IN DEFENSE OF ANARCHISM

r - IN DEFENSE OF ANTI-AUTHCORITARIANISHM
A Reply to Chris Day
By Ron Tabor, July 28, 1996

It's good that Chris has written his document, for at least

two reasouns. Fi¢sk, there have been rumors f£loating around

Love and Rage about whevre Chris's political thinking 1s heading,
and it's always better to have these things out on the tahle
than rumbling through the rumor mill. Second, the isswes Chris
railses are important in their own right and aneed te be discussed
in Love ané Rage and throughout the anti-azuthoritarian movement
as a whole.

I agree with Chris that anarchists and other anti-avthoritarians
need £o address how their general principles and ideas axe

to be concretely applied in today's world. Unfortunately,

I den't supporkt Chris's conclusions: nor do I find the way

ne raises the guestions particulaxly usefuwl. Although Chris
claims to be discussing these issues and criticising anarchism
from an anti-authozitazian standpoint, his arguments are in
fact directed against anti-awvthoritarianism as a whole.

At the xisk of seeming ancomrcadely, let me state my conclusioons
here at the beginning. when 1 began my series on Marxism sevoeral
years aqo, 1 expected to see a revival of Marxism on the left
with which anarchists/aenti—-authorgitarians would have to contend.
what I didn't expect and what we are now seelng 1s the revival
of Marxism within the anarchist movement and within lcove and
Rage in particular. TOo Ry e€ven greater swrprise, what we are
getting - that is, what Chris is advocating - is not even

the left-wing “laibertarcian Marxism" that the Revolutionary
Seeialist Leaque, of which I was a membex, advocated, but

a form of wagmed=over Mazoism. Finally, this Maoism 1s not

even of the radical variety that dresses itself in anatchistic
garh, but cone that 1is really a variant of Social D2mocracy,

that 1s, a Korm of reformist, statist socialism {actually

state capitalism).

What's happening, it seems to me, is that for the first time
Chris has looked at some of the congcxetbe problems anti-
authoritarian revaelutions have faced and wiil face, and then,
despairing of finding anti-authoritarian solutions, has embracced
elitist, auvthoritarian proposals as the “"next best thing.®

1o be sure, Chris raises these issues as questions to be.
considered. Yet his discussion i1s largely an apology, and

a distorted, shallow one at that, of- the methods of the Chinese
Communist Party. The methods ©of this Stalinist organization
wore authoritarian ino the extreme and led ncoct to any kind

ef anti-zuthoritarian revolution, but to a thoroughly
bouryeois/capitalist ovne, and at the cxpense of the lives

of millions of people, to boot. 4



Eefore we proceed further, let me say here that I agree,
somewhat, with three of the points that Chris makes. rirstc,

1 agree that anarchism has failed in the sense that thexe
has been no worldwide anti-authoritarian revolution, or even
a successful anti-authoritarian revolution in one country.
Second, I agree that the anarchist movement has not been very
impreossive in developing its theory, and that its efforts

to explain its defeats have been not been fully cenvincing.
Third, I agree that it is not possible ko carry out an anti-
authoritarian revolution in one country alone. But I draw
entirely different conclusions from all this thap Chxis does.

Yos, anarchism has bheen a failure in the sepse that Chris
neans, buk let's be clear about something. Marxism bas alse
neen a failure, and an abysmal one at that. There is today
no international classless, stateless society that Marxism
advocates and predicts, nor is there socialism {or even a
dictatorship of the proletariat), even in one country. In
my opinion, Marxisks d4id lead a proletarian revolution in
Russia ian 1917, only te strangle it zuthlessly in the year
or so afrerward and to build in i1its place one of the maost
menstrous and wviolent state-dominated sociekbles the world
h:as ever seen. Is khis any less of a failure than that of
anarchiszm? If anything, it is moxe so: anarchism docsa't have
the blood of many tens of millions of people on its hands.

Marxism has been "successful" only if one fails to see, or
wilfully obscures, kthe fackt that Marxism did not carry out
anything like the socialist transformaticons it predicted,

bok bourgecis, that is, pro-capitalist ones which, whatever
their achievements, resulted in the torfture and murder of
willions of people. In other words, Marxism was successiul

only ta the extent that it abandoned iks proclaimed libertarian
goals and revealed itself to be a bourgeois force.

This is something that Chris's Jdocument slides over. Chris
pays 1lip service to the bourgeais nature of the Chinese
revolution, but he never discusses what this really means.

Of course, we can support boucgecis revolutbians, just as we
may support various bourgeois reforms under capitalism, buk
we should not dress up bouryedils ceveolutions in anti-
authoritarian clothes. Bor should we transform ourselves into
bourgeois revelutionarics just because bourgeols revolutions
have been successful and anti=-avthoritarian ones have not.

It is also true that the anarchist movement has not heen
particularly strong in the development of its theory, including
an analvsis of its failures and weaknesses. But has Marxism

been as suceessful in this realm as Chris implies? In my opinion,
Marxism's theoretical "success” is on a par with its practical
accomplishments. There svre is & lot of it! Marxist thecry

i5 very impressive in its sheer bulk. Buk what about its
subatance?



Marxist thecry has contributed an impressive analysis of
capitali=am, capitalist ideology and ¢arious facets of human
history. This makerial is often insightful, but not as original
or as teclling as it appears. Moreover, its implications are
theroughly authoritarian and represent the opposite of Marxism's
proletarian and libexationist claims.

