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FORTHE LENINIST far
left the collapse of the
USSR has thrown up
more quesiions then it
answered. If the Soviet I
Union really was a
4workers state’ why |
were the workers un- |
|
|
|
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willing to defend it?
Why did they in fact wel-
come the changes?
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What happened to Trotskys “political
revolution or bloody counter revolu-
tion™? Those Leninist organisationa
which no longer see the Soviet Union
as a workers state do not escape the
contradictions either. If Stalin was
the source of the problem why do so
many Russian workers blame Lenin
and the other Bolshevik leaders too.

The mythology of “Lenin, creator and
sustainer of the Russian revolution” is
now dying. With it will go all the
Leninist groups for as the Soviet ar-

chives are increasingly opened it will
become increasingly difficult to defend

Lenin’s legacy. The Left in the west
has dodged and falsified the Lenin

debate for 60 years now. Now however’
there is a proliferation of articles and
meetings by the various Trotskyist
groups trying to convince workersthat
Lenin did not lead to Stalin. Unfortu-

nately muchofthis debateis stilllbaaed
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on the slander and falsifications of
history that has been symptomatic of
Bolshevism since 1918. The key ques-
tions of what comprises Stalinism and
when did “Stalinism” first come into
practice are dodged in favour of rheto-
ric and historical falsehood.

Stalinism is defined by many features
and indeed some of these are more
difficult then othersto lay at the feet of
Lenin. The guiding points of Stalin’s
foreign policy for instance was the idea

~ oF penpafil srexisience MEHONIN
while building socialism in the USSR

(“socialism in one country”). Lenin is
often presented as the opposite ex-
treme, being willing to risk all in the
cause of international revolution. This
story like many others however is not
all it seems. Other points that many
would consider characteristic of Stal-
inism include, the creation of a one
party state, no control by the working
class of the economy, the dictatorial
rule of individuals over the mass of
society, the brutal crushing of all work-

ers’ action and the use of slander and

historical distortion against other left
groups.

SOCIALISM
IN ONE COUNTRY

The treaty of Brest-Livtosk of 1918,
which pulled Russia out of World War
1, alsosurrendered a very largeamount
of the Ukraine to the Austro-Hungari-
ans. Obviously, there was no potential
of continuing a conventional war
(especially as the Bolsheviks had used
the slogan “peace, bread, land” to win
masssupport). Yet, the presenceofthe
Makhnovist movementin the Ukraine,
clearly demonstrated a vast revolu-
tionary potential among the Ukrain-
ian peasantsand workers. Noattempt
was made to supply or sustain those
forces which did seek to fight a revolu-

-tionary war against the Austro-Hun-

garians. They were sacrificed in order

togain a respite to build “socialism”in

Russia.

The second point worth considering
about Lenin’s internationalism is his
insistence from 1918 onwards, that
thetask wastobuild “state capitalism,

as “If weintroduced state capitalismin

approximately 6 months’time we would
achieve a great success..”.! He was also
to say “Socialism is.nothing but state
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cap;taliét monopoly made ta benefit

the whole people®. * This calls into
question Lenin’s concept of socialism.

ONE PARTY STATE

Another key feature many would asse-
ciate with Stalinism was the creation
of a one party state, and the silencing
of all opposition currents within the
party. Many Trotskyists will still try
to tell you that the Bolsheviks encour-
aged workers to take up and debate
the points of the day, both inside and
outside the party. The reality is very
different for the Bolsheviks rapidly
clamped down on the revolutionary

. forces outside the party, and then on

those inside that failed to toe the line .

In April 1918 the Bolshevik secret
police (The Cheka) raided 26 Anar-
chist centres in Moscow. 40 Anar-
chists were killed or injured and over
500 imprisoned ®. In May the leading
Anarchist publications were clased
down®. Both of these events occurred
before the excuse ofthe outbreak ofthe
Civil War could be used as a ‘justifica-

tion’. These raids occurred because

the Bolsheviks were beginning to lose

. the arguments about the running of

Russian industry.

