!"" According to Georges Fontenis, for its
part, the FCL’s own immediate actions and public stance of clear support
for the insurrection “‘saved the honor’...of the proletariat and the anarchist
movement.”!?

The FCL argued that “national liberation” was a necessarily progres-
sive transitory stage to an eventual egalitarian society, the same argument
its members had applied when critically supporting the Viet Minh struggle
against the French in Indochina (the French phase having ended just sev-
eral months earlier in July 1954) and independence movements in Algeria’s
neighboring countries Morocco and Tunisia. As stated by Libertaire editor
Paul Philippe, “each people has the right to its own total independence.
Afterwards, it’s for them to use it for the best. It’s an indispensable step
toward an eventual classless society.”!?

The dynamics of anti-colonial revolt were succinctly stated in the No-
vember 10 poster:

Terrorism is not an isolated fact. It is not provoked by the broad-
casts of Radio Cairo. The revolt is the consequence of 124 years
of expropriations, super-exploitation, repression and massacres. It
is the sole hope for the peasants and farm workers paid 250 fr. per
day, for the hundreds of thousands of unemployed, for the migrants
pouring into the slums... !
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The inevitable result was, as stated in a directly provocative and generally
prescient headline in an early Libertaire issue: “ Algeria: for the colons it will
be the suitcase or the coffin.”’

For the FCL, class struggle was the priority, and effectively mobiliz-
ing millions of grassroots Algerians to defeat French colonialism in that
country would greatly assist momentum toward working-class revolution
in both countries as well. The appropriate ends were internationalist—
with French and Algerian revolutionaries mutually assisting each other—
while also allowing Algerians” escape from the violent, racist exploitation
of the colonial system just as the French Resistance effort was important
in liberating France from Nazi occupation during World War II. It was a
great opportunity for major revolutionary change, an opportunity supe-
rior to what the FCL saw as the non-interventionist ultra-individualism
and purist moralism, anti-militarism, and anti-clericalism of the FA,' a
stance that objectively placed it in the camp “of the exploiters, the op-
pressors,”” “a cowardly capitulation in the face of power”'® and that was
no doubt partly also a product of the “insidious anti-organizing skill” of
the FA remnants from which the OPB (the pre-FCL) had broken away."”

To engage in serious political action instead of abstract moralizing, it
was argued, implied the need for an effective political structure. As well, for
the FCL itself, an organization with a disciplined revolutionary identity,
vigorous opposition to the French colonial war in Algeria provided a wel-
come form of organizational cement in the face of variousinternal disputes.
As explained by Fontenis many years later:

The smaller an organization, the more it’s cut off from reality, the
more it tends to divide and to take pleasure in Byzantine discus-
sions...[w]ithout an intense real activity, demanding full-time full
energy toward outside forces, organizational life tends to decom-
pose, the forces of dispersion prevail, personal oppositions and
rivalries take over, genuine political conflicts give way to specious
speeches and claims of bad faith.?°

November 1954 thus simultaneously offered a clear landscape for coura-
geous struggle and renewal of tighter organizational bonds.?

The enemy was clear and imagery easily resonated from recent French
experience with Nazi occupation. Commenting on the 100,000 new troops
and police broughtinto Algeria “to massacre the Algerian people,” Libertaire
editor Philippe denounced, in May 1955, the “war crimes” underway:

Soustelle,?? fascist-Gaullist, governor-general of Algeria, and all
those who assist him in his task are, for their part, on their way
to earn their stripes as “war criminals.” These individuals, in the
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context of the “state of emergency,” have just declared that “very
severe” measures will be taken when encountering “armed rebels.”
In fact, these “very severe” measures consist of shooting immedi-
ately without judgment.

Furthermore, he said, the French decision to view villages in the neighbor-
hood of attacks and sabotage “as having collective responsibility for such
actions” was reminiscent of the Nazis.

The directors of the repression, the government, the deputies [of
the National Assembly] who don’t protest, the working-class lead-
ers who do nothing are taking serious responsibility in the eyes of
history: they are transforming themselves into Nazi hangmen or
hangmen accomplices! They are on their way to allowing Algeria to
be transformed into an immense Oradour-sur-Glane!?

In implementing its policy to enthusiastically support Algerian revo-
lutionaries, the FCL had to decide not only on a line of praise for “national
liberation,” but also on several issues of collaboration politics, on types of
direct action, and on measures of self-defense. Future collaboration with
non-anarchist groups and principles ultimately would come to include
direct action support of Algerian revolutionaries, joint efforts with other
political groups on the French left, participation in electoral politics, and
endorsement of the use of revolutionary violence itself.

In France and Algeria, Messali’s MTLD was immediately declared ille-
gal after the November outbreak, while Messali himself was already under
house arrest near Paris. The French left, including the FCL, naturally as-
sumed (as did the government) that his movement was responsible for the
uprising. MTLD militants were well known in France and any contacts
with and support of the November revolutionaries, it was assumed, would
need to go through them. Immediately following its legal ban, Messali’s
MTLD became the MNA and the latter’s statements of apparent sup-
port for the insurgency re-enforced French left activists’ belief that the
insurgency was organized by the MNA, rather than some other shadowy
group. However, the CRUA (Revolutionary Committee for Unity and
Action), which organized and launched the FLN, was indeed composed
of leading MTLD militants, but these had broken with Messali on the need
for immediate direct action.

While Messali was indirectly informed in advance of the planned
November insurrection, his leadership was directly challenged and tran-
scended by CRUA leaders who, by 1956, forged a broad alliance of Mes-
sali’s MTLD opponents, the reformist UDMA of Ferhat Abbas, the
Association of Ulema, and other bourgeois elements within the National
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Liberation Front and claimed sole direction of the revolution. French left
groups, including the FCL, thus eventually had to choose between rival
Algerian nationalist organizations amid the context of bloody fratricide
in their competition for funds from émigré workers and bases for maquis
operations in Algeria. After initial contact with Messali himself and pub-
lic (and logistical) support for the MNA, the FCL equivocated between
and supported both rival organizations since the difference between them
seemed only sectarian, not programmatic.?* By late 1957, the FCL recog-
nized the broad FLN coalition as the predominant Algerian revolutionary
movement.”> At that point, the FLN was clearly not simply a working-class
or peasant insurgency, but one with a broad alliance of various national-
ist social strata with, at best, an unknown but assumed future populist
program of some sort for post-independence Algeria.

In France, direct FCL support to the MN A and FLN included various
tasks, it helped find and smuggle flags and arms to the MNA maquis in
Algeria and provided false identity papers, secret meeting places, transpor-
tation, and safe apartments for MN A militants. Beyond its own newspaper,
some members also wrote and distributed tracts supporting the revolution,
the sabotage of French military equipment, and resistance and desertion
by those in the military or facing the military draft. Light arms and cloth-
ing were stored and brought across borders. Throughout the war, there
were also many direct political discussions with MNA and FLN militants
encouraging a social revolutionary content to the insurgency, and Fontenis
claims that certain MNA militants were even close to joining the FCL.
The FCL group in Magon found a printer to create stocks of receipt cards
for Algerian contributions (gifts or dues) to the FLN in France. They also
arranged safe houses and secret border crossings to Switzerland (with the
help of Swiss anarchists).?

Among the most controversial of FCL actions was its decision to par-
ticipate in electoral politics. Specifically, an FCL ticket of Georges Fon-
tenis, ex-Communist party leader André Marty,” and eight others was
created to seek election to the National Assembly from Paris in January
1956. Collaboration with existing hierarchical political systems through
voting, let alone through actual candidacies, is a traditionally (and eter-
nally) hotly debated issue in the anarchist movement. Those who favor at
least voting sometimes cite Bakunin or Merlino and most of the Spanish
anarchist movement itself (in 1936) as proponents of such action in certain
critically polarized political contexts.? Opponents to voting often refer to
Malatesta and other major anarchist figures such as Emma Goldman who
argued against such “legitimation” of existing political structures since
governments by their very nature are exploitative and manipulative.?

Endorsed by an FCL congress in early 1955 as a possible tactic only
in the right circumstances, electoral participation was defined as neither a
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strategy nor a basic principle. In the context of January 1956, it was argued,
participation—including even candidacies for parliament—could be a worth-
while form of class-struggle agitation in the midst of a potentially crucial
moment of truth for French policy toward Algeria. The point was not to
be elected but to help develop a stronger working-class popular front from
below that could more forcefully denounce the entire parliamentary illusion.
In any case, at the cost of considerable dissent,* the ticket gained somewhat
less than 2,500 votes—a very low percentage. Ironically, the district included
a significant number of naturalized Algerian workers who refused to vote pre-
cisely because they rejected collaboration with French political institutions.*!

In the meantime, responding immediately to the FCL’s zealous public
message in favor of Algerian insurgents, the French government confiscated
the November 11 issue of Libertaire, ripped down FCL posters, arrested
two of those affixing them to Paris walls, and charged two FCL leaders,
including Fontenis, with threatening state security.”” It also forbade a public
FCL meeting protesting colonial repression on December 21 and brutal-
ized those who refused to disperse.’® Such acts of repression were only
the beginning of a continuous government campaign to destroy the FCL.
Over the next twenty-one months, until July 1956, Libertaire was seized
seven times at the printer and other issues were sought for confiscation,
thus draining FCL resources in the process. Over 200 judicial charges were
issued against FCL officials, including their defense of crimes such as mur-
der, theft, and arson; encouragement of military disobedience and revolt;
threats against military morale; public attacks against and defamation of
government leaders and the police; and threats to state security. One FCL
militant, Pierre Morain, was the first Frenchman to be imprisoned for activ-
ism against the war (charged, in February 1955, with helping to rebuild the
outlawed MTLD), and FCL officials overall served twenty-six months in
prison while also being fined 3 million francs.*

The FCL struggle against its own repression, in turn, gained some sup-
port among the independent socialist and communist left as, for example,
with the creation of a defense committee for Pierre Morain including Dan-
iel Guérin, Claude Bourdet, Yves Dechezelles, and Jean Cassou. Albert
Camus added his own support in a letter published in the well-circulated
magazine L’Express, in November 1955.%

In July 1956, in the midst of a major escalation of military repression
in Algeria and massive resistance in France to the transport of draftees, the
accumulation of imprisonments and fines led the FCL to go underground.
A small group of comrades maintained secret contact and communications
with FCL members throughout France and printed a new illegal newsletter,
La Volonté du Peuple, for distribution at factory gates, railway stations, and
metro exits, as well as a mimeographed bulletin, Les Cahiers de Critique
Socialiste. But many more clandestine FCL members were arrested after a
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mid-1957 rapid police roundup when a small FCL group, on its own, blew
up the Paris office of the right-wing populist UDCA movement led by
demagogue Pierre Poujade.’

The adventure of separate underground organization thus ended.
With inadequate funds, no access to public meetings, little circulation
of illegal tracts, and steady police pursuit, it became impossible to have
any further political role or impact as a separate organization. However,
discouragement came not only from state repression.

The mass of French people seemed to accept this ignominious war,
the demonstrations by draftees had ceased and the formation of
maquis in France proved to be a mirage. Our sole motivation was to
bear witness. At least a handful of French would save the honor of
the “Country of the Rights of Man” by strongly rejecting the hor-
ror of collective assassination of innocents and the horror of torture
inherited from the Nazi regime and its Gestapo. To the very end, we
brought this bearing witness to the limits of our strength and means.*”

In retrospect, some thirty-five years later, FCL leader Georges Fon-
tenis, regretted the 1956 decision, hasty at the time, to go underground.
The various police, military, and judicial pressures were but one motiva-
tion. The organizational predominance of youth was another, anxious
and energized as they were for directaction in what seemed a promising
context of developing anti-military resistance maquis, mass support, and
potential insurrection in France itself. There was also the romantic allure
of revolutionary underground activity derived from the French Resis-
tance against the Nazi/Vichy regime. Thus, Fontenis understood why a
majority, including himself, chose that route.

Butitalso reflected, he said, a larger organizational context, an overall
thirst for combat (perhaps fed by the earlier battle within the FA) and vit-
riolic discourse, the latter no doubt provoking far greater police attention
and reprisals than less emotional but equally substantive statements would
have caused.’®

But it is undoubtedly a law of societies that the more a group
engages itself in the path of intervention and action at any price (es-
pecially in verbal exaggeration) to keep pace with its lack of power
and resulting frustration, the more it refuses to see reality and the
more it throws itself forward suicidally.*

According to Fontenis, “FCL officials [were] passionate and it [was] the
most passionate among them—sometimes to the point of blindness—who
gained an influence difficult today to imagine but which developed in a
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period when, especially in the context of anti-colonial struggle, at least in
avant-garde milieux, there prevailed a sort of incandescence.”®

In broader terms, Fontenis admitted retrospectively that the OPB/FCL
“fetishization” of organization was an excessive reaction to the anti-orga-
nizational commitment of the FA and no doubt was influenced as well by
certain prevailing Leninist concepts at the time. But he also pointed out the
influence of “other traditions, other ‘models’ such as a certain Bakuninism,
Blanquism and carbonarism, models which themselves equally influenced
Leninism.”*" Nevertheless, he was proud that for the first time in many
decades, “a libertarian communist organization located in the tradition of
the revolutionary anti-authoritarian current of the First International, the
revolutionary socialist current of the Bakuninists, the communist-anarchist
and platformist current of the 1920s [was] directly engaged with the cpoch’s
historical course of events.”*?

In the meantime, and eventually followed by others, a few other under-
ground FCL members joined some from the French New Left, oppositional
members of the French Communist party, some Trotskyists (including Félix
Guattari),” and several groups (including that in Magon) who had earlier left
the FCL and created the GAAR* (in 1955) to collaborate in a new antiwar
organization, La Voie Communiste (Communist Road), with a publication
of the same name in 1958. Beyond its public face, this coalition organiza-
tion, in turn, began a new round of underground activities from early 1958
that were directly supportive of the FLN—including assistance to several
successful or aborted prison breaks of Algerian leaders.*

Within the Voie Communiste group, the majority of ex-FCL mem-
bers formed their own Action Communiste caucus but also forged closer
ties than ever with others on the non-Stalinist left, including those of the
particular Trotskyist tendency led by Michel Raptis (Pablo) that was very
active itself in supporting the Algerian insurgency.** Some later became
quite enthusiastic about “Third World revolution” generally, attracted es-
pecially to revolutionary Cuba or Maoist China.”” Along with others of the
non-Stalinist left, ex-FCL members also participated in demonstrations and
meetings in France against the May 1958 Algiers coup by militant pieds-
noirs and high military officers to bring de Gaulle to power to save their
cause. Later, they joined Committees for Defense of the Republic (CDR),
formed throughout France in April 1961 to oppose a potential military
coup against de Gaulle’s Fifth Republic regime by the fascist military and
civilian OAS, based in Algiers.

Daniel Guérin

INCREASINGLY ALIGNED WITH THE POSITION OF THE FCL AND
ex-FCL (including Voie Communiste)* during the Algerian war was
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prominent left intellectual Daniel Guérin (1904-1988). A strong anti-co-
lonialist from the 1930s and involved in radical socialist and Trotskyist
circles until the early 1950s, Guérin had established himself as probably the
best-known politically engaged French intellectual critic of colonialism by
1954¥— perhaps comparable to the position of Noam Chomsky in the US
critical left from the 1960s forward. He would eventually become the single
most prolific French anarchist writer on Algeria.

Guérin first visited French colonies in Syriaand Lebanon in 1927, there
learning the brutal and cynical reality of colonial dynamics as practiced by
civil, military, and religious authorities alike. He witnessed first-hand the
policy of divide and rule. There he also met Emir Khaled, the grandson of
Algeria’s resistance leader against the original French conquest in the 1830s
and ’40s, now exiled because of collaboration with the “Young Algerians”
movement, the first stage of the modern Algerian movement for national
liberation. Guérin also briefly visited Egypt, the British mandate of Pales-
tine, and the French African colonial outpost of Djibouti. After experienc-
ing the colonial reality of French Indochina for several months in 1930 and
becoming acquainted with its own nationalist movement,*® Guérin returned
to France and joined radical anti-colonial voices in his homeland.!

Active first in the revolutionary syndicalist circle with Révolution
Prolétarienne and subsequently a “Sparticist” orientation of revolution-
ary socialism influenced by Rosa Luxemburg, Guérin eventually moved
to the anti-colonial left-revolutionary wing of the SFIO (French Section
of the Socialist International). His shift of groups apparently reflected a
desire to gain a more immediate audience rather than any shift of ideology.
His prime concern was support for nationalist movements in French colo-
nies. Their representatives in Paris, increasingly recognizing and resenting
their subservience to a Comintern policy unwilling to sacrifice its Popular
Front objective to a campaign for colonial independence, found in Guérin
a Frenchman who shared their priorities.”

Guérin met Messali Hadj in 1934 when the latter offered help from his
ENA in opposing fascist propaganda and activity in Paris. Throughout the
1930s, Guérin, like other Western left socialists, debated how best to relate
to the developing and sometimes competing national liberation movements
in the various colonies around the world. By 1936, Guérin found a distinc-
tive public voice on the issue that articulated the dilemma as well as a tenta-
tive answer. The basic problem facing anti-authoritarian socialists from the
late-19* century to the present was that, while anti-imperialism was easy to
accept, most if not all of the national liberation movements were filled with
internal social contradictions, including prominent roles for the local bour-
geoisie and large native property owners intent on exploiting their own
countrymen once independence was gained,” with oppressive conservative
political and authoritarian religious dimensions of their own.
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Guérin said, despite these contradictions we must offer our maximum
support as long as these movements contribute both to their own national
liberation and to bringing heavy blows against capitalism and fascism in
our own home country.”* At the same time, Guérin wrote and militated
against his own Socialist party, the French Communist Party, and the Pop-
ular Front government they were central in for their refusal to endorse any
significant reforms in colonial policy (even outlawing Messali’s ENA)—a
fundamental contradiction when claiming opposition to fascism in Europe
since “the naked truth, despite readiness to use democratic phrases, is that
colonialism is a sort of fascism before its time.”*®

For this and other positions, Guérin and his fellow Left Revolution-
ary militants were banned from the SFIO party in 1938 but then formed
their own PSOP (Workers and Peasants Socialist Party), led by Marceau
Pivert. In the postwar period, Guérin stayed in touch with Messali’s move-
ment, the MTLD (successor to the PPA), and with Messali himself who
was in forced detention in a suburb of Paris. Through the PSOP specialist
on Algeria and then his own direct contacts, Guérin was far more informed
than most on the growing frustration and political alienation of Algeria’s
mass movement. But he was unaware until later of major splits within the
MTLD—between those favoring a more moderate reformist approach,
those seeking direct revolutionary action, and those endorsing the latter but
only with careful organizing in advance. Complicating the MTLD dynam-
ics was the issue of Messali’s charismatic leadership and the unwillingness
of some to simply defer to his sometimes unpredictable political line.

In a lengthy article in Les Temps Modernes,*® Guérin reported his im-
pressions from a three-month trip in late 1952 through Morocco, Tunisia,
and Algeria. In Algeria, he said, the destructive nature of French colonial-
ism was the longest and greatest. There, the colonizers “tried to kill the
soul of this country. It was conquered to make it a settlement colony, to
annex it to the metropole.” When it became clear to the French that they
could not simply kill off the whole native population, they settled for seek-
ing to “spiritually and morally” break the natives.” Arabic was given the
status of a foreign language (even now only 10 percent of native children are
schooled) and Islam was monitored and regulated by the colonial regime.

Real power, he said, was in the hands of the nearly 20,000 large land-
holder settlers. Fascist by nature, their loyalty was to their own well being,
not to France generally, let alone the overall population of Algeria. They
would rather secede, like the Confederates in the American South, than ac-
cept any significant reform in the colonial regime. Indeed, with their ties to
large commercial interests and parties of the metropole, they represented
the biggest counter-revolutionary force in French politics.*® Guérin’s warn-
ing of this danger for metropolitan French as well as for native Algerians
accurately forecast their great influence on the coming political dynamics
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of the Algerian war and the inability of France to extricate itself from the
colonial relationship without overturning the very institutional framework
of the French Fourth Republic, enduring a subsequent wave of fascist ter-
rorism and a new attempted military coup d’état against the government of
the Fifth Republic.

Guérin’s close personal contacts on theissue of colonialism by the 1950s
ranged from liberal reformists such as Frangois Mauriac,” the president of the
France-Maghreb [North Africa] Committee of which Guérin was a member,
to leaders of various national liberation movements, including Messali Had;.
As well, because of his own prominence as a respected “public intellectual,”
Guérin would not hesitate in the years to come to directly contact top-level
government officials or media editors by letter, by telegram, or in person to
express his criticism of repressive incidents and policies.

Apparently organized by the France-Maghreb Committee, within
weeks of the revolutionary outbreak in Algeria, a new “Defense Commit-
tee for Constitutional and Legal Freedom in Algeria” (including Guérin)
established itself and presented an informational meeting on December 1
on current events in that country.®® This was only the first new committee
of a number that Guérin would join during the next eight years to provide
an organized structure for his public stands on Algeria. In turn, Guérin’s
first apparent written reference to the Algerian revolution, seven weeks into
the war, was a brief introduction to his Temps Modernes article, to be pub-
lished in English in The American Socialist.** Here Guérin confirmed that
French colonialism in North Africa was harshest in Algeria and thus likely
to experience the greatest explosion, as shown by the “clap of thunder”
on November 1 “in an apparently serene sky.” Already, he said, hysterical
colons were demanding a bloodbath, and thousands of Algerian militants
had been arrested and tortured.

In the meantime, obviously feeling some kinship with anarchist per-
spectives despite his deep appreciation of Marxism, Guérin appeared at
various anarchist events in Paris and his books were reviewed in the an-
archist press of the early *50s. Because of their strong support for national
liberation movements in Indochina and North Africa, Guérin then col-
laborated with the FCL and the Trotskyist PCI (the Internationalist Com-
munist Party, led by Pierre Lambert) in forming a Struggle Committee
Against Colonial Repression. When their December 21, 1954 public meet-
ing (Guérin had secured a statement by Messali for the occasion)®? was
banned, Guérin, Fontenis, and other organizers telegraphed the govern-
ment in protest and sought, unsuccessfully, to appeal to Interior Minister
Mitterand in person.

Guérin served on the defense committee for FCL militant Pierre Mo-
rain (along with Fontenis, Claude Bourdet, and others) and contributed
several paragraphs to a brochure on his behalf in late 1955,% in which he

45



46

Part I: The Algerian War (1952-1962)

underlined the significance of French workers joining in the anti-colonial
struggle as an additional dimension of combat against their own class op-
pression. Said Guérin, while the two causes are logically linked by the same
exploitative capitalist system, Morain’s action and the judicial condemna-
tion against him are important symbols of this linkage that to date have not
been adequately recognized or acted upon by French workers.