Not least, Marxism's attempt to understand itself, both as

an ideology and in terms of its practical results, has been
sadly deficient. Marxism has shown itself to be totally incapable
of grasping what it has actually accomplished and what it

really is. Marxist analyses of Communist xevolutions and the
gsocieties they have created range from bald-faced apologetics

ko seli-sexving excuses, rarely getting close to a serious
cxplanation. The best Marxism has been able to do are the
statc-capitalist analyses of the Communist system, such as

those of Tony ClLiEf in Great Britain and Raya Dunayeskaya

and C.L.K. James in the US. And neither of these, nor any

of the cther less insightful analyses, has even tried to address
the responsibility of Marxism itself for this vecy system.
Indeed, one of theilr chief aims is to SAVE Marxisim frem being
judged by and rejected because of the gruesome regimes it

has created. FOr a worldview that claims to be self-conscious,
in contrast to the "false consciousness® that afflicts everyone
else, this is not wery impressive.

Anacrchism deoes nced ke develop its theory. But this needs

Lo be done from an anti-authoritarian standpolint, not by goring
over b0 an autnoritarian point of view or gretending that
some sorkt of "dialectical synthesis™ of the two is possible.

Let's look at some of the issues Chris raiszes, but without
the s=nooty contenpt for anarchism, and the resulting distortions,
that Chris seems to have embraced,.

1 agree that the varlious explanations that anarchiskts have
offered for the defeats @f anarchist movements and revolutions
have been deficient: it isn't enough to say that they were
defeated/betrvayed by thelr enemies. ¥Yet, however limited these
explanations are, they are true a3 far as they go. But Chris's
discussion doesn’'bt ¢ven give bhaese analyses the croedence thoey
desarve. These revolutionary movements, such as those in the
Ukraine and Spain, facted not only the combined animasity of
all the o0ld ruling classes of the world, but alse the systematic
sabotage of the Communiscs and the Soviet Union. These were
indeed cverwhelming odds, and even if the workers, peasants
and anarchist milictants 1n each arena had been smact enouyh

to adopt Chris's suggestions, they probably still weuld have
neen defeated.

Chris's discussion makes light of this process. Beginning

in 1918, no methods were too wile, too dishonest ©r ruthless,
in the Commenists' campaign to slander, iszolate and destroy
every leftwing organization, tendency, and individual that
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dared cven to criticize them, let alone actually oppose them.
They had millions oF dollars at theix disposal which they

used to finance newspapers, magazines and books, in fact,

an enormous worldwide propaganda apparatus. They had an army

of agents, not just diplomats and spies but world-famous
intellectuals, who repeated every lie, no matter how absurd,
and every slander, no matter how outrageous, aboukb those labeled
"anti-Soviec." All leftwing critics and opponents of the Soviet
Union and the particular policies it advocated at any given
moment werge denounced and, where this was feasible, killed,

as counter-revaolutionaries, fascists and agents of Hitler.

The results, over several decades, was a dramatic alteration

oF the entire left, the effects of which are skill with us.
Mest impeortant Eor cur purposes, virtwally all of the political
crends to the left of the Communists - anarchists, anarcho-
syndicalists, leftwing socialists, Trotskyists = wexe either
destroyed or pelitically magginalized.

Tho Soviet role in Spain is particularly iastructive here,

and those whe are not familiar with it should not leave it

to Chris's shabby presentation touv satisfy their curiosity.

& knowledge of these events is not only relevant to the immediate
point we are discussing, but crucial teo wnderstanding virtually
all the issues Chrtis raises. {(For thosc¢ who are familiar wikth
these developnents, please forgive the digression. For those

who are not, please forgive the skekchy nature of the
discussian. )

Jn February, 1936, a cealition of liberal bourgeois and leftwing
parties and organizations knocwn as tha Pgpular Front, won

thic elections held under the newly formed Spanish Republic.
Clawming the need to resist Lhe immanent "Sovietization" of
Spain, a group <f rascist generals under the leadership of
Franciseo Franco revolted in July and, from variocus parts

cf tne country, began £0 march on Maderid €0 crvsh the republic.
In gesponse, workers and peasants throughout Spain rose up

ko resist them. They not ouly organized militias that put

up a determined and largely effective resistance. They also
setzed factories, workushaops., khe means of traosportation and
communication 1o Lhe <¢ities, and land in the countryside,

and ran out the capitalists and landloxds, their allies and
agents, Wot leask:, they set up callectives and ceouncils to
manage what they had confiscated.

Whilc the Fascist forces wexe being financed and armed by
Hitler and mMussolin:, the Republican goveroment was
internacionally isolated. The US was officially acutral, while
England and France were pursuing a policy of “appeasemeont”,
that ts, giving Hitler whatever he wanted in the hopes thal

he would leave their countrlies (aond thelilr colonial empires)
alone.

The only country that offered to aid the Spanish Republic
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was the Sowviet Union, bubt at & price. In exchange for military
and other assistance, Stalin insisted that the secial revolution
in Spain be rolled back and that the irregular, revelutionary
armed struggle there be transformed into a traditiomal-style
war between two bourgedis armies.

‘there were twp interrelated reasong behind Stalin's peolicy.
rixst, consistent with his theory of "Socialism in Gne Country”,
{that is, the defense of state capitalism in Russia}, he wanted
to convince Britain, France and the US to form an anti-Fascist
alliange with the Sovie: Union and was worried that the
revolutionary events in Spain would scare them off. Sccond,
following from his theory of the two-stage revolution, he

had decided that the objective conditions in Spain were not

ripe for the socialist revolution, but only & bourgeois one.

Byt in Spain, most of the bouxgecoisie had fled and/or had
sided with Frapco and most of the state aparatus had collapsed.
4s a result, Stalin's policy meant bringing back the
institutions, including the police and standing arimy, of the
old regime, serzing the land and factories from the peasants
and workers, smashiog the revolutionary organizations they

had built, and imprisening and wucdercing thousands of leaders
and militants of these leftwing orgqanizations that opposed

his pelicies. Tiils 15 what Stalin's agents did.