In 1918 also a faction of the Bolshevik
party critical of the party’s introduc-
tion of ‘Talyarism’ (the use of piece
work and time & motion studies to
measure the output of each worker,
essentially thescience of sweat extrac-

- tion) around the journal Kommunise

were forced out of Leningrad when the
majority of the Leningrad party con-
ference supported Lenin’s demand
“that theadherentscf Kommunistcease
their separate organisational
existence”. ©

The paper was last published in May,
SRR ot 0y g guasian, persie:
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sionorcompromise, buit by a high pres-
sure campaign in the Party organisa-
tions, backed by a barrage of violent
invective in the party press...". * So
much for encouraging debate!!

A further example of the Bolsheviks
‘encouraging debate’ was seen in their
treatment of the Makhnovist in the
Ukranine., This partisan army which
fought against both. the Ukrainian
nationalists and the Whitegenerals at
one time liberated over 7million people.
It was led by the anarchist Nestor
Makhno and anarchism playedthema-
jor part in the ideology of the move-
ment. Theliberated zone wasranby a
democraticsoviet of workers and peas-
ants and many collectives were set up.

ECHOS OF SPAIN

The Makhnovistsentered intotreaties
with the Beolsheviks three times in
order to maintain a stronger united
front against the Whites and national-
ists. Despite this they were betrayed
by the Bolsheviks three times, and the
third time they were destroyed after
the Bolsheviks arrested and executed
all the delegates sent to a joint mili-
tary council.: This was under the in-
structions of Trotsky! Daniel Guerin’s
description of Trotskys dealings with

* the Makhnovists is instructive“He re-
. fused to give arms to Makhno's parti-
sans, fai

ing in his duty of assisting
them, and subsequently accused them
of betrayal and of allowing themselves
to be beaten by white troops. The same
procedure was followed 18 years later
by the Spanish Stalinists against the
anarchist brigades™’

The final lid was put on political life
outside or inside the party in 1921.
The 1921 party congress banned all
factions in the communist party itself.
Trotsiy made a speech- denouncing
one such faction, the Workers Op?osi-
i Btkici o)
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 tion as having “placed the workers

right to elect representatives above the
party. Asifthe party were not entitled
to assert its dictatorship even if that
dictatorship temporarily clashed with
the passing moods of the workers
democracy" .

Shortly afterwards the Kronstadt ris-
ing was used as an excuse to exile,

imprison and execute the last of the
anarchista. Longbefore Lenins death
the political legacy now blamed on
Stalin had been completed. Dissent
had been silenced inside and outside
the party. The one party state existed
as of 1921. Stalin may have been the
first to execute party members on a
large scale but with the execution of
those revolutionaries cutside the party
and the silencing of dissidents within
it from 1918 the logic for these purges
was clearly in place

et e o 6

Another key ares ia the posmon of the
working class in the Stalinist society.
No Trotskyist would disagree that
under Stalin workers had nosay in the

running of their workplaces and suf- .

fered atrocioue conditions under threat
of the state’siron fist. Yet again these
conditions came in under Lenin and
not Stalin. Immediately after the
revolution the Russian workers had

" attempted to federate the factory
"committees in order to maximise the

distribution of resources. This was
blocked, with Bolshevik ‘guidance’, by
the trade unions.

By early 1918 the basis of the limited
workers control offered by the Bolshe-
viks (in reslity little more then ac-
counting) became clear when all deci-
sions had to be approved by a higher
body of which no more than 50% could

- be_workers. Daniel Guerin describes
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The family wee of Leninism...an inberited genetic disease is killing off its branches-
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HOMO PEKINBNSIS

‘the Bolshevik control of the elections
in the factories “elections to factory
committees continued to take place ,
but a member of the Communist cell
read out a list of candidates drawn up
in advance and voting wos by show of
hands in the presence of armed ‘Com-
munist’guards. Anyone who declared
his opposition to the proposed candi-
dates became subject to wage cuts, etc.” *

On March 26th 1918 workers control
was abolished on the railways in a
decree full of ominous phrases stress-
ing “iron labour discipline” and indi-
vidual management. At least, say the
Trotskyists, the railways ran on time.
In April Lenin published an articla in
Isvestiya which included the introdue-

tion of a card system for measuring
ench WOTrkers pmaucnvny He said

..wemustorganise in Russia the study
and teaching of the Talyor system”.
“Unguestioning submission tea single
will is absolutely necessary for the
successof the labour process...the revo-
lution demands, in the interests of
socialism, that the masses unquestion-
ingly obey the single will of the leaders
of the labour process” '® Lenin declared
in 1918. This came before thecivil war
broke out and makes nonsense of the
claimsthat the Bolsheviks were trying
to maximise workers control until the
civil war prevented them from doing
0.

