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María Brousse and Lucía Norman: Two Women Erased from Anarchist History[1]



[1] “María Brousse y Lucía Norman: 2 mujeres borradas de la historia anarquista”, La Cadera de Eva, 2023. https://lacaderadeeva.com/voces/maria-brousse-y-lucia-norman-2-mujeres-borradas-de-la-historia-anarquista/7759




      

    

  
    
      

Brousse and Norman were prolific writers, organizers, promoters, and revolutionaries. Their work was part of Mexican anarchist history.




2022 was, by presidential decree, the Year of Ricardo Flores Magón in Mexico. His name appeared in official documents, gaining popularity; likewise, there was a push to publish and promote texts that dealt with him. However, little to nothing was said of the two women who accompanied him in life and whom without Flores Magón would not have been able to develop his revolutionary ideas: María Brousse and Lucía Norman.




María Brousse, also known as María Brousse de Talavera and María B. Magón, was born in 1867 in Zacatecas and died in 1946. She took part in many revolutionary groups and clubs such as Club Reforma, Libertad y Justicia and the American Socialist Party. At the same time, she was a writer in some papers cut from anarchist cloth such as Regeneración and the Cuban ¡Tierra! María was a shining member in the Mexican Liberal Party (PLM), which she was dedicated to organize, promote, and write for.




By 1907 María was the romantic partner of Ricardo Flores Magón and remained so until his death in 1922. She was persecuted and spied on by the Mexican and American governments due to her participation in PLM; for example, in 1916 she was arrested for a couple of days with the aim of confiscating some PLM documents she had in her possession. In 1918 she was jailed for five months due to her participation in the creation of the Ricardo Flores Magón International Defense Commission. Following the death of Flores Magón, María Brousse remained active for the remainder of her years, writing in the exiled Spanish paper, Tierra y Libertad.




Lucía Norman was the daughter of Martín Norman and María Brousse. Originally from Los Angeles, Lucía followed her mother’s footsteps and became a PLM journalist. She also fashioned herself after her mother in writing for papers of an anarchist inclination, such as Regeneración and Libertad y Trabajo. Alongside her mother, in 1907, Lucía protested against the jailing of Ricardo Flores Magón, who took on the role of her adoptive father. She was present in the movements demanding freedom for the PLM political prisoners from 1907 to 1922, which earned her a couple days in prison in 1912.




In 1917, Lucía Norman suffered a nervous attack after her romantic partner, Raúl Palma, was imprisoned. This deteriorated her health leading to the cause of her death in August of 1923, almost a year after the death of her adoptive father, Ricardo Flores Magón.




      

    

  
    
      

Citizens and the Revolution




Flores Magón was jailed alongside Librado Rivera and Antonio I. Villarreal in the county of Los Angeles, USA in 1907 under orders of Porfirio Díaz. Thanks to the letters rescued and made accessible to the public by Jacinto Barreda Bassols,[2] we are able to know of Flores Magón’s perspective regarding the incarceration. Fortunately, these letters also allow us to peer into the lives of María Brousse and Lucía Norman and analyze the relationship they had with Flores Magón. The letter selection mentioned here is from September 1908 to February 1909, and they are included in the Correspondencia de Ricardo Flores Magón (1904–1912) anthology by Barreda Bassols.




The letters between María, Lucía and Ricardo were exchanged in secret, hidden in clothing or food. In a November 22, 1908 letter, Flores Magón wrote the following to María,






I received the tamales. I liked them a lot. I searched them, for I had a suspicion, that there would be something but there was none. There are some small containers that are lipstick-thick that may be placed and sealed well inside chiles rellenos. [..] Inside these containers may be placed letters written in small lettering and thin paper.[3]







Being able to introduce and sneak the letters was an utter challenge to María Brousse and Lucía Norman, who tended to write just one letter since space was scarce. These letters contain important information for the organizing PLM, such as the plans for the 1908 insurrection that María managed to smuggle out of prison. Besides this work, María and Lucía took charge in providing Flores Magón with other goods, as evidenced by a November 1908 letter, “The clothes arrived with newspapers and I’ve also received fruit, a cake, and pastries. Thank you. Don’t send me books because they won’t give them to me.”



[2] https://archivomagon.net/obras-completas/correspondencia/



[3] https://archivomagon.net/obras-completas/correspondencia/c1908/




      

    

  
    
      

The Pen of María and Lucía




María Brousse and Lucía Norman were prolific writers far beyond just letters, and they dedicated heart and soul to PLM’s struggle. In February 1916, Lucía wrote the following in Regeneración,






Let us not let others think for us or let them paint anarchy in words of blood and fire. Anarchy is peace, it is love, it is good will [..] Let whoever opposes progress blame themselves for blood and fire, not anarchy. We think with our heads. Anarchy Forward!







In November of the same year, María also expressed herself in the following manner within Regeneración,






For us, children of the people, the exploited [..] the Mexican Revolution is redemptive and sublime, and we love her and stay with her, and it’s our interest that she continues standing until the last bourgeoisie, the last priest, and the last governor have disappeared from Mexico, because only then, and not a moment earlier, will the Mexican worker be free and happy.







Ricardo Flores Magón and PLM, alongside its members, did not call themselves anarchist until 1911. On the other hand, the work of citizens that María and Lucía realized, with all the risks they ran, were fundamental in keeping Flores Magón alive and, consequently, in keeping PLM leadership alive.




It is great that thanks to The Year of Ricardo Flores Magón we now know more of him, but we must remember that he was not alone. María Brousse and Lucía Norman were the emotional leaning post that held Ricardo Flores Magón up and a fundamental part of PLM, allowing Mexican anarchism to develop. I do not say this following the phrase, “behind every great man is a great woman.” Alongside every great man are two women (and many more) without which the history of our country would be very different. The least we can do is look for them, name them, and give them the place in history they deserve.




      

    

  
    
      

Felipa Velázquez:

An Anarchist Poet[4]




May 1st is celebrated nearly everywhere in the world as International Worker’s Day. However, we don’t always remember that the day was chosen because, in 1886, a group of anarchists held a strike in Chicago, USA., to demand better working conditions. The strike ended in tragedy just three days later, which what was the origin of the Chicago Martyrs. May 1st is, then, a holiday of anarchist origins.




That said, it is amazing that a teacher, Mexican poet, and an anarchist, was born that same day, only four years earlier. Felipa Velázquez Ozuna (sometimes written “Osuna”) was born in Mazatlán, Sinaloa, the daughter of Modesto Velázquez and Manuela Ozuna, both of them peasants. She married Canuto Arellano in 1905 with whom she had eight children: Trinidad, Manuela, Ana María, Francisca, Felipe, Miguel, Soledad, and Narciso. Unfortunately, she became a widow in 1924 and saw herself forced to be in charge of the family. She decided to move to Mexicali where, in the words of the historian Gabriel Trujillo, “a particular trait of her sensibilities became manifest: her interest in poetry and theater.”




In Mexicali, Felipa joined a peasant organization that sought to defend the land from businesses such as The Colorado River Company. Hence, on May 1930, she was detained and sent to prison in the Islas Marías with her eight kids, where she was sentenced to for seven months. When she was freed, she returned to Mazatlán, where she passed away in 1949 from a stroke at the age of 67.



[4] “Felipa Velázquez: una poeta anarquista”, La Cadera de Eva, 2024; https://lacaderadeeva.com/voces/felipa-velazquez-una-poeta-anarquista-/9840




      

    

  
    
      

Felipa’s Poetic Work




Thanks to the efforts of Rubén Trejo and his anthology, Las magonistas, I’ve been able to access four poems written by Felipa, as well as four more works in different styles. The first poem, titled “Towards the Fight”,[5] was published in the anarchist-leaning paper, Sagitario, in December 1926. Within this poem, Felipa explains her reasons for joining the proletarian struggle with determination and zeal,



I abhor evil,

Curse tyranny

Love fraternity,

Despise the bourgeoisie.




“Towards the Fight” is a poem that deems 1920s Mexican society as one based on exploitation, where the bourgeoisie exploits the workers for their own benefit. Although it was believed by then that, when the Constitutionalist Revolution triumphed, the conditions of all the Mexican people had improved, Felipa’s poem shows us that this was not so. Later she writes the following,



But as it is my duty

To keep enlightening you,



Although mine is a woman’s voice,

I keep on preaching the idea.

Because this occasion lacks

Shaking the use,

That we make in voting

When we choose a hangman.




With this, the Sinaloa poet tells us the little confidence she has in the electoral system, a system that, moreover, she could not participate in because she was a woman. And it is curious, likewise, how she herself stresses her own condition of woman, but as a woman who fights and who seeks to inspire other people so that they struggle too.




“For You, Woman!”,[6] published in the newspaper ¡Avante! on November 1928, follows the theme of woman’s role in the struggle for liberty and leaves the author’s anarchist position clear,



Fight, then, for your emancipation;

Be brave, woman, be not stunned,

For your rights as woman

You are free as man.

And defend your duty as well,

Bring your son, your husband, your brother,

To embrace them in fraternal clasp;

And joined in sweet harmony,

We shall form an eternal rope,

Where we all hold hands

Let us walk towards anarchy.



[5] Hacia la lucha.



[6] ¡A ti mujer!




      

    

  
    
      

Why Remember Felipa?




We woman have been erased and hidden from history, science, art. Our presence has been blurred, but we have managed to find and rescue ourselves to reconstruct our history. Felipa Velázquez was one such woman who dedicated her life to fight to social justice and woman’s rights. Felipa’s poems were rebellious, filled with love for humanity and combative fire, capable of inspiring us almost a hundred years later,



Rebel!, dear people,

Abolish tyranny

Know I’m by your side,

That your sorrows are my own.




Felipa’s work reminds us that the fight is not just with guns and rifles, but also with our words. Poetry, like any artistic expression, can be just a powerful a weapon.




I wrote this text so that, with any luck, we could remember not just the origins of the holiday this May Day, but also remember a sinaloense anarchist poet who dared fight with her hands, body, and words.




      

    

  
    
      

Women in the Revolution: Their Key Role in the Mexican Liberal Party[7]




This November 20th we celebrate, once again, the start of the Mexican Revolution. This armed conflict, correctly considered by our country’s ex-president as a “transformation”, changed many aspects of the social and political structure in Mexico. One of the most important changes was that of woman’s inclusion into public life.




Of course, prior to the Revolution, women participated in public conflicts that have shaped our country, such as in the Independence War. However, it was during the revolutionary climate that women began to reclaim their legitimate place in decision-making and the political field with heart and soul.




History books are full of information on Francisco I. Madero, Venustiano Carranza, Francisco Villa, and Emiliano Zapata, all doubtlessly important in be able to understand the history of the Revolution. But the Revolution was not made solely by men. Women such as Andrea and Teresa Villarreal, Juana Belén Gutiérrez, Francisca J. Mendoza, and Felipa Velázquez rebelled against Porfirio Díaz’s regime through the press and movements like that of the Mexican Liberal Party.




Without them, the Revolution would have taken a different path, and the Mexico we know would be different.



[7] Las mujeres en la Revolución: su rol clave en el Partido Liberal Mexicano”, La Cadera de Eva, 2024; https://lacaderadeeva.com/voces/quienes-fueron-las-mujeres-en-la-revolucion-mexicana/11780




      

    

  
    
      

The Mexican Liberal Party and Regeneración




According to Claudio Lomnitz, the Mexican Liberal Party (PLM) was “more of a movement than a party, and more of an ethos than a movement” (2016). From its inception, prior to 1910, PLM was focused on displacing Porfirio Díaz from the presidential seat and establishing real democracy. By 1911, PLM had become radicalized and championed an anarchist revolution, one that would abolish private property and secure the dignified living for every Mexican man and woman.




The main publication through which PLM organized was the newspaper Regeneración, founded by the Flores Magón brothers. Various women wrote in it such as Paula Carmona, Andrea and Teresa Villarreal, Francisca J. Mendoza, Sofía Bretón, and the foreigners, Blanca de Moncaleano and Ethel Duffy.




The texts written by these women talk of situations of injustice that the Mexican people had to endure in their daily life, the need for a regime change, and the importance of Mexican men and women joining the revolutionary fight.




However, these were not the only concerns in mind of these brilliant pelemistas writers. They also wrote on maternity, the necessity of quality education for women and children, their involvement in the armed movement, and they way they related to men.




Blanca de Moncaleano, for example, wrote the following regarding education,






Women; [..] Let us set an example of brave character for our children, making of them conscious, useful, and dignified beings, educating them by broad reasoning, not by despotic command that only corrupts (Moncaleano quoted in Padierna Jiménez, 2022, pg. 19).







Paula Carmona, for her part, dedicated a text to arguing that men who did not join the revolutionary struggle were not worthy of female companionship for being cowards. For Francisca J. Mendoza, it was essential to fight against the “oppressive hydra: Government, Capital, Clergy”, to secure “Land and Liberty for all.”




      

    

  
    
      

Female Precursors?




These women’s participation in Regeneración as well as in PLM and its actions, such as the armed movement of 1908, were of supreme importance, not just in the path that the Revolution took, but also to vindicate woman’s rights. These women’s texts place in the public sphere themes that were previously ignored, and they managed to garner them more attention.




It’s been said on repeated occasions that the Flores Magón movement (and their associates) was just a precursor, but inessential part to the Mexican Revolution. But Paula, Francisca, Blanca, and many more women continued writing after 1910. If some PLM women participated in the execution of revolutionary plans of said party (like Andrea Villarreal), then they very well many participated in the intellectual dimension of the Revolution.




Their actions and words had an impact of the Mexican people, inspiring them to fight for a better country. Presently, there are many studies dedicated to recognizing their importance, but there is still a long road to travel to recognized the women that marked the history of the Mexican Revolution.




      

    

  
    
      

Red Flowers As Hearts on Fire: The Mexican Female Libertarians at the Start of the 20th Century[8]



[8] Presented on the First Day in Mexico of Research on Woman Anarchist, Coordinación Nacional de Antropología – INAH, May 24, 2023 https://www.youtube.com/live/wL9eO199YAk




      

    

  
    
      

Introduction




Hello, I am very happy of being here with you all, presenting the project with which I’ll obtain my degree.




The paper I wish to present to you all has the same tentative title I’ve given my project, titled, “Red Flowers as Hearts on Fire: The Mexican Female Libertarians at the start of the 20th Century.” The title comes from a story-poem written by Victoria Segura that was published in 1909 by Mujer Moderna. Mujer Moderna was a magazine tied to Regeneración and the whole of the Mexican Liberal Party. I’d love to read you the entire story because it is beautiful but I can’t. The story is titled, The Flower’s Caprice.




I titled this presentation and my thesis, and wish to start with it because I believe that’s how the women who we are here gathered to research were; “Flowers with thorns/ Free and Combative/ Red” —because what other color would the revolution be, right?—, and “Hearts on fire”, because I believe that there existed a compassionate fire capable of destruction just as a wildfire, but also capable of warmth and of behaving like a bonfire. That’s where the name comes from.




      

    

  
    
      

Mexican Anarchism?