In January 1956, Guérin spoke alongside Sartre, Aimé Césaire, Jean
Amrouche, Alioune Diop,* and others at a Paris meeting organized by the
Action Committee of Intellectuals Against Pursuit of the War in North
Africa. Speaking on the false myth, still propagated by the government,
that Algeria was part of France, Guérin outlined the long history of fierce
Algerian resistance to the original 19"-century conquest, as well as the re-
surgence of open Algerian cultural and political nationalism from the 1920s
forward. To the dismay of the organizers but greeted enthusiastically by the
crowd of largely pro-Messali Algerian workers, Guérin gave special praise
to Messali Hadj and his successive political organizations. “We are obliged
to recall the historic service that this movement and its founder gave to the
cause of Algerian independence.” Attempting to support inclusively the
entire nationalist movement, Guérin asserted that without the efforts of
Messali and his mass movements over the years, “the diverse currents of
the present Resistance, engaged in the same struggle and victims of the same
repression, would not be what they are.”®

At the same time, Guérin wrote a book review in France-Observatenr
that refuted and strongly criticized the assertion by Francis Jeanson that
Messali would be available as a tool for the French to undermine the FLN.
But he also warned French partisans of Messali (such as the Trotskyist
PCI) against the opposite suggestion that the FLN was the preferred move-
ment of the French government.®® Nevertheless, Guérin was denounced
as a supporter in a brochure circulated by the FLN Federation of France
of “counter-revolutionary” Messali and his “traitorous” MNA. Guérin,
in turn, wrote personally to Messali, declaring his intent to remain abso-
lutely impartial in the MNA-FLN dispute while also urging Messali to
make some gesture of unity. A similar letter of impartiality and hope for
unity was sent to the FLN.

One month later, Guérin telegraphed UDMA leader Ferhat Abbas in
Cairo to express his solidarity with the more moderate Algerian leader for his
public announcement of joining the FLN (Abbas had actually joined secretly
several months earlier). Personally intervening as well with French leaders, he
telegraphed Socialist Prime Minister Guy Mollet® to criticize his February
5 surrender to reactionary colons in Algiers, and in late February to Justice
Minister Mitterand to express solidarity with Paris students now judicially
pursued for an anti-colonialism meeting. A month later, he telegraphed the
France-Observatenr periodical to support an antiwar article by editor Claude
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Bourdet that prompted the latter’s arrest. Guérin’s action led to a police raid
on his own Paris apartment. An April 1956 public meeting in Paris to pro-
test government repression against antiwar critics, with Guérin as one of the
speakers, was broken up violently by fascist elements and the police.

Guérin admitted the possibility of an oppressive national bourgeois
regimein Algeria after independence but, in a letter to old anarchist friends
in early 1956, he paraphrased Bakunin’s 1870 comments favoring national
liberation movements in Eastern Europe:

As long as French troops...trample Algerian land, every wrong
will be on our side. Whatever attitude Algerians adopt toward us
or whatever they undertake or do against us will be right.... What
can we do if the program of the most extreme Algerian democrats
is, from our social point of view, reactionary and tending to al-
low the anti-populist aspirations of the bourgeoisie to triumph?
It is for their peasants, not us, to explain this to them. And do we
believe we have the right to blame the narrowness of the Algerian
program? Hangmen serving the will of imperialism on a foreign
land, on Algerian land, that’s what we are in reality.*®

Several months later, Guérin published another passionate article,
this time on the Europeans of Algeria, in anissue of the Nouvelle Gauche
journal.® Describing in turn the relative socio-economic positions of the
small minority of European colon large landowners, the large percentage
of petit bourgeois Europeans (mainly urban and only about 12 percent
born in metropolitan France), the “mediating” Algerian Jews (8.6 percent
of non-Muslims), and the vast majority of impoverished Muslims, Guérin
still expressed some potential for class solidarity to trump racial solidarity
in a strong revolutionary anti-colonial coalition, he said, comparable to the
Populist movement in the late 19h-century American South. Nevertheless,
social and economic privileges for non-Muslims were very real and easily
manipulated by the large “feudal” landowners.”

The Soviet invasion of Hungary and suppression of its revolution in
November 1956 then led some members of the Action Committee of Intel-
lectuals to propose a resolution condemning that action, a move that could
have fatally split the organization given its sizeable number of Communist
members. However, Guérin responded with a “common front” perspective.
While critical as always of the Communist Party, Guérin urged that the reso-
lution be dropped since the sole purpose of the group was to struggle against
the Algerian war. On December 31, a little over a month later, appalled and
disgusted by escalating French attacks on Algerian civilians in the early stages
of the battle of Algiers, Guérin wrote to Mollet and other socialist leaders
denouncing the wave of terror unleashed by the government’s actions.
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Following the October 1957 assassination of leading Messalist trade
unionist Abdallah Filali by FLN elements in France, a protest petition was
signed by numerous prominent French intellectuals, including Guérin,
André Breton, Edgar Morin, Clara Malraux, Maurice Nadeau, Benjamin
Péret, Marceau Pivert, and others.” A month later, the French Federation
of the FLN denounced the protest as “hypocrisy” and “duplicity,” and
as signed essentially by “those who never clearly supported the legiti-
macy of our cause and our combat.” According to this text, the petition
even objectively encouraged those who wished to pursue a colonial war
of reconquest. Privately, Guérin wrote at the same time to a Trotskyist
in Tunis that both the MNA and FLN were at fault, however much he
opposed the current wave of assassinations against MNA leaders. In fact,
Guérin also saw no meaningful political or social distinction between the
two movements.”?

Guérin strongly opposed the ascension of de Gaulle in May 1958,
through the crisis and threats created by the military revolt in Algiers and
the political stalemate of the Fourth Republic in Paris, and viewed it es-
sentially as a fascist coup. He also blamed especially the failure of social-
ism, “most shamefully with Guy Mollet and Khrushchev, with Suez and
Budapest,” as well as those over the decades who maintained the myth of
de Gaulle as the savior of French integrity in World War I1.73

In an early 1959 speech, published in a militant socialist internationalist
journal run by his old comrade Pivert, Guérin clarified more than he had
previously his position of “critical support.” While European anti-colonial-
ists typically refrain, out of solidarity, from criticizing the problems and
contradictions of national liberation struggles, leaving critiques to those in
the colonies themselves, it was wrong to be silent since our basic criterion
is genuine movement toward human emancipation and we are all ciuzens
of the world, not of particular nations. It was not a betrayal to speak with
courage and lucidity about unsatisfactory aspects of the struggle. Despite
the FLN’s heroism and tenacity,

(it] weakens its cause, first by a fratricidal struggle between mili-
tants equally struggling for independence and also, one must say, by
certain forms of terrorism which perhaps contributed to bringing
Massu to power in Algiers’ and to set against the Algerian resis-
tance a quite large part of the French people, certain excuses and
political faults having been easily and quite diabolically exploited...
by the ultras of colonialism.

But the errors, said Guérin, were not simply those of Algerian or other Third
World movements and new governments. While political inexperience, dif-
ficult conditions of struggle, and the influence of bourgeois leaders were
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important factors, the failures of the international workers movement were
also crucial. There was little effective solidarity action by workers in the co-
lonial countries and nowhere successful examples of “authentic socialism—of
a libertarian socialism, since the objective should be as much to bring free-
dom as to abolish money privileges.”” As a rather unique and fairer way of
spreading the blame while insisting that critiques had to be made, this seemed
closer to a more consciously anarchist position than ever before.

Another article by Guérin in the same journal at the end of 1959
enthusiastically reviewed the new work by Frantz Fanon, L’An V de la
révolution algérienne.”® Comparing it to Trotsky’s work on the Russian
revolution, Guérin viewed it as a highly convincing and admirable descrip-
tionand analysis of internal changes among the Algerian people themselves
in the course of revolution. With Fanon’s experience of racism as a black
colonial subject, and as a committed militant and professional psychiatrist,
said Guérin, he brings unique and deep understanding of the wartime “bru-
tal mutation of the Algerian soul.” Archaic and fixed attitudes and social
structures gave way, because of the revolutionary struggle, to new digni-
fied self-identities as free individuals. Fanon’s account, in effect, directly
confirmed for Guérin his overall perspective on the liberating nature of
genuine grassroots revolution.” Once again, however, Guérin was forced to
avert his eyes from the fierce hatred of FLN supporters for Messali. When
Guérin personally met Fanon in Paris in early 1957, Fanon had expressed
his wish that Messali would burn in the fires of Hell.”®

Pe Gaulle’s offer of a vague “self-determination” option for Algeria
in September 1959 seemed a complete betrayal in the eyes of reactionary
Algerian pieds-noirs and their military allies. When street barricades arose
in Algiers the following January, de Gaulle seemed paralyzed. At this point,
Guérin sent a telegram to the French president himself warning him that if
he backed down, he would lose out and would lose France as well. Guérin
followed this message with a similar one to cousin Louis Joxe, de Gaulle’s
advisor, asserting that allowing the pieds-noirs to continue their defiance
would lose face for the president.

In September 1960, as the government trial of Jeanson network mem-
bers began, a certain number of intellectuals, including Guérin, were invited
to sign a statement denouncing French torture and supporting the right
of French conscripts to refuse to fight in Algeria and for others to offer
protection and assistance to the FLN.”” While Guérin thought its message
merely offered moral supportand thus was too cautious, this famous appeal
known as the “Manifesto of the 121,” though censored from publication at
the time, was a traitorous act in the eyes of the government and the right
generally. Professors lost prestigious teaching posts, and those in the dra-
matic arts were banned from state-run radio, TV, film studios, and theaters.
Twenty-nine of the signatories, including Guérin, were judicially pursued
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for provocation of military insubordination and desertion. Informed that
de Gaulle’s prime minister Michel Debré each night read the depositions of
those accused, Guérin spiced up his own statement by pointing out that they
were not assassins, in contrast to those (including Debré) who had killed a
military officer in Algiers while attempting to assassinate General Salan with
a bazooka.*® He also challenged de Gaulle, in a statement to the establish-
ment daily Le Monde, to choose clearly between those who defended him in
January and those who now attacked both himself and the 121.

In symbolic terms, the Manifesto and its aftermath were significant
breakthroughs for the antiwar movement’s effort to move opinion in the
broader population and gain further international support.* They also en-
couraged an underground organization, Jeune Résistance, to call explicitly
for insubordination and desertion and may have helped move de Gaulle him-
sclf toward a further step, in November, of re-opening negotiations toward
an eventual “Algerian Algeria.” Following the April 1961 “revolt of the gen-
crals” in Algiers against de Gaulle’s policy and the simultaneous disobedience
of most rank-and-file French soldiers there to follow their officers’ attempted
coup, Guérin wrote to the Procurer of the Republic suggesting that since the
Manifesto had essentially encouraged insubordination and thus the failure of
the coup, the government’s charges against the signers ought to be dropped.
Indeed, they soon came to an end. Meanwhile, among a minority of the PSU
(Unified Socialist Party), Guérin argued unsuccessfully for the Manifesto to
be printed in full for party membership.®

Following the vicious police attack on a peaceful march of 30,000 Al-
gerian men, women, and children on October 17, 1961, and the killing,
wounding, or disappearance of hundreds that night, another appeal was
signed by 229 intellectuals, apparently including Guérin, praising the Al-
gerians’ courage, denouncing the passivity of Parisians in the face of racist
attacks reminiscent of the Nazi occupation, and demanding solidarity with
Algerian workers and opposition to any renewal of similar violence.®

By the mid- to late 1950s, Guérin explicitly articulated a “libertarian
socialist” self-identity® despite temporarily participating in the political
evolution toward and within the eventual PSU. Though only as one indi-
vidual, he also facilitated the already-described evolution of FCL veterans
toward an explicit attempt to synthesize Marxism and anarchism, an effort
culminating in Guérin’s direct collaboration with them in founding a new
organization, the MCL (Libertarian Communist Movement) in 1969.

Guérin directly supported colonial national liberation movements in
and of themselves and as part of the larger international movement toward
human liberation. While viewing such struggles and the violence involved
as necessary, he hoped that the national liberation revolutionary process
itself would provide the momentum, social consciousness, and idealism
to continue forth in a “permanent revolution,” a broader liberatory social
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transformation in the particular society concerned. In this perspective, he
was consistent with his 1946 analysis of the French revolution with its “em-
bryo of proletarian revolution” (as described by Marx and Engels) evolving
within the larger, better-known context of a bourgeois revolution.

Thus, on the Algerian war specifically, Guérin fully supported military
and draft resistance and opposed the French government’s repression of dis-
sent. Beyond this, he urged the ultimate victory of the Algerian liberation
movement, whatever his critiques of the violence used toward the French or
within the movement itself, of the presence and influence of bourgeois and
traditional elements in the FLN coalition, and of the absence of any explicit
social revolutionary content in their public statements. His detailed analysis
and critiques of the wartime struggle appeared only after independence and
are presented in the later section on Guérin’s post-1962 writings.

GAAR and Noir et Rouge

IN 1954, ONE OF THE STRONGEST ANARCHIST-COMMUNIST AFFINITY
groups, the Kronstadt Group of Paris,® was expelled from the FCL and,
a few months later, issued a forceful memorandum in which the FCL was
denounced for Bolshevism.* In November 1955, most of the group joined
with ex-FCL Magon and other anarchist-communist affinity groups to
form the GAAR, the Revolutionary Action Anarchist Groups. They com-
menced publishing an influential journal, Nozir et Rouge, the next March.

Organizationally a much looser federation than the FCL, apparently
each group within the GAAR continued its own militant activities. After
leaving the FCL, the Magon group in Burgundy, for example, found a
printer for FLN tracts (and actually wrote some of the content!), provided
a safe vineyard meeting place for FLN area officials, visited FLN prison-
ers, helped arrange for their lawyers, and transported FLN funds.®” Such
activities were sometimes carried out as well in collaboration with French
Trotskyists, freemasons, independent secular leftists (as the well-known
Jeanson network), members of the Catholic left, and others of the “Voie
Communiste” coalition previously discussed.

However, it was with its critical questions expressed in Noir et Rouge
about both the FCL and the FA, and its determination to develop an an-
archist movement true to anarchist principles, actively militant, and sensi-
tive to perspectives of the younger generation, that the new group had its
greatest impact. In the first issue (March 1956), it stated directly that Noir
et Rouge was not a party, but rather “the place to encounter ideas of the
young.”®® While committed to an activist revolutionary anarchist position,
Noir et Rouge asserted that “action would be of no value without serious
political thought” and, unfortunately, “the anarchist movement and think-
ing...has stagnated for fifteen years.”
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Noir et Rouge intended “to stir up anarchist thought to the maximum”
and to knock down some movement taboos, whatever “disturbance this
may cause to our habits and traditions.”*’

Specifically, it criticized both the Marxist deviation experience (FCL)
“leading, among other things, to participation in the electoral farce” and the
reconstituted FA, founded on the same unsatisfactory base as in 1945. The
former demonstrated the danger of trying to organize anarchists’ thoughts and
combat by submitting to “a communism less and less libertarian.” The latter
demonstrated the flagrant error of wanting to regroup every anarchist tendency
“under the cover of a great movement...a brilliant edifice...but whose beauti-
ful fagade fails to hide the emptiness of its local groups, an emptiness due to
a premature reconstitution without sufficiently re-studied ideological bases.”

Critical of both organizations, Noir et Rouge stated that “it is time for
anarchists to rid themselves of benevolent paternalism, or, sometimes of au-
thoritarian and quasi-despotic ‘leaders.”” While recognizing the value of the
experience of certain comrades, the GAAR, composed largely of younger
anarchists, “not guided by the luminous ideas of an impact thinker,” will
avoid the “leaderism” danger of “docility in the face of comrades better
armed by the pen or speech.”

In its Summer 1956 issue, Noir et Rouge directly and indirectly addressed
the Algerian context through five articles. It first criticized the position
of certain European comrades in opting for and supporting “lesser evil”
democracy over dictatorship in case of conflict between the two, since “de-
mocracy” lacks substance without genuine freedom and economic well-
being. As well, anarchists should struggle against both forms of oppression
without cooptation by “sacred national union” arguments, such as Kro-
potkin and others advanced during World War L It is an internationalist
commitment to workers’ liberation everywhere, not subservient to national
lenses, which ought to prevail.”

While sketching the stark economic reality of French colonialism in
Algeria (such as 2.5-3 percent of pieds-noirs possessing almost 38 percent of
total cultivated farmland and less than 25 percent of those European farm-
ers [the gros colons] with 80 percent of European-held farmland),” Noir et
Rouge also drew direct parallels between the colonial context of Israelis over
Palestinians and that of the French in Algeria. While sensitive to the cour-
age, hard work, and modernizing productivity of European settlers in both
contexts, “all their efforts of sweat and blood, of patience and tenacity,”
don’t eliminate the fact of their privileged dependence on the overall sup-
port of capitalist colonialism and the poverty and exploitation of the native
Arabs and Kabyles forced from their land.”> Another article quoted Nazi
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Hermann Goring’s famous Nuremberg trial statement on how manipulative
and patriotic appeals can always motivate ordinary people to want war, and
denounced the French Communist party and its controlled trade unions
for serving this type of “patriotic” mission among the French working class
in its support of the Algerian war. While admitting that the North African
proletariat had become trapped in a nationalist feudalism easily manipulated
for future oppression by the new nationalist leadership, it placed much of
the blame for the war’s prolongation on the Communist party.**

Finally, and significantly for a special issue devoted to Algeria, Paul
Zorkine contributed a lengthy article on guerrilla warfare as one type of
revolutionary struggle. Citing Malatesta, he first argued that “each anar-
chist action, each anarchist speech, each anarchist proof, each time that au-
thority retreats, each time that the masses organize and accomplish on their
own is a step toward and part of the Revolution.” Zorkine saw the gradual
intensified evolution of liberatory consciousness and experience as setting
the stage, in the eventual collapse of capitalism, for armed intervention.
Guerrilla war is the natural and well-proven historical insurrectionary form
against oppressors with superior resources and armed power.

But partisan warfare, he said, can lead to an anarchist society only if
such a force is coordinated but decentralized, voluntary, not under the con-
trol of a single party, sensitive to the economic needs of the local supportive
population as well as the dangers of reprisals against it, and class conscious
enough to avoid cooptive efforts of the national bourgeoisie. Zorkine’s pri-
mary examples, in this regard, were the anarchist Mahknovista army in the
Ukraine and the Durruti Column in revolutionary Spain.”® At the same
time, as Malatesta made clear, violence necessary for resisting the oppres-
sor’s violence contains in itself “the danger of transforming the revolution
into a brutal fight without ideals and without the possibility of gaining
positive results.” It is important to limit violence to strict necessity, never
to be used if it violates the liberty of those not oppressing. As for Algeria,
while Zorkine predicted a military stalemate yet political victory for the
guerrilla war, his various criteriafor success and failure (such as cooptation
by a national bourgeoisie and excessive violence) could easily be read to
predict a tragic post-independence regime.”

Within a few more months, in a Declaration of Principles, the GAAR
explicitly endorsed the concept that “national independence of the colonial
territories should be considered an indispensable condition of social eman-
cipation for it creates, in protecting a people from the repressive apparatus
of an imperialist State—all the while weakening that State, the possibilities
for this people to make its revolution by suppressing its own exploiters.” In
no vague terms also, “the State is, by nature, an instrument of domination
and therefore cannot serve to bring social progress.” Russia tried to use it
for a “temporary transition” period with disastrous results, and Spanish
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anarchists, by collaborating with Republican and Stalinist politicians within
the government, caused the failure of the Revolution and the anti-fascist
Civil War.”

Following the Algerian war’s major escalation in 1956-57, seven ar-
ticles in its Summer/Fall 1957 issue provided Noir et Rouge’s most detailed
(and perhaps, at the time, the French anarchist movement’s most concen-
trated) analysis of anarchism’s relationship with nationalism. The Algerian
conflict was thus placed within a broader framework of discussion, and
the arguments of this special issue had obvious strategic implications for
anarchists’ stance on Algeria.

In its lead editorial, Noir et Rouge warned that the disinterest of many
anarchists toward national liberation struggles because of their lack of di-
rect connection to social revolution and libertarian communism leads to
neglecting “certain of the deepest, most passionate and most rebellious pop-
ular movements against injustice, oppression and exploitation.”” It is states
(and armies and religions) that encourage and thrive on nationalist appeals,
and it is aspiring individuals and elites of states-to-be who most frequently
encourage and organize such appeals and national liberation movements.
But it is wrong for anarchists to ignore the deep psychological yearning for
strong social identity,” whatever its essentialist and exclusivist limitations
and the violence toward others outside the “national” group.

It is within this prioritized, however opportunistically and poten-
tially oppressive, nationalist framework that tremendous popular move-
ment energy and activism can be organized—directed also, in the case of
national liberation movements, toward, at least partially, social liberation
goals. While “local particularism is not in itself a libertarian goal, against
the universal monopoly it constitutes as sane a reaction as individual rebel-
lion against social oppression and national mystification.” While anarchists
have no other nation than that of liberty and every state is anti-libertarian,
“every people is in action libertarian when it rebels.”'® Anarchists should
avoid typical leftist ideological imperialism based on a sense of “superior”
evolution and methods,®! but should lend national liberation movements
“only an eminently critical support.”!®

Specifically on the Algerian war, while facing now the terrors of French
repression in their quest for liberty, Algerians will face more serious prob-
lems when, after political independence, “they’ll have to continue the strug-
gle against their own generals while constructing their country anew.” By
this date, the FLN seems not much concerned with the post-independence
phase since so little is publicized about its economic or political programs
while it already significantly builds up its military and administrative estab-
lishments. Meanwhile, the longer and greater the repression in Algeria, the
higher also the price to the French working class in cost of living and the
long-range indebtedness of the French state, ultimately paid by taxpayers.
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It may be finally the growing resistance of French workers to this economic
price that, as now with the current wave of more militant strikes, finally
forces the French state to negotiate with the FLN—if fascist attempts in the
name of “public safety” can be avoided in the meantime.'®

From these various articles in 195657, Noir et Rouge thus developed
guidelines for anarchist activism that seemed relatively straightforward.
Whatever its shortcomings in framing the liberation struggle in terms of
only a future national state, in the FLN-MNA fratricide, and in the level of
violence employed against civilians, the Algerian insurrection was seen as
an important effort toward social emancipation that apparently embodied
significant and clearly justified aspirations toward cultural affirmation and
liberation from colonial racism and economic domination. While the short-
comings would force grassroots Algerians to struggle severely against their
new Algerian masters once political independence was gained, anarchists
should express solidarity with whatever immediate positive emancipatory
goals could be achieved.

However, this support must not extend to encouragement of a new
nation-state for its own sake. “The most rapid independence remains the
necessary condition to make eventual [international] federalism possible....
Equality of peoples around the planet and their peaceful expansion remain
the principal political task of the decades to come, just as the libertarian and
collective organization of the economy is the great social task.”® Since a
quasi-state apparatus was already in formation and no doubt already had
the allegiance of large numbers, the second struggle—for a state-free liber-
tarian society—would be a long-range one. Nevertheless, the enthusiasm,
popular logistical support, and sacrifice of a great part of the population
in the present guerrilla war implied a potential for significant numbers to
support future efforts to safeguard the liberatory momentum.