Kobbed of their revolutionary conguests, forced to submit

te the oppressive coonditions of the ¢ld system, and shorn

of many o€ theixr leaders, the workers and peasants became
demoralized. In par® as a result, the Republican forces, deprived
of the mass participation and revolutionary enthusiasm of

the workers and peasants and forced to wayge a traditional
wilitary <¢ampaign, were defeated.

Chris‘'s discussion ¢f the Spanish Revolution is superficial
and mechanizal, and cenveniently forgets to mention that it
cntailed the murder of the mast milicant and politically
conscious workers and peasants. Chris discusses the miliktias
only in terms of thelr traditional military etficiency., and
enbtirely omits the role aof the consciousness and morale of
the Spanish workers and peasants. (As we will see, this is
also a major problem with his discussion of the Chinese
Kevolution.) Undoubtecdly, the militias left a lot to be desired
militarily (and probably could have profited from an increas
in discipline and the cocrdination of their Eorces). But the
ligquidation ol these outfits and their replacement by a
traditional army, based on a Ltraditional military hierarchy
and discipline, was insepavable from the liguidation of the
revalubionary conguests and the resultiog political
demoralization of the workers and peasants.

dnd all this, including the execution of thelr political encmies,
was inseparable from the Stalinists' view that the Spanish
Revolution wag, and had to be, a bourgeois one. Beliewving
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in the inevitability of the bourgeois revoluticn in Spain,
the Stalinists did evecything in cheir powexr b make sure
that this, and only this, kind of revolution occurred.

One of the nmaln reasons the Stalinists were able Lo do what
chey did im Spain and elsewhere was the fact that millions
of people, both in Spain and arcund the world, belicved that
the Sovietr Union was socialist, a workers' s3tate, some other
kind of progressive alternative te capitalism, or, at the
very 1lecast, the oniy force capable of waging a ¢cnnsistent
fight against fascism. In other words, millions believed that
if the Russians did or said something, 1t must be tight.

In light ©f this, the traditional anarchist explanation for
the dz2feat of the revolution in Spain has a jgreak deal of
truth to 'it, althougih I don't thnink the most significant
conclusions have been drawn from it. Whnat [ believe the defeat
of the revolution in Spain and of anti-avthoritarian movements
elsewhexe and the long list of Maxrxist "victorics"™ we'wve seen
threughout this ¢enktury reveal is that humanity as 3 whole

has not yet been ready to <carry outbt the transformation that
the anarchist vision entails. But this is oot primarily a
question of so-called "objective conditicns", but of "subjective"
ones, thé political consciousness and understanding of the
majority of oppressed pecple. not only have they accepted

the lies abouk capitalism and lacked faith in their abilitby

to take over and manage soclety. Millions of Lhose who did
wish to change society believed in Communism and were willing
to fellow Marxists. We human beings may wzll have besen
insufficiently prepared for an anti-authoritarian revolutian
in other ways, but this one was sufficrent.

To raise people’s wolitical consciousness, including their
understanding of the nature 0f Marxism and all authoritarizn
ideolagies and social siructures, 15 one of the chief tasks
of anarchists and anti-autheritarians ino general. But we won't
be able ko do this if we become attrackted to and begin to
promore authoritariarn ideologies bocause they've becn more
successtul or have more impressive theory. Lk Seems to me
that it is of the very nature ©f uopti-authoritarianism ko

be on the 1osing side of popular struggles [orx liberation
unkil humanity achlieves the traansfofmation we envision. This
is something we should be proud of, not somcthing we should
se¢ll for the chance to emulate authoritarian revolutianarties.

I rcalize that my claim that humanity bas not been rcady for
an anti-authoritarian secial transformation because ot our
illusions in Marxism and orher authoritarian ideologies has
not dlways been popular in the anarchist movement (nor, of
caurse, in the Marxist onc). 2narchists often arguc, or seem
te argue, tiat humanity has always heen ready for anacchism
put nas been thwarted Ly the actions of Marxists and other
authoritaxians. This downplays humans beings' responsibility
for our own condition. If the state is bad, where does itk
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come from? If capitalism and other class societies axe brutal
and oppressive, why do they arise and why do we put up with
them? Why do so many people believe Marxism's claim to be
llberatory, despite 2ll the evidence to the contrary. This

is one area in which anarchist theory, it seems to me, needs
to be developed.

But instead of furthering this theoretical development, Chris
has gone over ko an authoritarian standpoint, but without
being explicit about ik. As a result, he seems to be arguing
two contradictoxy things at the same time. On the one hand,
Chris appears to contending that the defcats in Spain and
the Ukraing could have oeen avoided if revoluktiocnaries had
been willing to adopt authoritarian methods. On the other,.
he seems to be arquing that an Spain and the Ukraince, as in
all lmperlallzed countries, the objective conditions for
successful anti-authoritarian revolutions were lacking.
Consequently, revolutionaries in these areas SHOULDN'T have
aimed at fomenting anti-auvuthoritarian revolutions at allk,
but instead should have carried out STATE-JAPITALIST oacs

on the Mapist medel.

f.et‘s bturn tEo& this issue and see if we can make head o tall
of Chris's discussion.