Mexican Revolution—Mexican Liberal Party—Regeneración—Flores Magón—Magonismo







My presentation is basically gonna be my protocol. So I’ll speak about the problematization, the justification, methodology, of the theoretic framework. And if we’re already here, we believe —I hope— that it is important to conduct a research on the Mexican female anarchists, but it gets a little complicated when trying to justify this when faced with Academia, the official history, dominant theories, right? So, what happens, is that if someone conducts an almost archaeological work on the Mexican Revolution and the history of the Mexican Revolution, they will find —if they are fortunate— with a certain Mexican Liberal Party and certain Regeneración newspaper that was around at the time. And they find out that there were some brothers whose last name was Flores Magón, who were important to the organizing of the Mexican Liberal Party and Regeneración; and that there then is a trend called “Magonismo”. But we also find that, unfortunately, these men are mentioned —if they are mentioned at all— in the official history as just precursors to the Mexican Revolution. And so we dig and we dig some more and find that, in effect, they were not alone, and they were not alone in either the newspaper nor the movement, nor in the Party. They were accompanied by and comrades to a bunch of women. The question then arises, “who were these women?”




      

    

  
    
      

Female Mexican Anarchists?






Who were they? Why did these women join PLM’s movement and Magonismo, who started off being anti-Porfiristas and ended up becoming anarchists? Why would a woman of the age, who was considerably restricted, decide to risk her life by joining such a persecuted movement?







Well, who were these female anarchists? Or female libertarians, as Gabriela{1} mentioned as to not impose a label upon who they were. Moreover, they question arises —to me at least— of why did these women join the Mexican Liberal Party’s movement and Magonismo, as a result? Which, moreover, was a movement that began by being an anti-Porfirist and liberal movement, which later goes on to be radicalized until it becomes anarchist. Why did a woman of the age, who besides finding herself restricted by the patriarchal context, would choose to risk her life and join this kind of movement?




So this is my research question that I had difficulty drawing up, “what were the structural conditions and individual motives that permitted the entry of Mexican women into the Magonista movement, and which led them to produce certain theoretical and programmatic proposals between 1900 and 1932?”




Just to clear up here, the temporal delineation is because I found a book titled Las magonistas by Rubén Trejo, which is a compilation that saved my skin. And his compilation set precisely between 1900 and 1932, which moreover, corresponds to the years in which there was a boom of anarchist media in Mexico.



{1} Gabriela López Ruiz, a co-panelist.




      

    

  
    
      

Unanswered Questions




So, from that first question, all these unanswered questions begin to set out, such as,




	

What were the social, economic and political conditions at the time?





	

What were the social backgrounds of the selected female libertarians?





	

What might’ve led them to join Magonismo?





	

What were the theoretical and programmatic proposals of the female anarchists? What themes did they write about?





	

What relations existed between their individual motives and their socio-historic conditions?










      

    

  
    
      

Why Does This Matter to Sociology?






Sociology has not studied the presence of women in anarchism in Mexico nor the analysis they conducted on modern society. Their story is part of our history, of the history of women, of social movements, of Mexico.







So, I was doing this research from the perspective of sociology —because that’s my area of study— and I have to justify why my field should be interested in studying this. I would love to say that it’s because research is fun but they don’t let met to, so I have to justify it a little bit more.




Well, we know that social movements emerge in particular social contexts, and this means that they are —in a way— the product of particular social relations and structural conditions. Anarchism, clearly, cannot be the exception; and in Mexico —specifically— we know that it flourished during the Porfirian regime. It is a response to the dictatorship, a way to resist. We we also know that Maderismo emerges that Villismo emerges, Zapatismo. So, if I choose women as a subject of study, I would end up also asking why, with so many other options, did these women opt for anarchism?




Historical Sociology also teaches us that we can consider social processes, which have been developed throughout history; this means that what we see today is a product of a long enduring process that escapes our control. In other words, it’s not as if we simply said, “Yes, we must create something called Capitalism”, but rather that it is something that has been formed bit by bit, and that perhaps through unwanted consequences. [..] So, anarchism existed back then and anarchism still exists today; for starters, we are today. There a rhyme, but there are also, for example, associations such as the Anarchist Federation of Mexico, the Autonomous Magonista Collective, and there are self-proclaimed anarcho-feminist collectives. So Sociology, so far —to my knowledge— has not set itself to studying the presence of women within Mexican anarchism, nor analyzing what they wrote and their diagnosis of the modern society in which they lived. In other words, I hold that these women had a social thought. Moreover, their story is part of history —of our history—, of the history of women, of social movements in Mexico and Latin America combined.




So I believe that Sociology should seek to study anarchism as a theory that carries out an analysis of society because it analyzes the structures of domination, the role of institutions, the relations between men and women, and —this last one— is carried out from the viewpoint of the women.




I decided to research this due to my own social situation of being a woman, a sociologist, an anarchist. I also think that this can help to rid the some androcentric bias that exists within sociology because researching Mexican anarchism is not just researching Ricardo Flores Magón.




      

    

  
    
      

Chosen Women






Andrea and Teresa Villarreal González, Francisca J. Mendoza, Felipa Velázquez Ozuna







In order to be able to answer the research question and the others mentioned, I chose —due to practical reasons— four women who formed part of Magonismo and the Mexican Liberal Party’s movement at different stages. First off, I chose the Villarreal sisters, Teresa and Andrea, because they took participated in Regeneración and, moreover, they founded Mujer moderna and El obrero papers, which were tied to Regeneración. The sisters broke away from Magonismo when Francisco Madero assumed power because Francisco I. Madero —as some of us may be aware of— betrayed the Mexican Liberal Party, and, well, they chose to side with Francisco I. Madero, together with their brother, Antonio Villarreal, who was also part of the Mexican Revolution.




I chose Francisca Mendoza, but I could not find a picture of her —perhaps Graciela{2} may be able to help me with that—, but I couldn’t find a picture of her, but I chose her because she was in the movement when it became radicalized following the betrayal and, moreover, she has these writings that speak very unfavorably of Antonio Villarreal, which seemed interesting to me. Moreover, one can see that she had a clear determination. This is present in her writings.




Finally, I chose Felipa Velázquez Ozuna, she was one of the Sinaloa agrarians, who ended up residing in Mexicali, Baja California. What’s more, she contributes a different kind of literature to my research because she was —if you look for it— also a composer; because she was a teacher, a poet and a composer, besides being an anarchist and a social justice fighter. In fact, she was imprisoned in the Islas Marías and wrote a poem about it.



{2} Graciela González Phillips, a co-panelist.




      

    

  
    
      

Theoretical Framework




As to my theoretical framework, as I’ve said, I am coming from sociology so I have to include sociological theories and —most of all— I plan to include these; which are of Charles Tilly’s Historical Sociology. What he proposes that there are two levels —well really, four levels— of analysis but I’ve chosen to take up two— of analysis, which are the micro-historic and the macro-historic, keeping in mind the overall conditions and also individual motives; that’s what is meant by the macro and the micro. I also take up Pierre Bourdieu’s field theory because he has this concept of habitus, which is basically about how our social context becomes embodied, and social space, which is more of a concept and not reality as such, but rather one to be used analytically. Pierre Bourdieu comes from relational sociology, which seek to leave what doesn’t work behind such as this dichotomy of “either you study the individual or you study society”, bur rather of studying both in relation to each other. Clearly, I also recover Marxism; above all I recover the concept of historical materialism and the importance of the means of production —that well, Marx never called it “historical materialism” but that’s what we call it now. All of this while coming from a perspective that keeps gender in mind.




      

    

  
    
      

Anarchism and Sociology






Anarchist Sociology









Ideology Theoretical Perspective









{Anarchist Imagination}







Recently I came about a book titled Anarchy and Society: Reflections on Anarchist Sociology written by Jeff Schantz and Dana Williams, who are theorists from the global north. It was fascinating, and in the first chapter is titled, Defining an Anarchist-Sociology: A Long Anticipated Marriage, and therein, what the authors talk about is how anarchist sociology can be an object of study, a sub-field of sociology, an ideology, a theoretical perspective. And I think that here —or at least what I plan to do with my project and hope and doing now— is taking it up as an ideology and theoretical perspective. As an ideology, this is meant as a political identity that guides the research. For example, just as Marxist sociologists are guided by Marxism, I would be guided by anarchism. And as a political perspective, this would correspond to an analytical lens through which everything would be analyzed through. So this would be —they speak of— an “anarchist imagination”, which references Charles Wright Mills’ concept of “sociological imagination”, which is meant to be a kind of intuitive sociology in the observations made by anarchists, and a kind of “intuitive anarchism” within sociology, which I think will be able to be seen in the textual analysis of the female anarchists.




      

    

  
    
      

Methodology




With regards to methodology, my tools are historical ethnography, because it basically is analyzing the texts these women wrote. Ethnography, because what I set out to do is look for the understanding that Mexican women had of anarchism, Magonismo, the Mexican Liberal Party, through their writings —to try to find their point of view. And Critical Discourse Analysis because I am trying to identify the tools the authors use to craft their discourse, because critical discourse analysis champions that discourse can highlight social actions.




The progress I’ve done up to now is having read the texts of the Villarreal sisters and done a sort of preliminary analysis on said texts. The Villarreal sisters were born in Lampazos de Naranjo, Nuevo León —and, I think, their brother was born there too. Their brother was a professor, so they came into contact with anarchist ideals through him, and they became incredibly important to the Magonista movement and Regeneración. Andrea Villarreal was even called the Mexican Joan of Arc. But, in her writings, it can be seen that they were not looking for —at least I hold— not looking for a radical revolution in Mexico. They even begin to defend Madero and state that if Madero rises to power, that they hope that he will be a better ruler than Díaz. And when this comes to pass, Andrea goes and asks him for women’s right to vote, later Antonio Villarreal becomes the governor or Nuevo León, and all three die having ties to the government —something that is not anarchist or that no anarchist at the time, tried and true, would have done.




So, what I’m doing now in my research is ask myself, “why did these women, Andrea and Teresa for example, decide to break with Magonismo? Why did Francisca stay the time that she did and later retired from it?” which Graciela was talking about. “Why did Felipa decide to join? Is if because she was connected to the agrarian movement since she was a child, or no?” And that’s where my research is heading towards, towards answering these questions.




I want to close out with this quote from Felipa Velázquez published in ¡Avante! in 1928. It says,






Fight, then, for your emancipation/

Be brave, woman, be not reverential/

For your rights as woman/

You are free as man.{3}







Thank you very much.





{3} See Appendix.




      

    

  
    
      

Hearts On Fire: The Incorporation of Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez Into the Anarchomagonista Movement
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If we touch the right spots [..] then we’ve moved things to the breaking point. Then the world becomes more fluid, and change is possible. History isn’t a premade tapestry that we’ve got to suffer, a closed world with no exit. We can give form it. Make it. We just have to choose to make it.







Babel, Or the Necessity for Violence, R. F. Kuang














We are proletarian women who live off our work exploited by the accursed bourgeoisie. We are Mexican women who see in the program of the Mexican Liberal Party the redemption of Mexico’s slaves. [..] We are women, but we are ready for any sacrifice.







Protesta, Rosa González, et al.




      

    

  
    
      

Introduction




The words anarchy, anarchism, anarchic, and others derived from them, have become synonymous with chaos. We have been taught to fear them, to leave them aside, to ignore them as much in our daily lives as in academic research. Fortunately, curiosity is stronger than fear, and it was my curiosity and a book lent by my best friend that led me to become interested in anarchism.




Since then I’ve found many definitions of anarchism and what it truly means not just in theory, but also in practice. Emma Goldman’s definition has become one of my favorites due to its clarity and for tying anarchism to liberty and human dignity instead of equipping it with destruction and chaos. In its theoretical dimension, anarchism,






really stands for the liberation of the human mind from the dominion of religion; the liberation of the human body from the dominion of property; liberation from the shackles and restraint of government. Anarchism stands for a social order based on the free grouping of individuals for the purpose of producing real social wealth; an order that will guarantee to every human being free access to the earth and full enjoyment of the necessities of life, according to individual desires, tastes, and inclinations.







With regards to anarchism’s methods, Goldman says the following, “Anarchism is not, as some may suppose, a theory of the future to be realized through divine inspiration. It is a living force in the affairs of our life, constantly creating new conditions.” Anarchism is not something sought to be built in the future, it something that is built day by day following the ideals of mutual aid and solidarity between persons. It is a theory-praxis that concerns itself as much with individuality as with the collective.




In studying sociology, my interest in anarchism took shape until became the theme of my research. Armed with new and better research tools, I began to look into on the history of anarchism in Mexico, to find... little information regarding the topic. A doubt surfaced, “could it be that anarchism hasn’t existed in my country?” Soon enough I learned of Ricardo Flores Magón, the most famous Mexican anarchist. Flores Magón, who founded a party and a newspaper. Flores Magón, who wrote texts where he gave a new interpretation to the anarchism he had learned by reading Pyotr Kropotkin, Emma Goldman, Mikhail Bakunin, and other well-known anarchists. Flores Magón, who was not the sole member of his party, the Mexican Liberal Party (PLM), nor the sole redactor of his newspaper, Regeneración, nor the sole Magonista.




Then I learned more names of Mexican anarchists: Práxedis Guerrero, Librado Rivera, Manuel Sarabia... When I found more information on the subject, I came to the conclusion that there did exist a history of anarchism in Mexico, but that it was a history that was hidden and made invisible. The next step was to find the women in the history of Mexican anarchism, something that presented difficulties due to the systemic exclusion of women in the research, gathering, and writing of history. It was through zines, conferences, and after school talks that I found the names of some Mexican anarchist women such as Juana Belén Gutiérrez, Margarita Ortega, and Rosaura Gortari.




Fortunately, Rubén Trejo published in a collection of texts written by women who had participated in Magonismo and the movements tied to it in 2022, titled Las magonistas, 1910–1932. Magonismo, a movement that originally sought to establish true democracy in Mexico, became an anarchist movement in 1911. Most of the texts gathered in Trejo’s anthology were written by Mexican anarchist women, which makes Las magonistas an excellent point of departure for the historical gathering of women in the history of anarchism in Mexico.




Now then, this is a sociology thesis, not a history one. Upon learning more about the women anarchists I began to be interested in their lives and their particular ways of living and analyzing anarchism. Women’s participation within Magonismo seemed incredibly interesting; moreover, taking into account that women at the start of the 20th century found themselves in an unfavorable position regarding men for multiple reasons, among them being the inability to exercise the right to vote and social norms that relegated them to the domestic sphere. I wanted to know why these women, despite their disadvantage, despite being used in a particular sexual division of labor and despite the risks implied in joining a political movement that opposed the dominant regime, decided to become anarchists.




Sociology, particularly the strains that grant greater methodological importance to the individual, shows that the decisions we take are not completely arbitrary nor dependent on our own will. Personal motivations that lead us to take certain decisions can be explained sociologically. However, it’s not about a purely personal question, rather, as the Marxist tradition might say, structural conditions play a fundamental role in our selection. Following Pierre Bourdieu’s theory, I hold that sociological work should not center itself on either the individual nor in structures, but rather on the relations between them. Said relations are of correspondence, not co-determination, since subjectivities do not impact structural conditions in the same way that the structural imparts on people.




Likewise, the proposals and ideas Mexican Magonista women reflected in their texts are fundamental since they offer a panorama of their own social context and political goals for the movement, as well as their own interpretations of anarchism. Because of this, the question that guides this research is the following, “what are the corresponding relations between structural conditions and the personal motives that allowed the entry of Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez into the Anarchomagonista movement, which lead them to develop certain theoretical and programmatic proposals between 1911 and 1931?”




Francisca J. Mendoza was a Mexican Anarchomagonista who wrote many political texts between 1911 and 1912 that were published in Regeneración and other papers like to it, such as Sagitario. Information about her personal life is unknown, such as her date of birth, the names of her daughters, and the date of her death. Felipa Velázquez Osuna, originally from Sinaloa, was also an Anarchomagonista, as well as teacher, agrarian, and Civil Registry judge. She wrote poetry, plays, and short texts in prose, all with political content. The texts known to be written by her date between 1926 and 1931. Unfortunately, facts about her personal life are also scarce.




