CARBALLO BLANCO

Fernando Carballo Blanco (51) is the longest
serving political prisoner in Spain. His case
deserves the active support and solidarity of
all anarchists and libertarian socialists for
without question he is serving his sentence
only for the crime of being a Spanish worker
committed to the ideas of anarcho-syndicalism.
Carballo was sentenced to 30 years in 1964,
together with myself, by a Consejo de Guerra
Sumarisimo under the laws relating to banditry
and terrorism. I was sentenced to 20 years
but served only 3% years before being
granted a “clemency” (only after the kid-
napping of a Spanish diplomat in London and
the machine-gunning of the American
Embassy in London in 1967), but Carballo
Blanco remains in prison to this day.
I was guilty of carrying explosives into
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Spain, though not of the charge of banditry
and terrorism of which both Carballo and
myself were accused, but all Carballo Blanco
was guilty of was being a member of the
C.N.T. and meeting a clandestine contact
from the anarchist movement in France at a
pre-arranged rendezvous in Madrid. No
evidence was brought forward at our Court
Martial to substantiate the Brigado Politico
Social allegations that Fernando had been
involved in planting explosive devices or
even that he had knowledge that I would be
bringing explosives with me for deposit in
Madrid.

The Spanish prison authorities have been
making life particularly difficult for Fernando
Carballo Blanco over the past year or so and.
there is a limit to the number of indignities
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any one person can suffer, particularly

within the repressive environment of Alicante
Prison where he is the only political prisoner.
We are launching a major campaign of inter-
national solidarity with this comrade in
conjunction with the Comite Pro-Preses in
France and we urge all comrades to make
their feelings known to the Spanish Ambassa-
dor, The Director General de Prisiones in
Madrid, the Director of the Prision Provincial
de Alicante along with letters of solidarity

to Fernando himself. Let us do everything
to ensure that this year is the last Fernando
Carballo Blanco remains behind bars.

Stuart Christie
(Contributions please to J. Marcos, c/o

Amador Alvarez, 87 rue de Patay, 75013
Paris.)



Letters

Dear comrades,

I’m not disillusioned with the Anarchist
Movement — although I think its only
“Black Flag” which keeps my faith in
anarchists. Seems to me there are too many
trendy * Individualists” or ultra libertarians
(so they think) wanting to criticise every-
thing just for the sake of it or because, they
aren’t doing anything constructive themselves.
I think R. Yves Breton’s letter to Black Flag
is typical of what I am trying to say as
regards “20th Century Libertarians’”. And
Black Flag’s reply couldn’t have been put
better.

If things carry on like that, anarchism
which is a straight-forward philosophy,
will become like Christianity and Marxism
with everybody arguing its original meaning.
Sometimes I wish that resurrection was
possible so we could ask these dead heroes
what they really meant. Probably find
out that Jesus was an Orthodox Jew and
that Marx agreed with Bakunin, but didn’t
like to say as it would deflate his ego.

When I discovered anarchism, it seemed

a good enough label to adopt. Nobody I
knew agreed with my opinions in that I was
an individualist until I discovered there

was a 100 year old philosophy which
corresponded with my opinions, and so |
was neither insane or an individualist.

Then during my involvement with anarchists
I discovered there were various suffixes

and misleading titles. As I came to
anarchism through the P.P.U. I’'m ashamed
to say that I once called myself an anarchist-
pacifist — but after learning the hypocrises
of pacifists and that there was no such thing
as violent-anarchists and that anarchists
were also against war, it was no longer
necessary to call myself an anarchist-
pacifist as anarchist meant the same thing.
The same with anarchist-individualist and
even with syndicalist or unionist unless of
course, you belong to a union which is
revolutionary and anarchist but if you’re

a member of the T and G.W.U. there’s not
much point. Even if you do belong to such
a union which only comprises of say 50
members there’s still not much point. What
would be more to the point is to say that
you were a group of anarchists trying to
form a union which is revolutionary and
opposed to government. It’s the same with
the prefixes Evolutionary-anarchist and
Pevolutionary-anarchist. If a person believes
the world and its systems to be oppressive
and likened to a prison, how can they not
have the desire to break free and therefore
be revolutionary. If one says that he is
evolutionary that is to say he is a stoic, or
living in luxury so that it is not that important
to have a revolution.

In the final analysis, you find the real
authoritarians are the ones who accuse you
of being authoritarian i.e. If you don’t see
things their way you must be authoritarian.

I had to laugh at Socialist Worker this

week, there was for some obscure reason
a photo of some blokes sticking a Catalan
Flag over a Franco war memorial. The only
thing that can be said in its favour is that
its against the law — but other than that its
purely nationalistic. On the bottom of the
page is a map of Iberia with “Basque
Country” written in capitals. I.S. seems
to go a bundle on supporting nationalism
whilst promoting Internationalism. I asked
our Bolshevik paper boy why, in one issue
on the Civil War, the anarchists didn’t get
a mention. His reply was, “we don’t
mention anarchists because of their inability
to mobilise workers. He’s trying to
convert me!