Cnris puts forward several propositions which, as he puts

it, "¢challenge some basic¢ anarchist prejudices.™ One 15 that
"inh a world characterized by ¢ross disparaties in the leve)

of economic developancot as a consequence of impecialism, it
has simply not b2cen possible Lo ovecthrow capitalism in most
{if not all) of the iLmperialized countries. Revelutions in
those c¢ountries have been of necessity capitalist (and usvally
state capitalist) revoluktions that have swept away certaion
herribly oppressive pre=-zapitalist features and reacqgotiated
the terms ot capitalist exploitation.™

The crucial words herc are "of necessity.”® #What Chris is agtually
arquing without drawing out the conclusicns is: (1) that the
cconomic and social conditions in the imperialized countries
have guaranteed thak revolutions :n these cvountriss have been,
AND COULD OMLY HAVE BEEN, bourgeois revolutions, (2) that
efforts on the part of anarchists and others to carry out

more radical transformations have been mistakes, (3) that,
since the same cbjective conditions apply., attempts ta carry
out anti-avthoritarian revolutions in impezialized c¢ountries

in the future will inevitably fa:l and should not be attempted,
and {4) that revolutionsries in these countries (and perhaps
in the "advanced" industrialized countries), should aim at
carrying out state-capitalist revolwtions.

There i1g 2 lot to be said about this complex of issues, s0
let me limit myself Lo several points.

Chris uses the term "chbjective conditions" to justify his

.



position. This texm, as ukilized in the Marxist milieu, refers
te the ecopomic and social conditions of a given countrcy which
determine that country's supposed ripeness to carry out a
given kind of revolution. Prior %o 1917, it was used by most
Marxists to insist, as Chris now does, that the imperialized
countries were not ripe for socialist revolutions, but £irst
had ta experience bourgeeis ones.

The problem with this concept ¢f the “"objective conditions”

js that it is very abstract and obscure$s khe ackpal realities

of the countries to which it rcfers, Econeomic and social
conditions in all countries are vary uneven. No country is
unifarnly “advanced”: nor is any country totally "backward.™

This is especiaily the case gince the development of imperialisin,
whizh bas brought about 3 tremendous intermingling of economic,
social, political and ideclogical forms. AS a result, most
imperialized countries have been characterized. and are s5till
characterized, by complex combinations of conditiens, ranging
from extremely archaic to extraordinarily modern. It is therefore
very difficult to detegmine which country i1s or isa’t ripe

for a paxticular kind of revolution.

For example, at the turn of the century Russia was consideced
oy wost revolutionarics, and cartainly by Marxists, to be

a "backward" country. {Indeed, most Marxists looked to Marxism
45 means to modernize the country, which 1s what happened).
Yok, as Leon Trotsky and others observed, this charactoerization,
was simplistic and obscured the concrete pature of Russian
reality. While i¢ was tree that the vast majority of the people
in what was thzn the Russian Empire were peasants who lived
nnder barbaric conditiens and that Lhe country was ruled by

an absclute monarch, ¢tc., the gountry alsoe contained some

of the world's largest and most technologically advanced
factories, in part as a result of imperialism, Because of

such industry, the countxy also contained a small but highly
concentrated working class which had a tremandous amount of
power ab its disposal if only 1t chose to use it.

as a result af all this, it 1S incorrect sinply to say that
Russia lacked the objective conditicns for a socialist
revolution. This 15 especially so when one considers not mercly
the objective conditions but also the suwbjective conditions,

that is, the conrsciousness of the popular classes. Throughout

the centuries, the Russian peasants, "normally" quiescent,
profoundly conservative and under the domination of religion

and ancient superstitions, periodically rose up in vast, poworful
upheavals. Although generally led by someone who claimed to

he the true Tsar, as opposed to the "pretender” whe occupied

the throne, these uprisings threatened, for a time, the social
structure, indeed the very existconce, of the entire country.
Moreover, the working class, ovnly recently come inbto existence.
was extremely receptive to revolutionary ideas, nob only HMarxism,
but snarchism and anarchist~like programs as well.
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When we consider these subjective conditions (which are objective
from the peoint of view of revoluticnaries, that is, they are
something we face as objective reality, not something we have
control over}, we can see that it is profoundly misleading

simply to judge of any given country that the objective
conditions are not ripe for a socialist revolution. This 1s
especially so when we consider another facet of the guestion.

1t's always easy, after the fact, to say that something happened
OF NECESSITY, that is, that it was inevitable that things
happened as they did. This is especially true of social and
historical developments. Once some particular social event

has occurred, it's relakively easy to come up with a theory

that appears to explain it. But to develop a theory that can
predict social developments is something else again. This

is a majox weakness of bourgeois sociology and its radical
manifestation, Marxism.

The same ronsideration applics to revolutions, especially

50 when we are considering reveolutionary defeats. Cnce a
revolution has been smashed, it scunds convincing to say that
this was inevitable. The person who says this, particularly

i€ he bliazmes the defcat on "eabjective conditions', comes ACross
as scieantific. The revolution WAS defeated and science, which
at +*his level is deterministic, comes up wikth cxplanations

to explain why this happened. By thc same token, those who
argue that the dofcat was nob inevitable appear to have their
heads in the clouds. In shork, reality is bard to argue against.

A3 a result, when Chris and others conteod that a given
revolution, say in China, could only have been a bourgeois

one, this seems to make sense. But this claim then becones

a justification for what actually happened and an apology

for the policy pursued by those who led the (bourgeois)
revolution: since they won, they must have been right.
Simultaneously, the contention becomes a condemnation of those
who tried to carry out a more xadical revolution and an argument
against trying to lead similarly radical Eraosformakions in

the Luture.

the problem for revolutionagagies ia that prior to a
revolutionary outbreak neither we nor anyone else can know

what will happen. But what we believe MAY happen will determine
how we act, and how we act may determine what actually otcurs,
that is, what kind of rccevolution takes place. Thus, 1f at

the beginning of a revolution, we assumc that the “"objective
conditions® for a» anti-authoritarian revelution are nat ripe
and that such a revolution will "¢f necessity" be defeated,

we will tend to act in way that will fuxther that result.