With the outbreak of the Civil War
things became much worse. In late
May it was decreed that po more than
/3 of the management personnel of
industrial enterprises should be
elected.!’ A few “highlights” of the
following years are worth pointingout.
At the ninth party congress in Aprilof
1920 Trotsky made his infamous com-
ments on the militarization of labour
“the working class...must be thrown
hereand there, appointed, commanded
Just like soldiers. Deserters from la-
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bour ought to be ﬁvrmed into punitive
battalions or put into concentration
camps”.”"? The congress itself declared
“no trade union group should directly
intervene inindustrial management.”"

ONE MAN MANAGEMENT

Atthetrade unioncongressthat April,
Lenin was toboast how in 1918 he had
“pointed out the necessity of recagnis-
ing the dictatorial authority of single
individuals for the purposeof carrying
out the soviet idea”."* Trotsky declared
that “labour..obligatory for the whole
country, compulsory for every worker is
the basis of socialism™® and that the
militarisation of labour was no emer-
gency measure'®. In War Communism
and Terrorism published by Trotsky
that year he said “The unions should
discipline the workers and teach them
toplace the interests of production above
their own needs and demands”. 1t is
impossible to distinguish between
these policies and the labour policies of

-Stalin.

WORKERS REVOLTS

Perhaps the most telling condemna-
tion of the Stalinist regimes came from
their crushing of workers’ revolis, both
the well known ones of East Berlin
1953, Hungary 1956 and Czechoslova-
kia in 1968 and scores of smaller, less
known risings. The first such major
revolt was to happen at the height of
Lenin's direction of the party in 1921
at Kronstadt, a naval base and town
near Petrograd. Therevolt essentially
occurred when Kronstadt attempted
to democratically elect a Soviet and
issued a set of proclamations calling
for a return to democratic soviets and
freedom of press and speech for “the
anarchists and left socialist parties™ "
This won the support of not only the

massof workers and sailorsat thebase

but of the rank and file of the Bolshe- -



vik party there as well. Lenin's re-
sponse was brutal. The base was
stormed and many of the rebels who
failed to escape were executed. Kron-
stadt had been the driving force for the
revolution 'in’ 1917 and in 1921 the ;
revolution died with it.

There are other commonly accepted

characteristicsof Stalinism. One more |
that is worth looking at'is the way
Stalinist organsiations have used slan-
der as a weapon against other left :
groups. Anotheristhe way that Stalin
re-wrote history. Yet again this is
something which was a deep strain
within Leninism. Makhnofor example
went from being hailed by the Bolghe-
vik newspapers as the “Nemesis of the
whites” ®to being described as a Kulak

and a bandit . L

SLANDER

Modern day Trotskyists are happy to
repeat this sort of slander along with
describing Makhno asan anti-Semite.
Yet the Jewish historian M. Tcher-
nikover says "It is undeniable that, of
allthe armies, including the Red Army,
the Makhnovists behaved best with
regard to the civilian population in
general and the Jewish population in
particular.™

The leadership of the Makhnovists
contained Jews and for those who
wished toorganisein thismanner there
werespecificJewish detachments. The
part - the Makhnovists played in de-
feating the Whites has been written
out of history by every Trotskyist his-
torian, someother historians however
consider they played a far more deci-
sive role then the Red Army in defeat-
ing Wrangel®..