At the same time, they said, French anarchists most effectively could
help break the Communist party’s stranglehold on working-class con-
sciousness, support wider and deeper labor strikes, agitate for and sup-
port further military and draft resistance, and militantly oppose any effort
to install a quasi-fascist regime in France to prolong Algerian repression.
Within these realms of critical support and resistance were many potentials
for anarchist activity.

In 1958, Noir et Rouge returned, though only briefly, to the issue of
Algeria. It was clear, said an article, that merely writing more on Algeria in-
stead of direct action will resolve little. For us to declare what the Algerian
resistance needs to do to achieve a post-independence anarchist society is
of no interest to Algerians who seek direct assistance now in their struggle
while saving critiques for later. Because our anarchist perspective does not
allow such a deferral for the sake of expedience, we chose to write little
more on Algeria since the special issue last year on nationalism.
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Nevertheless, Noir et Rouge opposes that part of the anarchist move-
ment'® that uses the pretext of ideological differences with Algerian nation-
alists to simply withdraw from any engagement on the issue. An equivocal
“balancing” opposition to both sides of the conflict leads to “an objective
support of ‘French presence’ in Algeria.” While rejecting both national-
ism and imperialism, “one cannot knowingly confound exploiters with the
exploited, oppressors with the oppressed. For us, anarchists can only be
partisans of the destruction of French colonialism in Algeria.” Though not
taking up arms ourselves or approving of “butchery,” morally we can only
be on the side of the fighting Algerian people. In the midst of the current
insane climate of racism and militarism, “even a simple position of principle
can and should be reaffirmed.”!®

As underlined by the Manifesto of the 121 and the trial of the Jeanson
group, by 1961, underground French resistance networks were in place,
some encouraging military desertion and draft evasion and some directly
assisting FLN efforts in France. While Noir et Rouge did not wish to take
a public position for or against this movement, it nevertheless devoted an
extensive article to analyzing its nature and potentials.

Understanding that people join this effort for a variety of motivations,
said the article, it generally represents a negative orientation—against colo-
nialism or fascism or exploitation overall—with no common agreement on
a specific program to unite those who resist. Personal circumstances can in-
fluence one’s stand. A middle-class student, for example, rejecting his own
class identity and “searching for several years in vain among leftist groups
for an echo of his rebelliousness and purity,” might one day have a chance
conversation with an Algerian student and recognize “that everything he
thought and looked for as a youth was there to live and perhaps die for.”

The situation for twenty-year-olds who desert or evade the military
now is usually quite different, suggested the writer, from those of the past
who did so out of a clear broader ideological commitment against social
exploitation. Desertions today seem more a kind of unanalyzed, instinctive,
and healthy human reaction that causes the young to draw from themselves,
individually, the courage to desert, without the support of belonging to a
resistance group.” Twenty year olds today can choose either to accept or
refuse. But the former means also “to accept the rules of the game of a rot-
ten society, pretense, good manners...mediocrity, lying, careerism, to be a
flunky today while hoping to be a boss in the future.”

Beyond the individual courage needed to take the decisive first step,
said the writer, one needs a group to sustain oneself through mutual
support. “Jeune Résistance” was formed to provide this support and to
encourage collective desertions in order to resist the Algerian war and fas-
cism. But “Jeune Résistance” also seems unduly optimistic that “the Left”
will come to understand and assist it. “Respectful as they are of their own
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responsibility, of legality, of routine, of universal suffrage and voting...
leftist organizations are not ready to prefer pure ideals to their own schem-
ing, action instead of petitions, struggle instead of comfort.”

In fact, the author states, because they’ve already made the difficult
choice of liberty through their refusal, these young resisters “make an-
archism without even knowing it (an anarchism that many self-declared
anarchists would not have the courage to make.)” It is not to recruit them
that we say this, but to put them on guard against those who would try to
coopt them. Instead of moving now into leftist parties, they need among
themselves to more fully analyze their own refusal and its implications
for “the other domains of social, political, and economic life.... Having
reviewed the life courses offered to themat twenty years of age, they could
logically conclude the need to totally refuse society, by calling it entirely
into question.” It is then with joining and leading the class struggle, not
with parties, churches, or politicized trade unions, that this new generation
of resisting youth will find their place.'”

Fédération Anarchiste

THE TRAUMATIC SPLIT IN THE FA IN 1953 BARELY GAVE TIME FOR
non-FCL members to reorganize themselves and their new journal, Le
Monde Libertaire, by the date the Algerian war broke out. Anarchist-
communists Maurice Joyeux,'® Maurice Laisant, and Maurice Fayolle
were leaders in the effort to create this new version of the FA umbrella
network, now minus the revolutionary anarchists of the FCL and the
latter’s future offshoot GAAR. The three Maurices led and articulated a
more centrist anarchist organizational position between the centralized
and disciplined Marx-interested anarchist-communists of the FCL and
those of the anarchist individualist wing.

This centrist anarchist-communist orientation valued a loose federation
of affinity groups and individualist anarchists, with the journal itself, an
internal bulletin, an annual congress, annual dues, and a central office as the
main dimensions of coordination and communication. In the rejuvenated
FA, decisions of the congress could occur only by unanimous votes, thus
assuring that these centralized aspects would not intrude on the essential
autonomy of FA groups and individuals.

Joyeux was not eager to resume the umbrella “synthesis” nature of the
earlier FA because this significantly weakened the potential for a strong
anarchist program, presence and influence in the left—indeed a major issue
for those earlier attracted to the OCB/FCL effortled by Fontenis. Though
the constitutive congress of the new FA in late 1953 included no more than
fifty, mostly older, delegates, only a minority were individualists. Never-
theless, through adoption of the unanimous decision-making rule, the latter
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had significant influence. Joyeux accepted this because of the need, as he
later explained it, to prevent another future infiltration and takeover effort
by those attempting to fuse “nonsecular Marxism” with anarchism—such
as those influenced by Communist Sartre, Daniel Guérin, the Socialisme ou
Barbarie group, and the Situationists.'”

In his terms, this broad FA coalition would prevent youth from the
extreme left from laying their eggs, like the cuckoo, in their neighbor’s nest.
Part of the problem was anarchist use of the word “communism,” a term
used by Kropotkin but then corrupted by the Russian Revolution and the
Soviet Union, thus becoming a semantic “Trojan horse.” As Joyeux saw it,
an additional, more centralizing “safeguard” for the revived FA was estab-
lishment of a small “Association for the Study of Rationalist Philosophies”
of a few FA influentials, including Joyeux, Fayolle, Laisant, and several
individualists, to legally own and thus preserve the property of the FA from
potential usurpers.''®

While Joyeux and other anarchist-communists wished a more determined
FA position on issues and activism, in effect this was only possible through
individual affinity groups, such as Joyeux’s “Groupe Louise Michel” of
Paris, and assertive articles in Le Monde Libertaire.'""' In the columns of
the latter, therefore, the perspectives of this movement branch toward the
Algerian insurrection were best clarified.!"

As mentioned earlier, the FA’s first public reaction on Algeria ap-
peared in an article by Fayolle in the issue of December 3, 1954. This ran
in only the third month of the new Le Monde Libertaire and staked out a
more distant and critical support of the Algerian revolt, a position basically
remaining the same throughout the war. The great majority of Algerians,
he said, had a horrendously low standard of living and lacked any political
rights. Such a plight in the midst of a modern sector maintaining the com-
fort of the colons and enriching capitalists should be harshly condemned.
The pretense of defining Algeria as simply three départements of France,
thereby attempting to hide its colonial nature, was “an imbecility or a joke
of doubtful taste.” Of course, as throughout the colonial world, including
the rest of North Africa, the native population in such conditions predict-
ably and inevitably would rise up against their oppressors. “Those who
refuse to accept the evidence are either unconscious, mad or criminal.”
Fayolle denounced the French government, French nationalist journal-
ists, “super-patriots,” and Marxist imitators for their ignorance, repressive
policy, or slavish opportunistic “militancy.”

Despite the fully justified anger and revolt of colonized Algerians,
it is impossible, he said, for anarchists to universally support nationalist
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movements that wish to create new national boundaries, that are imbibed
with a religious spirit close to fanaticism, and that will no doubt result in
delivering the native proletariat to exploitation by its own bourgeoisie.
“These sterile struggles retard especially the great and inevitable social
transformation from which alone can emerge a hospitable world.” As Ma-
latesta earlier made clear, the Marxist insistence on a national liberation
stage before permitting and proceeding to social liberation is “deceitful”
and a “fatal error.” While the Algerian proletariat has “our sympathy,”
it should not sacrifice its new strength simply to replace the Gospel with
the Koran, or to change masters, or to close itself behind new frontiers.
As for the issue of violence, those of the French army and police who
shed blood to assure French control are criminals; on the other side, the
Algerian insurrectionists are no more “outlaws” or “terrorists” than those
who, a few years before in France, justifiably carried out an underground
and always savage struggle against Nazi occupation.'”?

Essentially equating Algerian and French nationalisms as political
manipulations of the masses, the FA recognized, in another article many
months later, both the legitimacy of Algerian grievances and the predict-
able, though tragic, harnessing of social emancipatory goals to the maneu-
vers of nationalists, thus directly conflicting with the trend of growing
globalization. Despite its appeals for broader Algerian vision in its journal
and in direct conversation with Algerians in France, the FA recognized
that its main impact would be through pursuing a policy of “revolutionary
defeatism”: to oppose French repression and to end the war as soon as pos-
sible, no doubt with the achievement of Algerian national independence. At
the same time, the “only real solution would be through a social revolution
in France extending itself throughout the ex-colonies and fused together
in a common march toward the conquest of liberty and well-being of the
peoples of France and native societies.”'!*

The immediate task, then, according to a retrospective description
decades later, was to stop the spread of military repression in Algeria and
fascism in France. Using its “special powers” law, the Socialist-led and
Communist-supported government of Guy Mollet in 1956 imprisoned
militants, seized journals, and encouraged a climate of brutal fascist bands
supported by the police. Through Le Monde Libertaire articles, posters,
participation in demonstrations, and meetings organized by the revolu-
tionary far left, FA activists denounced military repression, torture, and
a rising fascist climate, while supporting the resistance of recalled soldiers
and new conscripts—including helping to delay troop trains departing
for Marseille and developing an escape route to Sweden for some anar-
chist resisters.!® (Importantly, though, as contrasted with the FCL and
GAAR, apparently there was no direct material or logistical support for
the FLN itself.)
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Against the coup d’état bringing de Gaulle to power in May 1958, the
FA asserted itself in writing and with demonstrations to encourage workers
to mobilize a massive riposte to the rising threat of an explicit fascist regime
and prolongation of the war. Despite objections from “purist” members,
the FA joined in a Revolutionary Action Committee alongside the Trotsky-
ist PCI (Lambert wing), the CGT steelworkers’ union, and the Committee
of Action and Coordination for Workers Democracy. The headquarters for
the coalition committee was at the FA office. The new committee posted
a “Workers Alert” sheet on the walls of Paris and in suburbs against the
National Assembly’s “Law of Exception.” By factory and street militance
and revolutionary organizations, it said, not by suppressing liberty, the war
would be ended by the French people.''®

In Le Monde Libertaire, Maurice Fayolle denounced the so-called
“socialist” politicians whose successive governments, through their cow-
ardice and refusal to punish the crimes of the military, paved the way for
this “military-fascist adventure” in which more than one military officer
“dreams of stepping into the shoes of Franco.” The present regime has
refused to seek support from the popular masses and is now at the mercy
of a “police force contaminated by fascist elements,” the arrival already in
Paris of the first unit of parachutists from Algeria and the threat of more
to come. The ultras, former Vichy collaborators, colonialists, and racists
are all delirious with the prospects of bringing de Gaulle to power. To
counter the insurgent “public safety committees” of Algiers, we should
form committees of vigilance and committees of revolutionary action and
be ready to take to the streets, even illegally if needed.!"”

In the same issue, Maurice Laisant suggested thatif the politicians were
serious about “saving the republic,” they could “immediately demobilize
ail the French soldiers called to Algeria and leave the officers with stripes
without money, men, guns, without a drop of gasoline, to go settle matters
with the armed Algerian militants.” O n the other hand, they could capitu-
late to the illegal path, which de Gaulle, like Louis-Napoléon Bonaparte,
will undoubtedly choose.!®

At the same time, Maurice Joyeux represented the FA in a Commit-
tee for Defense of the Republic, created by leftist parties to organize a
demonstration in Paris against the fascist threats. Disappointingly, the
demonstration against the return of de Gaulle drew only 200,000 at the
most, an average turnout for such occasions and not enough to stop de
Gaulle’s momentum to office.

Several months later, responding to de Gaulle’s subsequent plebiscite
to approve the new Fifth Republic constitution, an article condemned the
state-controlled TV and radio propaganda machine in his favor while po-
lice brutality faces his opponents. Proposed is a constitution that will give
a second chance to fascism after the fall of the Vichy regime. “De Gaulle
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is already surrounded by those who arranged the May putsch.” It is now
up to the workers to defeat this plan."? Through the course of de Gaulle’s
several subsequent voter referenda, as he gradually changed course on Al-
gerian policy, the FA encouraged abstentions since peace was the only issue
and any new political formula (such as de Gaulle’s autodétermination [self-
determination]) was a political ambiguity used to further consolidate power
and delay the end of the war.

By 1960, the tone of the FA’s anarchist-communist perspective on the
war seemed slightly changed. The FA congress of that year passed a reso-
lution that recognized the inevitability of Algerian political independence
and said that “it is not sufficient for anarchists to express platonic wishes
for the conflict’s end nor to attribute equal responsibilities to the FLN
as those of the French for continuing the conflict. Despite the national-
ist character of the Algerian rebellion (which was unavoidable), we can-
not remain absolutely neutral. We must emphasize our moral support to
the fighters and make contacts with them whenever possible, thus letting
them understand that there is a path different from forming a bourgeois
state.”'? Nevertheless, FA writer Louis Chavance was clear that while
Algeria would get its independence one way or another, the question now
was the quality of the new context. “What the FLN proposes is far from
the liberty fought for by internationalists, by Muslim trade unionists who
[FLN] killers sometimes assassinated.”!?!

An article by André Devriendt the following year, responding to
Belgian anarchist writer Hem Dey,'?? provided further clarity. “If it con-
cerned only choosing between Ferhat Abbas [leader by then of the FLN-
established Algerian Provisional Government, the GPRA] and de Gaulle,
there would, of course, be no problem. We have not chosen between two
governments. We’ve chosen the camp of oppressed people in revolt, those
who, for over a century, have been insulted, robbed, and reduced to mis-
ery in their own country.... We are with those who have been ‘forced’ to
use violence.... They are not anarchists, they carry out a war of national
independence. And how could it be otherwise?”!%

In late 1960, Maurice Joyeux, best-known leader of the FA and himself
an imprisoned draft resister during World War II, added his name to the
“Manifesto of the 121” (along with several other anarchists) supporting
military resistance and the activity of the Jeanson network of FLN col-
laborators on trial. While not addressing the Jeanson network issue, Joyeux
explained that draft resistance was obviously a responsible position in a
context where top-level French generals mutinied against their government
(the January 1960 revolt in Algeria) and where no successive regimes or
politicians or even Marxist parties had succeeded in ending the war. In fact,
he saw the Declaration as only restating a traditional anarchist position on
the right of individuals and workers collectively to refuse to submit to war.
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“The Manifesto of the 121 effectively sensitized a public opinion thatslept
for six years, unwilling to hear anything.”!24

The FA denounced de Gaulle’s use of an aristocratic and demagogic
plebiscite on two ambiguous formulas for Algeria’s future in January 1961.
Offering equally obscure alternatives pleasing to both right and left forces
in French politics, and threatening to retire if a “yes” vote was not gained, it
said, de Gaulle hoped to further legitimize his role as the sole determiner of
policy and to further delay an obviously necessary settlement with the FLN.
While the latter doesn’t represent all Algerians, it is the party with which
France is at war. “If you vote ‘no’ to the irritable and stubborn old man,
you will re-enforce the camp of the fascists and it is obviously this that ‘left’
politicians and their “attendant’ trade unionists count on to lead you to vote
for a formula that keeps in place a man whose foreign policy serves some and
whose presence reassures some others who are incapable of facing up to him.”
Because of this false choice, the FA campaigned for mass abstention. “We
refuse to indulge in a plebiscite for a man whose concession rules prolong the
Algerian war. We refuse to play the game of leftist or rightist politicians.”'?*

At the same time, Joyeux once more addressed the challenge to be faced
in post-independence Algeria, on this occasion surprisingly concerned as
well with the potential fate of Europeans in that country. Joyeux acknowl-
edged that heavy repression against Algerian rebels since 1945 forced the
latter to strengthen their ability to endure by borrowing powerful myths of
nationalism and bourgeois democracy from their oppressor. But equality
will be the key to completing the revolution. The colonial capitalist regime
divided inhabitants against each other, providing relative racist privilege to
Europcans, but in return denying them the relative economic status of their
peers in France. Alongside the forced servitude of Muslim Algerians, the
majority of Europeans has worked for their living tor dozens of years and
thus belong to the land as well.

Observing the class and race situation in Algeria, he said, the “essential
goal of the revolution must be full equality first of all! Nothing can be built,
nothing can flourish, nothing can endure on this land without the most
complete equality between those of different communities and between
those of the same community....Equality of political rights, equality of ex-
pression of philosophical thought, equality in the conditions of existence!”
Economic equality will become reality only “through the division of huge
properties or in their collective exploitation and then the participation
of workers of every race in the management of the large economic com-
plexes.” Despite the sometimes ignoble behavior of the million Europeans,
most will remain in Algeria and should not be held collectively responsible,
subject to pogroms and violence. Inequality between the races and rejec-
tion of Europeans into a ghetto would only invite new forms of Western
intervention, eager to resume lost privileges.
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To accomplish all of this, through “a largely decentralized collectiv-
ism, a federalism of large cities and communities,” requires rejection of
the dangerous myths of nationalism, religion and bourgeois democracy.
From what was known of the FLN leadership, however, Joyeux doubted
thatsuch a solution would be achieved. Instead, Algeria’s likely future will
be “one more Arab state, where classes, races, religions, investor interests,
the schemes of adventurers and politicians confront each other, and have
spoiled the Middle East.”1%

Abstaining from direct engagement with and support of the FLN,
as practiced by the FCL and GAAR, FA anarchist-communists such as
Joyeux thus strikingly retained their distance from and pessimism about
the Algerian revolution despite understanding and sympathizing with the
revolt against colonialism. In Joyeux’s view, despite being only “an infini-
tesimal drop of water in the tempest around the war,...the FA helped to
create a bit of working-class unity against de Gaulle and his followers in
its pursuit.”'?

But others, especially younger elements in the FA, felt closer affinity
with the Algerian struggle and the immediate issues at stake for the FLN.
Said one writer, despite changing opinion in France, important problems
remained to be solved through negotiation: the future of French military
bases (especially the giant naval base at Mers-el-Kébir), control of the Sa-
hara and its oil exploitation, the future orientation of Algeria in the cold
war, and the status of Europeans remaining in Algeria after independence.

“While Algerians want an accord, they will not want to agree too
quickly in order to guarantee their future. It is important for the GPRA
to take account of the unspeakable sufferings of thiswhole courageous but
miserable people who are a great example for the world....For those of the
maquis and direct action, for those of prisons, hébergement and regroup-
ment camps, for all those who struggled in misery, fear, foul deeds, and
torture, the end of the war will be a beginning. They will have to start up
again at zero. It will be Year 1 of freedom, but also of hard work. Every-
thing must be built or rebuilt. A new society to create, while giving it a
soul formed through the struggle and suffering.” However, they also “risk
finding new chains and slavery. Will they succeed in constructing the new
society we dream for them and which they deserve so well?”

Important in changing French opinion, said the writer, were reactions
against the April 1961 “generals’ revolt” as well as the growing knowledge
about widespread use of torture by the French in Algeria. “The Algerian
war dragged along. After the Indochina war, equally absurd and which
caused it such pain, France slowly but surely exhausted itself. The new
bloody burden was too heavy to carry. By its lies, its methods, its tortures
on top of the horrors of every war, the ‘thing’ degraded it and corrupted
its soul.”!
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With the April 1961 revolt, said a new article, “the most repugnant face
of fascism was revealed.” “From the moment when the stormy sky risked
to burst forth a rain of centurions, at the anguished appeal [for citizen re-
sistance to afeared invasion] by [Prime Minister] Debré, ...we ran through
the night to gather men of courage....In this battle, our FA was constantly
present,” issuing a press release, coordinating with trade unions and other
anarchists and establishing offices for the latest information and effective
networks. Though the generals failed in this plan to gain obedience from
rank-and-file soldiers and to invade France itself, and though the working
class set aside its wage disputes “to mix itself in the quarrel among those
who vied for the position of exploiting them,...[the people] lost once again,
since the government emerged with extra power to use against the crimi-
nal generals but which, if needed, could easily be used against the work-
ers.” Now that the rebellion has failed, full liberties should be established,
including arms for the people, as the proven last resort against seditious
gangs. “Also, each citizen, as the supreme protector of the society, should
gain an equal share of all the revenue and resources of the nation.”'?

The failed coup of April 1961 was followed by the trial of two of its
generals, Challe and Zeller. Both, unsurprisingly, justified their action by
their objections to government policy in Algeria. But even most of the of-
ficers who refrained from following the generals did so not from loyalty to
the state but from simply weighing opportunistically which side had the
best chance to prevail. For both Joyeux and Laisant, most important was the
collapsed mystification of the military as an embodiment of courage, honor,
and loyalty to the nation and state. In effect, the trial of the two generals
became the trial of the army and military caste more generally. Importantly
as well, the several days of April confrontation made abundantly clear that
it was the mass of common soldiers, men of the people and not of the elite,
who refused to side with the rebellion, thus causing it to fail. Likewise, in
metropolitan France, it was the common people appealed to by a desperate
government that demonstrated its refusal to accept a military dictatorship.'*

Nevertheless, the tough bargaining continued and the Evian peace
talks'®! broke off as each side assessed its strengths and objectives. Said an
FA writer, understanding de Gaulle’s intent to grant Algeria’s independence
only to seek a new neo-colonial domination for its own profit and under-
standing how both the United States and the Soviet Union sought to replace
France’s special role with Algeria, the GPRA sees its bargaining position
strengthened with perhaps independence, like Yugoslavia, from both major
blocs in the offing. This would be “the Algerian Revolution’s only chance
to find original solutions and where the anarchist movement could find a
field for its ideas.” Having found all the elements needed to develop a strong
sense of nationhood, having harnessed a common moral and physical mis-
ery to develop a dynamic consciousness producing a revolution without
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reliance on a bourgeois class at its origin “permits hope for bold measures.
There isn’t a revolutionary militant who doesn’t nourish the hope to see
the fight for political freedom now swing over toward social revolution. It
seems logical that, because of its popular origins, the movement will not be
satisfied with an independence that it knows is not an end in itself and that
it will do everything to radically change the Algerian economy.”!*

As the end of the war drew near, clashes on the editorial board were
no doubt heated since, compared to Joyeux’s deep skepticism, other FA
voices expressed strikingly optimistic views. This was clearly the tone of
a Le Monde Libertaire article in October 1961. In the eyes of its author,
because bourgeois reformist Ferhat Abbas was replaced by Ben Khedda as
head of the GPRA, because the GPRA itself was revealed to be accountable
to a National Council emanating from all elements of the revolutionary
struggle, and because the FLN Tripoli Program of August was ideologi-
cally committed to socialist approaches after independence, the diplomatic
mask of the Algerian struggle was finally replaced by an open commitment
to social transformation. De Gaulle had hoped for a neo-colonial relation-
ship such as that with black francophone Africa, a relationship like that of a
factory owner with his company union. But these hopes were now checked
and de Gaulle had been forced to give up the oil-rich Sahara, a key element
of his plan for continued French enrichment.