Best wishes,

Graham S.
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Dear Critics of AWA,

Keep up the good work. I’m sick and tired
of sitting down listening to lectures from
self-appointed know-it-alls. I always con-
sidered myself part of the silent majority until
going to the recent day school which you
commented on last month. I think its about
time a few more anarchists started sticking
up for traditional class war anarchism —
“individualist, fascist, Marxist nut-case
bomb-throwers . . .” that we are — without
AWA claiming that they are the only ones
who really know what the class struggle is
all about.

I’m sure AWA will condemn me for not
seeing their superiority. But then, I'm
only a workirf®class anarchist.

Fraternally,

Mark H.

Dear Black Flag,

I was relieved to see the letter describing the
AWA day-school fiasco in the last issue. As
someone else who was there I too was amazed
to hear an AWA member deliver a paper on
the British anarchist movement without once
mentioning the Anarchist Black Cross (even
critically!). This to me is as insulting as it
is pointless. Why talk about the Anarchist
movement at all if you are only going to
mention one part of it? AWA members tried
to excuse this at the time by saying they
didn’t have enough time to mention all the
groups about . .. Personally I find this a
bit much to swallow. |
I was also a bit put off by the way one AWA
salesman tried to show he knew more than
Miguel Garcia about the anarchists participa-
tion in the Spanish Republican Government.
Someone from Black Flag quoted Miguel
as saying that Garcia Oliver & Co., didn’t
consult him or the other members of the
CNT over their joining the Government.
Immediately the much-read AWA comrade*
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said “Well Miguel is wrong . . .” and cited
some congress or other at which the ‘anarchist
minisiers’ were supposed to have gained
mass approval of their actions from the CNT
membership. Can it be that Miguel hasn’t
read all the right books? Or is it that participa-
ting throughout the Spanish revolution leaves
one less knowledgable than AWA about
these things? I understand Miguel has never
been to university, perhaps this is why AWA
knows more than him what his comrades and
he said and did?

Day schools like this one of AWA’s make
me wonder if I'm in the same movement.
I’m an anarchist. Could you tell me what
AWA is? :

Yours in spite of AWA,

R.M.

SERIOUS CONTROVERSY OR SILLY
POLEMIC?
April 1976

Letter to Black Flag.

Do you know your arse from your elbow?
You appeal to all anarchists for help with
the publishing programme of the Cienfuegos
Press, and you deserve help with this work
from all anarchists. But at the same time
you fill “Black I'lag” with factious and
factitious attacks on other anarchists —

the ORA/AWA on one side and the individu-
alists on the other, and the I'reedom Press

in the middle.

Your attack in the latter in Volume IV
No. 7 (March 1976) was at least confined
to the back page, but even so it was really
ridiculous. What do you mean by saying
in reply to P.R. that “Freedom”, like
Kropotkin, is guilty of “compromise on
issues of the time”? What do you mean by
printing without comment R.A.P.’s
nonsense about “Freedom’? When was
there “‘the story in ‘Freedom’ that it is
the same paper that has been published
since 1886”7 When has there been “"con-
stant sniping in its columns at the
johnny-come-lately ‘Black Flag. ”? When
have there been “‘snide attacks on Meltzer,
Graham, Bonnano and others which now
punctuate it from time to time”? In fact,
when did “Freedom” ever print an attack
on you except in self-defence, and then
very seldom?

No one is asking you to stifle serious
controversy, but I am asking you to think
twice before spoilirig your excellent work
by printing silly polemic.

& ey Nicolas Walter.

To reply in order of questions. (1) Yes.

(2) Would it not be dishonest to refrain
from criticisms considered merited merely to
gain support? (3) In 1914, pacifism was
persecuted and revolutionary: today the
Establishment has, in peace time, adopted non-
violent cant. For libertarians to label anar-
chists true to their principles ‘‘violent’’ or
“terrorist’’ exceeds anything Kropotkin did
at the time. (4) Comment was superfluous
as we agreed with it. (5) That “Freedom”
is the same, or substantially the same as

the paper founded in 1886 is repeated
therein many times; and always when re-
counting the past. (6) Not read “Through
the Anarchist Press’’ lately? Or many other
comments? (7) Not so. Most probably

all ““Flag’’ criticisms, other than letters, are
in reply to “Freedom’’ contributors rather
than initiated in these columns. (8) If we
occasionally cane someone in front of the
class, bear with us. Patience is at times

sorely tried...it is more in healthy anger
than a belief in the efficacy of the punishment.
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THE WHTERSHED

OF CLASS Histor

Celebrate 19267 It was a defeat arising from a betrayal.
Celebrate what? Only the parting of the ways for the labour
movement. Here it was above all the General Strike that was
a decisive test for the workers’ movement. Before then, with
all its faults, there was a working class movement. Afterwards
it disintegrated, and the name was taken over by class
enemies. It was not the General Strike which caused this to
happen, but it marked the process by which it happened here.
It was a watershed of our class history. There were many
currents within the working class movement. Not all went
into the major sea of parliamentary reformism. But those
that did were channelled off into minor streams.