This 1s in fact what happened in Spain and China-

In Spain, as we saw, Stalin assuwmed that the country was not
ready for a socialist revoluktion buk only a bourgeois onc.
He thereforc ordered his agents and followers to dismantle
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the so2cialist aspects of the revolution, that is, to limit

the revolution o the so-called bourgeois stage. But since

revolutions can't be so neatly divided inte stages (or any

other way), the Stalinists' efforts to limit the revolution
led to the destruction of the entire xevolution, including

the bourgecis one.

Semetiing very similar happened in China, In the 1920s, as
part of his struggle against his opponents im the Russian
Communist Party, Stalin adopted the slogan "Socialism in One
Country." As we discussed, this meaat foregoing attempts to
encourage socialist revéelutions in other countries in ordec

ko appease the imperialist powers inte leaving Russia {and

its state capitalist system) alone. This slogan was integrally
connected to Stalin's theory of the two-Stage reveolution.

Having decided that the objective conditions in China did

not exist for a seocialist revolutlon, Stalin uxgad the Chinese
Communist Party to maintain @n alliance with the leader of

thae bourgecis nationaltists, Chianj Kai-shek, at zll costs,

in order to carry ocut the bourge¢is revolution in China. This
meant suboréinating the struggles of the Chinese workers to
kEhe interests of the Chinese capitalists, whom Cnjany
represented. Despite these orders, the workers nounted a wave
of increasinyly milicant, widespread and coordinated strikes.
In 1926, Chiang carri<sd ©ubl a ¢oup in the southern city of
Canton and began his "Nerthern Expedition” to root out
reactionary warlards who controlled much of southern China.

A5 Chiang approached the port ciky of Shanghail in early 1327,
tne workers there rose wp to liberate the c¢ity. They rmounted
two general secrikes, took over the city and sei up @ provisional
government in March, £927.

Chianyg halted outside the city and bagan negotiations with
local landlords and capitalists and representatives of the
imperialists to seize control of the city. Consistent with

his strategy of not scaring off Chiang and the Chinese
bourgeoisie, Stalin directed the Chinese Communists to ordex
the Comnunist=-controlled unions Lo offer no resistance to
Chiang and to have the workers bury their arms. Trusting their
leadevs, the workezs did so, when Chiang enterzd the city,

his troops slaughtered over 23,000 workers. Amnony other things,
this led to the elimination of the most revolutionary workers,
destroyed the Communist Party in Shanghai and ultimately led
to the peasant-bhased strategy championed by Mao.

The crucial point ko undexstand here 1s that if revolutionaries
decide before the fack that the objective conditions in a

given gountry mean that the revolution there "of necessity”

will be a bourgeois one, thcy will act to oppose those struggles
that go bevond the bourgeeis xeveolution. In wore graphic terms,
they will become the executioners of the most cevolutionary
wocrkers and peasants and will in all likelihood destroy the
revolution altegether.

- 10 -



Chris's insistence that the objeckive conditions f£or asati-
auvthoritarian revolutions did not exist in China, Spain anpd
other imperialized countries and that the raveolutions in these
countries were "of necesszity" bourgecls Ehus raises two
interrelated guestions.

The first is: What policy daes Chris think gevelutionaries
shoutd have followed in these countries? Virtually the eatire
thrust of his argument points to the conclusion that Chxis
neliaves xevolutionaries should have supported the $talinist
pelicy.

The second question ruised by Chris's lasistence that the
revolutions in Spaian, China and other imperialized countrics
were "of necessity" bourgeois is: what should revolutionaries

in the imperialized countries do today? Since these councries
are still imperialized, they still 40 not have, according

the Chris' definition, the objective conditions o carry out
anti~zatheritarian revelutions. It follows that revpluticnaries
in these countries, including our comrades in Mexico, should

not fight for an anti-auvthoritarian revolution, but instead
should aim at 3 pouvrgecis, prokably state capitalist, rewvolution.

But 1in politics, particularly revolutionary politics, you

are what you do. If you claim tg be an anti-authoritarian

but decide, [or whatever reason (perhaps becausce the objective
conditions dre not ripe}, ko try to carry out 2 bouvrgeois
cevoluticon, you are na longer an anti-authoritariaa; you are

a bourceois, that 1s, an autheritarian, cevolutionist. By

the same token, 1f Love and Rage were to adopt Chris's
perspecktive. Love and Rage would no longer be an
anti-authogitarian organizaktion, but would j0in the ranks

of the authoritarians. Although Chris Jdo=2s not explicitly
discuss bhe guestion of revolutions in the imperialist ¢ountries,
the logic of bis argument, as well as his new-found infatuation
wlith authoritarian institutions such as standing armies, sugyests
that he 13, or will soon be, advocating suvthoritarisn revolutions
for these countries too.

Perhaps 1 am wiong in reaching these conclusions. Perhaps
Chris remains ftully ¢ommitted Eo anti-avthoritarianism and
ko carrying out an anti-authoritarien revelutien. If so, why
has he spent s0 much time rdealizing the (pest~1927) Chinese
Revolution, vhich was by no means an anti-avthoritarian
revolution and was not led by anti-avthoritarians.

whether Caris is cohnsciously obscuoring the truce nature of
the Chinese revolution or has been honestly taken in by the
Muctist kracts he's been reading, it's worth iooking briefly
at the Chioese revolutior as it really was, ratha2r than the
way 14 18 described by Mavist apologists.