More enthusiastically yet, the author saw the Algerian social revolu-
tionary commitment as potentially “overturning Africa from top to bottom
and perhaps even western Europe.” In fact, he says, the reaction of the
“Left and the West toward the Algerian revolution is the same as toward
the Spanish revolution in 1937.” Certainly, he admits, “the Algerian revo-
lution is not a priori anarchist. It includes, however, certain signs of full
democracy and its methods are rich in learnings in more than one respect.”
Its ideology was “forged in the struggle itself, the same as its structure, and
this from nothing.” From direct action at the grassroots emerged a move-
ment that forced all political parties and politicians to join in and this was
even more than the anarchist Spanish CNT could accomplish. The National
Council of the Algerian Revolution “represents a new form of democracy
which can be called ‘dynamic’ in the sense that it was forged and exists
through the struggle.” It was indeed an avant-garde revolutionary council
of this sort that Camillo Berneri advocated in Spain as an alternative to the
class collaboration of many anarchists.!?

As the Algerian revolution gathered final [political] momentum and
de Gaulle slowly and painfully began to grant concessions toward full
independence, the organized fascist product of the April 1961 revolt in-
creasingly spread throughout metropolitan France in the form of the OAS.
Stated “Walter,” the author of a December 1961 Le Monde Libertaire
article, extortion fundraising, “OAS” graffiti on countless public walls,
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hundreds of plastic bombings and eighty National Assembly deputies
openly proclaiming sympathy for the OAS while the regime seemed only
passively to resist—all were signs of a new potential putsch. Ex-prime min-
ister Mendes-France suggested that France now was in greater danger of
civil war than ever before. The LML writer stated bluntly that “the root of
the problem was in the very nature of the regime,” the plebiscitary dicta-
torship itself originated from the same forces and a military coup three and
one-half years earlier and still composed in part by officials sympathetic to
the cause of “French Algeria.” Through the regime’s inability to negotiate
effectively for Algerian independence or to counter OAS action decisively,
“fascism has practically taken over the state apparatus well before Salan’s
entry to Elysée [the presidential palace].”

Ass before, he said, the only effective potential obstacle to the fascist
takeover is by mobilizing the working class to militant action. Class con-
sciousness is written off by sociologists who see the calming effects of mass
consumerism and paid vacations. The mass mobilization potential of the
Communist party is consciously avoided by its leaders except for occa-
sional petitions and demonstrations. Nevertheless, “Walter” called for an
alliance of revolutionary working class forces to take the offensive against
fascism, and the whole traditional social and republican order that protects
it, through an unlimited general strike and occupation of factories.!**

Apparently because of the defiant analysis and challenge of the above
article, the December issue of Le Monde Libertaire was seized by the gov-
ernment without explanation. At the same time, one of its street vendors
was attacked by an OAS gang.'® Not to be intimidated by these events,
“Walter” renewed his analysis and challenge in February 1962. He re-
minded readers of Malatesta’s warning that factory owners and soldiers
don’t distinguish by party cards which workers to exploit or to shoot. Un-
fortunately, Malatesta’s warnings were not heeded by Italian workers, and a
split working class allowed Mussolini’s fascism to walk into power in 1921.
Similarly when trade unions and left parties call for only a fifteen-minute
strike and to benefit a “sacred national union” against the OAS, they only
play the game of de Gaulle, the precursor to and facilitator of the end-point
fascist coup. When anarchists who wish a more direct challenge are treated
as provocateurs, when the Algerian proletariat itself is not recognized as
“class ally against fascism,” the potential revolutionary power of the French
working class is lost. “Berneri was right: to win the war against fascism,
one must make revolution....Without doing so, the war against fascism will
inevitably be lost.” Effective unity should be class-based, with the spon-
taneous creation of workers’ and peasants” councils to fight, as Malatesta
suggested, not only fascism but also the State, Capital and the Church."*

In early 1962, the FA helped to organize one of the rare public meet-
ings against the OAS, gaining participation as well from all parties of
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the left. The FA’s overall stand against the war and fascism was not un-
noticed. Members had “distributed thousands of posters and tracts,” and
the FA bookstore had distributed banned books on French torture.'”” In
March 1962, the Paris office of Le Monde Libertaire and its bookstore
were completely destroyed by a powerful OAS bomb. But rather than
scaring off supporters, in fact, the bombing brought a new wave of sub-
scriptions for the newspaper, which almost paid for the damages done by

the explosion.!

Albert Camus

WHILE DANIEL GUERIN APPROACHED ANARCHISM FROM A M ARXIST
position, the more famous writer Albert Camus (1913-1960) came to a
broadly libertarian perspective, arguably close to and overlapping with
anarchism,’ from an existentialist anti-Marxist radical humanistic liberal-
ism. By 1948, veteran militant André Prudhommeaux presented Camus to
an anarchist group as an anarchist sympathizer."*® Though never formally
labeling himself as such, Camus’s basically anarchist orientation for the
next twelve years seemed clear. While his theoretical stance is therefore
of great relevance, his personal European Algerian origin and identity
also immersed him deeply in dialogue about Algeria and the war until his
accidental death in 1960.

Camus’s clearest and best-known libertarian (anarchist) statements are
found in his famous book The Rebel, published only three years before the
outbreak of the Algerian insurrection.'*! Its perspective directly anticipates
much of the rebellious dynamic of that future upheaval, while also contain-
ing a prescient, severe critique of its authoritarian and violent failures.

To describe implicitly the colonial context,

There is, in fact, nothing in common between a master and a slave;
it is impossible to speak and communicate with a person who has
been reduced to a servitude. Instead of the implicit and untram-
meled dialogue through which we come to recognize our similarity
and consecrate our destiny, servitude gives rise to the most terrible
of silences...."*? Since the man who lies shuts himself off from other
men, falsehood is therefore proscribed and, on a slightly lower

level, murder and violence, which impose definitive silence.'*®

Concerning acceptable goals and methods of revolt,
Far from demanding general independence, the rebel wants it to

be recognized that freedom has its limits everywhere that a human
being is to be found—the limit being precisely that human being’s
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power to rebel.... [I]n no case, if he is consistent, does [the rebel]
demand the right to destroy the existence and the freedom of oth-
ers.... He is not only the slave against the master, but also man
against the world of master and slave."**

On the issue of revolutionary violence,

Rebellion, when it emerges into destruction, is illogical. Claiming
the unity of the human condition, it is a force of life, not of death....
The consequence of revolt...is to refuse to legitimize murder be-
cause rebellion, in principle, is a protest against death...."** If an
excess of injustice renders [insurrectionary violence] inevitable,
the rebel rejects violence in advance in the service of a doctrine or
a reason of State.... Authentic acts of rebellion will only consent
to take up arms for institutions which limit violence, not for those
which codify it...."*¢ Revolution with no other limits but historical
expediency signifies unlimited slavery.'"’

Fer a realistic example of effective non-nihilistic rebellion, Camus cites,

Revolutionary trade unionism [syndicalism]...[which, in our cen-
tury] is responsible for the enormously improved condition of the
workers from the 16-hour day to the 40-hour week.... Trade union-
ism [Syndicalism], like the masses, is the negation, to the benefit
of reality, of bureaucratic and abstract centralism.... If [rebellion]
wants a revolution, it wants it on behalf of life, not in defiance of
it. That is why it relies primarily on the most concrete realities—on
occupation, on the country village, where the living heart of things
and of men are to be found.!*8

More explicitly yet, Camus evokes the ideal of the anarchist movement:

On the very day when the caeserian revolution triumphed over
the syndicalist and libertarian [anarchist] spirit, revolutionary
thought lost, in itself, a counterpoise of which it cannot, without
decaying, deprive itself...."* Authoritarian thought, by means of
three wars and thanks to the physical destruction of a revolution-
ary elite, has succeeded in submerging this libertarian [anarchist]
tradition. But this barren victory is only provisional, the battle

still continues.!®®

Further commenting on his book in 1952, Camus asserted his confidence
in the potentials of non-nihilistic anarchism:
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Anarchism has a ready-made fertility on condition that it rejects
without hesitation everything in its tradition or even today which
remains attached to a nihilistic romanticism that leads nowhere.... I
will continue to criticize it, but it is that fertility that I thus wanted
to serve.

As to the overall goal of his book,

The only passion which urged on The Rebel is precisely that of
rebirth.... I believe that the society of tomorrow cannot do without
[anarchist thought]. I am certain that it will be recognized, once the
useless fuss about the book has disappeared, that [the book] has
contributed, whatever its faults, to making that thought more effec-
tive and, at the same time, to strengthen the hope and opportunity

for the last free men.!!

In this last decade of his life, Camus spoke and wrote passionately
on the Spanish anarchist movement and its accomplishments in the late-
’30s civil war and revolution. He also wrote articles in Le Libertaire and
Le Monde Libertaire; was on the editorial board for the anarchist journal
Témoins with Gaston Leval and André Prudhommeaux, among others;
spoke at various anarchist gatherings; and assisted anarchist Louis Lecoin’s
campaign to support conscientious objectors (COs).”*? In turn, like Emma
Goldman in the 1920s when she denounced Soviet oppression, Camus’s
postwar anti-Communism caused his rejection by the pro-Communist
French left as an objective tool of reactionary capitalist forces.

Already as an Algiers journalist in the late 1930s, Camus had described
the extreme poverty and misery of the native population in colonial Algeria
and collaborated with the PPA of Messali Hadj. In the same prewar pe-
riod, he edited and wrote for a daily Algiers newspaper, Le Soir Républicain,
including a defense of the right to conscientious objection and an overall
analysis of French politics “perfectly in tune with contemporary anarchist
analysis.”** Following the French massacre of many thousands of Muslim
Algerians in May 1945, Camus was quick to denounce, in the columns of the
Combat newspaper, those humiliating colonial conditions and repression
that lead inevitably to revolt. He continued on numerous occasions from
then until the late 1950s to condemn the economic and social oppression and
lack of political equality of the Muslim majority.!*

But Camus’s vision, opposed as he was to authoritarianism generally
and to the existing form of French colonialism, was for a truly egalitarian,
multicultural society in which each group was enriched by the presence of
the other in a genuinely democratic context drastically different (though
not fully independent) from metropolitan France. In his view, there was
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no doubt that the one million pieds-noirs, most of whom had deep multi-
generational roots in Algeria, fully deserved an equal place in the future of
that country. The tragedy for Camus was that his political and cultural vision
was shared by only, at best, small minorities on each side."* Increasingly, as
the war and its polarizing effects progressed, the chances for realizing this vi-
sion in his homeland rapidly retreated to zero. Measured by his overall moral
position against political violence and coercion as well as by his positive ideal
vision for Algeria, each day of the war was received as a personal blow. “I am
very anguished by developments in Algeria. This country today is caught in
the back of my throatand I can think of nothing else.”!*

In his non-fictional writings on Algeria after 1954, Camus consistently
denounced FLN-MNA fratricide,"’ the horrendous violence toward both
pied-noir and Muslim civilians, the French use of capital punishment against
FLN militants even when convicted of civilian murders, the pursuit of war
by France and the FLN generally, French leftists who complained justifi-
ably about the French use of torture but who were silent about FLN civil-
ian attacks, and the French government’s refusal to recognize CO status for
those refusing the military draft. As well, he also testified in court on behalf
of FCL activist Pierre Morain in 1955.'*® Most notably, Camus returned to
Algiers in January 1956 to present privately and publicly to FLN leaders
and liberal French Algerians his proposal for a bilateral truce agreement
against any further killings of women, children, and the aged. While ap-
parently accepted by FLN leaders in Algiers (including Abane Ramdane),
the proposal was never considered seriously by the French government,
and the public meeting itself was attacked by a violent mob of thousands
of pieds-noirs.!”

After this, unable to bridge the gap between the two sides, Camus for
the most part remained silent for fear of encouraging either party. A year
later, in December 1957, Camus went to Stockholm to receive the Nobel
Prize for literature. At this occasion, he replied to an Algerian student criti-
cal of his failure to engage with the cause of Algerian national liberation.
While the wording of his reply was consistent with his previous condem-
nations of terror against civilians, it scandalized much of the French left
when later reported, being interpreted as reflecting merely his own un-
yielding European Algerian roots. Repeating his commitment to “a just
Algeria, where the two populations can live in peace and equality” and with
a “fully democratic regime,” Camus also denounced “a blind terrorism, in
the streets of Algiers, for example, and which one day may strike down
my mother or my family. I believe in justice, but I will defend my mother
before justice.”'®

Part of his antagonism toward the FLN stemmed from his absolute op-

position to terrorism against civilians generally. But another part apparently
related to his friendship with Messali Hadj and his sense that the MNA was
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filled with valuable cadres for Algeria’s future'®! and was open to a more tol-

erant position on the future status of French Algerians. Camus advocated a
federation for Algeria short of independence but guaranteeing full economic
and political equality for both French and Algerian communities.

As his friend, Algerian teacher and writer Mouloud Feraoun (1913-
1962) (who was later assassinated by the OAS) reported, while he and
Camus agreed in their critiques of the needless sufferings of civilians and
the abysmal situation of Muslim Algerians, Camus was too rooted in a
Eurocentric perspective. “Camus refuses to admit that Algeria could be-
come independent and that he would be forced to show a foreign passport
each time he returned—he who is Algerian and nothing else.” However
despicable the unjustified attacks against civilians, said Feraoun, “I would
like them [Camus and his friend Roblés] to understand those of us who are
close to them and so different at the same time. I would like them to put
themselves in our place.... Those who are in charge of French sovereignty
in this country have treated me as an enemy since the beginning of these
events.... [[ am asked] to defend the cause of France at the expense of my
own people, who may be wrong but who die and suffer under the scorn and
indifference of civilized countries.”!?

Témoins

CAMUS CLOSELY COLLABORATED WITH THE ANARCHIST LITERARY
review, Témoins (“Witnesses”), published by poet Jean-Paul Samson
(1894-1964) from 1953 to 1964.'® While published in Zurich, Samson’s
place of residence,'s* the magazine was clearly aimed mainly at a French,
rather than broadly francophone, audience.' It covered a wide range of
cultural topics and with some original creative writing, but also contained
considerable explicit political commentary more from a philosophical or
ethical than activist perspective.

Reflection on the Algerian war and related topics came from the same
liberal humanist anarchist roots as Camus. Strongly anti-Communist (and
thus, like Camus, regularly denouncing apologists for the Communist party
or Soviet regime), 7émoins also despaired at and criticized the erosion of lib-
erty and practice of freedom in the West. “Who knows, amidst the crowd of
lobotomized and ideologues, if a handful of witnesses is not today, however
precarious the feeble means permitted us, one of the only ways to restore,
however modestly, the reality of man? Or is this already asking too much?
A means in any case, less ambitiously, although not at all resigned, quite the
opposite, for measuring the cataclysmic march replacing civilization.”1¢¢

Said another article, explicitly, what protects the West, no longer with
a monopoly of nuclear arms, from totalitarianism is “the permanence of
individual freedoms that liberals try to maintain and that anarchists try
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to enlarge,” and that would be dangerous and even fatal for Stalinist oc-
cupation. “[Thus,] anarchists have an essential role to play in defending
the West, a role that can’t be played by anyone else...a role that consists
of maintaining and, if possible, enlarging, day after day, the difference be-
tween West and East, a difference that is our sole hope in this world...”
In contrast to Marxist and fascist totalitarianisms, which seek to eliminate
anarchists, and despite occasions when anarchists need to use “means of re-
sistance more tragic than simple dialogue...there is a sort of natural alliance
between anarchist ultra-liberalism and liberal infra-anarchism.... Liberal-
ism and libertarianism have the same recourse: to foment individuality.”'¢

Similarly, long-time anarchist and Témoins collaborator Gaston Leval
argued that, for anarchists, it’s not a question of choosing to be for the
USA or the Soviet Union. “It is to choose for the greatest possibilities
for freedom, revolutionary development and the future. If this coincides
with the interests of one of the two blocs, it’s not our fault.”'** (In terms
of the principle of collaboration, then, though on nearly opposite sides
of the anarchist spectrum, Témoins’s preference to collaborate with left
liberals was comparable to FCL or GAAR collaboration with those on
the Marxist far left.)

From the summer of 1955 to the end of the war, the essential position of
Témoins, unsurprisingly like that of editor Camus, was to despair of halt-
ing the downward spiral of tragic violence in Algeria, especially the bloody
terrorism against civilians on both sides; to denounce the hypocritical self-
serving rhetorical rationalizations of the FLN and French military alike;
and to warn of the real danger (as in Spain in 1936) of the colonial army in
North Africa crossing the Mediterranean to impose a fascist government
in the home country.

In the summer of 1955, Samson endorsed the call by L’Express'®® edi-
tor Jean Daniel for an equitable peace, but with increased anxiety observed
that it was perhaps too late."”® Distancing from and denouncing both sides
in the Algerian conflict, with only the slightest hint of sympathy for the
Algerian cause, Samson in the same issue condemned both the terrorism of
the colonial forces and “that, overall less criminal but no less lamentable, of
the African nationalists supported by...Moscow.”"”!

Two years later, Témoins published an excerpt from a speech by Camus
on March 15, 1957 in Paris. At that time, Camus denounced one-party re-
gimes of the rightand left as totalitarian and unable to change. “This is why
the only society able to evolve and liberalize, the only one that deserves our
critical and active sympathy is one where party pluralism is institutional-
ized.... This alone allows us today to denounce torture, disgraceful torture,
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as despicable in Algiers as in Budapest.”'”? At the same time, Samson re-
jected the notion of “collective responsibility” on either side as a stupid
and infamous simplification, just as when it was applied to all Germans in
Hitler’s time. It is foolish to think that the crimes on the French side could
be stopped by voting. One could also claim that “the courageous Arab,
equally constrained by the colons and by FLN blackmail, but who abstains
from denouncing what he knows of the latter’s intentions, is also ‘collec-
tively responsible,” and the French paratroopers who murder him could say
that it is justified. To pose the problem in those terms is to condemn it to
never leaving the circle of violence and blood.”"?

A more specific denunciation of the FLN, far from the critical sup-
port given by other anarchists, appeared in the Spring 1958 issue. “Because
oppressed Algerians are men just like others,” it said, “our overall human
truths apply to them as to others, despite their treatment by the colonial
empire.” The article quotes approvingly from a letter from Témoins col-
laborator Prudhommeaux in Noir et Rouge: “A demand for independence
has a humanely liberating [ AP said “anarchist” in the original] potential
only if it excludes any idea and practice of segregation, of expulsion of
minorities, of doctrinal conformism, of political monopolization (in short,
of purges), and of foreign barbarism...” As to FLN treatment of its own
people, “no terrorism was needed to detach Hungarians from the occupier
and to force them to support an insurrection. In Algeria, and in the metro-
pole, FLN murderers use coercion and terror especially toward their own
Muslim brothers. They verify the anarchist understanding that the worst
oppressor of the individual is always, when rival groups fight for power,
the group to which he belongs.””*

From early on, Témoins viewed the war also as a threat to whatever
freedom remained in France itself. In mid-1955, Samson already saw po-
tential parallels with the experience of Spain two decades before, refer-
ring to “the threat of an eventual ‘operation Franco’ which could one day
be launched from French-controlled North Africa toward metropolitan
France.... Events rush along and we greatly risk seeing tomorrow either a
‘southern’ secession or even a taking possession of all of France by a certain
caid whose name is being whispered.”'”* A year later, Samson discovered,
to his great surprise, upon traveling throughout France, that virtually no
one wanted to acknowledge that the country was at war or was aware of
the beginning of the plague, as in Camus’s La Peste.”*

By three years later, de Gaulle indeed had come to power through
pressure from the Algeria-based French army, and the full implications
of this coup and new regime were still unclear. Initially, Samson was con-
vinced that in fact a fascist coup was underway, as in Spain twenty-two
years earlier. With fascism on the offensive and with the Fourth Republic’s
“shaky democracy” calling for help “from all those who valued freedom,”
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the apparently black and white situation made the choice at that moment
quite simple. But on reflection and as the days went by, he said, the choice
became more complicated. In fact, the Fourth Republic seemed to lack any
institutional power to save itself: The army in France would not fight the
French army in Algeria. Only with a broad common front of the masses
could effective resistance be offered. But this would open the door to Com-
munist domination as the best-organized force, and a subsequent red fas-
cism of its own, as in Hungary two years earlier; and then a coup d’état by
the army in response. In reality, only de Gaulle, the old enemy of Vichy
sentiment in French Algeria, had the possibility, by no means a certainty, of
preventing the rise of either form of fascism—red or black. From a “critical
humanist” perspective, resisting apparently easy but risky historical analo-
gies, Samson thus opted for temporary non-resistance to and continuing
critique of de Gaulle as the least of three evils. If de Gaulle himself be-
came trapped by those who launched the coup, Samson pledged to assume
responsibilities in the struggle that would follow.!”

The risk of this choice was underlined, said Samson, with de Gaulle’s
choice of Jacques Soustelle for Minister of Information and thelatter’s for-
mation of a “Union for French Renovation,” a potential dangerous precur-
sor in France itself of the “Public Safety Committees” of Algeria, formed
by the military there to precipitate the political crisis and coup of May 1958.
Samson also quoted de Gaulle supporter Georges Bidault who ominously
stated that if forced to choose between the Republic and Algeria, he would
choose Algeria.'”®

Three years more into de Gaulle’s regime, Samson found the politi-
cal situation still quite dangerous. Responding to the latest of the Algiers
putsches (of which he foresaw potentially more to come) and “despite the
myth ot the victory gained over sedition by the unanimous nation, we had
to note that General de Gaulle is...the only real obstacle to the installa-
tion of fascism. Understood that the immense majority of the country gave
a sigh of relief when the Algiers directorate collapsed. But what did the
country do, what could it do? To go, as invited by what everyone knew
was a joke, ‘by foot and by car’ to face off the SS disguised as paratroop-
ers?.... We were all at heart with de Gaulle. But that was the extent of our
‘resistance.”” Our people “were absent, except perhaps at the acute hours
of crisis, ...and in a perpetual state of abdication.” Though a magazine like
Témoins is only “one grain of sand” among numerous beaches, everyone
should try to speak clearly about present dangers instead of accepting the
political game as it is."””