We neglect at our peril the old syndicalist traditions which
existed within the British working class movement before
1926. This is why, in “Black Flag” we have always accentu-
ated the need to discover our old traditions and history. To
the extent socialism was a working-class movement, it was
libertarian — just as in other countries. It was the canalisation
of socialism by the middle-classes into planned «  es that
caused libertarian socialism to become a backwater explored
only by sectarians.

During the First World War the working-class had rejected
the bureaucratic topheavy and reformist trade unidn leader-
ship which had compromised itself with the State. The shop
stewards’ movement had developed as a decentralising shop-
floor corrective. In effect, there was one vertical movement
(controlled from above downwards) and one horizontal
movement cutting across it (controlled from the shop floor).
This existed formally in many other countries: to ensure the
“vertical” movement was triumphant the full force of the
State was used against the workers to whatever extent.,was’
necessary. Ever since the one gauge of democracy has been
— not the extent to which society is managed by those who
make it up — but the extent to which repression had to be
used against the people to make them accept the fact of rule
from above.

The difference between “vertical” and “horizontal”
unionism was informal in this country; but it existed never-
theless. The TUC managed, after 1926, to break with the
last vestiges of syndicalism and of independent action. More
than ever they leaned to parliamentary participation in
seeking to gain the struggles they could not gain by industrial
action. The establishment had a bad fright in 1926 — it took
them a long time to get over it — but the TUC General
Council was even more frightened than they of the possibilities
which the conflict had evoked. This is what made them lean
more heavily on the Labour Party, which had been infiltrated
and conquered by the middle class intellectual authoritarian-
ism of the Fabians.

The influence of the Communist Party was from the first
a treason to the whole conception of the working class
movement. It made “revolution” synonymous with State
dictatorship. It tried to impose its own authority — not

succeeding in Britain, it subordinated the struggle in 1926
to the leadership of the TUC General Council and thereafter
to parliamentary socialism. It diverted all struggle into what
were presumed to be “Left” causes but were all concerned
with the defence of the Russian dictatorship.

When the working class movement became Statist it ceased
to be working class. It was pushed into defensive positions in
the thirties — the fear of fascism, the struggle against sub-
standard housing, the battle against unemployment. These
were the battles of the “Old Left” — succeeded by the “New
Left”, still with Statist ideas, always with the fallback of
supporting the Labour Party, still supporting dictatorial move-
ment abroad, still wanting to subordinate the working class
to an intellectual middle-class leadership — now a student one.

It plays on the fear of fascism when only its ghost appears;
it struggles to get into sub-standard housing, by squatting
rather than get out of it; and on the subject of unemployment
it is divided between those who want the “right to work™ and
those who want the right “never to work again™!

One looks with amazement at all that is left of the concep-
tion of the movement fifty years after 1926. What has it to
do with us?, we ask. The workers ask it too. What has it to
do with the class struggle or with social liberation? It deals
in State reforms, in liberal measures, in State participation,
in national liberation, in support for tyranny everywhere
provided its labelled “Left” by Moscow. But of the elements
of democracy and socialism, not even to speak of syndicalism
or anarchism, not a trace — but one.

It still pays lip service to workers control from time to time,
and next year it is proposed that this will become “law™ . . .
the Old and the New Left will be at one in the Labour Party
scheme for ““management participation”. You want workers’
control? You shall have it . . . we shall simply give the name
to something utterly different. Just as in Russia where the
name “‘soviets” implying something democratic and socialist
— has been taken by the State and given to something utterly
and completely in contrast! Just as in Germany where the
name of socialism and of “folk” — the people — was given
to something utterly different to socialism and opposed to
the people!

So it will be here. The name of the cause that cannot be
eradicated will be taken as a label for its opposite. That is the
very stuff of State oppression.

In fifty years not only have we gained nothing, we have
lost everything, so far as aspirations to freedom are concerned.
The material benefits consequent upon the efforts of civilisa-
tion as a whole — lauded as being due to the State in totalitar-
ian countries or to the Chancellor in power for the time being
in parliamentary ones — mean that, inevitably, our living
conditions have improved. But as for getting the whole
benefits for ourselves we have taken many paces back.

We have not lost our traditions though the Statists would
rewrite history. But we need beginnings too.










