After the defeat and slaughter of rthe Chinrese workers in
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shanghai, a section of the Chinese Communist Party and eventually
the party as a whole gave up eatirely on organizing working
class and instead foc¢used on the peasantry. But the rasult

was not a spontaneous peasant wprising of the sort that powered
the French, Russian and Spanish Revelutions. The p2asants

in China did not spontaneously rise up, slaughter the landlords;
seize the land and work it under their own direction. The
Chinese Communists certainly ocganized peasant armies, but

it would be wore accurate to describdbe these as armies of
peasants. The peaszants werce organized into formations that

were firmly controlled by the Communists from the top down
thrtough officers and party functionarcies.

Moreover, throughout mast of the struggle, these armies did
not attack the landlords and lat the peasants seize aad aanage
tne land as they saw fit. Quite the contrary, consistent with
Stalin's theory of the two-stage revolution, the Chinese
Communist strateygy centered on maintaining a united front

of all “"patriotie" Chinese, including Chiany Xai-shek, Che
capitalists and landlerds, in @ purely nationalist struggle
against the Japancse, who invaded Manchuria ian 1%31 and attempted
to conguer the rest of China several years later. In the areas
they controlled, Lhe Communists mercely limited the extent

to which the tandlords exploited the psasants by loweriag
cents and interest rates. all spontaneous peasant movements
were either absorhed into the Communist agmies OC cukhlessly
supvressed oy "handits. "

Even after the Japanese were defeated and the Communists turned
their tull attention against Chiang, the Comuunists pursued

a purely bourgecis program and malntained £irm, bureaucratic
control ovar the peasants. Consistent with this, when their
armies surrouvnded the city, the Communists did not uwrge the
workers Lo rise up, throw out the capitalists and take over
the factories. Instead, Ehe workers were urged Lo remain at
work uwonder the firm conteal of the capitalists, who continued
to exploit them uas belore and were assured by the Communists
that their ownersanip and contrel of the factories would not
be- infringed. In fact, Macv advocated lowering wage rates and
lengthening working hours in order to increase proeduction.

It was not until the 149505, that is, afecer the Communists

had defeated Chiany and consolidated their power, that they
moved to introduce land reform and expropriate the capitalists.
Even then, these processes were well controlled by the Compnunist
Party; at no point were the workers enccuraged ta form autonaomaus
fackory comnnlttes ox given conktrol ovsr the factories; nor

were the peasants given full and autonomous conkrol over the
land. Meanwhile, the capitalists were compensated for thear
property and often hired as managers at gencrous salaries

to run their former plants, while their children were guaranteed
entry into Chinese colleges and univexsities.

What took place, in fack, was a well-ordered bourgeois revolutieon
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in which the pzasants were used by the Communists as a massive
club to carry out their bourgeois-nationalist pxogxam. Rather
than the p=asant armies being the instrument for the
ecstablishment 2f the warkers' and peasants' self-rule, they
represented the embryo of a new state apparatus through which
the Communists, substituting themselves for the traditional
bourgecisie, established their own rule over the workers and
peasants. The Chinese Revolution, rather than being an example
for anti=-antharitarians, oifers a particularly cleax
demponstration of the boucgenis and avthoritarian nakture of
Marxism.

Chris justifies Ehe Maolst strategy 1n part by ¢laiming that
the workers wese not ready to ktake over and ron industry.

This is ¢lassic Maoists apologetics, conveniently omitting

any mention of the fact that the Chinese workers were POLITICALLY
ready to take over industry, and had in fact done so, as far
back as 1927, vatil they were ordered to give it back by their
Communist leaders and had been slaughtered for their cobedience.
If the Chinese workers were not TECHNICALLY ready ko dircct
production, ncither are workers today, in the imperialist
countrics as well zs the rmperialized conkries, ready o do

=o. Running industry is something that has to be iearned 1in
pretice, by actually deing so. D0 the members of Love and

Rage need to be reminded that this is the chief aryument raiscd
by supporters of capltalism against all xadical prxograms and
cspecially ageinst aoki-authoritarianism?

anti=authorituarians can ¢ortainly Eefend the Chinese revolution
as rapresenting 2 victory for the Chinese people, insofar

as i1t unitied China, eliminated reactionary social classes

and archaic social practices and improved the couatry's
baggaining power vis a vis imperialism. But one can only preiend
thiat tnig revolution was in any way anti-authoritarian by
grossly insulting the truth.

Egually important, while we can and should support nationalist/
bourgepis revolutlons against imperialism, this dows not mean
we should fdentify with the new hourgeois elites and defend
their policics of intensifying the exploitation of the workers
and peasants, a5 Chris does. On the contrary, our job 1s to
defend the workers' and prasants' efforts to resist capitalist
exploitaktion and to preparce the ground for an anki-authoritariuan
revolytion.

The azuthoritarian nature of the Chinese Revolution is revcaled
by developments that occurxed aftar the Communist victory

in 1%48. TIn the early 1950Gs. the Comrunists concouraged the
formation of cooperatives in the countrysaide; Zo which the
peasants responded cagerly. But comnsistent with thelirc conviction
thakb centralization is economically more efficieal and socially
progressive than small-scale production, the Communists in

the loite 1950e ‘forced bhe peasaatks bo enker vase “communes.™
Like forced collectivization im kussia, this meant taking
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the land eway from the peasgants and putting it in the hands
of party and state bureaucrats.

The purpose of forming these "communes" was to free uvp large
numbers of peasants ta work in new, pooxly conceivad and hastily
constructed rural industrial proejects, including small, backyaxd
steel furnaces. One result of this "Great Leap Forward" was
several years of poox harvests, a massive famine in which

an estimated 40 million people died (!) and years of econcomic
contraction. China did not recover from this debacle, which

was only possible becausa of the rigidly hierarchic natuxe

of Communist rule, until nearly 10 years later.