The reality of the fascist potential was also underscored, for Samson,
several months later in the October 17, 1961 “truly criminal violent re-
pression” by Paris police of a non-violent street march by 30,000 Algeri-
ans protesting against the arbitrary and discriminatory evening curfew of
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Muslim workers and the growing wave of violent repression generally.!$
“In the progressive descent from the verbal words of grandeur, the nation
that gave birth to the rights of man each day repudiates more of its soul;
the coming of racism to metropolitan France, such as seen unleashed this
Autumn right in Paris at the time of the police raids, marks a new ominous
step. And though no one today dares to adopt the inept slogan of “‘Algeriais
France,” the progress of evil, given the little done to stop it, will cause us one
day to discover thatFranceis Algeria.” “Our role s to help people become
bitterly conscious of the bloody folly where not only some madmen want
to throw us but, worse yet, for which they delude themselves that they will
find enough of us to be accomplices.”'®!

In November 1960, Samson explained his decision not to co-sign the
Manifesto of the 121."82 While contrary to many, including French judicial
authorities, who read the text as encouraging draft resistance and aid to the
FLN, Samson (like Guérin) saw it, at least explicitly, as only acknowledg-
ing the reasonableness of such a decision. However, he refused to sign it
because it seemed to link necessarily the two types of actions. In his view,
it was unfair and counter-productive to thus apparently unite the moral
and political conscientious decision of the young draftees with those who,
contrary to Camus’s just writings, had naive beliefs in the FLN, or of those
like Jeanson and Sartre who sought a supposedly beneficial political catas-
trophe. This unfortunate linkage provided an easy pretext for some to cry
treason while also discouraging non-Communist trade unionists, student
movements, and the young generally from working on the essential goal
of ending the war. Official recognition, finally, of the right to refuse arms
would be a most worthy accomplishment of these last years of tragedy.'®

Amplifying further on the nature and consequences of those who sup-
port the FLN for ulterior reasons, Samson wrote in March 1961 of their
“politics of the worst,”'®* which led them to give unconditional support to
FLN theses and methods. “Although their good faith is surely not ques-
tioned, these pure ideologues, less concerned in the end, as justly pointed
out, with the fate of people in the underdeveloped countries than with ‘re-
launching the revolution’ through subversive possibilities linked with the
huge present transformations in the Third World, voluntarily neglect the
threat of innumerable infantile sicknesses that await the former colonies
in our time of their liberation: super-nationalism, Jacobinism, and even...
fascism.” At the same time, Samson acknowledged that, despite some dis-
agreement, he found The Wretched of the Earth, the final work of dedicated
Algerian revolutionary Frantz Fanon, an excellent source for explaining the
deeper causes and logic of nationalist revolution.'®

The final paroxysm of violence in Algeria in the spring of 1962 moti-
vated Samson to write sympathetically of the distress of European pieds-
noirs and the disorientation and anguish of non-fanaticized Muslims caught
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between the “idiotic long war,” the abrupt peace negotiated with the FLN
alone, the massacres of the OAS, and crimes of the FLN. While by no
means justifying OAS atrocities and urging destruction of that “gang,”
Samson claimed to understand the source of General Salan’s motivation in
leading it: the neglect and de facto abandonment of the European minor-
ity. Though previously rejecting the notion of collective responsibility,
in this case Samson accepts it—including responsibility by French anti-
colonialists—to prevent the long war and to abandon the pieds-noirs.

He blamed de Gaulle the most since the French president used “ruse
after ruse, enigma after enigma” to fool both his original supporters in French
Algeria and those in France who came to rely on him to bring an end to the
war. Eventually, de Gaulle brought not peace but a “fraudulent liquidation
inevitably generating all the current horrors.” And all of this was to assure
his own and French glory, not the necessary policy of decolonization. Sam-
son warned as well of the great danger of further encouraging the OAS in
the short range by already deciding against Salan’s execution and over the
longer range by assuring a massive influx of pieds-noirs into metropolitan
France, “quite capable of spreading their virus of resentment and understand-
able despair, little by little, to a formidable quantity of European French.”!®

Anarcho-Pacifists

Pacrrist ANARCHISTS, JUST LIKE OTHERS IN THE ANARCHIST
movement, participated in coalition committees, meetings, and demonstra-
tions with non-anarchist elements (Trotskyist, left Christian, and liberal
groups and individuals) committed to ending the war, supporting drafteva-
sion, and military insubordination and resistance. Contrary to probably
most anarchists, however, anarcho-pacifists were opposed to providing
support or encouragement for an armed struggle for independence as part
of their larger commitment to oppose (almost) all war generally.

While the anarchist movement internationally and historically was
opposed in principle to war, support for national liberation wars (such as
described aboveamongthe FCL and GAAR), forarmed civilian resistance
to foreign occupation (as with anarchists, such as Camus and others, who
participated in the French Resistance), for social revolution (as in Rus-
sia, the Ukraine, Mexico, and Spain), and even for statist armies (as exiled
Spanish anarchists with the Free French Army in World War II or Kro-
potkin in favor of the Entente in World War I) demonstrates that political
non-violence was by no means a solid historical anarchist commitment.
Beyond these examples of “legitimated” social violence were numerous
acts of anarchist individual violence (assassinations, bombs, etc.) though by
only a small minority, despite the stereotyped violent images of anarchism
promoted by political movements and parties opposed to it.
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The anarcho-pacifist position, therefore, stands relatively distinct as a ten-
dency making fewer, if any, exceptions for violence mentioned above. While
anarcho-pacifists could potentially be found among anarcho-syndicalist or
anarchist-communist ranks, they often as well chose to remain unattached to
group affiliations either because it was hard to uphold that position among
those who differed or because of a more anarchist-individualist orientation,
which found most types of continuous group activity too binding.

Also, a clear majority of pacifists historically were not anti-state an-
archists. While significant pacifist movements were rooted in France even
before World War I, anarchists were only a small part of their ranks. This
was also the case during the Algerian war.

While it is impossible to measure the overall influence of the French
pacifist movement during this period, detailed and well-documented re-
search found “886 desertions, 420 conscientious objectors, and 10,831 acts
of military insubordination and other manifestations of disobedience” in-
volving about 12,000 soldiers or draftees or about 1 percent of the number
called upon to serve in the French army during this time.!®” The author of
this research distinguishes three distinct periods of anti-militarist action
during the war.!® The years 1955 and 1956 saw various growing mani-
festations of disobedience by those veterans re-called to active service be-
cause of the war—including stopping troop trains from proceeding toward
Marseille. From 1957 to 1959 were more isolated individual actions of in-
subordination or outright desertion, and the development of supportive
networks to facilitate underground existence and transport across French
borders. From early 1960 on emerged much broader French dissension ap-
proving the recourse to military disobedience, culminating in the Manifesto
of the 121 in September 1960 and the movement to legalize a formal status
of conscientious objectors.!®’

Despite the less-publicized activity of anarcho-pacifists during this pe-
riod, enough examples exist to document the distinctiveness of this posi-
tion in the anarchist spectrum. Among such individuals are Louis Lecoin
(1888-1971), Nicolas Faucier (1900-1992), Maurice Laisant (1909-1991),
Pierre Martin (1912?-1988), Louis Simon (1900-1980), André Bernard
(1937- ), Simone Larcher (Rachelle Willissek) (1903-1969), May Picqueray
(1898-1983), and Emile Véran.'®

No doubt the most famous French anarcho-pacifist at this time was
Louis Lecoin, whose first direct action against war and the military was
his refusal, as a drafted soldier in 1910, to participate in violent repression
of railroad strikers. Lecoin was almost continually imprisoned until 1920
because of continual insubordination and publication of antiwar tracts. A
consistent and energetic anarchist activist between World Wars, he helped
lead the French campaign to save Italian-American anarchists Sacco and
Vanzetti from execution and strongly opposed the anarchist Platformists in
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the late 1920s. With Nicholas Faucier, he created and led a Free Spain Com-
mittee to provide material support (munitions, living supplies, and medi-
cal goods) for revolutionary Spain."”! Lecoin’s willingness to help supply
arms, in this context of defending a developing social revolution, obviously
contradicted a pure pacifist position.

In retrospect, while denying a belief in “revolutionary defeatism,” he
also cautioned young militants about the potential compromising and im-
possible contexts of even apparent revolutionary situations, given the expe-
rience in Russia and Spain where social revolutionaries had to combat “left”
forces as well as those on the right. In the case of Spain, he wondered if it
might not have been better to let Franco’s forces succeed with their coup
without armed opposition, since his victory would have been only tempo-
rary—Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin would not have intervened—and many
thousands, “the future of anarcho-syndicalism,” would not have died."?

This position also was consistent with his stance in early 1936, before
that civil war and revolution, when Lecoin told a trade union meeting
that even if it could be shown that “by going to war my [anarchist] ideal
would have a chance to take shape, I would even then say NO to war. For
one doesn’t build our dreamed-of society on piles of bodies; one doesn’t
create beauty and endurance with people who are physically and morally
weakened and sick.”'”

After the fresh experience of Spain, Lecoin’s pacifist position further
solidified. In the summer of 1939, he helped to organize a well-circulated
manifesto signed by trade unions, political and philosophical organizations,
and pacifist groups against French participation in a war motivated by im-
perialist rivalries. This, plus a subsequent “Immediate Peace” tract written
and circulated by Lecoin, signed by about thirty individuals, and appearing
ten days after France entered the war against Germany, assured Lecoin’s
prosecution by the government and a prison term of two years.

After the war, he published a new anarcho-pacifist magazine, Défense
de PHomme (Defense of Man). While continuing his explicit commitment
to anarchism, he did not directly participate in the FA except for occa-
sional commentaries for the post-split Le Monde Libertaire. His views on
war were unchanged. The destruction and over fifty million dead in World
War II confirmed for Lecoin all of his prewar fears, and he refused, in ret-
rospect, to change his earlier position in favor of any of the belligerents. (In
the early 1950s, some elements in the FA denounced him as a wartime col-
laborator because of his absolute neutrality, but Lecoin strongly rejected
that assertion.)'* This perspective, in turn, led him similarly to oppose
the war-mongering of both sides in the new Cold War. Despite Stalinist
Russia’s “most frightful dictatorship of modern times...one doesn’t exter-
minate people to change them, to rid them of their gnawing vermin. One
doesn’t kill to learn to live.”'”® Lecoin also at this time strongly criticized
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the FA position supporting national independence movements in Tunisia and
Morocco as contrary to anarchist principles.'® Lecoin was on better terms
with the renewed FA after the splitand, in early 1962, led a solidarity rally on
behalf of the FA after its bookstore/headquarters bombing, also contributing
significant funds from his magazine toward its reconstruction.!””

In January 1958, in the midst of the Algerian war, Lecoin founded a
new pacifist publication, Liberté, as part of his new campaign to gain legal
status for conscientious objectors.'”® After several years of writing, meet-
ings, and demonstrations for the cause (gaining collaboration as well from
Abbé Pierre, André Breton, and others, along with anarchist comrades in-
cluding Camus, Faucier, and Emile Véran), he decided to push the CO
issue more decisively as the war concluded in 1962 by launching, at age
seventy-four, a personal hunger strike. After moving toward a near-coma
state following a fast of twenty-two days and with impressive domestic and
international publicity and appeals by many to the French government, he
finally obtained a promise to introduce the proposed law in parliament.
But passage of the statute was delayed by de Gaulle’s regime for over a
year, forcing a new round of the public campaign and Lecoin’s threat of
a renewed hunger strike. Eventually, it was approved with compromised
wordingand punitive provisions at that, only in December 1963."° By now
with a major international reputation, Lecoin was nominated for the Nobel
PeacePrizein 1964 and 1966.2° His anarcho-pacifist associate, Nicolas Fau-
cier, summarized the significance of Lecoin’s action as an anarchist model
of individual action and means consistent with the ends, comparing it favor-
ably to the “propaganda by deed” actions of vain anarchist terrorist attacks
in the 1890s, however brave and self-sacrificing their authors:

This time it concerned a non-violent act on the part of a man who,
by putting his life in danger against arbitrary authority and repres-
sion and on behalf of his pacifist ideal, had broken the barrier that
prevented examining the situation of conscientious objectors and
brought a decision better than could have been done solely by a me-
dia campaign and meetings to move and sensitize public opinion.?"'

Nevertheless, while FA militants united in backing his hunger strike cam-
paign, before and afterward a number expressed the same opposition to
depending on the state to legalize CO status as Lecoin himself had stated
in the 1920s. Some also opposed the “cult of Lecoin” and the heavy reliance
on statist individuals and the media to accomplish his goals.?®

Pierre Martin was another anarcho-pacifist recruited to assist Lecoin’s
decisive direct action. Martin himself went to prison in 1939 for conscien-
tious objection and was a militant member of the War Resisters Interna-
tional. In the late 1940s, Martin led a voluntary development work camp in
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Kabylia, Algeria, there meeting and encouraging teacher Mouloud Feraoun
to publish his writing. He later worked as a teacher in the Ouarsenis re-
gion of northwestern Algeria until forced out by French authorities around
1954. Back in France, he co-founded Liberté magazine with Lecoin and
Emile Véran and collaborated for three years before returning to Africa.
In 1960, he participated in an attempt to block nuclear bomb testing in
the Algerian Sahara with a truck caravan and then a personal hunger strike
in front of the French embassy in Ghana. For the latter action, Ghana-
ian president Kwame Nkrumah praised him as a “hero of Africa.” Martin
also assisted in the Non-Violent Civil Action (ACNV) project in Spring
1961, described below, to support draft evader André Bernard in Nangis,
France. Later, he co-organized, with individualist anarchist Louis Simon,
the Pacifist League of Action.?®

Maurice Laisant began pacifist activism in 1935, co-directing with
brother Charles, the Center for the Defense of COs in December 1936.
Participating in a wartime underground anarchist congress in Toulouse in
1943, he helped organize the postwar FA in 1945. After the 1953 organi-
zational split, he also helped organize the new FA. An editor of Le Monde
Libertaire and its specialist on militarism issues, Laisant became secretary-
general of the FA in 1957, a post he occupied until resigning in 1975 in
protest of the FA’s new endorsement of greater structure and emphasis
on class struggle. In 1952, he became assistant secretary of the Free Forces
of Peace. In that capacity, in January 1955 the French government fined
him 12,000 francs for having signed an earlier poster calling for a French
ceasefire in Indochina. After Camus’s death in 1960, in his elegy entitled
“The Pacifist,” Laisant recalled how, before the court on his behalf, Camus,
“with his customary calm and courage, testified before the robots of justice
and his speech passed above their heads and their understanding.”

A clear statement of Laisant’s anarcho-pacifist position on the Algerian
war, which condemned both sides, was Le Monde Libertaire’s May 1960
reproduction of the “Free Forces of Peace” appeal for an immediate peace:

For six years, with whatever label one chooses, war has raged be-
tween France and Algeria.

For six years, it’s proceeded, encouraging blind terror from one
side, disgraceful torture from the other—as confirmed by the Inter-
national Red Cross.

For six years, men of both camps have died because of general
indifference.

For six years, the rejected promises of a “CEASE-FIRE” remain
without effect.

The self-determination policy proclaimed on September 16% gives
hope for an end to hostilities that must, sooner or later, conclude.
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But today, the French government, as well as the FL.N, exalts the
pursuit of a war that both sides know has no end.

The Free Forces of Peace, with no political ties and foreign to all
intrigues, asserts that it is France that should initiate 2 “CEASE-
FIRE” since it is the colonial conquest, the stupid racism and the
spite of privilege that made this war inevitable.

All of you who approve of our position should impose this
IMMEDIATE PEACE.**

While Lecoin, Faucier, Martin, Laisant, and Emile Véran all repre-
sented an older generation of anarcho-pacifists, André Bernard was one of
the new recruits produced in part by the Algerian war itself. Already par-
ticipating in a Bordeaux FA group when only fourteen, Bernard decided in
advance that he would not be drafted into the army.?* In October 1956, he
exiled himself to Switzerland. Several months later, he informed the French
war minister, “I am devoted to a non-violent and internationalist libertar-
1an socialist ideal. I recognize the right of no one or the State to dispose of
me. I wish to work for a world of mutual aid, justice, fraternity, and free
conscience.”

In Switzerland, he discovered an anarcho-pacifist group led by André
Bosiger (1913-2005) that supported draft resisters and further encouraged
his convictions. He also participated in founding the International Center
for Anarchist Research (CIRA).2 After briefly participating in “Jeune Résis-
tance” (rejecting it as prioritizing anti-colonialism over anti-militarism) and a
stay in Belgium, Bernard returned to France in early 1961 in contact with and
actively supported by the ACNV. The latter, he decided, he could work with
since it was not religiously based. Temporarily sheltered and “protected” by
ACNV militants (a number of whom, including Pierre Martin, claimed to
be “Bernard” when the military came to arrest him), Bernard finally went to
trial for draft evasion and was imprisoned for twenty-one months.2”

From then on, he actively engaged in the anarchist movement, creating
(with his wife Anita and others) in 1965 a new periodical, Anarchisme et
Non-Violence. Its first issue presented clearly the basic orientation of its
founders. Though anarchist before being non-violent, and not wanting to
promote a new tendency within the anarchist movement, they believed that
anarchism implied non-violence in the pursuit of its goals. While past anar-
chist attempts at propaganda and confrontation with government authority
have sometimes used violence, they said, these would not be condemned
and perhaps had some justification in the circumstances and levels of con-
sciousness involved. In any case, social structures “are essentially statist;
they cannot be maintained withoutauthority and violence.” For anarchists
to oppose this violence with violence of their own only legitimizes the for-
mer. Besides, violent insurrection has no chance against the huge forces
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of repression and psychological conditioning. Thus, “non-violent methods
appear to be the means most conforming with anarchist theories; they pro-
vide strength without the authoritarian results of violence.... Non-violence
is no more essentially religious than violence is anarchist or atheist.”*

It should be noted that for Bernard, as for others in this section, the
term “pacifist” is loosely applied to those who would prioritize activ-
ity against war and militarism. Also, pacifism is not the same as mili-
tant non-violence, a subject well discussed in Bernard’s “Non-violence
et pacifisme integral,” a later article in the same periodical.*®” Consistent
with this distinction is the contrast between the solely abstract, vague,
and non-activist “philosophical pacifism” of many who use that label and
the militant use of non-violence toward particular social goals that, in the
anarchist perspective, leads to a transformed non-authoritarian society.
This critique of mere “philosophical” commitment without activism has
frequently been applied to many individualist anarchists who at best opt
for an “activism” of personal or lifestyle freedom instead of incorporat-
ing the latter within a broader dynamic of social liberation that makes
“personal freedom” more possible.

Anarcho-Individualists

THE CENTRAL CONCERN OF PURE ANARCHO-INDIVIDUALISM IS
full development of each person’s capacities by escaping from and remov-
ing others” use of oppression through state, religious, or other forms of
group authority (including that of anarchist organizations), or as indi-
viduals. What is freely offered in cooperative or voluntarily contracted
relationship also can be freely withdrawn. While concerns for individual
fulfillment are important for all anarchists, anarcho-individualists are a
distinct tendency by virtue of their priorities, their reluctance to subordi-
nate their individual goal to group responsibilities and concerns and their
emphasis on accomplishing their objectives in the here and now.

In the French context, anarchists of this persuasion have traditionally
emphasized anti-clericalism and respect for personal sweat equity more
than a pretended viable stateless liberatory capitalism as promoted by
right-wing libertarians in the U.S. As already mentioned above, anarcho-
individualists who chose to participate in the FA were quite capable and
willing to cooperate with anarchists (and others) on critiques of existing
social oppression so long as their own sense of autonomy was not compro-
mised. Thus, a choice to write or demonstrate in opposition to the Algerian
war or militarism generally was thoroughly consistent with an individualist
position. However, it is the concentration of some on “individual libera-
tion” to the disdain or exclusion or even at the expense of others that espe-
cially rankles other anarchists. In the latter category would be individualist
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behavior, such as a violent direct action, which creates a “bomb-throw-
ing crazy anarchist” stereotype that succeeds in marginalizing the larger
movement from grassroots consideration or in providing more excuses for
massive state repression.

By nature, perspectives of anarcho-individualists are as diverse as
their personalities and temperaments, so there are no programs articu-
lating their beliefs as a group, such as those for anarcho-communists or
anarcho-syndicalists. Nevertheless, at the time of the Algerian war French
anarcho-individualists had several prolific writers in their ranks and several
journals in which to express their positions. Among the former were Emile
Armand (1872-1963), Charles-August Bontemps (1893-1981), Pierre-
Valentin Berthier (1911- ), Georges Vincey (1900?-1960), and Manuel
Devaldes (1875-1956). While Armand’s L’Unigue and Lecoin’s Défense
de PHomme were primary outlets for anarcho-individualists, both Vincey
and Bontemps wrote articles for Le Monde Libertaire and these two, as
well as Berthier, helped organize and participate in the postwar FA and its
re-birth in 1953.

Armand, no doubt the best-known and longest-writing figure of this
tendency, produced a wide range of writings from 1897 to the 1950s and
edited two especially influential journals of anarcho-individualism, the
prewar L’En Dehbors (1922-1939) and the postwar L’Unigue (1945-1956).
By Armand’s definition, anarcho-individualists were a-moral, a-legal, and
a-social: that is, not bound by external and conventional morality, laws,
or social pressures. They constructed their own personal and sometimes
group ethics, often more demanding than those of outside society; their
own sometimes harsher personal interior codes and sanctions against
those who violated personal commitments; and their own voluntary social
relationships and agreements.?'

The anarcho-individualist, according to Armand, “has rid (or has at-
tempted to rid) his brain of all abstract or metaphysical ‘phantoms’ that
haunted it when it floated with the social mainstream.” He “repudiates
violence, imposition, and constraint, thus refusing to be exploited, duped,
insulted, or made inferior.” He has “a horror of brutes, idiots, hypocrites,
money-mongers, schemers, swindlers, boors, the prostituted, skunks, and
bitches of every sort and every nature, behind whatever ideology they hide
themselves.”?!"!

From this perspective, itis obvious that anarcho-individualists such
as Armand would have no respect for colonial rule or social exploitation
generally. At the same time,

individualists are not revolutionaries in the systematic and dogmatic
sense of the word. They do not think that a revolution, any more
than a war, can lead to a true improvement of individual life. In
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revolutionary times, fanatics of rival parties and schools are especially
preoccupied with domination and to achieve it they destroy with a
violence and hatred which often neglects the enemy armies. Like
a war, a revolution is comparable to a fever during which the sick
person acts very differently from his normal state. History shows us
that revolutions are always followed by retreats that cause deviation
from their original goal. It is with the individual that one must begin.
It is from individual to individual that the notion must be first spread
that it is criminal to force someone to act differently from what they
believe useful or advantageous or agreeable for their own protection,
development, and happiness—whether this crime is committed by
the State, the law, the majority, or an isolated person.?"?