Kronstadt provides another example
ofhow Lenin and Trotsky used slander
apainst their politicalopponents. Both
2 ' ; ' s !
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‘attempted io paint the revoit as being |

organised and lead by the whites. |
Pravda on March 3rd, 1921 described |
it as “A new White plot....expected and |
undoubtedly prepared by the French
counter-revolution”. Lenin in his re- -
port to the 10th party congress on |
March 8th said “White generals, you
all know it, played a great part in this. E
This is fully proved”. *" i

Yet even Isaac Deutscher, Trotskys
bingraphersaid in ‘The Prophet Armed’
“The Bolsheviks denounced the men of
Kronstadt as. counter-revolutionary
mutineers, led by a White general. The
denunciation appears te have been
groundless™*

RE-WRITINGHISTORY

Some modern day T mtskyist.s_repeét
such slanders, others like Brian Pearce
Thistorian of the Socialist Labour’
League in Britain) try to deny it ever
oceurred “No pretence was made that
the Kronstadt mutineers were White
Guards™ In actual fact the only czar-
ist general in the fort had been put
there as commander by Trotsky some
maonths earlier!  Lets leave the last

_Wordy an_ this to the workers of

Kronstadt “Comrades, don'’t allow
yourself to be misled. In Kronstadt,
power isin the hands of the sailors, the
red soldiers and of the revolutionary
workers”™

There ig irony in the fact that these
tactics of slander and re-writing his-
tory as perfected by the Bolsheviks
under Lenin were later tobe used with
such effect against the Trotskyists.
Trotsky and his followers were to be
denounced as “Fascists” and agents of
international imperialism. They were
to be written and air-brushed out of
the history of the revolution. Yet to-
day his followers, the last surviving
Leninists use the same tactics against
their political opponents.

o e e

The intention of this article is to pro-
voke a much needed debate on the
Irish left about the nature of Leninism

and where the Russian revolution went

bad. Thecollapseofthe Eastern Euro-
pean regimes makes it all the more
urgent that this debate goes beyond
trotting out the same old lies. If Len-
inism lies at the heart of Stalinism
then those organisations that follow
Lenin’s teaching stand to make the
same mistakes again. Anybody in a
Leninist organisation who does not
take this debate seriously is every bit
as blind and misled as all those Com-
munist Party members who thought
the Soviet Union was a socialist coun-
try until the day it collapsed.

Andrew Flood
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ON QUOTES AND MISQUOTES

The problem w hen writing an article cov-
ering this period of history is where you
select your quotations from. Both Lenin
and Trotsky changed their positions many
times in this period. Many Leninists for
example try to show Lenin’s oppositionto
Stalinism by quoting from State and Revo-
Tution (1917). Thisislittle more then decep-
tion as Lenin made no attempt to put the
program outlined in this pamphiet into
practise. In any case it still contains his
curious conception of Workers control.

[ have only used quotes from the October
revolution to 1921 and in every case these
quotes are either statements of policy, or
" what should be policy at the time. Asso-
cialists are aware governments in opposi- |-
tion may well say “Health cuts hurt the
old, the sick and the handicapped”. Itis
however in power that you see their real
programme exposed.

’ Further reading
If you want to find out more about
where the revolution failed these are
some books worth getting ,
* The Bolsheviks & Workers' Control
by Maurice Brinton.£3.95 .
»The Kronstadt Uprising by Ida Mett.
I3 7 el ,
° Anarchism by Daniel Guerin. £4.95
*History of the Makhnovist move-
ment (1918-21) by Piotr Arshinov.
£5.50 :

All available post free from WSM
Bookservice, PO Box 1528, Dublin 8.
Cheques or Postal Orders payable to
Workers Solidarity Movement.
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Few would quarrel with the statement that societal
changes resubting from feminist struggle have been
nothing short of profound. These changes have been
brought about by the cfforts of women belonging to
~ the "Hirst wave” of feminism in the early 1900s and
maore recently, by the "sccond wave® of women's
struggle that cmerged in the 1960s and continues to
thisday. it is hard 10 think of even one aspect of cur
fives that has not been touched in some way by the
women's movement. We nced only to look at the
lives of our own mothers 10 seehow much things have
changed in the last 20 yeass. The restrictions that m
mother faced firstas o-girl and then as a woman in t!{e
1941k and 19505 have been largely overcome by
women who fought against the confines of sexism.
Today, women are by and large recognized as
tegitimate citizens of vur socicty and are seen by most

n: ;v::!uahlc members of the community in their own
right.