Now, why dedicate a sociological research to them specially? When I chose the two Anarchomagonista women to research them, I followed the following criteria. First, there had to be at least five of their texts to analyze. Second, these texts had to contain enough information on their personal life to situate them in social space. Third, they had to be Mexican. Fourth, most of their texts had to have been written after the publication of the September 23, 1911 The Mexican Liberal Party Manifesto, and before 1931. Fifth, that the strain of anarchism they defended was Anarchomagonismo. And sixth, that one of them had participated in the movement close to its radicalization, at the start of the Magonismo as an anarchist movement, and the other had belong to the movement’s final stage, after the death of Flores Magón when the anarchist movement began to weaken in Mexico.




Francisca J. Mendoza, originally from San Luis Potosí, seems to me to be one of the most important Anarchomagonistas due to the great quantity of texts she wrote and the importance she had within PLM as well as in Regeneración. In 1912 she was in charge, alongside two others, of PLM’s Organizing Junta. This meant she was responsible for Regeneración‘s publication and the planning of PLM activities. While various aspects of her life remain unknown, Francisca’s texts and secondary sources offer enough information on her personal life. Moreover, Francisca was possibly the party’s most passionate Anarchomagonista in the years she was a part of it.




Felipa Velázquez, for her part, was a brilliant sinaloense who took part in movement akin to Anarchomagonismo following the death of Ricardo Flores Magón in 1922 and was jailed for it in the Islas Marías in 1930. Fortunately, there is more information available on Felipa and her personal life, both in her texts and in other sources. She called herself an anarchist and her texts leave evidence of her affiliation to Magonista anarchism. Moreover, she was a well-known figure within the political movements she participated in to the point of still being remembered in Mexicali, where she lived for several years.




The research begins, as previously mentioned, in 1911 because it was then that PLM and Regeneración began to openly call themselves anarchists. It ends in 1931 since that was the year that the Federal Labor Law was made public, pushed by then-president Pascual Ortiz Rubio, which was understood by the worker and peasant movements to be the solution to the problems that had led to rebel in the first place. Following that year, anarchism in Mexico lost what little strength it had left.




Anarchism and other forms of libertarian struggle have been censored and made invisible in academia as well as in the intellectual left. The latter’s interest has centered primarily and greatly on socialist, communist, and Marxist ideologies. Historically, said strains of thought have been in conflict with anarchist strains, which has caused rejections, criticisms, and disparagement between anarchism and the strains associated with and derived from Marxism. However, the movements associated with Marxism have gained greater legitimacy in academia and, consequently, greater research and production of knowledge about them when compared to anarchism.




Appealing to anarchism’s emotivity has been a great argument to justify this negligence and the lack of studies of the movement. It has also been accused of being utopian, naive, and lacking a scientific rigor when the main reason why academia rejects anarchism is because it, due to its anti-hierarchical nature, presents a strong criticism to the practices and methods of academics.




Sociology has not been an exception to the academic rejection of anarchism; it and other libertarian practices have been censored, demonized, and made invisible within the sociological canon. It seems curious that a science dedicated to the study of social actions and the different elements that articulate and motivate them has not been interested in trying to explain why, how, and under what circumstances do practices such as anarchism emerge. Perhaps sociology rejects anarchist practices for their critical character, the same that might aid in de-naturalizing power structures and offer more horizontal alternatives to academic research.




For Jeff Schantz and Dana Williams, sociology should be interested in anarchism since “Anarchist projects provide a framework for practicing, learning about and exploring new forms of social relationships” (p. 3). Moreover, the authors continue, studying anarchism from the position of sociology offers a new perspective on the impact that hierarchies and authority figures have on social relations, and how persons organize to reinforce them or overthrow them. Anarchism and its representatives offer different diagnosis of modernity and another classification of social actors, as well as of their actions and consequences.




The Italian anarchist Chiara Bottici calls the decision many leftist traditions and of academia took in censoring anarchism “historical amnesia.” Instead of studying it with historical rigor, they opted for creating and preserving a negative view of anarchism. Salvaging anarchism is a task necessary to render struggles that were essential to important processes made visible, as is the case with Anarchomagonismo and the Mexican Revolution. Particularly, the salvaging of the ideas of the Mexican Anarchomagonistas serve in “enlarging feminist strategies precisely in a moment when different factors increasingly converge to intensify the oppression of women by creating further class, racial, and cultural cleavages among them” (Bottici, 2022, p. 4).




Historical Sociology allows one to think in terms of social processes which have developed across history in such a manner that it is possible to understand that our reality is a product of long processes that escape our control and which have existed before us. Mexican anarchism exists today: there is The Anarchist Federation of Mexico (FAM), the Magonista Autonomous Collective (CAMA), and many social movements, such as feminism, have vindicated anarchist practices such as Black Bloc and anarchist symbols.




It is worth situating this research: we live in a context of femicide, where women are murdered and disappeared. Feminist movements today count on the rich inheritance of many women, the Anarchomagonistas among them, who fought so that today I could have the opportunity to write this text. The history of said women has become part of the history of anti-patriarchal struggles, of Mexico, of social movements, of anarchism, and Latin America. This research is one more step in giving them the place, in history and sociology, that they deserve.




It seems pertinent to situate myself as the researcher. If I’m interested in anarchist ideas and practices, being a student of sociology has led me to be particularly interested in an analysis of modern society realized by various anarchisms. Thanks to the tools granted to me by academia, I’m able to recognize the invisibilization of my guild (women) in studying the social sciences (and all disciplines of human knowledge). Being a woman allows me observe that there is still a ways to go regarding the construction and reconstruction of our history. Likewise, my condition as woman was decisive in choosing to study the contributions of women in the times of Magonismo and to study them as subjects, as protagonists of their own stories.




This thesis relies primarily on Pierre Bourdieu’s Field Theory in order to answer the questions of the research. The concepts of social space, habitus, trajectory, trajectory deviation, and fields are used to situate the women in the social space and tie them to their material conditions. Thus, Bourdieu’s theory allows one to forget the macro and micro binary, and instead study the corresponding relations between both. This makes it possible to explain the historical context as well as personal motivations, the ties they have between them, and understand how said ties allow the preservation and the change of social structures.




The quality of Bourdieu’s Field Theory of Historical Sociology is taken up again, since history is necessary within sociology since without it, it is impossible to think about and interpret the past, two necessary steps in order to be able to understand how social positions were created, which sociology seeks to study. Hence why Field Theory seeks to do away with the artificial distinction between Sociology and History since, “we cannot grasp the dynamics of a field if not by a synchronic analysis of its structure and [..] we cannot capture this structure without a historical [..] analysis” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 106).




I complement Bourdieu’s theory with concepts such as anarchist sociology, sex/gender system, female consciousness, and women’s collective action in order to explain the pull that Anarchomagonismo had on Francisca and Felipa, taking into account their position within social space as women and members of the proletariat and peasantry. Particularly, I use the concept of anarchist sociology as a sociological perspective that allows for the analysis of the State and other structures of domination, not as necessary evils, but as unnecessary evils.




To this theoretic tool I add Anarchomagonismo, and here it is necessary to make an important theoretical-methodological clarification. Many anarchists, since the time of Bakunin, have been against the naming of a theory or social movement after one’s self. “Kill Your Idols” is a well-known saying among anarchist groups. Hence why I believe that Ricardo Flores Magón would be against the naming of a movement as “Magonismo.”[9] However, Amada Vollbert Romero offers good arguments to name them and vindicate them as “Anarchomagonistas.” The sociologist says that if the name came from a man’s last name, said last name is that of Margarita, Ricardo’s mother. Margarita Magón came from the Mazatec region in Oaxaca, where Ricardo Flores Magón was born. Vollbert Romero goes on to say that,






although they (Ricardo and his family) didn’t spend much time there, I do believe that vindicating the women Magonistas as Magonistas lends us the specificity [..] that implies a localizing of an anarchism that [..] took on other forms [..] and which also grew from other roots (2025, p. 46–50).







Calling them “Anarchomagonistas” is to emphasize within the spatial origin of their anarchism, a vertex that was enriched by communal practices of the region that gave it birth. Thus, although it might seem contradictory at first, calling them Anarchomagonistas seems to be most appropriate to me.




Anarchomagonismo’s main ideas are found penned in the PLM Manifesto of 1911. Anarchomagonismo stood against the three-headed hydra: Capital, Authority, and the Clergy, the main enemies of the working class. The defense of human life, the expropriation of private property, and the search for a life marked by happiness and dignity guided Anarchomagonista actions. Likewise, it seems indispensable to mention that the women’s Anarchomagonismo occupied a position similar to that of their male comrades, despite having different tasks within the organization. In order to analyze the theoretical and programmatic proposals of Francisca and Felipa, it is necessary to understand their ideological framework. Likewise, understanding the ideology of Anarchomagonismo is crucial to know why the personal motivations of Francisca and Felipa aligned with the movement.




Methodologically, this research leans of two tools. The first is socio-analysis, described by Pierre Bourdieu in Autoanálisis de un sociológo, a tool that is useful in identifying Francisca’s and Felipa’s habitus and assets. This is with the end of localizing them in social space, understanding their life trajectory, and to explain their personal motives for joining Anarchomagonismo. The second tool is called ethnographic-documentary analysis (EDA). Said tool mixes with ethnography, as a focus to be able to understand the life experience of Francisca and Felipa from their own perspectives, and documentary analysis, such as the study of documents to understand the essence of the messages they contain.




This text is divided into three chapters. The first, “Oppressed Mexico”, consists of historical resit of the social and economic conditions of Mexico during the Porfiriato. It talks of the country’s first anarchist movement as a predecessor to Anarchomagonismo and of other Mexican anarchist organizations. I also talk about the Mexican Revolution, particularly about how it affected the social context and social movements that formed armed struggle. I continue with an account of the so-called “Maximato”, the period when Mexican anarchism began to lose impetus. The chapter concludes with a telling of the rise and fall of Anarchomagonismo, PLM, and the newspaper Regeneración.




Thanks to the reading and commentary of Dr. Rodrigo Rubén Hernández González, I realized that the historical reconstruction I made of the Mexican Revolution is from its liberal and caudillista interpretation, realized by researchers such as Jesús Silva Herzog (whom I quote several times). In other words, I fell into the trap of seeing the Revolution as a conflict between individuals and not as a class conflict where dominant classes faced off against dominated classes. Due to a lack of time, the changes made to rectify this error have been small, but I hope that they are enough to lean me more towards an anarchist interpretation of the conflict that characterized the Mexican Revolution. Consequently, when I talk of dominated classes I’m referring to the peasantry and the proletariat together, while by dominant classes I am referring to the group made up of the bourgeoisie, military, the State, and the clergy.




The second chapter, “Positions and Perspectives”, contains the development of the theoretic tool used in the research. Here is where I take up Pierre Bourdieu’s Field Theory, as well as the sociology of Jeff Schantz and Dana Williams. I continue with an elaboration of Anarchomagonismo ideology, and conclude with the defining Gayle Rubin’s “sex/gender system”, “women’s collective action” according to Louise Tilly, and “female consciousness” according to Temma Kaplan.




The third chapter, “Anarchomagonista Mexican Women”, is the culmination of the present research. First, I salvage the lives of Francisca and Felipa in order to trace their life trajectories. I then use socio-analysis to analyze said trajectories and thus situate these Anarchomagonistas in the social space of their time. Here is where I begin to explain their personal motivations and how these could be tied to their structural conditions. I continue with an EDA, as previously described, through which I analyze their texts and trace their interpretation of Anarchomagonismo and their lives in general. I conclude the chapter with a comparison of Francisca and Felipa to find the similarities and differences of their cases.




I close this text with “Final Reflections”, where I set the ideas that emerged when I did and wrote this research. I again emphasize the importance and relevance of research like this one, where I sought not only shine a light on Mexican anarchism and the women that participated (and participate) in it, but also on other ways to think and act sociologically. Horizontal forms, or as horizontal as possible, that allow the path to utopia, even if we never reach it.



[9] See also: Lomnitz, C. (2014) The Return of Comrade Ricardo Flores Magón.




      

    

  
    
      

Chapter One: Oppressed Mexico






No man, for as well-intentioned as he may be,

can do anything in favor of the poor class

when he find himself in a position of power.

 —September 23, 1911 Manifesto







The present chapter is divided into three parts. The first is a retelling of the historical social and economic conditions of Mexico during the Porfiriato, which began in 1877 and ended in 1911. It also talks about the country’s first anarchist movement, started by Plotino Rhodakanaty, as a predecessor of Anarchomagonismo, and of other Mexican anarchist organizations. The second section talks about the Mexican Revolution, with a focus on the social context and how it saw itself reflected in the various movements that gave it form. This section also talks about the first years of the Maximato, since that was the period in which anarchist movements lose strength. Finally, the third section talks of the beginning and decline of Anarchomagonismo, the Mexican Liberal Party, and the newspaper Regeneración, where the most of Mexican anarchism concentrated its strength in the early 20th century.




      

    

  
    
      

Porfiriato




The Porfiriato was, according to some,[10] the era in which Mexico underwent through an important modernization processes, and tends to be remembered for it despite the questionable model imposed. Said regime’s consequences were not suffered by the Chief Head of State, but rather by the Mexican people, they, who paid in blood and even with their lives to realize the Porfirian Dream. Porfirio Díaz first managed to sit in our country’s presidential seat in 1877 and left it in 1880, when Manuel González assumed the charge. González kept the seat warm until 1884, when Díaz was reelected. From then on, until 1911, Díaz found ways to stay in power. His time in power was marked by rebellions, strikes, repression, population growth, rapid urbanization and industrialization, and a precarious quality of life for the most of the country’s population.[11] The following is a description of the economic, social, and political conditions in Mexico during the Porfiriato.



[10] See: Elisa Speckman Guerra (2018).



[11] The bourgeoisie and dominant classes enriched themselves on the backs of the dominated classes, and hegemony’s historical retelling of the Porfiriato and Mexican Revolution call this “economic growth”.




      

    

  
    
      

Population




Porfirio Díaz’s Mexico was, in population terms, very different from present-day Mexico. In 1895 the population was 12 million, 637 thousand inhabitants; by 1910 it had grown by 1.2%, reaching 15 million, 160 thousand inhabitants. In 1895, like in 1910, 80% of the population lived in rural centers, settlements of 5 thousand or less. Urban settlements, for their part, underwent a notorious growth. In 1895, 9.2% of the urban population found themselves in great urban centers that numbered 20 thousand inhabitants or more. By 1910, this percentage grew to 11% (Rosenzweig, 1965).




However, just as with the population, the mortality rate in Mexico also increased between 1895 and 1910. Some of the causes for this increase were infectious and contagious diseases, a problem caused by air and malnutrition systems. It seems that by 1897 and 1898 there was a bad corn harvest, which could have influenced malnutrition and, consequently, the mortality index. It’s possible that this malnutrition could also have been caused and exacerbated by the miserable minimum salary and high price of the Mexican diet’s basic groceries.




The average life expectancy was reduced between 1895 and 1910,[12] falling from 31 years to 30. Infant mortality experienced an increase during the same time period, increasing from 305 per million to 335 per million. In 1895, 31 persons per million inhabitants died; by 1910, this number grew to 33.2. All of this had an impact on the population’s quality of life, increasing the social ills that bubbled due to the lack of work and decrease of wages. These facts begin to give evidence that, despite the arguments about the “good” that Díaz’s government’s modernization efforts did for the country, Mexico was not exactly a paradise for the greater part of its population.