Despite the strong emphasis of anarcho-individualists on personal lib-
erty and small-scale association, Pierre-Valentin Berthier illustrated the
inclination of some to be actively engaged in specific political critiques
on national and international issues. Writing at the time of the Mollet
government’s massive military escalation in Algeria, Berthier, a close col-
laborator with Lecoin in the latter’s two journals, as well as a writer for Le
Monde Libertaire,?” forthrightly condemned French actions, anti-colonial
terrorism, and Soviet repression in Hungary, all within a framework of
condemning statism more generally.

Berthier opened a November 1956 article pointing out the “monstros-
ity” of states thathave power to stop individual bloodshed while also forc-
ing individuals to commit murder against “enemy” persons because of their
self-serving quarrels with other states. “To itself alone the right to order
your death and mine, to teach us the technique of assassination, to make us
excel in it, and to employ such talents for its own purposes.” Despite the
fine preaching of ideals from the Bible or Das Kapital, there is no condem-
nation of these perpetual sacrifices by the State. Berthier compared the Oc-
tober 1956 French aerial kidnapping of Ben Bella and other FLN leaders?!*
with the Soviet capture of a Hungarian revolt leader proclaimed a valuable
negotiator earlier on the same day. “And the worst is that the governments
that ordered these acts of treason and duplicity, or that profited from them
and applauded them afterwards, create schools where morals are preached
and faculties where the law is taught, while justifying these immoral and
illegal actions by solemn imperatives such as pacification and dictatorship
of the proletariat.”

Furthermore,

aspiring state leaders already carry within them all the defects of
power that they hope to exercise; in the opposition or in jail, they
don’t reject them, to the contrary! Those who, in Kenya, wished to



French Anarchist Positions

force fate by massacring whole villages, by mutilating women and
children; those who, in North Africa, killed teachers and lighthouse
keepers, assassinated highway travelers, burned farms and schools,
whom do they obey? For the goals of whom are these frightful
things carried out? They obeyed future politicians, they worked
for the aspiring State leaders. Oh! These gentlemen, the cream of
well-cultured Muslims or blacks of good society, the elite of the
“evolved,” refined intellectuals.... These intellectuals? True intel-
lectuals, authentic men of letters, do not send out assassins to stalk
and kill professors and doctors.

At the French elections in January 1956, said Berthier, Socialists such as
Mollet and others of the “Republican Front” promised the most pacifist
program. But “everything is permitted when one loves power: permission
to lie in order to conquer, permission to betray in order to keep it. One
sends a thousand tanks against Budapest after promising to evacuate it; one
sends 300,000 men against the Arabs after being elected because of promises
to negotiate peace with them.”?

Four months later, while criticizing French repression in Algeria,
Berthier also directly addressed the issue of nationalism and again con-
demned the use of terrorism, while differentiating its use by anarchists at
the turn of the century from that employed by those who support fur-
ther exploitation. While critical of Algerian nationalists, Berthier regarded
French military repression, even if successful against the wave of FLN “in-
fantile and savage” terrorism in Algiers, as ultimately pointless because it
would fail “to stop the effervescence of spirits or help conclude the crisis
caused by antagonisms too long suppressed.”

The nationalist principle, said Berthier, can be viewed in three different
ways. Some adopt a national identity and oppose its interests against those
of other countries. Others, such as Marxists, opportunistically use it when
it’s in their own advantage politically while otherwise rejecting it. But he and
others of like mind reject the principle, even if sometimes it has a partially
positive historic role and temporarily may have certain revolutionary poten-
tials. It ultimately causes more harm than good. “A people would gain more
from skipping that stage and going directly to a federalist society instead of
burdening itself with flags, patriotic hymns, border posts, and monuments
to the dead.” Thus, while defending the anti-colonial cause, Berthier rejects
Arab nationalism while calling instead for a cease-fire, a grassroots union of
workers in both countries against their common exploiters, an end to racial
prejudice, and establishment of equality in living conditions.

To accomplish such goals, he said, would mean an end to Algerian ter-
rorism, a tool of the nationalist movement designed to polarize Algerian
sentiment against the French rather than gaining sympathy and support
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among the French people. Because of terrorism, the vast majority of French
people cannot support the cause of Algerian independence, as shown in
the lack of substantial objection to hundreds of thousands being sent to
repress the rebellion. “It is impossible to identify with those who rush to
thoughtless massacres; who send fourteen-year-old street urchins to plant
bombs under stadium stands; who assassinate teachers and doctors; who
burn crops and schools, chop down trees, and strangle livestock; who stop
a bus on a highway and murder all non-Muslim men, women, and children
passengers. While nationalist politicians deny ordering such crimes, they
alone could stop them, but refuse to do so.”

While terrorist methods have been rejected by the anarchist movement
for a long time, he added, it is wrong to make a parallel between their em-
ployment by some anarchists many decades ago and the present actions of
nationalist movements. The targets of the former were chief exploiters of
society—the kings, emperors, or presidents—not teachers, doctors, chil-
dren, the aged, and common people. Or agents of oppressive parties, as in
the revolutionary contexts of the Makhnovista or Spanish revolutions.

“We believe that individual independence and harmonious federation
of peoples requires repudiation of racial prejudice and religious and politi-
cal exclusivism and demands peace, not terrorism, in order to triumph.”2'¢

Collaborating also with Lecoin’s Défense de I’Homme magazine and
with the FA, anarcho-individualist Charles-Auguste Bontemps?'” presented
in the same period a more abstract perspective but still with relevant im-
plications for the Algerian war. About revolutions generally, Bontemps
emphasized how idealistic explorers of revolution in the 19* and early 20
centuries ultimately failed, but that their next-generation “disciples” con-
tinued, despite opposition to religion, “to keep their mystical belief and
[misguidedly] seek their white elephant [revolution].” However justified
by a people’s blocked progress, revolution “is a dangerous reaction, a re-
versal of evolution.” Anarchists must not get trapped by “the fetishism of
words. It is not words that count, but their content in a given epoch and
the circumstances at hand.”?'®

While strict anarcho-individualists are “excellent in their dissection
of human nature” and provide the strong foundation and cutting research
method of anarchism, he said, anarcho-individualists can no longer pretend
to act separately from society. Even the spread of their propaganda depends
on several technological social networks of communications and transporta-
tion, their very physical survival is a socially arranged system of production.

Anarchists’ proper role in a revolutionary contextis to state reality as it is.

Too open to alternatives to inspire slogans with one blow, too rea-
sonable to appear original, demanding of each an effort to inform
and educate oneself, their audience was and remains limited. That
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takes nothing from the fact that by this minority spirit, animating
a pestering propaganda and questioning opposition, anarchist ideas
become effective, acting within the specific context and stimulating
evolution. Without these clarifications, revolutions get stuck on bad
terrain and we know what will follow. It’s the unrewarded but very
passionate role of an anarchist to clear the air. He has the vocation
for it, the right conditioning, because he avoids the retractions that
social ambitions impose.?"?

It is the role of lucidity, he said, examining the whole picture, that
makes the anarchist “unbearable among the fixed torch-bearers as well as
among pragmatists, cheaters and schemers who take nothing from reality
but that which they can exploit.” But this role can only be exerted if anar-
chists rethink and renew their approaches to make their principles apply to
evolving reality.

“Beyond our individual moral positions, we cannot be indifferent to
human suffering, to injustice, to stupidity especially. They scandalize our
minds, they move us because they affect our fellow men, they awaken our
defense reflexes because we are threatened by them individually.” Though
only a minority, we should act through affinity groups with common goals
and tasks. In daily life, our action should be to constantly intervene with
an anarchist spirit everywhere, to find solutions that provide for the most
liberty and that reject authoritarianism. “If the lion is the king of beasts, the
master of them all is the tiny microbe.”

“It is in the nature of things, in the nature of men, in the unwinding
of history that revolutions be betrayed.” Twentieth century revolutions
always have international implications and will cause direct or indirect in-
terventions by outside States. “When armaments have become what they
are, when economic pressures are all-powerful, a revolution proceeds like a
war. Must we recall Spain, Indochina, Hungary, North Africa, and others?
It is thus political before being social, with all that this condition brings in
hierarchical organization, compromise and surrenders.”

In the revolutionary context, said Bontemps, anarchists “can only be
freelancers, detached activists trying to minimize sectarianism and social-
izing while maximizing freedom.” Because activist anarchists in such con-
texts are typically eliminated by the revolutionary “politicos,” they must
conceal themselves and network rather than lead. “Any other behavior is
illusion and vain sacrifice.” Though accepting revolutionary justifications
when no other option exists, we can’t accept “that they become imperatives
and deceptions, that the slogans of peoples’ liberation rejoin the slogans of
national defense.... Violent revolution, civil war, costs too dearly in human
lives, in atrocities, in works of art and thought that it destroys.” Accept-
ing revolution as sometimes an accident impossible to avoid, it is up to
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anarchists to state that it is not an ideal. “The revolutionary ideal is a preju-
dice like others that one exploits like others in the name of the people, but
at the expense of the people.”?® In short, according to Bontemps and with
clear relevance for the Algerian insurgency of that period, revolutions (in-
cluding struggles for national independence) were social tragedies—some-
times avoidable, always with horrific costs—that anarchists should only try
to ameliorate, but should never idealize.

However related by certain underlying anarchist principles to those
like the FCL, the GAAR, Guérin, and even some in the FA who extolled
the conceptand potentials of revolution, the anarcho-individualist position
of Berthier and Bontemps was at the same time a strong “realist” critique
of its potential. It was far from the “critical support” position of those
anarchists willingly supplying arms, money, or safehouses and other aid to
Algerian militants in France.
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Algevtcm Backgr:ound:
Power StvuggLes and

«?AngeUijan Socialism”

BY THE TIME A CEASE-FIRE WAS ANNOUNCED ON MARCH 19, 1962,
Algeria’s population was wounded, traumatized, and exhausted. Not only
had the Muslim 90 percent suffered huge numbers of deaths, injuries, tor-
tures, and relocations, it now also came to experience a final paroxysm of cha-
otic months-long retaliatory violence from many of the soon-to-be-uprooted
10 percent pieds-noirs and right-wing military, especially in the OAS. Mus-
lim urban armed response was not surprisingly forthcoming. Instead of the
usual vacations of some pied-noirs to France during the summer months, 90
percent of that population, as well as many tens of thousands of Muslim col-
laborators (harkis) left precipitously for permanent exile. The country was
exhausted, but with the promise of peace and the end to colonialism, Muslims
and their few European allies in the country were elated.

But peace was not yet at hand. With the long-standing rivalry dividing
thousands of guerrilla forces of the interior and much larger and better-
armed ALN military forces of the exterior, as well as with power conflicts
between the GPRA and other external FLN leaders, the wartime coalition
of expediency exploded in a desperate new struggle for political supremacy.
Importantly, in March, France released from lengthy wartime imprison-
ment five of the FLN “historic leaders”—Ahmed Ben Bella, Hocine Ait-
Ahmed, Mohamed Boudiaf, Rabah Bitat, and Mohammed Khider—all
determined to resume major roles in determining the country’s future.

Ben Bella, a decorated soldier in the French army in World War II,
had directed the MTLD’s OS in western Algeria in 1949, was imprisoned
in 1952, and later escaped. From Cairo, he helped launch and represent the
FLN until his aerial kidnapping and imprisonment in 1956." Ait-Ahmed
was a former MTLD/OS leader from Kabylia who, like Ben Bella, also
went to Cairo in 1954 and was captured and jailed by the French in 1956.2
Boudiaf® and Khider,* also based in Cairo, likewise were longtime PPA/
MTLD/OS militants kidnapped with the others in the same French opera-
tion. Bitat, also a veteran of the PPA/MTLD and OS, was the first leader
of the Algiers guerrilla region in November 1954. He was arrested and
imprisoned in early 1955.°

As stated by Mohammed Harbi, “even before the [March 1962] cease-
fire, the FLN had...become a fiction that covered over the rivalries of the
official [GPRA/FLN] political apparatus and personal ambitions.”® At the
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grassroots level within wartime Algeria, serious socialist ideological prepa-
ration was virtually absent. Frantz Fanon’s Les damnés de la terre [The
Wretched of the Earth] was published in late 1961 and was obviously thus
too late for wide distribution within Algeria, even if French military con-
trol and mass illiteracy had not been factors. Apparently, Fanon did have,
however, a significant audience among Algerian leaders and younger offi-
cers in the exterior military.” Though not specifically advocating workers’
self-management, Fanon’s two principles of humanizing labor and genuine
mass participation in decision-making® could be logically interpreted to
legitimize it later on.

The frenetic pace and personal and political anxieties of the last stage
of the war, however, were no doubt the predominant factors at this time.
The annual CNRA gathering of Algerian leaders, in Tripoli, Libya in May
and June 1962, brought the various conflicts to a head without any well-
organized faction capable of asserting clear social revolutionary guidelines.
Part of the agenda was to choose a new FLN political bureau; the latter, in
turn, would choose National Assembly members who would then select
a new government. The meeting nominated (without completing a formal
vote) all seven of the released leaders and several others for the bureau.

At the same time, while needing a political program for post-indepen-
dence Algeria, the clearest available guidelines of social revolutionary con-
tent (written by the FLN Federation of France) were noteven considered.’
Nevertheless, the populist program adopted called for agrarian reform
with some land redistribution and the formation of democratic producer
cooperatives and some collective state farms with worker participation in
management and profit sharing. It also spoke of the intention to take over
and plan the economy with involvement of the workers. As well, reflecting
the internal FLN split, it strongly attacked the bureaucratic record of the
GPRA, its “paternalistic petit-bourgeois attitudes,” and its failure to root
out feudal behavior and fiefdoms within its own ranks, while at the same
time ignoring “democratic education among the militants and the people.”’

Despite nominal GPRA assumption of government power on July 3
in Algiers—with little military protection to back it up—two months of
political maneuvers and military clashes ensued before the “Tlemcen coali-
tion” of Ben Bella and his most important ally, the Army of the Exterior
(36,000 men) led by Houari Boumédienne,!" was acknowledged as victor
and heir to the new state. Boumédienne had left Algeria in 1952 for studies
in Cairo, then entered the maquis in western Algeria in early 1955. After
becoming a colonel and commander of one of the six internal military zones
(wilayas), in 1960 he was named to lead the overall ALN General Staff in
Tunisia. Having clashed with the GPRA, he brought the well-trained and
armed ALN forces of the Exterior to join Ben Bella’s anti-GPRA coalition
and became Minister of Defense and later the first vice president.
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In the meantime, and even before independence, in the months of cha-
otic final clashes between Muslims and pieds-noirs, European owners and
managers departed the scene leaving no effective government in place. By
the time Ben Bella’s initial government was installed in September, well
over a million acres of farmland, several hundred small industrial units
(most at the artisan level), and many urban shops, hotels, and restaurants
comprised the original sector of abandoned properties (biens vacants).

In many cases, property desertion was ambiguous. Doors were locked
at the factory, shop, or farmhouse, but workers were told that /e patron
would return. Often a European or Muslim foreman was given respon-
sibility for maintaining and safeguarding the property. In other cases,
emigration to France was calculated months in advance, and appropriate
preparations thus taken. Unpaid bills accumulated, inventories depleted,
tractors were sold to remaining farmers, removable machinery was sent
back to France, and the last cash from operating funds was used to buy
plane or boat tickets to cross the Mediterranean. Some also sold or rented
entire economic units to remaining Europeans or collaborationist Mus-
lims, while others nihilistically destroyed all records and equipment pos-
sible before leaving the country. Meanwhile, especially in the countryside,
as the absence of owners became conspicuous, property began to be di-
vided up by neighboring farmers or squatters or opportunistic schemers,
and equipment, such as tractors, was damaged or stolen.

Workers in a wide swath of farms, factories, and the service sector
across the country thus began to occupy and re-launch these economic
units as best they could with few resources of their own, except years of
work experience and observation.'? This was a first wave of more or less
spontaneous and pragmatic workers’ self-management (autogestion)—
motivated primarily by the need of already knowledgeable and immedi-
ately affected workers to continue gaining livelihood. There is no evidence
of explicit advanced socialist, let alone anarchist, ideological socialization
of the workers directly concerned, calling for a system of autogestion.

Nevertheless, those involved were primarily an experienced, increas-
ingly specialized wage-earning workforce in the most modernized sectors
of the urban and rural economies. Some also had experience in collective
labor disputes going back as much as a decade before the war. Even with-
out management training, such workers had at least a sense of modern
techniques, of their own competence, and how the roles of each depended
on one another. From past experience, they understood the dynamics of
labor exploitation. Their emerging class consciousness, therefore, was an
additional factor in their willingness and readiness to assume collective
responsibilities at the productive unit level."

Some, in the industrial sector, as workers in France, might have expe-
rienced the more limited model of comités d’entreprise. Others, in either
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urban or rural units might well have drawn also from their sense of tradi-
tionalist village communitarian decision-making. Beyond all of this was no
doubt a general sense of justice in taking over properties developed in the
colonial period on the backs of Algerian labor and, in the case of modern
farms, in re-taking Algerian land originally expropriated by the French. In
the context of a successful and immensely difficult long struggle to throw
out the colonial regime, all of these factors came into play.

As well, in a minority of cases during the summer, some representatives
of the nationalist trade union (UGTA), the FLN, local army units, or local
officials also provided assistance. Among these forces, UGTA was by far
the most involved and supportive. During the war, the exterior leadership
in Tunis had a special study commission to examine agrarian issues, and a
Tunis seminar for UGTA militants in 1959 studied agrarian reform and co-
operative structures. More importantly, for at least the lastfour years of the
war, UGTA militants traveled widely and were offered training sessions by
the various host countries. Especially in China, Cuba, and Eastern Europe,
they had the chance to observe model cooperatives and various structures
for worker decision-making in state agricultural and industrial enterprises.*
The Yugoslav model of workers’ self-management, among those observed
and studied, was given particular attention. By December 1961, UGTA’s
journal called for a massive agrarian reform concerning 90 percent of land
held by Europeans in Algeria with gradual socialist collectivization: state
support and peasant acceptance of lands, labor, and the means of produc-
tion into state farms or communes. In this process, it said, peasants should
be involved through democratically elected local committees in confisca-
tion, redistribution, supervision of exploitation, and management of the
common means of cultivation.!

Thus, from the ceasefire forward, in addition to asserting more au-
tonomy from the FLN, UGTA pleaded the cause of biens vacants work-
ers before the GPRA, wilaya chiefs, the Ben Bella-led coalition and the
transitional Provisional Executive before a new government could be es-
tablished. The central office urged local branches to actively promote the
emergence of self-management and publicized the significance of this sec-
tor as early as mid-August 1962 in its publication, L’ Ouvrier Algérien.
Thus, by that time, as in the Mitidja and Chelif valleys of central Algeria,
for example, UGTA officials were directly involved in facilitating autoges-
tion farms. One outside observer noted, by early September, “the excellent
campaign by UGTA to transmit those farms, factories, and workshops
abandoned by their European or other owners to democratic collectives,
or worker councils.”'

The eventual scope and size of this radical decentralized socialist sector
was unprecedented in a newly independent country. Aside from the self-
management sector in Yugoslavia—an existing model more influential at the
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time than any other among Algerian proponents of self-management—it
was the largest such attempt anywhere in the world at that time. Perhaps
more importantly, it presented an apparently actualizing model of deep so-
cial revolution far beyond mere national independence and with an appar-
ently strong momentum of its own. For observers at some distance, this
seemed the fulfillment of Fanon’s prediction of the jealous revolutionary as-
pirations of the self-sacrificed masses now that the war was over, the begin-
nings of the social revolution called for as well by French anarchists critical
until then of the apparently limited national independence goals of the FLN.

Ben Bella himself apparently had no immediate understanding of or
inclination toward supporting this sector. But with the unexpected perma-
nent exile of European owners and managers, and with the initial urging
of certain advisors and UGTA leaders, he gradually realized pragmatically
that for the sake of maintaining productivity in the more modern economic
realm and to provide himself a certain additional transitional political con-
stituency independent from his military support, he nceded to offer some
state legitimization to the new sector, at least until a more permanent status
could be established.

On September 4, Ben Bella appeared at the Forum in Algiers to an-
nounce that the summer political crisis was over, though only after three
weeks more was his government formally installed. Several days earlier, the
transitional Provisional Executive (presumably with Ben Bella’s full ap-
proval) announced formation of a new agency, the BNBV (National Office
for the Protection and Management of Vacant Properties), to supervise the
proper disposition of the massive sector of biens vacants. In early October,
Ben Bella stated that the BNBV was already drafting appropriate legislation
to reflect the government’s official policy. He also authorized this team of
top advisors—some Algerian and some pieds-rouges (foreign radicals) and
now attached to his prime minister’s office as well—to develop a longer-
range plan by which to stabilize and potentially expand, through direct
government intervention, this workers’ self-management sector.

Algerians Mohammed Harbi and Abdelkader Maachou, and Greek
Trotskyist Michel Raptis (Pablo) were probably the commission’s most
influential members. Beyond these three, other leading members of the
BNBV—largely recruited on the basis of personal acquaintance—tended
to be products either of the wartime UGTA leadership or from the team of
wartime French legal defenders of the FLN.!” Harbi was a young nation-
alist activist studying in Paris when the war broke out, and he eventually
rose to the highest committee of the FLN Federation in France, becoming
responsible for information. In 1958, he left France to serve in two sub-
stantial roles in the GPRA. He served as a top-level advisor to Ben Bella
from 1962 to the 1965 coup, especially important in promoting the auto-
gestion sector and socialist policy more generally. He was the editor of the
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regime’s radical Révolution Africaine periodical in 1963-64 and promoter
of the party’s Algiers Charter in 1964.'

A teacher by profession, Maachou became first secretary of the exiled
UGTA in Tunis during the war and later the secretary of Ben Khedda’s
GPRA cabinet. He was the director of the BNBV and its successor, the
BNASS, concerned with the fate of the original biens vacants sector and
the formalization and support of the workers’ self-management realm
throughout Algeria.

Michel Raptis was a founding member of the Trotskyist Fourth Inter-
national in 1938, becoming one of its principal leaders (as “Michel Pablo”)
after World WarII.In the early ’50s, he supported the contested view that the
best revolutionary potentials were in Third World areas and thus led a net-
work of European Trotskyists directly involved in gun production and the
printing of counterfeit French currency on behalf of the FLN. Already asked
before independence to study and recommend policies for Algerian land re-
form, he became an economic advisor to the BNBV/BNASS and remained an
influential advisor to Ben Bella through most of the latter’s regime."