But the proof of the pudding is in the eatbting. For the last
scveral yeaxs, China has been uwndergoing the transition fron
a form of state capitalism in which bureavcrats attempted,
not very effectively, to plan production and manage industzy
o one in which privately owned and managad industry 1is
increasingly dominant. If this plan is successful, China may
well cmcrge as one of the world’'s meost powerfel capitalist
{ang impexialist)} powers ia the 2Isi century.

In efifect, the Chinese Communists eliminated the traditional
capitalist elass, believing that they {the Comnunist Puarty)
could carry out the industrial transformation of the country
mere efficiently than the capitalists. As it turned out, in
China {as well as Russia, North Korga, Eastern Furope and

Cuba), state-run industry was iancEficicat and corrupt. As

the economy staynated and feill behind ather, traditional
capltalist couwntries, the only solution was to attempt Lo
recreake an indigenous traditional capitalist class. In Russia,
the attempts to do this led to the rapid demise of the Communist
regime. In China, the Communist governmeat has managsed to

hald onkto power. But if the economic transformation is to
continue, the regime will most likely evolve into an autocxatic,
but non-Communist Chinese state.

This development demonstrates the bourqeois, auvthoritarian
nature of the Chinesce revolution. The current economicg
transformation c¢an only take place as smoothly as it has becauwse
the country is and always has been controlled by a bureaucratic
elite, ratha2e than the Chinese people.

In the 1760s and 70s. it was fashicnable 1n Macist circles

o contend that Mao tried to forestall and then reverse the
"bureaucratization® of the revolution, The Cultural Kevolution,
it was said, was his last effort in this campaign. But Mac
never stood for or encouraged the independent mobilization

and organization, lzt alonc the zelf-rule, of the workers

and peasants, Freom the beginning, ouk 0f power or in puwer,
Mao believed in tight, centralized, hicrarchic control of

the economy and the country as a whole.

But the Chinese state capitalist ruling class, lLike other

e e .



nationalist elites, has often been divided over which measures
woueld best promote the economic developmant of thé couatry.
Some elements, such as those around Chou En-1lai, sought to
encouraye econonic growth by borzowing Western technology

and leaving workexs, peasants and managers alone to pursac
their appointed tasks and daily lives in relative peace.

Mae and the faction he represenkted believed that this process
would be oo slow and would result in China falling vigctim

to its enemics, particularly the United Szates, Japan and

the Soviet Union. To avoid this, he sought o "hothouse"™ economic
growth through periodic bureaucratic mobrlizations of the
population. One such campaign, the Creat Leap Forward led,

as we vaw, Lo mass starvation and an actual decline in economic
growth. In its aftermath, Mao was discxedited within the elite
and politically marginalized. The Cultural Revolutior was

his attempt to organize idealistic, that is, fanatically
oro-Communist, students to fight his oppenents within the
bureaucracy and regain the avktocratic power he once had.

At no peint did Mao encourage workers and peasants to organize
independently and rise wp against the state capitalist ruling
class 35 a whole., If anything, the student Red Guards attacked
{physically as well as ideologically) workers and peasants

as counterrevalutionaries. &35 1n his earlicr cfforts, millions
of ordinary people, not just bureauctats, suffered imprisonmenkt,
internal exile, cruel beatings and d=zath.

But Chris would have us soc the Chinesc Revolution as scome
kind of model for aati-authoritarian revolutionaries. To make
Ehis absurdity seem plausible, Chris exhibits the same
"convenlient amaesia"™ when discussing China as he does when
discussing Spain. In the case of Spain, Chris fails to mention
the Stalinists' assassinations of their political opponents,
which was the logical consequence of their bhelief that the
revolution in Spain was "of necessity” a bouryeols one. In
the case of China, Chris ©nds his discussion i1n the carly
15505, before the Communist cegime starts killang miliioans

of people 1n the interests of capitalist induwstrialization,
likewise the logical conseguence of their belief that the
revolution ia ebelr country was, and had to be, bourgepis.

in nis document, Chris 1is careful to claim that he is Simply
criticizing anarchists and anarchism, inplying chat the
perspective he is now promoting can be accommodated under

the anti-acvthoritarian banner. But, as 1 have argued, Chris's
new perspective and the Chinese Revolution that impresses
him 3o much are/were authoritarian in the extreme.

Rather than beiay a2 model for anti-authoritarians, the Chinese
Revolution reveals the logic of Macxists' atkbitudes toward
wcthods. Unlike anarchists, Marxists are g=znerally nok rastrained
by parcticular scruples about the metbods they employ. This

is especially the case when they have the power of the state
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at their disposal. Whatever they may ¢laim, they have always
acted as if all means, no matter how brutal, dishonest and
disgusting, are justified in their struggle agaiast capitalism.
These methods become ipso facto progressive because, they
pelieve, they represent the poletariat, socialism and the
libhexation of all humanity.

But what Marxists don't see is that such methods undermine
their own goals. It is nok, as they see it, a guestion of
abstract morality, bat of long-term effcctiveness. In the
short— aad perhaps even the medium-run, brutal, disheonest
methods may win some gains, but they will ultimately destroy
the revalution, even & Marxist one, After the Octaober Revalution,
the Bolsheviks centralized all poalitical and cconomic power

in their hands, built a revolutionary arny and policze apparatus
and smashed their political opponents in order to maintain
their ruvle. In the short- and medivm=-run, this worked, but
they never built s2cialism and now they don't even have state
capiralism anymorc.

The Chinese Stalinists bhelieved it was easier to carry out

a bouxgepis revolution than a socialist one, more cffective
to organize a hicrarchical avrmy of pgasant zeldievs than ko
encourage independent struggles and organizations of workers
and pecasants. They succeeded in selzing state power, buk only
to s2e¢ the revolution servz as an incubator for a new,
traditional capitxlist class.