[12] The first population census in Mexico such as we know it was done in 1895. Before this, one had been made in 1821, upon the country’s independence.




      

    

  
    
      

Economy




The population growth during these years was possible thanks to the abrupt and massive growth of the means of communication and transportation, commerce, and labor force. The railroad is perhaps the Porfirian symbol of progress. In 1877, the railroad network consisted of 700 kilometers, which primarily extended between the capital and the port of Veracruz. By 1890, the network counted with 10 thousand kilometers, and in 1910 it extended to almost 20 thousand kilometers. The railroad extended to every part of the country stemming from its center, reaching the ports and borders. Since the most important commercial cities were found across the Gulf and in the border cities of the North, railroad line development was concentrated between them. This had the consequence of commercial activity to develop even more in these zones, creating greater levels of industrialization and urbanization than the southern and Pacific south zones. Said zones kept their economy up thanks to artisans and sustenance farming.




Before the Porfiriato, the Mexican economy was characterized by craft manufacturing and sustenance farming, with closed internal and self-sufficient markets. With the development of the lines of communication, industry and urbanization, developing the monetary and banking system became an imperative. During Díaz’s presidency, the system of sales tax, taxes applied to mercantile activity that began during Spanish colonization, was done away with. This facilitated and stimulated commerce, both in the interior as well as exterior, but it debilitated the municipal economies.




By 1910 there were twenty cities with more than 25 thousand inhabitants. Aguascalientes, Mexico City, Guadalajara, and Toluca were the cities with a greater population growth than the national average of 1.2%. These cities in the center of the country overflowed with commercial and manufacturer activity which attracted people from rural centers with new job opportunities. Said urban centers benefited, as can be seen, from the railroad growth. Morelia, Puebla, León, and Querétaro also formed part of the railroad network, but they stagnated in growth and did not reach the level of industrial development that the other four center cities did. Mineral and metallurgic industries caused the cities of Chihuahua, Saltillo, and Durango to grow and transform into great centers of said industries. Torreón, for its part, grew because of the cotton industry. Monterrey consolidated itself as a commercial center thanks to the arrival of the railroad to the northern border. On the other hand, mining decreased in Guanajuato, Zacatecas, Pachuca, and San Luis Potosí, leaving these cities in economic stagnation. Orizaba grew considerably population-wise, causing a high level of industrialization, but towards the end of Díaz’s mandate it found itself with complications that impeded its economic growth. In contrast to these cities, Colima and Oaxaca did experience that which tends to be called “progress”. While they were well connected to the rest of the country thanks to the railroad, they remained marginal to it. It is interesting to highlight that Oaxaca found itself filled with indigenous communities that were self-sufficient, such that the arrival of the railroad did not seem to matter much to them.




The “progress” or economic “growth” of the country,[13] as it tends to be called, did not mean an improvement to the quality of life for the majority of the population, a reality made known by their wages. In 1908 the average minimum wage in Mexico was 44 cents. That same year, in the country’s capital, a kilo of rice reached 13.32 cents, while a kilo of beans was priced at 10.84 cents (Silva Herzog, 2011a). Obtaining these two crucial bases of the Mexican diet presented an expense of 30.27% and 24.6%, respectively, of the average Mexican wage. Corn, the basis of the country’s diet, rose in price by 38% between 1907 and 1910 (Hart, 2022). The minimum wage varied between regions, the Northern and Gulf zones counting with the greater wages, reaching 68 cents daily in the Gulf. Meanwhile, in the center and south, the daily minimum wage barely reached 34 to 35 cents daily. According to Rosenzweig (1965), there was an increase of the minimum wage in real terms until 1898, when a daily 39 cents was reached. In 1877, the minimum wage was 32.5 cents, which meant that by 1898 it had grown by 20%. However, in 1911, it reached 30.2 cents daily, less than in 1877. The decrease in minimum wage was due to the excessive quantity of labor force, which itself increased thanks to industrialization, urbanization, and the rural-to-urban migration they caused. Wages decreased while the cost of food increased, making life more difficult for working class families. The economic recession of 1907 caused the precarious levels of living for the majority of the population to degrade even more. To this, there was the added bad corn harvests of 1908 and 1909 which caused an increase in imports. Income decreased, employment lessened, and general discontentment increased.



[13] Or, rather, the expropriation of the dominated classes.




      

    

  
    
      

Labor Force




The dispossession of lands forced the peasantry to join the proletariat labor force, which meant a great boon to the French, Spanish, German, English, and American capitalists who found an abundance of working hands in our country. In other words, they found a jobless people struggling to live. In 1895, 4 million, 400 thousand people made up the labor force. By 1910, this number increased to 5 million, 272 thousand. The labor force was in such abundance that it created a problem for the Porfiriato, since it had so many unemployed who were, justifiably, displeased with the government.




The labor force increased more in the Gulf, Northern, and Pacific North zones. Between 1895 and 1910, the labor force in the North grew by 34.5%, in the Gulf by 30.7%, and in the Pacific North by 27.5%, while the Pacific South grew an 18.7%, and the Center by 11.7%. These percentages bear remembering the important industrial development that the north underwent, as well as the Gulf’s economic growth, thanks to the railroad. However, it is interesting that the percentage of the Central zone was low in comparison to the other zones, keeping in mind that it had the most important commercial cities. This might be due to internal migration within the country and the diaspora of the rural world into the urban one, which was happening at the time and which was being caused by rapid industrialization.




In 1910, the labor force, according to the data recovered by Rosenzweig, constituted approximately 5 million, 272 thousand people; of which 4 million, 658 thousand were male and 614 thousand were women. This means that women made up 11.6% of the total labor force. Of the 614 thousand women employed, 57% worked in the service sector.




By 1910 there were 7 million, 655 thousand, 898 Mexican women,[14] of them, 8% formed part of the working class. According to Carmen Ramos, the increase of women was due to urbanization and industrialization which caused a change in production oriented towards a wider consumption, displacing artisans, and an increase in the service sector, such as the “process of proletarization and manufacturing technification” (Ramos-Escandón, 1999, p. 28).




The data recovered by Ramos differs from that of Rosenzweig with regards to the number of women employed in 1895, 1900, and 1910. According to Ramos, in 1895 there were 840 thousand women employed; in 1900, this numbered increased to 872 thousand. However, in 1910, the number of women employed decreased to 778 thousand. This decrease could have been caused by the 1906–1907 economic crisis, since women were the first fired in order to decrease costs. Women worked as seamstresses, flatwork ironers, cigar girls, midwifes, primary school teachers, etc. These jobs were registered in the statistics as waged labor, but we mustn’t forget that it was woman’s domestic labor that held up the rest of labor for hundreds of years. It’s seen that,






Feminine presence in various waged positing results in, well, a great discrepancy, and in general can be said that women worked in jobs that prolonged the domestic role (domestic service) or that they were present in tasks and activities in which their work was not considered as such; in other words, it was assumed to be part of the domestic tasks, as was the case in craft workshops with the weaving petates and textiles (Ramos-Escandón, 1990, pg. 32).







The two industries in which women participated most were the textile and tobacco industry. Their participation there was a matter of debate since the Mexican woman was talked about as if an infantile being that required masculine protection. Working class newspapers supported female labor as long as it didn’t trouble domestic labor, and most jobs in which they participated were those considered to be “feminine”, tied to the private sphere and regarded as “pretty”, “weak”, “delicate”.



[14] Third Population Census of the United Mexican States (1919).




      

    

  
    
      

The Hacienda




To talk of the Porfiriato implies, necessarily, to talk of haciendas, since, as economic units, they were of utmost importance. Haciendas were the product of the Laws of Reform and the 1857 Constitution since they outlawed communal property. Thousands of people who previously cultivated communal properties saw themselves forced to work for the new landowners, the hacendados, as peons with a function similar to that of the serfs of European feudalism.




According to the 1910 population census, there were 840 hacendados, who owned most of the country’s land. The hacendado was a city-man who knew nothing of the countryside nor its management, who only waited for his hacienda‘s administrator to send the money needed in order to squander it in the city. By 1910, the peons who worked in the haciendas received a wage of 18 to 25 cents a day. Thanks to these wages, the company store became an important mechanism of the Mexican economy. Such stores existed within the haciendas, which sold basic food basket articles, such as rice, beans, soap, as well as liquor and other daily commodities. Peon families got what they needed to live, but they lived in debt. The company stores kept record of their debts, which were inherited, and thus manged to keep peons in exploitative conditions.




      

    

  
    
      

Society




Due to economic conditions, social life in Mexico between 1877 and 1911 was profoundly marked by scarcity, poverty, and violence. It’s clear that the moneyed people of the cities lived marvelously: they traveled, dressed in the Parisian or London fashion, and enjoyed the privileges that the Porfirian system provided them. These persons found themselves in the social summit that was the hacendados, bankers, mine owners, and owners of commercial establishments. Within these dominant classes were, of course, those relatives closest to Porfirio Díaz, who made sure of placing them in positions of power, such as state governors or municipal presidents. The dominant classes disdained the local, adored the foreign, and looked down on people they deemed inferior. There was a tight relation between wealth, social prestige, and skin color. It was believed that the closer to white skin, the more “respectable” a person was. What could be called a middle class was made up of families of lawyers, normalista professors, well-positioned artisans, engineers, skilled railroad workers, etc. This class earned between fifty to a hundred pesos monthly. People with a lower income, of thirty to forty monthly pesos, lived in very precarious situations[15] and faced 10 to 12-hour workdays.




In the new and developed cities there emerged a new activity: urbanity. This consisted of a series of attributes that meaningfully distinguished the city from the rural world. These attributes, such as literacy (14% of Mexicans knew how to read in 1895; by 1910 it had increased to 20%),[16] presupposed respectability and rationality among others, it formed part of the aspirations of the urban workers and led a certain part of the population to identify with the values of the so-called “middle class”; values compatible with those spread by Madero’s movement.[17] This characteristic is important because the revolutionary movement acquired different aims and methods of struggle depending on its location.



[15] Silva Herzog, 2011a.2/23/26/ 7:57:00 PM



[16] Knight, 2012.2/23/26 7:57:00 PM



[17] Knight, 2012.




      

    

  
    
      

Porfirist Politics and the Strikes of Cananea and Río Blanco




One of the principle reasons for why Porfirio Díaz was able to stay in power for more than thirty years was due to his ability of keeping his friends happy and near him. Díaz placed his allies in positions of power, such as state governorship, assuring a continuation to his government, not just at the national level, but at the state one as well. This apparent stability, alongside its supposed “peace”, was deemed Pax Porfiriana. But this peace was a myth because,






Díaz’s Mexico was a prominent member of the great tribe of “artificial democracies”, States where political practice radically disagreed with the liberal theory to which it was subject to. Mexican politics was saturated with fraud, embezzlement of funds, and nepotism; vices that were condemned by critics of the regime, but which were sources of power for Porfirian governors, complemented with the use of brute force (Knight, 2021, pg. 37).







Díaz’s government’s famous phrase, “Kill Them Quick”{4} perfectly describes his approach to opposition movements. While his municipal authorities were well capable of detecting and suppressing uprisings, the discontent towards the regime grew with every arbitrary fine, arrest, deportation, and assassination. A clear example of the violence exercised during the Porfirian government is the case of the Yaqui people in Sonora. The land defense of the Yaqui people was repressed by the government in order to satisfy the demands of foreign business, such as the Los Angeles Richardson Construction Company. Repressive measures included deportation to Yucatán, where they were forced to work under slavery conditions in henequen fields.




Facing off against the opposition that emerged in the cities ended up being easier for the regime. In the countryside it was a different situation since “the opposition was more anonymous, broken up, and frequently improvised” (Knight, 2012). In the case of the cities, strikes were the greatest blows to the Porfirian monster. The proletariat was legally completely defenseless since no laws existed to regulate work or to protect the working class from labor abuses. Moreover, strikes were illegal and there were punishments for whoever dared ask for a wage increase, such as arrests up to three months and a 25 thousand peso fine. However, this didn’t stop the working class from politically organizing the end of the 19th century and start of the 20th century. Groups of textile, railroad, and tobacco industry workers organized into unions in order to demand better working conditions and better wages.




Most of the strikes were suppressed by the Porfirian regime, but not before they destabilized it, as in the case of Cananea and Río Blanco. In 1906, Cananea, Sonora, a liberal club organized thanks to the initiative of Lázaro Gutiérrez de Lara, who collaborated in the newspaper Regeneración and exchanged letters with Ricardo Flores Magón. In this liberal club, alike to its brethren throughout the country, there was talk of improving working conditions on a national level and of transforming the country in order to make that a reality. The Cananea liberal club had success thanks the worker discontent, particularly between the workers of the American enterprise, The Cananea Consolidated Copper Company, who not only worked long working days for a small wage, but who also suffered abuse and mistreatment from their superiors, foremen, and American workers. On June 1, 1906, the strike went off, most of the workers demanded a minimum wage of 5 pesos and an eight-hour workday, among other points that manifested into a list of petitions. However, the authorities managed to extinguish the movement with threats aimed at the striking workers, including that of being sent off to fight the Yaqui people. The leaders of the uprising were sentenced to 15 years in prison. Despite its sad outcome, the Cananea Strike is of utmost importance in order to understand the social situation of Porfirian Mexico because it was the first worker struggle in the country seeking an eight-hour workday and a minimum wage that would allow the dignified living of the working class family.




In Río Blanco, Veracruz, the Great Circle of Free Workers was organized by mid-1906. Many affinity circles were organized throughout the country who recognized the Río Blanco circle as the directing organ. The circle’s newspaper, Revolución Social, was tied of the ideas spread by the Mexican Liberal Party (PLM), founded by the Flores Magón brothers. Said ideas caused panic among the factory owners, such that the employer’s association Puebla Industrial Center which prohibited worker organizations. Infuriated, they protested through strikes and work stoppages. The Porfirian government intervened, declaring a resolution that demanded that the workers return to the factories on January 7, 1907. On that day, the workers of Río Blanco did not into the factory and impeded entry to it. The situation quickly escalated into a sacking and burning of the company story, and ended with approximately 200 wounded and dead. The striking workers were persecuted and on the following day, in front of the company store, Rafael Moreno and Manuel Juárez, the president and secretary of the Great Circle of Free Workers respectively, were executed.



{4} “Matalos en caliente”, lit. “Kill them Hot”.




      

    

  
    
      

The First Anarchist Movements




Porfirio Díaz had to face off against the peasant and urban anarchist movement from the start of his dictatorship. The first whispers of European anarchism reached Mexico in 1861 from the mouth of a Greek man called Plotino Rhodakanaty. Rhodakanaty arrived to our country with the hopes of seeing that first socialism realized, the utopian socialism of Fourier.[18] His dream quickly saw itself crushed when he couldn’t find enough people to form a commune with. He gained employment at a high school where he taught his students about utopian socialism, as well as the ideas of Pierre J. Proudhon and Mikhail Bakunin, European anarchists. In 1865 he organized a cluster of his students into the group called La Social, which also functioned as a secret society. He also founded the school called Escuela del Rayo y del Socialismo in the Chalco Valley. This school taught peasants to read, write, and to organize according to socialist ideals.