Waomen's fight for Icgitimacy ha
casy. It has been met with grcsat r&sgan:e?:::?z:';y
by men, but:ilso by some women. ‘The fact that men
s & groop have resisted women's cmancipation led to
the csiablishiment of a scparaie women's movement
I we Jonk back to the 19605, for cxamplc, we can sec
thit the sexism within the New Left foreed women {0

3

BEYOND
FEMINISM:

- Anarchism &
Human Freedom

ook elsewhere for satisfying political i ol
As A lying political involvement.
The ringing statemenss of carly
feminist manifestos as well as
subsequent analyses of the peviod
Show clearly that fepinists left male
dominated grovps, not from weakness
but Jrom positions of sirengeh and
experience, 1o canry forward a stuggle
Jor acultural, econonvic, social and
sexual revolution thar had faltered on
men’s refusol to address their own
prower over women,

The humanism of the New Lelt, like the ideology of
mainsircam socicty, was male-defined. The 5
contradictivn was great - marxists, anarchists
trotskyists, maoists, and others were all ostem‘ibl
fighting for lutman liberation, but they undcn‘ooz this
tight without contronting sexism. The New Leit
simply did not take women as women scriousiy
These movements drove women out of the feft
hecause the fundamental conception of the human
being within the left was overwhelmingly maie I'is'ues
like women’s sexual nnd iniclectual frecdom 4o
childcare, houscwork, violence against wome;a and

children, sexval harassment, and the objectification of
wonien wete not addiessed in any scrious way by the
male Ieft. Left politics was on the whole more
concerned with the theory and practice of toppling
povernments o scizing power than with looking afier
children. This is not o sty that left-wing politics
accomplished nothing during the 1960s; in fact, the
left wats responsibie for a critical re-cvaluation of late
capitatism which shook the very foundations of our
sovicty. The movement, at once playful and deadly
setious, challenged the authotity of the sfate to send
men to war, challcnged the authority of the capitalist
1o steal from workers, and challenged the right of the
church to control sexuality. What it did not chalienge
was the right of men to exercise power over “their”
women. On the whole, left-wing men did not
question their own dubjous right to defipe the human
race in their image -- as maje. As a resul, a women's
movement emerged not only in opposition to the
«~vism ol the dominant cuiture, but aiso in response
10 the lack of a nonsexist and theieby truly humanist
feft. s Y
. The struggle by women for liberation has
emerged out of a myriad of contexts and situations,
both personal and political. Some women came 0
feminism through left-wing potitics: marxism,
anarchism or socialism, for example. Other women
embraced feminism because, trapped in suburban
kitchens, they confronted and overcame what in 1963
Betty Fricdan cafled "the problem that has #o name”
by giving it a name: male domination. Still othcrs
found themselhves involved in the women's movement
because it allowed an alternative to heterosexuality.
There arc probably as many reasons for joining the
women's movenent as the » are women. This has
tesufted in 2 wondesfully di crsc colleciion of gioups
and tendencics within the feminist movement.
Among others, these include marxist-feminists,
socialist feminists, radical feminists, lesbian
scparatisis, anarcha-feminists, intcgrative feminists,
liberal feminists and cco-feminists. Notonly do these
various groups differ from onc another, but cven
within groups therecxist subile and not-so-subtic
differences and factions. This fluid, ever-changing
pluralism, which resists rigid categorization, is one of
the movement’s strengths, while simultancously
posing chaifcnging analytical problems for theorists
concerned with understanding the feminisi
movement. Therefore, instead of becoming mired in
a tiring and unrewarding discussion of what divides
the women's movemeiit, it is more usciul to idemily
what these various proups have in common. What
unites these women as feminists is their shared betict
that women in our socicty are unfairly disadvantaged
velative 10 men. While there is much disagreement
over the causes, effccts, and possible solutions o the
domination of women by men, alf feminists are united
in their refusal to accept women's subordination as
unchangeable,
This tefusal has had enotmous effets on the
ractice of politics in our society. ‘Marxists, socialists.
Vibcqa!s, even mainsitcam politicians must now in
some way or other address the concerns put forth by
feminists. While some of the changes have been
symbolic, like the decreasing vse of sexist language in
public, other changes such as the increased

availability of birth control and abortion has been
undeniably concrete. These changes are duc to the
«militarticy of.ibe women’s movement gver the past
twenly yeais, a militancy that has demonstrated vey
clearly that if men do not tieat women as full
members of the human species, we will simply go
eisewhere. And go eisewherc we did -~ into our
consciousness-raising groups, our women-only sty
sessions, our feminist action commitices, our
autonomous, self-run women’s movement.
T his creation by women of a movement Jo
women provided the opportunity for many of us i

aaken serivusly for the first time in our lives. lnste

of fighting with lefi-wing men to put childcarc on i
agenda, we wiote the agenda ourselves. This, {
belicve, is the most impostant achicvement of the
women's movement -- women did not ask for
freedom, we rook it. As Emma Goldman bholdly
wroic:

The right 10 vote, or equal civil rights,

may-be goosd demands, bul irve

emancipation begins neither at the

polls sior in courts. In begins in

woman's soul. History teils us that

every oppressed elass gained frue, i

liberation from its masicrs il ough its

own efforts. It is necessay that

woman learns that lesson, that she

realize that her frecdom will reach as

for: o5 her power 1o achieve her

freedom reaches.

The feminist movement has indced ficed “woman
soul”, certainly within the movement itsclf. That

achicvement has peimeated the sest of the lcft, ar
a lesser oxicnt mainstrcam socicty, is a festament

the vitality and strength of women's strugsle.



While acknowledging these
accomplishments, 1 would like to turn now to what {
see an inherent Himiation of the feminist movement:
the lack of ag inwrinsic critique of power and
domination per se. The absence of such a critigue in
the coie of feminist thought resulis in the inability of
feminism as a whoie cithers to eavision of 1o create a
world where all people can be fice. 1 would like o
suggest that the political phitosophy of anaschism,
with its implicit cirique of power, offers an
alicinative 1o feminism in the ongoing strupgic fog
Jnen liberation.

To speak of power as @ thing or phenomenon
thit can exist indepeadent of human consciousness is
1o profonndly misunderstand the whole problem of
power iselt. Power exists as a relationship between
individual buman beings whereby one individual
attempis 1o negate the free will of another. When
1he will of one has been successfully imposced upon
another, thep there exists a situation of domination.
Thint power is a relationship between two pactices -
the oppressor and the oppressed -- and not somcthing
metaphysicil or otherwise beyond the grasp and
control of human individuals, is clearly understoond by
anmchist thinkers.

In the cariy part of this century, Emma
Golthman quoied these lines fron John Heary
Mackay's poem in her essay "Anarchism: What It
Reathv Stands For™

f am an Anarchise! Wherejore 1 will

Notrule, and also ruled Fwill not be!

These words clearly and succinetly expsess the
intcgrity that is fundaniental to the anarchist position
- intcgrity born out of the double imperative 1o both
denouiiee and renvunce the excicise of power:
Anarchist potitical phifosophy is based upon the
heliet thin people wre capable of self-detcrmination,
that scif-determination is the foundation for human
frecdom, and that power sckationships undenmine
self deternmination and thercfore must be constantly
apposed. This uneompromising anti-
authoritarianism is what makes anarchism so
compelling 1o its adherents, both as a philosophy and
as a political movement. Anarchists understand that
frecdom is grounded in the refusal of the individual 1o
cexcrcise power over others coupled with the
opposition of the individual to yestrictions by any
externaf authority. Thus, anarchists challenge any
form of organization or relationship which Tosters the
exercise of power and domination. Forinstance,
anarchisty gppose the State because the act of
governing depends upon the excicise of power,
whether 1t be of monarchs over their subjects or, as in
the case of a democracy, of the majority over the
minority. Anarchists also rally against the institution
of organized religion, which they regard as both
implicitly and explicitly engendering selations of
Hhicrarchy and domination. Compulsory cducation,
sexual repression, censorship, private propeity,
alicnaied labour, child abuse - all these are
relationships of power that anarchists critically
chalicnge.