Chris's atkbitude boward revoluticnary strategy and tactics
suffers from the same problem. In the shoct-run, the methods
h¢'s advocating may seem more realistic, more successful,

than the seemingly abstrack, ineffective and overly moralistic
methaods of anarchists. But the measures Chris is urging us

to consider - state capitalist revolutions in imperialized
countrlies, revolubionary armies, etc. -~ will not lead to our
goal , but to new avthoritarian societles, not to mention the
millions of deaths that these regimes have a Ltendevncy to caunse.

Chris appears to be arguing merely thac Love and Rage should
drop the term anarchist from its name and consider certain
perspectives that run counter to traditional anarchism, while
remaining committed to anti-authoritarianism. But what Chris
1s really proposing is the firstk step in the political
redefinition of LOVE AND RAGE. If he gets his way, w2 will
staxrt ouvt by Jdropping the term anarchism and aliowiog
anthoritarian perspectives to be described as anti=-anthoritarian
and promoted within the organization. We will then accept

such perxspectives as the perhaps distastefuwl but necessary
application of anti-authoritarian politics to caoncrete reality.
Finally, having started down the slippezy slope, we will wind
up adopting incrcasingly auvthoritarian politiss and dropping
the term anti-zuthoritarianism as abstract and marcalistic.

The revolutionary, anti-authoritarian selution to the gquestions
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Chris iz ¥aising is not to go over to state capitalist Maoisn
but to defend an international anti-authoxitariag revolutionary
perspective. In fact, no country in the werld today, taken

by itself, has the full econocmic, social aad political
preguisites to carry ocut and maintain for an indefinite period
of time an anti-avkhoritarian revolution. But this does not
mean that we settle for carrying out state capitalist
revolutions. An anti-authoxitarian strateqy cau be found in
the general perspective that I first eancountecred under the
tesm "The Permanent Revelukion", put forward by Leon Trotsky.
Shorn of iks Marxist trappings, this perspective can ss3rve

as a general framework tor a worldwide anti-aukthoritarian
revolutlion.

Basing nhimself on the uneven nature of the objective conditions,
what he called "combinzd and uneven developwent”™. Trotsky
argued that the s»¢ial revolution in an imperialized country
could not by divided into discrete stages. Instead, what might
begin as a bourgeois revolution, addressing such issues as

the elimination of a laanded aristocrxacy and the division of
the land, the overthrow of a meosnarchy and the establishment

of @ democratic republic, would soon go beyond these tasks

and take on more radical guestions. For example, workers,
going into motion uvver the strugyle for higher wages and
shortening the workday, might launch a general strike, occupy
factories and take over whole cities.

It is therefore Lhe job of revolutionaries in any one counkey
to encourage the revolution to go as far as possible, even

if that country lacks the c¢omplete prerequisites for an
anti-avthoritarian revaelution. Meanwhile, it 1s alzo the task
of revolutionaries to encourage revolutions in other countries,
s¢ that the revolution becomes an internaticnal one. The
revolution is thus permanent in twe senses: (1) within one
country., the revolution does nok limit itself Lo any one stage,
but seeks to proceed as far as possible; {2) the revelution
does not limilk itself teo one country, bat aims t£o be
international.

It 15 of the very nature of an anti-authoritarian revolution
to be a worldwide phenomenon. We are, in fact, speaking of

a transformation of the human species. It either happens
relatively rapidly or it won't happen at all. If the people

in any one country, even an economically "advanced"” one, carrcy
ovut an anti-autheritarian revolution and it remains isolated,
it will be defeated. There rfemaing aothing that anti—-authori-
tarians can do abouk this but to pick uap and start over. adopting
avthoritarian measuvres, such as a standing army based on
traditional centralization, hierarchy and discipline, will

not save the revolution but will destroy it from within.

Tnis perspective is not as farfetched as it may seem. It should
2c clear that human s¢ciegky as AL 1S curxrently organized is
rapidly undermining the conditions for iks own existence;
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among other things, it is5 destroying the planet on which we
live. Human beings will increasingly be confronted with the
nced to make a radical transformation in the way we treat
zach othex and the Earth as a whole. These two questions are
thoroughly interconnected: we must stop viewing other human
beings and the Earth as a whole as tools to increasze our own
individaal and/or group power. Do we carry out this
transforaation or do we all get destroyed?

I have hopes that human beings will make the right decision.

I believe we have the intelligence and the moral potential

to carry out a global aoti-authoritarian revolution, one that
establishes a truly cooperative, stateless and classless saciety,
2 soclety in which people truly care for each other and the
planet and work cooperatively to meet the needs of the greater
whole of which we are a zart. I0 we cap't carry out such a
transformation, the human race will face extinction, and will
deserve it.

Chris secms to have decided that he'd rather lead any revolution
that succeeds, cven if it s an authoritarian ome, than be

pazt of an anti-avthoritarian revolution that is defeated.

I would like Lo be part of an anti-authezitarian reveolutien
that wins, and am willing to risk being defeated if this is

the price to pay.

Chris has the risht co argue for whatever perspective for

l.ove and Raqge he chooses. But let's be clear about what we

<“re talking aboulk. W arc not mexely discussing whether o
drop tne terwm anavchism from our name and consider certain
perspectives that anarchists have rofused te entertain in

the past. We are discussing the very nature and direction

of the federarion. Wikl we continue to advocate and seek to
carry out an anti-autnoritarian revolution, or will we abandan
our anti-aubthoritarian principles and program and turn ourselves
1nto bourgeois revolutionaries in the interests of a
short-sighted conception of revolutionary efficiency?
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