From this time on, the BNBV and its April 1963 BNASS successor
played a critical role in autogestion policy recommendations, propaganda
efforts, and direct coordination, animation, and supervision. The first two
results were late October decrees that provided for elected management
committees for every deserted farm and invalidated every bien vacant sale,
rental, or other transaction since July 1 unless approved by local officials.
Two weeks later, Ben Bella announced that nearly 3 million acres of land
would thus be added to the autogestion sector, though it is certain that a
good percentage of this was already under the control of self-management
committees. A November 23rd decree expanded these earlier measures to
the realms of industrial, artisan, and mining biens vacants as well.

Despite these initial steps, assistance in credits, materials, marketing,
and technical support—Ilet alone assurance of fair elections, clear delinea-
tion of structures and responsibilities, became objective priorities through-
outtheautogestion realm. As well, some form of defense was needed against
ambitious locals who wished to enrich themselves through privatization.
But however apparently committed its advocates were to autogestion suc-
cess, the very decision to move the state further into the structure, dynamics,
and support of this sector set up a predictable confrontation with the princi-
ple and reality of control from below. The BNBV authors of the subsequent
1963 “March Decrees” put forth a generic workers’ self-management model
that, on the surface, appeared to provide a huge dynamic sector of grass-
roots deep democracy. But the Decrees were a blended model, no doubt
partly because of Ben Bella’s own political ambitions to exploit the sector
to enlarge his own independent base of legitimacy and power, as well as the
obvious desire of statists generally (socialist or otherwise) to prevent any
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major alternative non-statist realm of society from maintaining and enhanc-
ing an independent and potentially threatening field of activity.

March 1963 was a new political context. The French government, de-
termined to act by the letter of the Evian peace accords, defiantly carried
out nuclear tests in the Sahara, exactly one year from the signing of that
agreement. On the domestic front, UGTA, with a membership of around
200,000 (slightly less than 10 percent of the estimated active workforce),
no longer represented an independent-minded organizational threat to
the regime since FLN leaders flagrantly violated its relative autonomy
and democracy by imposing a new compliant leadership at the UGTA
national congress in January. Those who did not withdraw but filled
official posts from the national level on down were often sheer oppor-
tunists taking advantage of the existing vacuum. For months afterward,
demoralization and apathy toward the trade union structure were com-
mon throughout the working class of both urban and rural Algeria. Ben
Bella was thus motivated to find a new source of populist grassroots sup-
port. Additionally, he was concerned with continuing to outflank major
competitors Mohamed Boudiaf and Hocine Ait-Ahmed on the left and
preparing for a showdown with Mohammed Khider, his main rival still
within the FLN leadership.

Specifically, the three March Decrees outlined a detailed set of struc-
tures and processes for the whole antogestion realm® and launched a
twelve-month period of large-scale official encouragement, marked by
widespread nationalizations and significant efforts to install the structure
of self-management. The first decree clarified further the legal status of
biens vacants enterprises and added the government’s intent that any other
enterprises in the future falling idle or failing “to function normally without
good cause” (viewed as economic sabotage) would be added to the same
bien vacant category and thus subject to the same provisions.

The second decree applied the specific self-management structure
to all bien vacant units except those deemed by the prime minister as of
such national importance that they would be managed by alternative state
structures. This text also provided specific details on the composition and
responsibilities of the various autogestion organs involved. The most in-
clusive decision-making body was the Workers” General Assembly, which
was composed of all regular workers in the enterprise present for at least
half a year (thus excluding seasonal workers). Decisions would be made by
secret ballot and majority vote, and meetings would take place at least once
every three months and also as requested by at least a third of the mem-
bers. The general assembly would adopt the unit development plan within
the framework of the national plan; adopt annual programs specifically
for equipment, marketing, and production; approve work-organization
arrangements; and approve final accounts.
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Units with at least thirty workers would have an intermediary body, the
Workers’ Council, which would have at least three members, plus an addi-
tional member for every fifteen workers, all to be chosen for three-year terms
from the ranks of the general assembly and at least two-thirds to be directly
involved in production. It would meet at least monthly and also as requested
by at least one-third of its members. The workers” council would approve
internal regulations, the purchase or sale of equipment, and medium- or long-
term loans and decide, within guidelines, on admission of new regular work-
ers (with preference for war veterans or victims of repression). It would elect
and check on the management committee to counteract any tendency of the
latter toward bureaucratization and a resulting apathy of the workers.

This management committee, with three to eleven members (at least
two-thirds directly involved in production), would meet at least monthly
and as the unit President deemed necessary. The latter would be selected
from the management committee’s own ranks, preside at all unit decision-
making meetings, countersign all financial documents, and represent the
unit in external relations. The committee itself would be more directly
involved in internal regulation, formulating the annual development plan
and developing programs for marketing produce and for purchasing raw
materials and equipment.

Importantly, within each enterprise would be a state-appointed di-
rector, automatically a voting member of the management committee and
with substantial power of his own. He would assure that the enterprise
complied with the national plan, the proper level of regular workers, and
proper inventories and accounts. Under the president’s authority, he would
assume responsibility for daily unit operations and keep the minutes for
all unit decision-making bodies. The director should possess the personal
and professional qualifications for his position and would be nominated
or dismissed by the relevant supervising state agency (such as ONRA, the
National Office for Agrarian Reform) and the Communal Council for the
Animation of Self-Management.

This last body would group together all management committee presi-
dents in each (or several) communal jurisdiction(s), along with represen-
tatives of the FLN, UGTA, the ANP, and the communal administrative
authorities. This local council would assist in the creation and organiza-
tion of auntogestion bodies, help that sector’s workers to understand and
deal with issues of self-management, and coordinate activities of all area
autogestion units.

The third March decree regulated the distribution of revenue in enter-
prises under self-management between levies to the national community
and payments to the workers in each unit. The latter consisted of basic
wages (fixed by the supervisory agency according to functions and norms
of minimum productivity), production-bonus payments for individuals and
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work teams that exceeded minimum productivity norms, and a potential re-
mainder to be shared generally, as decided by the workers’ council or gen-
eral assembly. Funds to the outside would cover any unit financial liabilities
and would also contribute to a national investment fund and a national
fund for balanced employment. The latter would lead to richer regions con-
tributing to employment in poorer ones and employment of the greatest
number of seasonal workers. Both national funds were to be defined later
in more detail and with worker participation in their management.

Filling the picture beyond the March Decree texts were the various
government supervisory agencies (such as ONRA, the Ministry of In-
dustry, national offices for the tourist service and transport sectors, etc.),
the BNASS, and the supposed generic political socialization and worker
defense roles for the FLN and UGTA.

By economic standards alone, the dimensions and implications of Alge-
rian autogestion were extremely bold. With the regime’s several additional
rounds of nationalizations by the end of 1964, the autogestion sector in-
cluded approximately 2,800 to 3,100 units, with between 500,000 and over
700,000 workers of the minimum estimated active workforce of 2.2 million
males. Farms were by far the most numerous self-management units, re-
flecting Algeria’s predominantly agrarian economy. These rural units ac-
counted for about 65 percent of the country’s farm product and about 16
percent of the GNP. They occupied the most productive 6-7 million acres
of the 17.5 million cultivable acres in Algeria. By mid-1965, between 10
and 15 percent of industrial workers and units belonged to the self-man-
agement sector (10,000-20,000 workers and 423 units respectively). In addi-
tion, numerous units in the realms of transport, tourism, and other services
(butcher shops, grocery stores, bakeries, laundries, etc.) were organized, at
least nominally, according to self-management principles.?

In political terms, it was clear that Ben Bella had indeed tapped a source
of at least temporary widespread popular enthusiasm, encouraged all the
more by a series of mass rallies and speeches glorifying the sector, as well
as volunteer service campaigns to assist self-management enterprises in cit-
ies and the countryside. In a May 15, 1963 speech, for example, Ben Bella
promised that “every guarantee is provided to assure that this institution
lives and develops itself; no one may hinder it with impunity.... [We are
determined] to prevent the March 1963 decrees from becoming dead let-
ters and self-management from becoming a ritualistic form empty of any
genuine democratic and effective content.... Take self-management in your
own hands. No force on earth can prevent its taking root and bearing fruit
to the fullest in our liberated Algeria.”?2

But the inherent contradictions of the autogestion sector’s formal struc-
turing, ambiguous (at best) commitment (including Ben Bella’s), and hostil-
ity to the full logic of workers’ self-management from most elements in the
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regime, and the lack of effective grassroots defense of the sector forced the
antogestion realm to the defensive by early 1964, simply to retain the gains
it had achieved. With sufficient legal ambiguity and state dependence and
withoutautogestion workers and advocates having a large coordinated grass-
roots organization of their own, the promised government assistance, legal
legitimization, and state-sponsored expansion came at a very high price. In
reality, the sector evolved far more toward a top-heavy centralized state so-
cialist system of decision-making than toward the anarchist model of a coor-
dinated confederation of self-governing local workplaces and communities.

At individual unit level, the March Decree model with its periodic,
well-supervised elections, regular meetings, and truly shared responsibil-
ity and accountability, in practice, proved quite vulnerable. Only a small
minority of units abided by the guidelines, with management committee
presidents and state-appointed directors increasingly taking charge through
authoritarian decisions of their own. Wages were often unpaid for weeks at
a time, and units increasingly lost any significant control over supplies of
provisions, credit, and marketing.

The BNASS was the only authorized national group focused entirely
on and responsible for proper functioning of the autogestion sector’s out-
lined structure. While broadcasting nearly daily radio messages (“The
Voice of Socialist Algeria”) in 1963, explaining and encouraging the proper
functioning of the self-management structure,” this animation agency was
allocated only eighteen supervisors for field assistance (nine for industrial
units) and just a handful of automobiles nationwide.?* As a result of intense
bureaucratic resistance, the independent BNASS was closed down by the
end of 1963, its broadcasts prohibited, and its cadres dispersed between the
Ministries of Agriculture and National Economy (Industry).?> Added to
this reality were the regime-instituted partial pacification of UGTA, the
very limited existence of dedicated autogestion/socialist-oriented grassroots
FLN cadres, and the virtual non-existence of communal councils.

In truth, workers in the vast majority of autogestion units were thus left
with little outside help to defend the actualization of workers’ self-manage-
ment against hostile forces, both internal and external. Thus, for example,
the BNASS broadcast of August 7, 1963 spoke of the enemies of auntoges-
tion not only among the ex-owners and the rich more generally, but also of

the cloud of little bureaucrats who can’t accept that workers can de-
cide for themselves, democratically, how to manage the farms and
factories. Autogestion is constantly endangered by the arbitrary and
illegal interventions of these little bureaucrats, who are of ten officials
of the local administration, the SAPs [the local agricultural technical
support units], or other government services. They thereby gravely
deform self-management by emptying it of content, by intimidating
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workers, by breaking their creative spirit and by setting up all sorts of

obstacles for the management of farms and factories.?

Inevitably, for many workers, the transition to a consciousness of
autogestion from past hierarchical economic structures and the context of
prevailing capitalist mentalities in the more modern sectors was difficult
and hesitant. With the appearance of post-colonial opportunism and bu-
reaucracy more generally in the larger society and in daily lived experience
with external authorities, it 1s understandable how some workers sought
to exploit and manipulate their peers. Such behaviors within, as well as
from outside forces upon which units depended, also clearly discouraged
and alienated many others from a militant defense of self-management
principles, while encouraging more individualistic attitudes.

At the same time, there were enough relatively successful examples of
autogestion practice at the unit level to encourage many workers to articu-
late and act upon an increasingly radical and determined consciousness in
defense of workers’ self-management on their own. Several examples in the
industrial realm included Les Boissons Réunies (bottling plant, El Asnam),
SEMPC (flour mill, Tiaret), Manufacture Algérienne de Bonneterie (nylon
stockings plant, IghilIzane), C.M.C.O. Zabana (construction material plant,
Oran), Huileries Moderne d’Algérie (cooking oil plant, Algiers), and Ets.
Mahrez (plumbing installations, Algiers); in the transport realm were Trans-
ports Col. Lotfi (Algiers) and Autocars Blidéens (Blida); and in agriculture,
the domains Benkheira Abdellah (Cherchell), Zair Houari (Les Andalouses,
near Oran), and Amar Bouchaoui (ex-La Trappe) (Staoueli, near Algiers).”

In these best of cases where, for one reason or another, the necessary
supportive political and economic supporting infrastructures were avail-
able, the radical faith in self-management proved fully justified. Workers
regularly participated in the managerial decision-making process, produc-
tion was at least maintained and usually expanded, labor productivity and
worker payments increased as did the size of the workforce. The social
welfare of workers improved and there was a general increase in political
awareness and solidarity. In broad terms, however imperfect, the impro-
vised and organized movement of self-management successfully saved and
made use of a very significant part of Algeria’s productive capacity dur-
ing a chaotic administrative and economic transition period, despite major
deficiencies of equipment, inventories, supplies, and credit.

Perceiving their successes and seeking to safeguard against authoritari-
anism in local units, demands were made for the genuine implementation
of the communal councils, mandated in March, and for similar bodies at
regional and national levels. One proposal was for a separate worker self-
managed ministry through which to mediate relations of the autogestion
sector with the state.”® Others proposed creating an advocacy journal that
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would be responsible to various specialized commissions elected by work-
ers throughout that particular sector. The beginnings of such an effort were
seen in the publication of five issues of the Bulletin de I’Autogestion, the
product of a self-managed Algiers printing cooperative, in 1964 and 65. In
the meantime, UGTA’s newspaper, Révolution et Travail; the regime-spon-
sored socialist periodical Révolution Africaine; and the daily Alger Répub-
licain gave considerable coverage to successes and problems of the sector.?’

Especially important, as well, were appeals for regular regional and
national congresses of delegates from every enterprise in each major self-
management realm (agricultural, industrial, etc.). In fact, the important
potentials of distinct sector-wide self-organization were convincingly
demonstrated by several such attempts. National congresses of self-man-
agement peasants and industrial workers, in October 1963 and March 1964
respectively, made absolutely clear that the self-management sector was
inadequately assisted by the state, malfunctioning or non-existent in apply-
ing the internal structure and dynamics called for in the March Decrees, and
often directly sabotaged by local, regional, and national interests opposed
to the very principle of workers” self-management.

At the congresses, delegates from various units came together for the
first time and publicly (before state and party officials and their fellow
delegates) proclaimed their enthusiasm for the autogestion principle and
their anger and frustration about those inside and outside of the sector
who were sabotaging the experience. In the process, delegates recognized
themselves and the sector as a potentially united and revolutionary political
force which, better than any other in post-independence Algeria, exempli-
fied the egalitarian and social transformative ideals and aspirations so many
had brought to the long and difficult anti-colonial struggle.

A second round of national congress meetings in December 1964—in
this case to form an autogestion farmworker trade union (FNTT, the Na-
tional Federation of Farmworkers)—saw the same frustrations, now all the
deeper in the absence of positive change and because bureaucratic officials
of ONRA* attempted to pack and dominate the congress itself. Significant
levels of radical grassroots political critique and solidarity were registered
again, as in the comments of Boualem Hamdache, a self-management farm-
worker from Ain-Temouchent, and the enthusiastic reactions he provoked:

[Remarks after denouncing the salaries of local officials, assigned
to help the sector, compared to the poverty of regular and seasonal
self-management workers.] Brother Ben Bella liquidated Ben Gana
and Borgeaud. And ourselves, we should liquidate the bourgeois el-
ements that direct us. And Brother Ben Bella should help us against
these wolves. Give us democracy and we will show you how we
will defeat them. [Delegates then rose together and chanted: “We
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will defeat them, we will defeat them!”] Officials told us: “Support
us; otherwise we’ll teach you a lesson.” Brothers, why this? Why
today do we still have this dictatorship over us?... Long live social-
ism! Long live workers of the land! We want the truth! Bown with
oppressors! [The workers rose up, chanting and dancing; their tur-
bans unraveled. A delirious atmosphere prevailed. They repeated
by rhythmic chants the slogans proclaimed by Hamdache.]*

Once again, however, the potential of this radicalized worker political con-
sciousness to become a significant proactive political force was diminished
by the failure to form an independent organization of its own.

Despite the regime’s attack on UGTA autonomy and democracy in
January 1963 and subsequent demoralization within the ranks, new syndi-
calist interest emerged out of the climate created by the March Decrees and
from the spreading autogestion movement and its congresses. Additionally,
there were simply too many workers experienced in trade union activity (at
least in France) to accept for long the regime’s attempted cooptation. The
heterogeneous UGTA leadership thus saw it in its own interest to become
both more active itself and more tolerant of dissent from activist elements
below, though communication between grassroots local UGTA units and
the national office was generally quite irregular. By late 1964, a wave of
unauthorized strikes (especially in the public sector), the obvious increas-
ing discontent of trade union cadres with existing UGTA leadership, and
his desire for new civilian allies, all led Ben Bella to take trade union mat-
ters into his own hands. Though he was involved in planning the second
national UGTA congress and a tentative new leadership, however, he was
forced at the March 1965 meeting to accept a third alternative set of leaders
from the ranks of those who had expressed somewhat sharper critiques.
Nevertheless, this potential source of new dynamic strength and support
for the self-management sector, among its other concerns, came late in the
life of the Ben Bella regime.

It was the post-independence FLN, now in the nominal role of a gov-
erning political party, that supposedly had the preeminent role of ideo-
logically supporting self-management and being the watchdog over state
agencies responsible for its support. It supposedly could provide a needed
mediating and coordinating function tilted toward self-management at the
local level as well as in national policymaking. However, as mentioned
above, the wartime FLN was a loose coalition of local clans and rival al-
liances with little ideological commitment beyond national independence.
There were hints of a populist socialist program in the Tripoli Program of
1962, while statements from individual spokesmen such as Frantz Fanon and
in the wartime publication El Moudjahid suggested a more coherent socialist
commitment. But in reality, by 1964, the new FLN was still structurally and
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ideologically incapable of providing programmatic direction and support
for the regime and for self-management specifically—even if the fundamen-
tal contradiction of coordinating centralized state support for decentralist
socialism could be overcome.

Reformulating party mission and reconstructing party organization
thus became priority tasks for those concerned with providing the regime
with a strong grassroots civilian base, capable of more effective and coher-
ent mobilization of popular energies. Over several months, radical leftist
Mohammed Harbi; the presidential advisor assigned to encourage this FLN
transformation,® Abdelaziz Zerdani; and perhaps several other similarly-
minded associates like Hocine Zahouane® drew up a detailed programmatic
document for accomplishing these general goals, subject to approval at the
first party congress in April 1964. Conceptually, this proposed Algiers
Charter not only laid the ideological and structural grounds for a dynamic
populist organization that would inherit the revolutionary leadership repu-
tation of the wartime FLN; most importantly, it also promised to endorse
committing all needed resources to support the self-management sector
and, in fact, as Algeria’s special and unique path to revolutionary social-
ism, to encourage the spread of self-management structures and practice
through all sectors of society. It also specifically described the emerging
anti-socialist bureaucratic bourgeoisie as the most dangerous threat to the
continuing social revolution.

As an audacious vision of radical transformation and direct democ-
racy, those Charter sections that concerned self-management appealed to
the radical revolutionary reputation and accomplishment of Algeria’s suc-
cessful struggle for independence, a continuity from wartime sacrifices to
the development of a new post-colonial society apparently finally fully re-
sponsive to the grassroots population. This was the peak of legitimization
and encouragement of a self-management society, a uniquely revolutionary
program never before endorsed by any regime anywhere in the world. Said
Ben Bella at this time, “Everyone should understand that [axtogestion] was
gained through the greatest struggle of the workers and that it has done
more for the influence of Algeria than all the declarations and speeches on
revolution and socialism.”**

The variegated collection of delegates to the party gathering, a major-
ity of whom were hostile themselves to the full implications of autogestion
socialism, though without their own alternative, nevertheless accepted the
radical ideological statements, and as well insisted on revisions emphasizing
Algeria’s Arab and Islamic heritage and a modified stance on international
affairs.®® In addition, despite the proclaimed ideal of a party composed of
militants dedicated to workers’ self-management, its very concept as a pre-
eminent “democratic centralist,” “avant-garde party” and the reality of a
paucity of committed cadres ready, willing, and able to replace the existing
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mélange of cliques and factions mostly hostile to self-management were
quite sobering limitations, to say the least. Pragmatically reflecting his re-
alistic sense of the actual balance of forces at that time, Ben Bella accepted
nine military representatives on the seventeen-person FLN Political Bureau.

While radical principles in the Charter indeed encouraged Algerian
proponents of the self-management principle and sector, the post-congress
FLN remained as relatively unstructured, uncommitted, and insufficient as
before. Meanwhile, as demonstrated in the FNTT autogestion worker con-
gress of December 1964, the private and organized interest rivalries within
the regime from the national to local levels continued as well, thus prevent-
ing any substantial progress toward Algiers Charter objectives. In effect,
its autogestion commitment was an audacious model on paper only, with
a fully dedicated self-management-oriented party (ultimately, by its logic,
implying a quasi-anarchist orientation) unable to be realized except at best
through a long-range struggle.

Finally, in June 1965, Ben Bella’s essential military partner in the post-
war regime, Houari Boumédienne, managed a largely bloodless coup to
eliminate the unpredictable president and, in his eyes, the latter’s quixotic
and potentially dangerous search for an independent coalition and populist
legitimacy and base.*



Feench Anaechism Backgt'ou,nd:

Su,ppovt, Youngev Vistons,
and Faded V'Ltali,ty

DURING THE FIRST SEVERAL YEARS AFTER ALGERIAN
independence, the French anarchist movement displayed initial exhaustion
and organizational continuity, but then also new energy, direction, and
generational change. No doubt some burnout resulted from the intense
years of activity during the war, including the threats of fascism and the
reality of violence in France itself.

At the same time, issues of non-violence and Third World revolution,
which emerged so dramatically during the Algerian war, now gained mo-
mentums of their own among many in the anarchist ranks. These issues,
combined with emerging generational clashes and renewed disputes over the
FA’s purpose, organization, leadership, and hostility to any hint of Marxist
theory, produced within several years new groupings and challenges in and
outside of the FA. Simultaneously, the GAAR/Noir et Rouge group became
an important alternate and independent source of anarchist thought.

Meanwhile, during this same period, Daniel Guérin maintained his
close interest in Algeria and became the movement’s leading published
commentator on developments in that country.

As mentioned in the Introduction, French anarchism had a tradition
of anarcho-syndicalism going back many decades. The specific post-1945
activity of this current is outlined in Parts III-V below. The essence of
this orientation is the belief that the working class (not confined to fac-
tory workers) is the main potential revolutionary force capable of bring-
ing the downfall of capitalism and the state. It does this through taking
control of the various units of production while simultaneously neutraliz-
ing the forces of state repression. To accomplish these tasks, the working
class should be organized in federated unions, structured horizontally by
anarchist principles.

Full worker self-management of the economy, including all produc-
tive units, can only occur once the state and capitalism are dissolved. Nev-
ertheless, the processes of worker self-management and overthrow of the
old order are interlocked and proceed necessarily at the same time. Though
not necessarily in one single event (“le Grand Soir”), social revolution
is greatly accelerated through the means of the general strike. Schmidt
and van der Walt emphasize that there is no sharp division between an-
archist communism and anarcho-syndicalism. Instead, it is more a matter
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of emphasis and priorities for the revolutionary process and emergence of
the new society.”