Of course, many expressions of power exist in
our socicty other than those Thave just listed; what

distinguishes the anarchist from other political

. activists is that the anarchist opposes them all. This

condemnation of power per se is fundamental 1o the
anarchist position and gives it a critical impetus that
takes it beyond traditional pofitical movements. The
feminist mrovement, with its central concern the
liberation of women, docs not contain within iiself
the farger critique of power that is basic to anarchism.
What [ hope to demonstrate below is that without an
implicit condemnation of power as such, leminism
ultimately fails by limiting itscl{ to an incomplcie
struggle for liberation,

In my view, it is absolutcly necessary that an
explicit anti-authotitarianism be present in a pulitical
philosophy if it is o bring about truc human
libesation. No hiciarchy is acceptable, no rufer is
altowable, no domination is justifiable in a free
society. Clearly, il this anti-authositarian principle is
nol fundamental to a political phitosophy, then
domination and hicrarchy can exist in theory and
practice without presenting a crisis: As a movement,
feminism does not have as a defining characierisiic an
anti-authoritarian critique of power and domination;
therefore, as a political philosophy, itis yasufficient
for the liberation of all peuple.

‘ Of course it is possibie 10 point o various
groups and individuals within fcaminism who are
critical of power, domination, and hicrarchy. The
feminist writer Marilyn French, for instance, criticizes
power in her book Beyond Power: On Women, Men
and Morals and advocates building a new world on
what she argues is the oppositc of power -- pleasure.
Another feminist writer, Starhawk, likewise criticizes
the exercise of what she cails “power-over™ and
advacates the use of consensus decision-making as
onc means to covnter power. Angela Miies, in her
essay "Feminist Radicalism in the 198057, argucs for
an "integrative” feminism that opposcs afl forms of
domination. These are only three examples of
feminist thinkers who consciously oppose the excreise
of power and domination; there exisi many others.

{ fowever, while onc tan point to exampics of
feminist thought that focus on the problem of power,
this does not indicate in any sense that a critique of
power is necessary or integral w0 feminist theory taken
asawhole. In other words, just as one can be a
feminist and oppuse gowcr like the three writers cited
above, it is also possible and not inconsistent for a
feminist 1o embrace the use of power and advocaie
domination without rclinquishing the right lobe a
feminist. For example, in her essay "The Futuge -- If
There Is One -- Is. Female”, Sally Mitler Gearhart
argues for the establishment of a matriarchy, she says
we must “begin thinking of fipping the coin, of
making the exchange of power, of building the
ideotogy of fomale primacy and control.” A
natrinschy. tike's patriagchy, is bascd on power,; the
fact that in a matriaschy women hold the power docs
uot negate the fact that powe {s:still being exccised.
Jo Freeman, in her article "The Fyranny of
Structwelessaess”, argucs. that feminisis must
abandon their small icadedess groups in favour of
designated power and a strong, ceattatized feminist
organizaiion. in place of small grasstools groups that
wse consensus 1o make decisions, Freeman advocates
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ksrge-scale demogratic decision-making, without
questioning the tycanny of the majority over the
minority that is incvitable in any democeatic form of
o1 ganization. For Freeman. it feminism is to be
successul, then "some middie ground beiween
domination and incflectivencss can and must be
fuund.” Clearly, Freeman sces nothing wrong with
women participating in forms of politics which arc
huscd on the exercise of domination and power. Betty
Fricdan, feminist author of Lhe Feminine Mystigue
and The Sccond Stage, argucs in both books that the
struggle for and the achievement of women's equality
should 1ake place without disturbing the cxisting
hicrarchies of the staic and the capitalist cconomic
system., Friedan has no quarrel with cconomic or
political power - she simply wants men and women

10 be able to compete for power on an cqual footing.
CGieathart, Freeman, Fricdan -- all thice are
undeniably feminist, and all.three accept power as
part of their world vicew. This acceptance of power
does not in any way disqualify them fsom being,
feminists. Feminism may allow for a critigue of
power, but a ceitique of power is not nccessary (o
feminism.

fn spite of the fact that some feminists clea
cmbrace the use of power, the arguiment has been
made by certain theorists that feminism is inherent!
anarchistic. For instance, Lynne Farrow takes this
position when she claims that "Feminism practices
what Anarchism preaches.” Peggy Korncgger also
asserts an identity between the two movements whe
she states, "Feminists have becn unconscious



haschists for years.” Both Farrow and Kornegger, in
heir eathusiasm to link feminism with anarchism,
pnose groups and individuals wiihin the women's
novement who are decidedly "archic”, that is who
ndorsc the use of power in both theory and practice.
ly coltapsing anarchism and feminism intoone
novement, Kornegger and Farrow disregard the rich
liversity of perspectives that make up the ferinist
novement, at the same time commitiing a grave
ajustice to anarchism by rendering it redundant. If
lJcminism practices what Anarchism preaches,” who
weeds anarchism anyway? In fact, feminism and
inarchism are not identical movements as Farrow and
Corncgger suggest; feminism 3s 2 whole recognizes
he Iniquity of the oppressiun ui wonien oy men;
naschism opposes oppression of all kinds. Certainly
ome feminists look beyond sexism to a wider,
marchistic critique of power; however, this wider
ritigire is not at all necessary to feminism.