La Social sought the dissolution of national and international borders, universal fraternity, equal rights and social standing, “unity and convergence of every individual interest with the common good”, and “freedom or integral development of every vocation [..] free for the exercise of all professions [..] rehabilitory and emanicipatory freedom for woman, freedom for the slave of all conditions” (Illades, 2019). In 1878, La Social declared it counted with sixty-two regional sections across the entire country, and in 1880, the anarchists were the main force of the Mexican worker movement. That same year, president Manuel González began repressing anarchist groups, a task Díaz continued until he succeeded. By 1885 there were still agrarian uprisings, though they were feeble. The Mexican anarchist movement did not resurge in force until 1906, and this time it was through the movement started by the Flores Magón brothers.



[18] Illades, 2019.




      

    

  
    
      

Revolution and The Maximato




It is said that the Mexican Revolution started on November 20, 1910; there is little disagreement over this. However, the date it ended is constantly disputed. There are those who hold that it ended with the creation of a new constitution and Venustiano Carranza’s government. There are those who believe it ended when Álvaro Obregón was murdered. In any case, this discussion exemplifies the different perspectives had with regards to the Revolution’s reconstruction.




Violence, death, economic changes, and political crises was the order of the day during the 1907 to 1910 period. By the end of 1910s, many revolutionary movements had been defeated by the Constitutionalists —the counter-revolution—, but some of the agrarian movements in Baja California persevered. However, the situation in Mexico, in terms of structural conditions, had changed considerably in the decade of the 1920s. This allowed the anarchist and revolutionary movements to be defeated, almost completely, between 1930 and 1931. Here, a general panorama of the Mexico’s historical context between 1910 and 1931 is developed, during the revolutionary period and those of the first year of the Maximato.




      

    

  
    
      

Madero’s Revolution’s




In the Northern part of the country, around 1908, a book titled The Presidential Succession, written by Francisco I. Madero, who was not well-known at the time, began to circulate. In his book, Madero plants the idea of creating a political party called The National Democratic Party and, of course, criticized Porfirio Díaz’s government. His work’s circulation quickly placed Madero on the map, garnering attention, particularly from the middle class and northern population, from where Madero originated. However, he also had popularity among the working class,






The working class’ Maderismo obviously had an economic dimension. Its successful development points to the workers seeing a connection between political reforms and economic improvements and, importantly, recruitment came from factories that had a history of labor struggles (Knight, 2021, pg. 89–90).







However, this didn’t mean that Maderismo was completely compromised of the dominated classes. Maderismo represented, more so, the aspirations of the middle class who sought to occupy a place within Mexican politics, which had been swept away by the values of urbanity spread by the dominant classes. Maderismo did not ignore the decline of the economic situation, but it opted to solve them through the political route, not the economic one. Madero and his followers were concerned, above all, in a political reform that would oust Díaz from power, and which would turn Mexico into a country with a democratic system. Paraphrasing Alan Knight, Maderismo was an ideological movement that did not count with a plan to transform the country, a necessary transformation for the survival of the dominated classes.




Despite this, Madero gained enough popularity to run for the presidency and become a threat to Díaz, being the candidate of the party he founded to oppose the dictatorship: The National Anti-reelection Party. In June 1910, Madero was jailed in San Luis Potosí for, supposedly, inciting rebellion. His incarceration increased his popularity and the discontent of the Mexican people towards Díaz, who was reelected on June 26 of the same year. Madero left prison on July 22 and escaped to San Antonio, TX. There he wrote the famous Plan of San Luis, dated October 5, 1910. In it, he declared the presidential elections null and talked of the famed “Effective Suffrage, No Reelection”. Said document did not have any social or economic reforms, with the sole exception being the third article which talks of agrarian distribution:






Since it is only fair to restore the lands that were arbitrarily taken from their ancient owners, such provisions and rulings are declared subject to review and it will be demanded that those who acquired them by such immoral manners, or their decedents, to restore them to their primordial owners, and shall also pay a compensation for the damages suffered (Madero quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a).







As explained well by Silva Herzog, it was thanks to this article that the Maderista Revolution could count on the support of thousands of peasants, including Emiliano Zapata. Most of the revolution’s combatants, which is to say the peasantry, did not care much for the famed “Effective Suffrage”; the agrarian redistribution was, by far, much more important. In a country that’s 80% rural, this is no surprise. The Mexican Revolution was, primarily, a fight for land.




On March 1911, the document titled Plan Político Social was signed, proclaimed in the states of Michoacán, Guerrero, Tlaxcala, Distrito Federal, Puebla, and Campeche. This document recognizes Madero’s presidency, and political and social reforms are proposed that were not made explicit in the Plan de San Luis. For example, it establishes protections for the indigenous “race”, an eight-hour work day, an increased wages for both sexes, and the abolition of all monopolies is declared. This document’s importance resides in that it documented the social and economy concerns of the time, concerns that, as previously mentioned, were not included in Madero’s proposals for the nation.




Madero entered back into the country on February 1911, determined to take Juarez City, which he managed to do some months later. This event caused public opinion to favor Madero, giving him the momentum to once again launch himself for the presidency, and began his running on November of the same year. At the time it seemed as if the country’s violent conflicts would end here. But the dominant classes were never going to hand over their land nor power, so the agrarian redistribution never came to pass.




Between November 1911 and February 1913, the new president gained enemies and lost popularity. Not only were the workers and peasants disappointed, but the militant class of the old regime considered Madero and his vice-president, Pino Suárez, as not fulfilling their promises:






In the first place, he hadn’t been able to restore peace to the nation; secondly, he was unable throughout his fifteen months in government to recognize and fundamentally attack the country’s fundamental ills; thirdly, he had not showcased ability as a statesman; and fourthly, it wasn’t just a few who doubted his sincerity and adherence to the doctrine of effective suffrage, due the imposition of Pino Suárez and of some governors on the states. (Silva Herzog, 2011a).







Tensions rose until when, on February 8 1913, there began to be rumors of a military coup in the City of Mexico. General Rafael Mondragón freed, that same day, generals Bernardo Reyes and Felix Díaz, a part of the opposition, and together set out to take the National Palace, kicking off the Decena Tragica. When Madero found out, he left his place of residence of Chapultepec Castle and named Victoriano Huerta as the Chief of the fight against the Felicistas and Reyistas. Huerta got rid of the soldiers loyal to Madero bit by bit, and was thus able to arrest Madero and Pino Suárez on February 18. They were kept in the National Palace where they were forced to resign from their posts. Finally, on the 22th, they were murdered.




      

    

  
    
      

Huerta’s Usurper Government




I would like to clarify this section’s title. Victoriano Huerta was not “the bad guy” to Madero’s “good guy”. Both were enemies to the dominated classes. I call his government “Usurper” because it placed itself at the head of political power thanks to a coup d’état, not because he was the sole “villain” of the Mexican Revolution.




Huerta began his running on February 19 1913, just a day after having jailed Madero and Pino Suárez. The United States, through ambassador Henry Wilson, supported the coup and Huerta’s presidency. The dominant classes, which include bankers, large corporations, the clergy and the military, feverishly supported Huerta’s dictatorship. On the other hand, despite of their displeasure with Madero, the proletariat and the peasantry were completely against Huerta’s government.




Another of Huerta’s enemies, and a powerful one at that, was Venustiano Carranza, who found himself in the northern part of the country when Huerta told him he had taken control of the presidential seat. Carranza immediately disavowed the coup government and quickly managed to get the legislative power to do so as well. He abandoned his post as the governor of Coahuila and set out to organize armed forces, an army that would later be known as the Constitutionalist Army, in order to take political power. On March 26 1913, the famous Plan de Guadalupe was signed, which called on the people to defend the nation. In it, reestablishing justice was given greater importance than agrarian redistribution or other demands of the popular classes were:






once the armed struggle that the Plan of Guadalupe ceases, it will have to formidably and majestically commence social struggle, the class struggle, whether we ourselves want to or not, and let whatever forces that oppose us to oppose us, new ideas will have to be imposed upon our masses; it is not just about redistributing land and natural wealth; it is something greater and more scared: it is the establishing of justice, it is the seeking of equality, it is the vanishing of power, in order to establish the national economy’s equilibrium (Carranza, as quoted by Silva Herzog, 2011b).







Carranza did not lack a national project, but this plan was incomplete and centered around the creation of a new constitution, which included laws to protect the proletariat and the peasantry. But its priority was not, nor ever was, a transformation of the country’s material conditions to assure the realization of the demands like agrarian redistribution and eight-hour work day. Despite this, the movement lead by Carranza managed to convince the House of the World Worker, an anarchist organization, to join the counter-revolutionary movement. This alliance caused a disunity among various revolutionary movements and sealed the rivalry between the House and the Villistas and Zapatistas.




Carranza and his allies won territory, starting in the northern part of the country. In the south, Huerta fought the forces of Emiliano Zapata, nicknamed “The Attila of the South”. The new American president, Woodrow Wilson, quickly rescinded his support of Huerta’s government. With so many enemies, Huerta was finally defeated on August 15 1914, the date that General Álvaro Obregón entered Mexico City with the greater part of his army. Five days later, Carranza arrived at the nation’s capital, and thus began the Constitutionalist stage of the Revolution.




      

    

  
    
      

Zapata and the Struggle Over Land




Zapata and his followers’ struggle was, as previously mentioned, centered around securing agrarian redistribution. Zapata was a politicized peasant from Morelos who came from a comfortable and well-known family. When the revolutionary winds blew in from the north, Zapata already counted with a reputation as a champion of peasant lands. When he learned of that the Plan de San Luis promised, although vaguely, restitution and redistribution of lands, the Morelense decided to join the Maderista Revolution.




But the Zapatista movement had very different aims, in terms of class, than that of the Madero movement, and Madero tried to convince Zapata to discharge his troops. When Zapata refused, Madero decided to send troops to Cuautla to persuade him, and promised him land redistribution once he was in power. Zapata agreed, but this coincided with Huerta’s troops arrival to Cuautla, sent by the Minister of Government. The Zapatistas continued to fight for land and made their beliefs and demands explicit in the November 25, 1911 Plan de Ayala, the same month that Madero’s presidency began. This plan condemned Madero for not fulfilling his promises and for trying to repress those who demanded him to be held accountable via armed struggle. The Plan of Ayala has the slogan “Liberty, Justice and Law”, and talks about, not just the redistribution of land, but of other resources like water as well:






We declare: The people or citizens who have their titles corresponding to these properties, the lands, mountains and waters that have been usurped by hacendados, scientists, or caciques under the shadow of venal law, will, of course, come into the possession of those goods and properties which they have been dispossessed of in bad faith by our oppressors, at all cost, with weapons in hands, of said possession, and the usurpers who consider themselves entitled to them will present themselves before the special tribunals that shall be established upon the triumph of the Revolution (Silva Herzog, 2011b).







The Plan de Ayala, in my opinion, is the document that encompasses the real reason for why thousands of persons fought in the Mexican Revolution. It is worth remembering that Mexico was primarily a rural country that had experienced abuses since its independence from Spain and was trapped in a violent political environment of constant flux. For thousands of people, the only thing they believed they could count on was the land, on the natural resources, that which had not only given them sustenance but also an identity. That is why the Zapatista movement gained so much strength, and why it was able to threaten the governments of Huerta and Carranza.




Upon taking control of the presidency, Huerta tried to persuade Zapata but he did not relent. Instead, he reformed the Plan of Ayala in order to disavow Huerta’s government and openly fought against him. Zapata and his followers remained faithful to their principles, which opposed the bourgeois interests of the Constitutionalists. However, they were initially incorporated to the 1814 October Aguascalientes Convention. Said convention had the aim of fixing the date of presidential elections and discussing matters that concerned the Carrancistas, Villistas, Zapatistas and other revolutionary groups. Taking from Silva Herzog, “The arrival of the Zapatista commission marked a new stage in the history of the Convention [..] It cannot be denied that it was since the arrival of the Zapatistas that talks about revolutionary principles, economic reforms and Government programs began” (2011b).




The influence of Zapata and his followers was enormous, as can be seen by the January 6 1915 Law, written by Luis Cabrera, who formed part of the Carrancista movement. The following was established in it:






one of the most general causes of unrest and discontent of the agrarian people of the country has been the dispossession of lands that were granted to the people in the colonial epoch. These dispossessions [..] are realized not just through alienation carried out by political authorities, but also by the arrangement of sales set up by the Secretaries of Development and Hacienda, or by the pretext of marking borders, in order to favor complaints of sabbaticals or unclaimed territory in the service of demarcating companies. All of this with the frequent complicity of political leaders and governors (Cabrera quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011b).







Francisco Villa did not want to be left behind, and on June 1915 he published an agrarian law with some differences to Zapatista movement. The Villista law, as well as the January 1915 law, and, more importantly, the Plan of Ayala, were crucial for the inclusion of Article 27 into the 1917 Constitution, in which (at the time) lands were nationalized and which facilitated agrarian redistribution. At the time, this article was the most advanced one of the new Magna Carta. Unfortunately, Zapata was murdered on 1919 thanks to counter-revolutionary efforts. His fight became one of the emblems of the Revolution due to his faithful determination to protect and defend the peasantry. Without the Zapatista movement, this group would have faced worse conditions and Article 27 never would have existed.




      

    

  
    
      

Carranza and the New Constitution




Venustiano Carranza, the First Chief of the Constitutionalist Army and author of the Plan de Guadalupe, was provisionally in charge of the country’s executive power from August 13, 1914 to April 30, 1917. The following day he became president and held the post until his death in May 1920. This goes to say that Mexico was, in some places more than others, under his control for six years.




In the first month of his leadership in 1914, various declarations were made that sought to propose political and social reforms. These declarations, issued by the governors in certain states, established an eight-hour workday, minimum wage, abolished the proletariat’s debts and company stores, among other points. These decrees pretended to help the peasantry, but their real goal was to weaken and break-up the peasant movement by depriving them of their political power.




By 1916, the economic situation in Mexico was further complicated due to the paper money issued by the Constitutionalist government that constantly devalued. In May, the worker’s real wages had decreased considerably, and they decided to declare a strike. Instead of listening to the demands of the proletariat, Carranza opted for their incarceration. The strikes ended in August, demonstrating that, if something was of concern for the Constitutionalist First Chief, it was not the working class.




In September of the same year, Carranza convened a Constituent Congress (to which neither the Zapatistas nor the Villistas were invited to) to reform the 1857 Constitution. The result was the 1917 Constitution, in which articles of utmost importance were added and reformed, such as the aforementioned Article 27. Besides it, it is worth emphasizing Article 3, in which free and lay education is established, and Article 123, the basis of labor legislation. These articles, alongside others, were the product of the influence and fight of the Anarchomagonista movement as well as of other revolutionary movements such as Zapatismo. In 1906, the Mexican Liberal Party published a program which contained,






socioeconomic clauses [that] served as the basis for many innovations of the 1917 Constitution. If the PLM program was the first to publicly and nationwide present the main socioeconomic ideas of the Mexican Revolution, it was also the sole public document that went much further than the 1917 Constitution in many progressive aspects (Ramiréz Reynoso, 1969; p. 446).







The 1906 Program, as well as the 1911 Manifesto (the latter of an explicit anarchist character), influenced the 1917 Constitution,[19] particularly by being documents centered around the demands of the dominated classes and for proposing a national project that treated them as the main social subjects of the country’s political and economic structure.




In 1919, the world economy found itself in a fragile state due to the First World War. The United States threatened Carranza with another intervention in case it didn’t cede to its economic interests. In addition to this, the Constitutionalist president and his allies had proposed applying the Constitution’s Article 27 to protect the dominant classes’ private property. This, of course, provoked new problems among the Villistas and Zapatistas which resulted in the murder of Zapata.