What confronted French anarchists as they witnessed autogestion
emerging in post-independence Algeria was a sort of partially functional
equivalent of a general strike, in the sense that workers took over pro-
ductive units throughout the country and economy. While not organized
beforehand in structures of revolutionary unions and without explicit
ideological commitment to revolutionary syndicalist perspectives, the
developing autogestion sector from the initial spontaneous wave to the
more organized expansion in the months that followed affected a quarter
of the entire Algerian male work force. Theoretically and to some extent
genuinely, workers werc called upon to elect and hold accountable their
own unit management, link with other autogestion units in the same area,
contribute some surplus revenues to the community, and assure their own
ongoing income.

While, on the one hand, this was accomplished without prior organi-
zational bonds, on the other it seemed to confirm the ideological assump-
tion of anarcho-syndicalists that a sometimes only latent revolutionary
working-class consciousness could, in certain favorable contexts, erupt in
apparently spontaneous waves of self-organization and general strike. In
the Algerian case, of course, the exceptionally favorable catalysts were the
final culminating months of the successful national liberation war and the
massive departure of pieds-noirs.

At the same time, the weakness of preparatory syndicalist conscious-
ness, despite its rapid development among some once the antogestion sec-
tor was confronted by enemies, as well as the vulnerability of the sector
for lack of a clear overall program and its forced dependence on the new
state, quite definitely contradicted the traditional anarcho-syndicalist
model for the development of workers’ self-management. In Algeria, the
basic issue became whether and how enough social revolutionary con-
sciousness and working-class self-organization on the large scale could be
developed after antogestion was in place in order to successfully animate
and coordinate the sector itself and to protect it in continual confronta-
tions with hostile bureaucrats, the military, and other classes in the society
that sought its demise.

As it was, without a strong revolutionary syndicalist organization to
protect and enhance worker democracy, the sector was forced instead to de-
pend for support and coordination on a state superficially committed ideo-
logically to its success, but operating, in most respects, behind the scenes for
its failure. Beyond this, from an anarchist-syndicalist perspective, was the
absence in Algeria of any organized anarchist movement that could assist in
educating workers, developing their unions, and expanding the influence and
impact of autogestion principles throughout the whole community.
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These, then, were the obvious challenges faced by French anarchist
observers as they described and analyzed the larger significance of Algeria’s
experience of autogestion in the years before and after 1965.
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Daniel Guérin

NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE FOR ALGERIA ON JULY 3, 1962
brought to the surface the bitter and bloody clan rivalries within the politi-
cal and military organizations of the FLN that had persisted largely out of
sight for years. Daniel Guérin had been shocked and appalled at the MNA-
FLN fratricide in France and Algeria, as well as FLN use of random vio-
lence against French civilians during the war. But in solidarity with the goal
of national liberation from colonialism, in his public speeches and writings,
he remained silent about their reality .

The several weeks of budding civil war between rival politico/military
coalitions, in the Summer of 1962, apparently solidified Guérin’s distrust
and enmity toward FLN leaders. In private correspondence to an old Alge-
rian friend, Guérin made clear his views on the counter-revolutionary perils
ahead. Placing the Algerian danger within the larger context of movements
and leaders in France and the West generally who had led potential or actual
revolutions astray, he denounced the leaders of the Algerian revolution as
“Jacobins and authoritarians. Since the CNRA Tripoli meeting [May—June
1962], everyone, without exception, had flagrantly violated democracy
many times. The single party is a swindle.” To the contrary, he saw the
Algerian people at the grassroots as politically well-educated by seven years
of war. This was proven by the spontaneous pro-FLN demonstrations in
Algiers and elsewhere in December 1960 and in their present spontaneous
demonstrations denouncing the nascent civil war.

This people thus has no need to be teleguided from on high by
providential men. It simply needs, in everyday life, a complete
apprenticeship in democracy. And not just parliamentary democ-
racy, but especially democracy at the base. In each locale, in each
enterprise, in each military unit, it should elect committees of
struggle and control and prepare to administer itself on its own,
to take in hand its own destiny. All the rest is only demagogy and
dictatorship.

...You should make the land of Algeria a fertile experience of true
socialism, that is of libertarian socialism.

I have no confidence in your leaders, whoever they are. But I
have always had confidence in the depth and authenticity of the
Algerian revolution.”
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By late 1963, Guérin’s message seemed to have been remarkably pre-
scient inits assessment of the capabilities and priorities at the grassroots and
the reality of Algerian political leaders. Guérin himself first visited postwar
Algiers in mid-June 1963 for a several-day conference on non-governmen-
tal aid. As he described it ten years later, given the fact that two of his good
left internationalist friends, Harbi and Raptis, were then close counselors
of Ben Bella, he was at the time over-optimistic about the latter’s genuine
socialist commitment. In fact, he wrote afterwards, neither his past history,
his political training, nor the role he played in the Algerian revolution pre-
pared Ben Bella for that ideological orientation. Ontop of this was the fact
that he was more or less, by virtue of his drive-to-power coalition with the
army, now essentially Boumédienne’s prisoner. At a personal level, even
at the time of the June 1963 conference, when Guérin shook the hands of
the two leaders at the entrance, “the closed face of [Boumédienne] gave me
goose bumps when I put my hand in his.”®

Guérin traveled throughout Algeria in November of the same year,
reporting observations to Ben Bella himself in early December. Guérin
produced a small book in early 1964, L’Algérie qui se cherche (Algeria
Searching for Itself), based on a series of earlier articles about the trip.*

Writing this account, Guérin said, because Algeria is so poorly un-
derstood or so disfigured, he especially criticized the French left for its
paternalistic disinterest if Algeria failed to follow its chosen models. The
country must be understood dialectically, there are contradictory forces at
play with the outcome still undecided. For this reason, as during the war
itself, Guérin offered his “critical support” to the regime, despite his severe
critiques in mid-1962.

Above all, said Guérin, Algeria is still traumatized by war, colonial-
ism, and impoverished social and economic conditions. At the top, the old
wartime competition between rival clans continues, but ordinary people
welcome whatever relative calm and governmental stability they can get.
Workers at the base have proved their self-management abilities and the
viability of this alternative to capitalism. Yet, because of a low material base
of this underdeveloped country and its lack of militant libertarian socialist
traditions, as in Spain of 1936, the self-management sector has yet to pro-
duce its own ideology, and Algeria is not yet able to generalize the model.
The FLN is too organizationally split, bureaucratic, and absent to fill a
role in positively raising political consciousness, but these deficiencies also
prevent it from braking the creative mass initiatives.*

It was especially the workers’ self-managed farms and factories that
inspired Guérin during his late 1963 visit and to which he devoted slightly
more than half of his book. While admitting that the auntogestion sector
was still a “pilot experience” in its “embryonic stage,” Guérin described
Algerians of this realm as having overall proved their ability to meet the
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high responsibilities of their “historic task.” The Algerian self-management
experience, he said, “by merely its contagious example, can move interna-
tional socialism in a new direction.” “It will surmount its hardships. It is
irreversible.” In Algeria, there are no heavy political machines with authori-
tarian ideologies by which “to paralyze the creative initiative of the masses.
In empirical Algeria, the threshold of authentic socialism, of socialism from
the bottom up, has been easily crossed, the opening has been made.”*

With fairness, and despite this apparent optimism, when describing the
formal model for self-management as proclaimed in the March Decrees,
Guérin also cited many dangers to the sector, ample reasons for a reader
to foresee a negative outcome. Among them were the lack of clarity and
threats concerning adequate compensation for the workers themselves and
their unit self-investments (versus payments to national funds for both in-
vestment and greater employment). As Guérin pointed out, the claim by
some that self-management workers were “privileged,” compared to those
without land or jobs, was obviously true in one sense, but their hard efforts
and sacrifice to re-launch the enterprises, let alone their objectively critical
ctfort to develop a unique socialist sector generally, must not fall prey to
demagogic attacks by those who were hostile to the experiment (like the
centralist Bolsheviks in Russia in 1918-19) or those who had their eyes on
self-management funds for their own non-productive reasons. Already, for
example, the police and military apparatus consumed about 35 percent of
the national budget.

While often motivated by genuine efforts to assist autogestion units’
economic viability, common interferences by outside agents (of local gov-
ernment, the FLN, and state agencies such as from the ministries of ag-
riculture and industry) demonstrated a failure to comprehend—if not a
political hostility toward—the political requirements (autonomous worker
decision-making) for genuine self-management. Nevertheless, Guérin al-
ready recognized Algeria’s need for an overall agrarian reform—beyond
the modern farm sector workers benefiting from the March Decrees—to
absorb and give hope to those peasants of little or no productive land, to
rural former combatants, and to the seasonal farm workers not included in
the self-management structure.

Guérin identified two major types of opponents to the regime and to
the self-management socialist experience specifically: Newly rich or petit
-bourgeois opportunists were ready to denounce any perceived failing of
the governing coalition and to sabotage self-management. At the same time,
an explicit “leftist” political opposition often concealed what actually were
continuations of historical clan rivalries within the nationalist movement.
Admittedly, this second group had legitimate targets—such as many dem-
onstrations of authoritarian behavior (“relatively reactionary and dictato-
rial traits of the governing team”),* including a larval military dictatorship
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and the domestication of UGTA (“one of the most grave deficiencies of
the Algerian revolution”). But Guérin sharply criticized FLN “historic
leaders” Hocine Ait-Ahmed, Mohamed Boudiaf, and Belkacem Krim*
for demagogically attacking admitted problems or improvisations of the
autogestion sector in the same breath as their global indictment of the re-
gime with other legitimate issues. Objectively, the two sets of oppositions
collaborate in their desire to overthrow the regime.

While Ben Bella attempts to re-launch soon a more functional, less
divided and opportunistic FLN, Guérin said, this effort toward a party
“of cadres, not of the masses” is over the heads of a basically apolitical and
skeptical Algerian people. Though a positive outcome of the coming party
congress [scheduled for April 1964] would be welcome, “the future of in-
dependent Algeria is going to rely more on three other much more concrete
theaters around autogestion, agrarian reform, and industrialization.”*

Beyond his primary focus on workers’ self-management, Guérin iden-
tified three social issues already quite significant just a year after indepen-
dence and of critical importance in the evolution of Algeria in the years to
come: youth alienation, the cloistering of women, and the official political
use of Islam. Young Algerians (over half the population under twenty years
of age) had few outlets, he said, for their energies and potential idealism.
Having lived through the sacrifices of the war, in touch with the outside
world at least through their transistors, and banned by legal and religious
restrictions against alcohol and easy social contact between sexes, the young
were bored and needed vital outlets for their energy. Guérin proposed a
volunteer civil service corps drawing on youthful socialist idealism and
organized from below.

Recognizing that the anti-colonial struggle temporarily led large num-
bers of women to take back the veil and reject more European-style public
behavior, Guérin saw the cloistering of most women and their educational
neglect as a heavy medieval weight against Algerian progress, in sharp
contrast with the small minority of women’s emancipation advocates in
the UNFA* and the wives of professionals and those in the political class.
Similarly, he saw the proclamation of Islam as Algeria’s official state reli-
gion and the puritanism implied as an unfortunate and unneeded political
calculation designed, most likely, to discourage the potential release of an-
tisocial behavior following the long war, rather than to appease the small
traditionalist bourgeoisie or even, as an anti-colonial reaction, to save the
ancestral soul of the new nation.

As Guérin pointed out, it was the anti-social behavior of the political
leaders in their nascent civil war that contrasted sharply with the coolness
and reason of the masses. He was encouraged by the recent public state-
ment that the new party would be laicist, since there is no such thing as an
authentic revolutionary socialism founded on religion. In Guérin’s view, it
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was wrong to believe, as do some historical materialists, that “superstruc-
tural” progress in realms such as the roles of women and religion, must
wait for further economic development and a socialist Algeria. “I believe
instead that the Revolution forms a whole and that to succeed it must attack
simultaneously, not successively, all the retrograde sequels of the past.”*

The final chapter of Guérin’s book was titled “Ben Bella, Lucky Alge-
ria.” In this mostly uncritical adulation of the Algerian president, Guérin
wandered furthest from a critical anarchist perspective. While earlier iden-
tifying and warning against outside oppositions as well as significant bu-
reaucratic, conservative, authoritarian, and opportunistic interests within the
regime, Guérin defined “the ascetic, moderate, and wise” son of a peasant,
Ben Bella, as the major arbiter in Algerian politics. It was his role to steer
Algeria between the reality of grassroots self-management socialism and the
various strong political forces determined to overthrow this original socialist
experience, this very potential for Algeria’s further emancipatory advance.
Far from his total denunciation of all FLN leaders in 1962, Guérin saw Ben
Bella alone as presently “the guarantor of self-management,”* thus defend-
ing the integrity of Algeria’s unique future promise. “Despite the indefati-
gable efforts that he deploys, his administration, his subordinates, at every
level, disserve if not betray him.” It was his wise and tactful initiative that at
critical moments arbitrates between various competing interests and “saves
his country” and “re-launches the Revolution when it wears down.”*®

At this time, Guérin never acknowledged the fundamental contradic-
tion, inherent in the March Decrees model, of a massive grassroots libera-
tory experience becoming dependent on its institutionalization and support
by the state (or eventual party and trade union). The closest he came to ad-
mitting this tension and the implied vulnerability of Algeria’s unique social-
ist path was at the very conclusion of his book. As he stated, with prescient
realism, when Ben Bella took power in 1962 thanks to the army’s support,
“he contracted a heavy debt toward Colonel Boumédienne,” a debt that
is increasingly constricting. “Between an opposition that doesn’t disarm
and the first vice president of the council [Boumédienne], who simultane-
ously keeps him from making peace with it and is needed to protect him
against its enterprises, the Chief of State will still know difficult moments.
To surmount them, he will need all of his tact and all of his energy.” Then
returning to his anarchist antithesis, he offers, “Algeria searches for itself,
certainly, and it will search for itself yet for a long time. But in President
Ben Bella its historic luck is already found.”!

Guérin’s apparent adulation here raises the obvious question of whether
a more honest public assessment in his 1964 book would have subtracted
from his proclaimed “critical support” or should “critical support” instead
have required more definitive analysis of the fundamental contradictions at
that time? Adulation of Ben Bella and Guérin’s overall optimistic tone were
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a disservice to that French reading public and those movement activists
most likely to be supportive of workers’ self-management.

Guérin revealed after the 1965 coup that he had also had to remove
his critical January 1964 essay about the Algerian military®? to prevent the
book’s seizure in Algeria. Though making that crucial concession, it ap-
parently also took the personal intervention of Ben Bella himself to allow
the book to be sold in the country. Guérin had committed the sin, unfor-
givable to the military, of revealing the largely hidden political division
between Ben Bella and the army.* The issueraisesagain the basic question,
relevant during the Algerian war as well, of the very concept of anarchist
“critical support,” which represses expression of the full “critical” half of
that stance. Otherwise, what is distinctly anarchist in the critique itself and
what interpretive groundwork is laid for retrospective anarchist analysis of
Algeria and self-management in the future?

Indeed, for this adulation, Guérin admitted later that he was mocked
and criticized by the Situationist International.® While situationists were
themselves hierarchical organizationally and dogmatic in tone and sub-
stance toward virtually all others, their proclivity for a “council commu-
nist” model brought their vision of post-revolutionary society close to
anarchism.*® In the post-coup May 1966 issue of their periodical, the Situ-
ationist International suggested that Guérin’s lavish praise for Ben Bella
stemmed from his vain prostration before power: Guérin “was mad with
joy” from speaking with such a great man. “Over a cup of tea he met the
‘world-spirit” of autogestion.”® At the same time, from his own partisan
perspective, still-exiled Messali Hadj strongly criticized Guérin’s support
of Ben Bella, whom he regarded as a usurper of his own rightful role as
political leader of Algeria.

On the other hand, the post-independence French-Algerian Friendship
and Solidarity Association (ASFA), under Communist influence, argued
that Guérin was too negative in his comments, as in suggesting that autoges-
tion internal elections were not always democratic. At the time, however,
Guérin defended his critiques as the best support of antogestion and all the
more felt justified after reading the strong attacks by Zahouane and Harbi
against gross bureaucratic manipulations by the ministry of agriculture and
ONRA to sabotage the new farmworkers’ trade union, the FNTT.

Nevertheless, even after publication of his book, Guérin continued to
closely monitor and critique Algerian developments. In a series of thirteen
articles published between January 1964 and May 1965 among Combat,
L’Action, La Révolution Prolétarienne (all syndicalist publications), and
Le Monde Libertaire, Guérin’s careful, detailed, substantive focus provided
grist for an increasingly critical perspective. These articles later provided
the bulk of his post-coup book, L’Algérie caporalisée? (Is Algeria Ruled by
the Military?).
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In January 1964, even before publication of L’Algérie qui se cherche,
he described the post-independence ALN as “a state within the state,” with
no trace of an egalitarian revolutionary structure and only a minority of
authentic veterans of the maquis. The new “mercenaries” are submitted to
“a totalitarian-type psychological and political conditioning.” While social-
ist in orientation and responsible for the new regime’s ability to nationalize
European properties and provide jobs, its brand of socialism is the hard,
authoritarian-type socialism of Mao. The army, he says, totally distrusts
civilians, and vice versa. While defenders of the ALN’s size and huge bud-
get argue that the army is “the only truly organized structure” in Algeria,
which it is, Guérin suggested that it would be better to organize civilian
structures like a mass party or authentic syndicalism.

Houari Boumédienne, he said, is inscrutable, and one doesn’t know
if he simply advises Ben Bella or has him under surveillance. Owing his
rise in the Army of the Exterior to FLN intelligence chief Boussouf,** he
joined Ben Bella in the Summer 1962 race for power when he lost his posi-
tion by decision of Ben Khedda’s GPRA. Once part of the new governing
regime as Minister of Defense and later Vice Premier, Boumédienne had
steadily amassed more power, including gaining the appointment of some
of his protégés to ministerial positions (including Abdelaziz Bouteflika® as
Foreign Affairs Minister and Ahmed Kaid®® as Minister of Tourism). Ben
Bella, in turn, attempted to counterbalance Boumédienne’s military power
by appointing a trusted colonel, Tahar Zbiri, as head of the army. Boumé-
dienne’s further consolidation of power followed a show of force against a
nascent Kabyle revolt, a military clash with Moroccan forces in the Sahara,
and a quashing of Ben Bella’s negotiations with civilian opponents Hocine
Ait-Ahmed, Belkacim Krim, and Ferhat Abbas as potential balances to the
weight of Boumédienne in his regime.*!

Concerning the March 1964 congress of a thousand industrial self-man-
agement workers, Guérin was greatly impressed with the participants’ con-
sciousness and their will to re-launch the Algerian revolution. Unrestricted
by the government, the workers “severely indicted the diverse non-socialist
or inadequately socialist aspects of the regime, of the upper administration
riddled with reactionaries, and even of the Party and the UGTA.”®

According to Guérin, the gain from this congress was “the entry of the
Algerian proletariat into Algerian politics.” Beyond articulating their im-
mediate needs, they clearly wished to participate in the coming FLN Party
congress. While insisting on this role, the delegate from the Frantz-Fanon
cooperative® also demanded representation of the workers’ self-manage-
ment industrial sector in the National Assembly. As one worker expressed,
“Another revolution to launch concerns the economy and politics. The
socialist revolution begins only today.” Said Guérin, “They sketched out
on their own the broad lines of an Algerian socialism, with a clarity and
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audacity that apparently puts them well ahead of their political and trade
union leaders.**

Among the articulated demands of delegates, he said, were an end to
privileges and authoritarianism by certain management committee presi-
dents and state-appointed directors and technicians; restraints on the pri-
vate sector to prevent their sabotage of industrial antogestion; the need to
sweep out reactionaries at the highest level of administration; an end to
customs delays, high taxes, and corrupt favors for private interests concern-
ing necessary imports for industrial operations; more presence and positive
assistance from UGTA and FLN cadres; effective formation and function-
ing of local communal councils (before attending to those at the regional
level); and timely and adequate worker remuneration. Showing a “remark-
able democratic vigilance,” said Guérin, delegates also criticized the way
that the congress bureau and commissions themselves were selected, as well
as their authoritarian behavior in excluding some from speaking or by not
seriously considering issues raised by the delegates.

Several weeks later, the FLN Party congress provided an important
context with which to measure the country’s political progress. In the re-
leased theses to be considered by the congress (as proposed by the pre-
paratory commission led by Mohammed Harbi), the existing workers’
self-management experience was described as Algeria’s opening toward
socialism, with full self-management throughout the economy and soci-
ety as Algeria’s ultimate goal. Said Guérin in summarizing this line, “With
autogestion begins the rise of liberty.” Nevertheless, antogestion advocates
in the FLN leadership proceeded cautiously in order to unmask its open
and hidden opponents—those in the state and party bureaucracy as well as
anti-socialist traditionalists. For the latter, stated Guérin, heavy concessions
were made concerning religion, morality, and culture, which emphasized
the progressive face of Islam and opposition to cultural cosmopolitanism
while neglecting the plight of women and youth. Concerning bureaucratic
adversaries, the theses identified their dangerous origin in the special con-
ditions of the underground national liberation war, with “its hierarchi-
cal privileges, authority based on blind obedience,” and established rival
fiefdoms, all of which were hostile to popular participation and socialism.

Herein as well, said Guérin, was also the danger of a single-party sys-
tem resulting in confiscation of the revolution by one caste in favor of its
own private interests and making the party “a single organ of political po-
lice.” To transform the present state, which was dominated by reactionary
forces, into a state dominated by socialist forces, Harbi wished to prioritize
starting from below by establishing communal councils (accessible to the
self-management units) and a popular militia. But this priority was compro-
mised in the pre-congress theses by the strength of anti-socialist forces who
insisted on communal councils being only able to express themselves under
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state and party control, while popular militia, in turn, would be controlled
by the army. Similarly, while the theses spoke of the demagogic dangers of
multi-party systems and while Harbi spoke in vague terms of transforming
the party by basing it on autogestion, the party would still by itself choose
candidates for the National Assembly. At the same time, and for now, the
autogestion sector was still just a minority of the population.

In sum, said Guérin, contradictions around preparations for the party
congress only reflected the larger contradictions of the society. “The so-
cialist option, though courageously offered, is still a fragile plant, and con-
servatism is tenacious. Class struggle divides the party congress just as it
does all the time within the institutions of the regime. The desired pouring
forth will only come about when the socialist sector has consolidated and
grown, and self-management workers will have finally developed their own
ideology, the day when ‘scientific socialists,” presently still rather isolated
despite Ben Bella’s support, will come together with conscious workers.”
Based on what he heard expressed at the industrial autogestion congress
several weeks before, Guérin believed that a socialist revolutionary avant-
garde was not far from emerging.

In actuality, the party congress itself was shrouded in secrecy, far from
bein