Since it is possible, and in fact quite likely,
hat one could be 2 feminist withoui sharing the
warchist sensibllity towards power, then it is Jogical
o ask whether it is possible to be an anarchist
vithoui being 2 feminist. {a other words, can
inarchism accommodate the oppression of women
vithout contradicting itself? As anarchism is a
wiitical philosophy that opposes afl reiationships of
wwer, it is inhcrently feminist. An anarchist who
uppotts male domination contradicts the implicit
gitique of power which is the fundamental principle
ipon which ali of anarchism is buill. Scxist anarchists
Jo indeed exist, but only by virtue of directly
ontradicting their own anarchism. This
ontradiction leaves sexist anarchists open
giticism on their own terms. Anarchism must be
eminist il it is to remain seif-consistem,

Not only Is anarchism inherently feminist,
it also it gocs heyond feminism in its fundanenial
ipposition to all forms of power, hicraschy, and
lomination. Anarchism transcends and conlisins
eminism in its critique of power. This implicit
mmsiﬁun 10 the excicise of power gives anarchism a

der mandate, 50 to speak, tnan feminism or other
ibesatory movements such as mamxism. Anarchist
»olitical philosophy and practice is free to crivically
yppose any situation of oppression. While race, class,
ige, gender, sexuality, or ability, for instance, may
1sc analytical problems for other movements,
imarchism Is capable of dcaling with all these issues as
egitimate because of its fundamental commitment 1o
reedof 1ot aif pedpld. No oné Bpptéssioh is given? -
pecial status in anarchism -- all oppression is cqually
idesisable. Anarchism tights for human frccdom
igainst each and evesy form of power and
lomination, not just a particular historical
nanifestation of power. This gives anarchisma -
lexibility not avaiiable to any other movements.. Not
mly can anarchism address any form of nl:prcssi(m
hai exisis today, it is versatile enough 1o be able to
espond 1o any form of oppression that may emcrge
i the future. If tomorrow, for instance, fefi-handed
reople were proclaimed (0 be criminals for their lack
W right-handedness, anarchists wouid have 10 uppose
uch oppression i order to remain truc to
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anarchism’s underlying anti-authoritarion principles, !

It is this fundamcntal anti-authovitarianicn that feads
anarchists to fight for the dignity and Trcedom of such
groups as women, people of colour, gays and tesbians,
people with AIDS, the differently abled, the poor, and
the homeless, among others. Anarchism gocs beyond
other fiberatory movements in opposing oppression
in whatever form it takes, without assigning priority
0 one oppression over another. i
nlike most other political movements,
anarchism understands that all oppressions are

- mutually reinforcing: therefore it urges that the

liberation struggle take place on many fronts at once.
Thus some anarchists concentrate on challenging
state power, others focus on opposing maie
domination, and still others spend their encigy
fighting against capitalist exploitation, compulcory
heterosexuality, organized religion, and 2 myriad of
other causes. The anarchist movement
accommodates a diversity of anti-authoritarian
strugpics, and while each is recognized as being
essential (o the establishment of 3 truly free society,
none is placed as prior 0 05 more important than the
others. Anagchism fights all oppression in afl its
furms.

Anarchism gues beyond feminism, indeed
beyond most other fiberatory movements, in its
relentless quest for human frcedom. Certainly there
arc people working within other movenments who
sharc anarchisin’s aversion to power; however, any
political movement that does not have at its core an

anti-authoritarian critique of power leaves itseif open
to anarchist questioning. The gift of anarchism fies in :
this tritique -- a thoughtful but relentlcss questioning .

of authority and power, one which secks o create
world where all may live in frcedom. :

-- L. Susan Brown
(reprinied from
Our Generation, 21:1)