Carranza was not happily accepted by the many caudillos of the Revolution, among them Obregón. This one sought to run in the 1920 presidential elections, and so sought as much strength and followers as possible. That same year, in the month of April, the Plan of Agua Prieta[20] was issued, which disavowed Carranza’s presidency and accused him of not respecting the popular vote, of moving against the individual rights and state sovereignty, as well as of distorting “the Republic’s political organization”.[21] Carranza tried to transfer his government to Veracruz but was murdered on May 21. The presidency fell provisionally into the hands of Adolfo De La Huerta, starting the “era of caudillos” (Delgado, 2015).



[19] Although the 1906 Program had greater weight in the writing of the Constitution because it was a political program with concrete proposals. Later we will see that the 1911 Manifesto was an ideological document, not a political program.



[20] Penned by Plutarco Elías Calles.



[21] Plan de Agua Prieta.




      

    

  
    
      

Obregón in the New Decade




Elections, in the 1920 to 1924 period, were undertaken while De La Huerta was the interim president, and Obregón was elected president. And alongside him, and his successor Plutarco Elías Calles, a new political regime was built, backed specifically by the country’s northern regions. The country in which this regime was built was different from that of the 1910 one. The country had gone from 15 million, 150 thousand to 14 million, 334 thousand. The male population had gone from approximately 7 million, 500 thousand to 7 million; and the female population from 7 million, 665 thousand to 7 million, 331 thousand.[22] The Revolution had claimed many lives, and the chaos of the conflict had direct consequences on the daily life of its inhabitants.




The worker and peasant classes, increasingly defeated by the counter-revolutionaries, kept on hoping for an answer to everlasting problems: minimum wage, a shorter workday, agrarian redistribution. The entrepreneurial class, for its part, demanded the defense of private property. Obregón tried to respond to the demands of both groups, allegedly saving “capital by guaranteeing worker’s rights” (Delgado, 2015), but in fact only defending the interests of the dominant classes. Perhaps this phrase contains the essential characteristic of Obregón’s government: its tepidity, since the task to safeguard capital and the well-being of the working class at the same time was an impossible one.




However, the promise was attractive, so Obregón was able to consolidate the populist caudillo ideology, characterized by the establishing of a relation of seeming mutuality between the government and the working classes. In order for this populist cuadillismo to work, Obregón’s government had to tend to the agrarian question. In 1923, through a decree titled Tierra libre, the president established “that every Mexican that lacked land could acquire it from the national and empty ones that were not reserved by the government” (Delgado, 2015). The Agrarian National Party (PNA) was created in this context, with great support from Obregón’s government, and it was a very useful tool for manipulating peasant demands.




Obregon’s presidency period ended in 1924. Despite this, he remained an important figure in Mexican politics, sometimes joining his successor, Plutarco Elías Calles. In 1927, the Constitution was reformed in order to allow re-election, and Obregón was able to run in the presidential elections, which he won. He was getting ready for his new governorship when he was murdered on July 17, 1928 by a Cristero, José de León Toral. After his death, Emilio Portes Gil began what came to be known as the Maximato with his provisional presidency.



[22] Source: INEGI, 1920 Census.




      

    

  
    
      

Plutarco Elías Calles and the Start of the Maximato




Plutarco Elías Calles began his presidency in December 1924. As in the case of Obregón, Calles had to take charge of the country’s reconstruction and reorganization, and so began to concentrate around creating a State with solid bases: populism and the so-called “Class Reconciliation” that Obregón had begun. One of the great challenges to Calles’s presidency was the Cristero Rebellion, that lasted between 1927 to 1929, which increased political instability and violence even more.




Moreover, a year earlier there was the shrinkage in oil prices, economically destabilizing Mexico once more, since a great part of public works were financially dependent on oil taxes. American businesses kept pressuring for Article 27 to not be applied and thus to exploit our land’s natural resources. This provoked discontent among the people, as in the case of Baja California and the Colorado River Land Company, which many peasant organizations protested against.




When Obregón was murdered, an important political crises arose. Calles took advantage of the situation in order to the step away from caudillo governments towards civil governments, founded upon the law and its institutions. He proposed organizing Mexican politics into national and organic political parties in order to,






end with the violence generated by the ambitions of the “revolutionary family”, such as those that fight for a return to the old regime. [..] At the same time, he urged the revolutionary family to organize as one force, as a means to maintain its hegemony and procure peaceful development, abstaining from resorting to violence. The idea of a revolutionary party as unifying agent had been sketched (Delgado, 2015; pg. 148).







What he didn’t make explicit was that said revolutionary party would be controlled by him. The period between 1928 and 1935 is known as the “Maximato” because Calles was the “Chief Maximus” of said “revolutionary family”. During the provisional government of Emilio Portes Gil, Calles pushed for formation of the National Revolutionary Party (PNR), the party that would avoid political violence and with which he would control the executive branch until 1935. Since Portes Gil was the interim president, elections were once again taken underway, which Pascual Ortiz Rubio won who, despite not finishing his mandate, was important because his government approved the Federal Labor Law that changed the play of worker and anarchist movements, as will be seen later.




      

    

  
    
      

Magonismo, The Mexican Liberal Party, and Other Mexican Anarchist Movements




Throughout all the processes and events that have been described, movements of resistance unfurled in response to the political and economic crisis caused by the Porfiriato and exacerbated by the Revolution’s instability. The following section is dedicated to develop the main characteristics of the anarchist movements in Mexico, to which either Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez very well belonged to, or which influenced their thinking and social context.




      

    

  
    
      

Anarchomagonismo


Beginnings: The Founding of Regeneración and the Mexican Liberal Party




Taking from Claudio Lomnitz, “the Partido Liberal Mexicano was in fact more of a movement than a party, and more of an ethos than a movement” (2014, p. xxv). This ethos was, for the most part, one defended and preached by Jesús, Enrique and Ricardo Flores Magón. Born in Oaxaca, the brothers began their political life by protesting against Porfirio Díaz’s dictatorship in 1892, a year of great agrarian discontent due to worker exploitation and the rise in price of the land. From then on, this triad stayed politically active.




On August 7, 1900 Jesús and Ricardo decided to publish a new newspaper, Regeneración, with the goal “to seek remedies and, when necessary, to point out, to denounce all of the misdeeds of public officers who do not follow the precepts of the law, so that public shame brings upon them the justice they deserve” (Lomnitz, 2014, pg. 83). The newspaper’s first slogan was “Independent Juridical Newspaper”, which corresponded with Ricardo’s law training. In the newspaper’s first months of existence, it opted for not openly criticizing Díaz nor his government, seeking instead to offer a space where to denounce the abuses of judicial power. From December onwards, however, it began to attack the dictatorship and his entire regime, and it changed its slogan to “Independent Paper of Combat”. Because of this, Jesús and Ricardo were jailed on May 1909, and the paper was closed in October of the same year.




Despite this, Regeneración had a strong impact on society, stimulating the founding of various politically critical papers such as El Hijo del Ahuizote and Vesper, the latter being of a feminist hue and headed by Juana Belén Gutiérrez, with whom Ricardo kept correspondence. Regeneración also encouraged the creation of clubs of a liberal hue, which in those years sought to displace Díaz from the presidential seat and establish true democracy in the country. The most important liberal club was founded by Camilo Arriaga, who, days after the first publication of Regeneración, called for a national congress of “authentic liberals” that was to take place on February 5, 1901 in San Luis Potosí.




This congress had three main goals: the creation of a new Liberal Party,[23] to develop the ideological platform of said party, and to spread the idea that the next president did not have to be someone tied to Díaz. This Liberal Party sought, in a certain manner, to overtake of the liberal movement such that it could not be in any way associated with Díaz and his circle. Said action was realized through attacks against the dictatorship in texts published in Regeneración, which resulted in the governmental repression of the liberal clubs and the papers associated with them.




Jesús and Ricardo were set free on March 1902, but they could not continue with Regeneración‘s printing. They opted to print El Hijo del Ahuizote, whose slogan was “Newsweekly of Opposition and Uncompromising Against All Evil” (Trejo Muñóz, 2021). The liberals organized around this paper and did not cease their criticism against Díaz. On September 1902, a few months after leaving prison, Ricardo was jailed once again, this time alongside his brother Enrique. After being jailed two more times, Ricardo, together with his brother Jesús and his comrades Juan Sarabia and Santiago de la Hoz, decided to go into exile in the United States in 1904 and continue with their anti-Porfirista fight from there.




In this exile, the Flores Magón brothers allowed themselves to again print Regeneración from November 1904 onwards. Half of all the copies, which reached to be a 22 thousand copies, were sent to Mexico. Persecution, espionage, and repression against the exiled liberals by the American government began from here on out in collaboration with the Mexican government. Thanks to this, Ricardo and Enrique were jailed once again in October 1905, charged with “defamation”. Regeneración‘s offices were sacked and printing stopped. They were freed in January 1906, and Regeneración renewed its activities the following month. It was in this year that the Mexican Liberal Party was constituted as such, but it was also the year of the first failed Magonista insurrection.


The 1906 Program




While taking refuge to a certain extent in the United States, the Flores Magón brothers, particularly Ricardo, came into contact with the anarchist ideas of Pyotr Kropotkin, Errico Malatesta, and Emma Goldman. Ricardo already held some sympathy to anarchist ideals, but this exposure resulted in him becoming radicalized. His own radicalization did not mean the immediate and absolute radicalization of Regeneración, but it did influence it by increasingly politicizing the liberal’s growing discontent against Díaz’s government. The Program of the Liberal Party and Manifesto to the Nation began to circulate, signed by Ricardo and Enrique Flores Magón, Antonio I. Villarreal, Juan and Manuel Sarabia, Librado Rivera, and Rosalío Bustamante in St. Louis, MO., on July 1, 1906.




In it, there was a call to the people to fight against the Porfirist dictatorship. But the importance of this document cannot be reduced to just this point. The text begins with the Manifesto, declaring that its main goal is to dethrone the dictatorship, and that its basis is the general basis for “implementing a truly democratic system of Government” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a). Throughout the Manifesto, the illegality of Díaz’s reforms to the 1857 Constitution, the need of better education, and the suppression of mandatory military service, as well as outlawing immigration from China,[24] among other points are put into words. Following the Manifesto, the Program is presented, which included the summary of the points expressed in the Manifesto. The first section of the Program is composed of proposals of ”Constitutional Reforms”, such as “the suppression of presidential and state governor reelections” and “reforming and regulating of the 6th and 7th constitutional articles, removing the restrictions that private life and public peace impose on freedom of speech and the press” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a). In the “Improving and Promoting Education” section, there is a proposal to increase the number of primary schools and increase teacher salaries, as well making basic education secular. One of the Program’s most important sections is “Capital Labor”, which declares the following,






21. Establish a maximum of eight hours of work and a minimum wage in the following proportion: $1.00 for the majority of the country in which the average wage is less than that cited here, and more than $1.00 in those regions where life is more expensive and where this wage would not be sufficient to save the worker from misery.




22. Regulation of domestic services and house work.




23. Take measures to ensure that bosses do not cheat the application of maximum hours and minimum wage through piecework.




24. Complete prohibition of the employment for children under 14 years of age.




25. Require the owners of the mines, factories, workshops, etc. to maintain the best possible condition of cleanliness on their properties and to keep hazardous zones in a condition that provides safety to life of the worker (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a).







We can see in this section how the Organizing Junta of the Mexican Liberal Party kept in mind the main concerns of the Mexican people, provoked by the expropriation of the dominated classes during the Porfiriato. The concerns over agrarian redistribution can be seen in the following section, “Lands”, in which it is declared that, “The State will give land to whoever requests it, without any other condition than to devote it to agricultural production, and not to sell it. There will be a fixed maximum amount of land that the State can cede to a person” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a).




The last section of the Program is titled “General Points”, and it the following points are highlighted,






43. Establishing civil equality for every child of the same father, eliminating the differences that the law today establishes between legitimate and illegitimate children.




44. Establishing, whenever possible, rehabilitation prison colonies, instead of jails and penitentiaries which criminals are punished to suffer today.




[..] 48. Protection of the indigenous race (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a).







Although the PLM Program was not perfect, as can be seen in its rejection of Chinese people, this document is of great importance because it includes social and political reforms that had not been made explicit until then and which were not mentioned in many later documents. It didn’t just seek to protect the peasantry and proletariat, it also sought to transforms those aspects that kept them in a state of perpetual oppression, such as the lack of land and labor rights. In analyzing its contents, it’s impossible not to agree with Silva Herzog when he describes the document as “a program inspired by dreams of deep transformation, individual and collective improvement in all fields, in all walks of life” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a).


The 1906 Revolution




As previously mentioned, the Cananea Strike was in large part inspired and encouraged by the ideas of PLM. Unfortunately, the strike was severely repressed, but it managed to give a strong moral blow to the Porfiriato and inspire members of PLM to continue fighting. After the publishing of the Program in June 1906, the Junta set out to overthrow the Díaz government. They divided the Mexican territory into five parts, each with a party delegate. Each zone had to start an armed uprising simultaneously with the others. Uprisings were planned on the border cities and as the date drew nearer, the Junta moved to Texas. However, both the American and the Mexican governments learned of the Junta’s revolutionary plans. Consequently, the Pelemista[25] Revolution failed before it even began. However, it had some positive consequences, among them was an increase of anti-Porfirian sentiment in the United States. But it also increased the surveillance and persecution of the Junta’s members, making it clear to them that a return to Mexico was impossible.


Imprisonment and the Failed 1908 Revolution




Ricardo Flores Magón, Librado Rivera, and Antonio I. Villarreal were captured on August 1907 in Los Angeles. CA. Later, there were many charges made against them, of which the most important was the “violation of the Neutrality Laws”, for which Ricardo reckoned he would be sentenced to ten to fifteen years in prison. During his incarceration, Villarreal, Rivera and Flores Magón received aid from various anarchist and socialist organizations in the United States. Ricardo’s romantic partner, María Brousse, and his adopted daughter, Lucía Norman, organized meetings protesting against the Junta members’ arrest.




It is thanks to them that Ricardo managed to smuggle the “secret” plans for another armed Pelemista uprising in 1908 out of prison. This new attempt at revolution was planned for the 25 or 26 of June of the same year, where forty-six organizations tied to PLM would rise up in arms in Mexico. Unfortunately, once again, the Mexican government learned of the plans, and on the night of June 25, 1908, liberal clubs across the country were attacked. Weapons were confiscated and hundreds of persons were jailed. If there were any armed uprisings in some parts of the country, they were small and quickly suppressed.


PLM on the Eve of the Revolution and the Maderista Treason




Ever since the failed 1906 Revolution, Regeneración had ceased printing but the jailing of the three Junta members caused it to not resume until 1910, after Rivera, Villarreal and Flores Magón were freed in August of that same year. Despite the failures of 1906 and 1908, in 1910 Regeneración gained strength like never before since it was an election year and the Mexican people were truly sick of Díaz’s regime. Therefore, between August and December 1910, “all forces, Socialist and anarchist, American and Mexican, worked together under their natural leaders, the freed men of the Junta Organizadora” (Lomnitz, 2014, pg. 250). It must be mentioned here that Ricardo Flores Magón and Librado Rivera had established relations with the American anarchists, Emma Goldman, Alexander Berkman, and Voltairine de Cleyre. This resulted in the PLM becoming internationally known.




But the political differences between the members of the Junta also grew during this period, which caused it to break into three positions. The first included those who believed, like Antonio I. Villarreal and his sisters, Teresa and Andrea, that Díaz must be overthrown in order so that after his defeat, a real democracy could be established through new presidential elections. This stance was compatible with the ideals of Madero and his followers. The second position was socialist, which were found in Jesús Flores Magón and Manuel Sarabia. For them, Madero’s democratic reform was not enough, it was also necessary to push for industrialization and unionization so that Mexico would cease being a “backward” country. Lastly, with less followers, was the stance taken by Ricardo Flores Magón and other PLM members, with more radical tendencies, who declared that, “the revolution’s three enemies were capital, government, and the clergy” (Lomnitz, 2014, pg. 256). This was the Anarchomagonista stance, champions of direct action and enemies of the State.




Tensions rose until PLM broke off relations with Madero. The Maderista movement and Anarchomagonismo began to dispute over the means and ends of the rebellion that had begun in the country. Finally, in February 1911, Regeneración published an article titled “Madero is a Traitor to Liberty”. Many members left the party, among them the Villarreal siblings, Manuel Sarabia, Elizabeth Trowbridge and Ricardo’s own brother, Jesús.


The 1911 Manifesto




After the outbreak of the Revolution and the split with Madero, the anarchist tendencies of Ricardo Flores Magón and PLM members were impossible to deny. His ideology was not compatible with what was put forth in the 1906 Program, so on September 23 1911, The Mexican Liberal Party Manifesto was published. From the start one can clearly see the party’s radicalization since now there’s talk of the abolition of private property, “Abolishing that principle means laying waste to every political, economic, social, religious, and moral institution that form the environment which suffocates free initiative and free association between human beings” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011b). PLM declared war on the trinity of Capital, Government, and Clergy, which they accused of dividing humanity into two social classes: capitalist and worker. The Manifesto goes on to say that,






The Mexican Liberal Party recognizes that every human being, by the sole fact of being born, has the right to enjoy each and every of benefit that modern civilization offers, because these benefits are the product of the effort and sacrifice of the every working class that ever existed (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011b).







The people are called to carry out the expropriation of resources, particularly of the land, and organize around it in an equitable manner and in solidarity. This leaves it clear that it doesn’t seek to force the people anything, but rather to remind them that, “worker emancipation must be the work of the workers themselves”. The Manifesto finishes off expressing the uselessness of so-called “democracy” and makes a call to direct action, “Choose, then: a new governor, in other words, a new yoke, or redemptive expropriation and the abolition of all religious, political, or whatsoever imposition of another order. Land and Liberty!” (Ricardo Flores Magón et al., quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011b).




The 1911 Manifesto is precisely that, a manifesto, not a program with concrete proposals as was the case of the 1906 text. Its content is primarily ideological, but it doesn’t lose importance or political relevance because of that. This document influenced many resistance movements, including Zapatismo and other anarchist movements in Mexico. The Manifesto encompasses the stance of Ricardo Flores Magón and his followers after 1910, a stance that was held for many years. This is one of the most important documents of Mexican anarchism.


Magonista Revolution in Baja California




In Baja California, the Mexican Revolution began with an Anarchomagonista uprising. On January 29, 1911, following the orders of the Flores Magón brothers, a small group of revolutionaries seized Mexicali, a small settlement in the northern part of the country that held four hundred and fifty inhabitants. The goal of this seizure was “as much the destruction of the dictatorial regime of General Porfirio Díaz as it was to create [..] a socialist republic across the entire northern border of the country” (Trujillo Muñóz, 2022, pg. 26). The leaders of this small army of “citizens of the world” were José María Leyva and Simón Berthold.




Porfirian forces, under the command of Colonel Celso Vega, tried to recapture Mexicali on February 15 of that same year, only to utterly fail. Soon volunteers began to arrive in Mexicali, which included Mexicans, PLM members, Cocopahs, Kiliwas and Paipais peoples, and the American syndicalists known as the “wobblies”. There also arrived famous journalists such as Jack London and John Kenneth Turner, the latter was the author of Barbarous Mexico and an ally to the Flores Magón brothers.




The Anarchomagonista forces seized another small location called Los Algodones and soon realized that their greatest threat were the bourgeois owners of the big factories, such as Harrison Gray and Harry Chandler, owners of the famous Colorado River Land Company. Additionally, Mexican —as well as American— troops were encircling them and constantly threatening them. On April 1911, there was another battle in which the Porfirist army tried, failing again, to retake Mexicali. It seemed like the Anarchomagonista army, despite its few resources and old equipment, was winning.




Unfortunately, the movement began losing strength in the following two months. The border saw itself compromised thanks to the presence of American soldiers and the slowdown of volunteers and weapons. Despite this, the Anarchomagonistas managed to take Tijuana on May 9. After this battle, PLM was left bankrupt and did not have the resources to maintain the army in the northern part of the country. On May 25 1911, Díaz finally left the presidency, causing many Mexicans to believe that the war was over. The Anarchomagonista Revolution in Baja California was no longer seen, hence, as necessary. Colonel Vega, hungry for vengeance after his defeat in February, attacked Tijuana, which the rebel troops never saw coming. By June 22, the Anarchomagonista army had been defeated.




The Anarchomagonista Revolution in Baja California is important not just as an armed movement in the northern border of the country, but because it demonstrates that Anarchomagonismo was not just a predecessor to the Mexican Revolution, but it was also a constitutive part of it, at least in the beginning. It was PLM’s most successful military campaign and it left the region imbued with a feeling of rebellion for a long time, such that there continued to be revolts against American big businesses into the 1920s. Moreover, as put well by Trujillo, “we must consider the Floresmagonista Revolution as a conflagration that left a mark on both sides of the border, that tests its inhabitants, that imposes new social, economic and political relations” (2022, pg. 103). These new relations allowed the anarchist struggle to persist in the northern border in the following years.


Decline




There are many factors that weakened PLM until it finally fell into political irrelevancy. The campaign’s failure in Baja California was one of them. Maderismo’s triumph was another, in part because many PLM members opted to leave the party and join Madero. However, the anti-reelectionist victory also implied a campaign of discrediting the PLM’s ideals so that they would be seen as barely useful and unnecessary to the dominated classes:






The anarcho-syndicalist ideal was [..] an even more daring step [..] but it was not a step many wanted to take. Ricardo (Flores Magón)‘s reasoning was based on the certainty that while the poor did not have a hand in the sources of production, they would only be interchangeable parts. [..] However, for Mexicans in 1911, this revolution could wait. It was better to celebrate the triumph of the moderate Maderista revolution (Trujillo Muñóz, 2022, pg. 85).







Towards the end of 1911, Regeneración was barely surviving due to a lack of funds. By December 1912, Ricardo and Enrique Flores Magón, Librado Rivera, and Anselmo Figueroa, the PLM Organizing Junta, were jailed again. Despite this, Regeneración continued to be printed. On January 1914, the Junta members were freed again, only to find that the paper was in danger once again. So, Regeneración ceased being printed for a couple months in 1915.




On February 1916, once again, Enrique and Ricardo Flores Magón were jailed, accused of distributing “obscene literature”, but managed post bail thanks to their lawyers and the efforts of Emma Goldman. Two years later, they were arrested again, accused of homicide and violating the Espionage Act. This was the final blow to Regeneración, since its print became practically impossible, and it definitively ended circulation by 1918. And in 1922, in a Leavenworth, KS prison, Ricardo Flores Magón passed away.



[23] The first Liberal Party had been founded in the time of Juárez.



[24] This xenophobic element originates in the country’s precarious economic situation. The labor force allotted to Chinese immigrants was more profitable to foreign businesses, such that many Mexicans felt that they were stealing their jobs in a context of high unemployment and economic crises.



[25] “Pelemista” is derived from the Mexican Liberal Party’s acronym in Spanish, PLM.




      

    

  
    
      

The End: Ortiz Rubio’s Federal Work Code




Why did Mexican anarchism practically ceased to exist after 1931? The end of the anarchist boom began with the defeat of Regeneración and PLM. This happened for multiple reasons. In the first place, PLM’s anarchism was not the main ideology of the Revolution’s combatants. With Madero’s triumph, everything that anarchism promised stopped being seen as indispensable; the dictator was gone and that was what mattered most. Secondly, most of PLM’s members were no longer in Mexico, and the physical distance also entailed an ideological distance. Thirdly, PLM was no longer the same after the divisions cause by betrayals after 1911. And fourthly, Ricardo Flores Magón’s death ended up depriving PLM of what little structure it still had.




The movements tied to Anarchomagonismo continued on in the country after Flores Magón’s death, but never with the strength that PLM had in 1911. When Pascual Ortiz Rubio presented the Federal Work Law between 1929 and 1931, the struggles tied to Anarchomagonismo had been defeated by counter-revolutionary movements. The new Law “delegated to the government the power to recognize unions, approve all strikes, and negotiate compromise arrangements between the concerned parties” (Hart, 2022, pg. 324). The following governments, particularly Lázaro Cardenas’, sought to pacify the dominated classes in order to secure the interests of the dominant classes. Certainly, worker and peasant movements continued, but they adopted other ideologies such as Marxism. The real Mexican Revolution, the one that sought transformation for the dominated classes, had been left behind, and with it, the Anarchomagonista dream.




      

    

  
    
      

Chapter Two: Positions and Perspectives




This chapter will review the theories and concepts by which the analysis of the lives of Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez will be made in order to answer the research question. It begins with taking up of Pierre Bourdieu’s focus and theory, which sought to transcend binaries that, to present day, mark sociological research. The theory the author proposes allows for the study of the macro and micro in relation to one another, and thus accomplish a better understanding of social phenomena. His Field Theory and more important concepts, such as habitus, capital and social trajectory, are taken up. In doing so, the starting point of the analysis of Felipa’s and Francisca’s structural conditions and personal motivations begins to be outlined.




It goes on with a section on anarchist theory, taking up the approach of Jeff Schantz and Dana Williams, to explain how anarchism, particularly communist anarchism, can be used as a sociological perspective to analyze society and its changes; as well an analysis on Felipa’s and Francisca’s subjectivities. In the third section, various concepts will be taken up that complement the Bourdieuist-anarchist focus of the analysis. Anarchomagonismo as social thought will also be taken up, in order to understand the ideology of the women of the study. Finally, Gayle Rubin’s concept of the “sex/gender system” will be developed, as will the Louise Tilly’s “women’s collective action”, and Temma Kaplan’s “female consciousness”.




      

    

  
    
      

Positions and Dispositions in the Social World:

Pierre Bourdieu’s Relational Sociology




Pierre Bourdieu, a classic of contemporary sociology, said the following, “all sociology should be historical and all history sociological” (1992, p. 90). Although it runs the risk of sounding redundant, this claim summarizes this work’s main theoretical point of departure. The aim is not to talk about Felipa Velázquez and Francisca Mendoza in an individualistic manner, as if they were isolated subjects; it deals with placing them in their particular historical context and analyzing how it was possible for them to be incorporated into the Anarchomagonista movement. However, the goal is not solely to analyze the macro-historic, but to tie its historical context with individual experiences, with their position and trajectory within the social space.




Pierre Bourdieu’s field theory allows us to do both by transcending the macro/micro binary in sociological research since, according to the author, “There exists a correspondence between social structures and mental structures, between the objective divisions of the social world —particularly in to dominant and dominated in the various fields— and the principle of vision and division that the agents apply to it” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 12). Both aspects are able to be explained in this way, the historical context and personal motivations, by tying them together and unraveling the way their relation allows for the continuation and the change of social structures.




      

    

  
    
      

Field Theory




Within Bourdieu’s theory, the social world get to know itself and studies itself as social space. Social space can be thought of as a system of differing social positions. Within this system, every social position is in relation with every other one, but not in equal manner: they are related hierarchically between each other. This means that people are distributed in unequal manner within the social space. Social class is composed of people who share a social position: as much in material conditions as in mental and sensible structures. They share a lifestyle, which is in turn different from that of other social positions.




What permits our movement within social space is the access to different form of power, known as capitals. Bourdieu speaks of four kinds of capital, but the most important ones in determining one’s social position within social space are two: economic capital and cultural capital. Economic capital consists in the amount of physical resources a person has access to, particularly money. Cultural capital refers to knowledge, preferences, and consumer practices, commonly known altogether as culture, which a person possesses and is able to capitalize on since they are valued and validated as important and necessary. However, knowledge does not always have the same value. For example, knowing about architecture can be valuable when one finds themselves around architects, but it is not as capitalizable when surrounded by doctors. As will be see in the following chapter, Francisca and Felipa occupied positions marked by a lack of cultural and economic capital according to the dominant parameters, placing them at a disadvantage within social space.




Different social positions regularly relate between each other. The combination of these relations is known as a field:






a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions [..] objectively defined, in their existence and in the determinations they imposes upon their occupants, agents or institutions, by their present and potential situation (situs) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital) whose possession commands access to the specific profits that are at stake in the field, as well as by their objective relation to other positions (domination, subordination, homology, etc.) (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 97).







The field is a social microcosm with its own rules, which are different to the rules of other fields. Likewise, fields are a historical product, they are not static. Within each field there are relations of struggle within its members, who dispute control over the field. Within each field there are dominated and dominant,[26] the latter being who gain better conditions as to shape the field in a way that aligns to their particular interests. This means that there is always resistance within the fields, be it to maintain it or change it. Hence, struggle is the engine of the fields. Later I will analyze Francisca’s and Felipa’s positions in the main field I believe they belonged to: the insurgent or revolutionary field. This position will also be compared to that of the State’s, and the way that Francisca and Felipa sought to dismantle the latter.




The concept of the field cannot be completely understood without also understanding the concept of the habitus. The field, according to Bourdieu’s metaphor, is a game; the habitus is the strategy with which to play. While the author defines habitus many times, here I take up the following definition, “a product of history, habitus creates practices, individual and collective, hence history, according the schema engendered by history” (Bourdieu, 2013. p. 88).




Habitus is a historically “structured structure”, one that functions as a “structuring structure” in being absorbed by people, in such a way that it molds and guides the way one perceives and acts in the world. Habitus is internalized through social interactions, becoming embodied and retained in people’s mental structures. Habitus is “a socialized subjectivity” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 166) that guides individual rationality, but that transcends the individual by being a product of history, and hence, subject to changes to the field and the social space. Felipa and Francisca had similar habitus, but not the same one, both marked not just by their position within social space but also by being women. In chapter three we will see in greater depth how both their historical-social context were internalized by them,[27] forming part of their habitus, and with it, guiding their choices with regard to social struggle.




Bourdieu talks about four types of fundamental capital, of which two of them have been defined: economic capital and cultural capital. The following one is social capital, which consists of the web of interpersonal relations a person has. Said relations, based on familiarity and mutual recognition, tend to facilitate access to other resources. Finally, we have symbolic capital, the most abstract of them all since it refers to “the form that one or another of these species [of capital] takes when it is grasped through categories of perception that recognize its specific logic or, if you prefer, misrecognize the arbitrariness of its possession and accumulation” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 119). Symbolic capital is a way of recognizing and legitimizing whoever possesses capital. Prestige, fame, credit are all way in which symbolic capital is manifested. Capital, as stated by Marx, is a social relation: it does not exist on its own. Any thing, under certain conditions, can take the shape of capital. The gathering of resources and power that can be used to gain advantages in the field is known as the global volume of capital, or global capital.




People are born into a certain position due to the position inherited from the family. This social position is characterized by the specific way it moves within social space. The inherited habitus is made up not just of practices and mental structures, but also of inherited capitals. Being born into a wealthy family, for example, means having a considerable inheritance of economic capital (that tends to be accompanied by the other capitals). In the case of Felipa Velázquez, she did not inherit economic nor cultural capital since she was a peasant daughter and was born close to the start of the Porfiriato, in 1882. As seen in the previous chapter, this epoch was marked by precarious living situations for most of the population, which lived outside of the cities. This, as will be picked up in the next chapter, meant a clear inheritance of agrarian knowledge and subordinate position within the social space for Felipa. Francisca was born into a similar situation to Felipa since, as a proletariat, she also did not inherit capitalizable knowledge and practices.




Habitus and, consequently, inherited capitals mold (but do not determine) the way a person can move within social space,






To a given volume of inherited capital there corresponds a band of more or less equally probable trajectories leading to more or less equivalent positions [..] the shift from one trajectory to another often depends on collective events [..] or individual events (Bourdieu, 1996, p. 110).







By social trajectory, it is understood to be how a person moves throughout their life from one social position to another. Often, the social trajectory is delineated by the field and social class of origin or there is a move to a different, but similar, social position. But, as stated in the previous quote, there also exists the possibility of changing trajectory or deviating from the one imposed/inherited. This deviation can be taken as an other trajectory that positions the individual in a superior or inferior place regarding their social position of origin depending on the evolution of their capital in terms of volume and structure.




Bourdieu’s theory attempts to transcend dichotomies and, in their place, study the social world at two interrelated moments. The first instance is analyzing the positions, the objective structures of the social world. The second is analyzing the dispositions, the subjective structures. By “dispositions” it is understood to refer to the mechanisms of action, perception, and evaluation with which those agents count on to move within social space. Habitus implies as much a position in the space as it does a series of dispositions corresponding to its social class. For example, common sense, taste, aesthetic criteria, etc. Those aspects of daily life that seem exclusively individual turn out to also be products of the position they have in the social space, and vary according to said position:






Cumulative exposure to certain social conditions instills in individuals an ensemble of durable and transposable dispositions that internalize the necessities of the extant social environment, inscribing inside the organism the patterned inertia and constraints of external reality (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 13).







Both Francisca and Felipa, saw themselves exposed to specific social conditions caused by Porfirio Díaz’s regime, bringing them close to injustice, poverty, and violence. This caused the dispositions of both women to change, from being born in a rural context to becoming two rebel Anarchomagonistas and prolific writers. I will go more in depth about this in the next chapter.




For Bourdieu, it was important to remember the object of study in sociology was not the individual, but rather the double relation between fields and habitus, between the structures and systems by which we perceive, value, and act. First, the field/habitus relation is a relation of conditioning: the habitus is structured, but not determined, by the field. The habitus is the embodiment of the field. Second, it is a relation of building knowledge and meaning, since the habitus is fundamental for granting the field with meaning and value.




Since the habitus and the field are tied, the habitus only activates in relation to certain situations. This is to say that the habitus produces particular discourse and practices according to the structures it is tied to. Hence, in order to know why a person acted in a particular manner we must know their position in social space, as well as their point of origin and the trajectory of positions from one to the other. All of this information finds itself codified within the habitus. The actions of Francisca and Felipa cannot be understood until we understand their habitus, and in order to do that we must analyze, not just their works, but also their biographies. This analysis is central to the content of the third chapter of this work.




With these concepts, it is now possible to take Bourdieu’s concept of the State up again, necessary to this work since I seek to find the relations between the structural conditions and personal motives which lead Mexican woman to become involved in the Anarchomagonista movement, a profoundly anti-State movement. The State is a field that is constantly fighting to preserve the monopoly of legitimized violence and “the power to constitute and impose as universal and universally applicable within a given ‘nation,’ that is, within the boundaries of a given territory, a common set of coercive norms.” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 112).




Although there are interpretations which consider the power-field and the State-field as one and the same,[28] here I take into consideration that the State seeks, and sometimes succeeds, to control the field of power. Every dominant of every field converge in this field, be it to control it or dismantle it. In the case of the insurgent or revolutionary field, the one which Felipa and Francisca belonged to, it doesn’t seek to appropriate the State nor any field of power; on the contrary, it seeks to dismantle both. This means that they do not just advocate for the destruction of the State —a dominant element within the field of power— but also the destruction of every form of domination that converge within the field of power.



[26] Being dominant or dominated is not a matter of essence, but a position one occupies within a certain field.



[27] The internalization is not a conscious affair. It occurs in the first socialization in infancy, embodying itself in the subconscious until it appears natural.



[28] Including Bourdieu himself.




      

    

  
    
      

Anarchist Sociology: Studying Anarchists Using Anarchism




Anarchism as a social movement began to develop ideologically in 19th century Europe. There is a rich tradition of anarchists texts that transforms anarchism into not just a social movement, but into an ideology, a philosophy, and a way of life. Authors such as Emma Goldman, Pyotr Kropotkin, and Errico Malatesta developed anarchism’s theory, offering an account of the situations of injustice and inequality lived by the greater part of the population. Stemming from the most basic of principles of anarchism, such as mutual aid, freedom and anti-authoritarianism, the authors carried out an analysis of society and its institutions, such as marriage, school and religion. Is this not a form of sociological thought?




Jeff Schantz and Dana Williams certainly believe so. In their book, Anarchy and Society: Reflections on Anarchist Sociology, they develop the concept of an “anarchist sociology” with five possible meanings: as a theme of investigation, sub-field, ideology, radical praxis, and, the one I take up, as theoretical perspective. Anarchist sociology can be, as with many theories, a tool to analyze aspects of social life. I go back to Jonathan Purkis, “To develop an anarchist sociology is to offer a different explanation of why particular social problems emerge, based on a different vision of how society is and ought to be” (Quoted in Schantz and Williams, 2013). This section will take up these proposals to, in a way, “anarchize” Pierre Bourdieu’s perspective and, thus, complement it in order to be able to answer this work’s research question.




      

    

  
    
      

The Theory of Domination According to Anarchist Sociology




For Schantz and Williams, anarchism is much more sociological than is commonly believed. According to what these authors set forth, analyzing from the point of anarchist sociology implies starting from a particular position: rejecting structures of domination as necessary and indispensable living in society. Thus, the State is not thought of as ideal nor as uniquely able to organize society’s resources. Every kind of State and State-organization is considered harmful, unnecessary, and undesirable.




It is from this rejection of structures of domination that the authors set a grand[29] theory of domination,[30] which in turn becomes indispensable to anti-authoritarianism, the defense of liberty, and mutual aid. Inequality and its causes has been a recurring theme of research, if not the main one, of sociological theories. Using anarchist sociology as a theoretical lens, inequality can be studied as a consequence of domination. Domination is defined as “patterns of unequal relationships that are executed within hierarchies” (Schantz & Williams, 2013, p. 101). Hierarchies are considered to be “the cultural, traditional, and psychological systems of obedience and command” (Bookchin quoted in Schantz & Williams, 2013, p. 101), which are not necessary tied to social class. Inequality, instead, is the breach between one group’s lifestyle and another’s. It is the inequality of access to necessary resources to survive.




Domination —as much in anarchist as in Bourdieuist sociology— is a social relation. It is a consequence of living in a hierarchical system, where persons exist in authority over others. Authority, in turn, is derived from the position one occupies in social space. As previously mentioned, according to Bourdieu, the position one occupies within social space depends of the global capital one possesses.




The solution, then, is not simply to change the ownership of the means of production, rather it is to eradicate the hierarchies that make domination possible. For example, collectivizing the ownership of the means of production would solve the problem of social classes, but it would not eliminate the still-existing hierarchy between men and feminized subjects. This is something that the radicalized Anarchomagonistas were well aware of. They knew that a change in government alone, like the collectivization of the land, would not solve their problems. That is why they also championed for woman’s education and free love, to defy the relations of domination, such as marriage, that had been bestowed and imposed on them.




The theory of domination proposed by Schantz and Williams seeks to discover patterns of domination in societies, and to propose alternatives to them. Another element that forms part of the theory proposed by the authors is the incorporation of class, gender, and race as relations of domination that establish specific hierarchies and cause specific inequalities. Class is a consequence of capitalism, a mode of production based on the proletariat’s exploitation by the bourgeoisie, since it is the latter who accumulates wealth thanks to the theft of the proletariat’s labor through surplus-value. Capitalism allows the establishing of a hierarchy in which the amount of money one owns determines the position within social space. Abolishing this relation of domination depends on the collectivization of the means of production and the elimination of hierarchical relations between classes. Francisca and Felipa were very aware of this particular relation of domination, and in the following chapter we will see how a critique of it was central in their writings. It will also be possible, from within anarchist sociology, to analyze how this relation of domination in particular permeated the personal motives of said anarchist authors.




Gender functions as a relation of domination in establishing a hierarchy that benefits “men over women (and feminized subjects), elder men over younger men, and heteronormative performance over non-heteronormative behavior” (Schantz & Williams, 2013, p. 114). Gender, according to Joan Scott, is “a constitutive element of social relationships based on perceived differences between the sexes, and gender is a primary way of signifying relationships of power” (1990, p. 289). Gender mediates politics, the juridical, symbols that constitute the parameters of everyday life interpretation, and the subjective identity of people. Gender also is the primary place where power is articulated. For anarchist sociology, this means that there is no way to analyze relations of domination without also analyzing hierarchies created by gender.




As shown by the social sciences and biology, race is a social construct and not a biological category. For Schantz and Williams, racism is a relation of domination founded on the ideology of white supremacy. On the basis of white supremacy, hierarchy based on “races” is justified, bestowing privileges to white people, or those who meet certain characteristics associated with “whiteness”.[31] To eliminate this hierarchy based on race, the ideology of white supremacy would have to be dismantled through a change in the education process, for example.




These three relations of domination are intertwined, something the Magonistas understood well. As will be seen further ahead, these writers talked about the consequences of domination of gender and class during the Porfiriato, analyzing both from within anarchism. It was important for them to attack the hydra’s three heads, which were the Church, the State, and Capital. However, they also declared themselves, indirectly, against a fourth head: gender domination.



[29] The original text says the following: “Brian Martin (2007), writing in the scholarly peer-reviewed journal Anarchist Studies, claimed that certain anarchist theories are in need of further development, including ‘a high-level grand theory of domination, oppression, inequality and/or hierarchy... A grand theory of domination would be a specific anarchist contribution’ (108).” By the adjective “grand”, it refers to a theory capable of explaining a great deal of processes and events of sociological importance.



[30] While Schantz and Williams see this grand theory as necessary, David Graeber regarded it as contradictory and advocated instead for a theoretical base stemming from anarchism, particularly from anarchist anthropology. See Graeber, D. (2004). Fragments of an Anarchist Anthropology.



[31] Whiteness can also be regarded as a consequence of a particular process of socialization. There are black and Asian people, and first peoples who, having been socialized in a particular manner, have learned to ignore and deny their racialization, and who instead opt to behave in the “whitest” way possible. Barack Obama, the former president of the USA, can be considered as a “whitened” person by having occupied a position of power from which he chose to oppress other racialized people.




      

    

  
    
      

Anarchist Sociology and Bourdieu’s Theory: The Question of the State




Anarchism, “far from being a speculative vision of a future society... is a description of a mode of human organization” (Ward quoted in Schantz & Williams, 2013, p. 24). The anarchist sociology perspective allows us to diagnose society as marked by relations of domination and, consequently, by social inequality. Said diagnosis can be better fit if we adopt a relational focus such as that proposed by Bourdieu. Analysis stemming from anarchism tend to be of a relational character without realizing it, such as the definition of liberty according to Mikhail Bakunin[32] or Emma Goldman’s analysis of individualism.[33] Moreover, Bourdieu’s sociology is compatible with anarchism because both seek to transcend dualisms. True anarchist sociology is not only historical, but also relational.




Following Schantz and Williams, anarchist sociology “uncovers and makes visible the presence of the State in people’s everyday lives, including the internal socialization of the State’s rules, ideas, and practices” (2013, p. 23). Taking what was just said, the State, considered from the point of view of Bourdieu’s sociology, is considered as a field, a conjunction of relations. The socialist/anarchist Gustav Landauer agreed with him, since he argued that, “Rather than a rigid and reified structure, the State is composed of relationships and processes of interaction and governance” (Schantz & Williams, 2013, p. 26). The State, in being a conjunction of relations from this combined point of view, has direct consequences, which are undesirable, on the internal lives of people. It wouldn’t be outlandish, then, to consider the Porfirian, revolutionary, and post-revolutionary State in Mexico to be a decisive factor to the individual motives for Francisca and Felipa to become Anarchomagonistas. The Mexican State had direct consequences as much in the social context as in the internal lives of the writers studied here.



[32] Liberty, according to Bakunin, was a product of human association. It is a socio-historic product, not a natural right, and can only be fully obtained within society.



[33] For Goldman, society’s reorganization would not be achieved solely through redistribution of wealth and a change to social structures, rather also and necessarily through a change of the internal lives of people.




      

    

  
    
      

Anarchomagonismo, Sex/Gender System, Women’s Collective Action and Female Consciousness: Complementary Concepts




The great theoretic tool that guides the present research is, as can be seen, proposed by Pierre Bourdieu. To this, we have added anarchist sociology as a theoretical lens, and we have clearly laid the intention of fuse them in the analysis carried out in chapter three. These analytical tools, however, are not omnipresent, and for the purposes of this work it will be necessary to complement them with certain concepts. The first of them is Felipa’s and Francisca’s particular anarchism, which, due to practical reasons, has been deemed “Anarchomagonismo”. The second is the “sex/gender system”, coined by Gayle Rubin, and taken up here to explain social organization in terms of gender domination during the Porfiriato era, the Revolution, and the start of the Maximato. It will also include the concepts of “women’s collective action” and “female consciousness”, and their role and impact on the personal motivations of Francisca and Felipa will be evaluated.




      

    

  
    
      

The Anarchomagonismo of Francisca and Felipa




The anarchism that came out of the Mexican Liberal Party and the formulations of the Flores Magón brothers, from Ricardo in particular, was greatly influenced by the anarchist communism of Pyotr Kropotkin, Emma Goldman, and Errico Malatesta. These influences are reflected in the 1911 Manifesto when, for example, it details how resources may be managed during war in order to make sure nobody is left lacking.[34] The organization of resources PLM proposes is clearly influenced by Kropotkin’s proposal in his work, The Conquest of Bread. Likewise, Emma Goldman and Ricardo Flores Magón exchanged correspondence. In short, this strain of anarchism is characterized by the slogan, “to each according to their need, from each according to the ability”. In contrast to the collectivism proposed by Bakunin, communist anarchism eliminates every form of money or work vouchers and so gets rid of markets.




The 1911 Manifesto argues that the cause of the ills of Mexican society was the famed three-headed hydra: “capital, authority, clergy: here is the somber trinity that makes of this beautiful land a paradise for those who have managed to hoard in their claws what has been gained by cunning, violence, and crime” (Silva Herzog, 2011b). In a materialist —and clearly Marxist— analysis of society, PLM distinguishes between two classes: the working class and the possessor class, the latter being a parasite class which should not be granted any sort of fraternity.




Tied to this, PLM and its followers proposed the radical idea that every person had a right to dignified life. PLM’s Anarchomagonismo, like most other anarchist strains, is marked by a profound feeling of fraternity, solidarity, and love for others, rousing these quality and challenging the indifference associated with the male handling of emotions. The PLM men, as much as women, wrote on the importance of friendship, love, and companionship. The defense for human life found its justification, according to the Anarchomagonistas, not in the practicality or logic of mutual aid, but in the simple feeling of compassion and human empathy for one another.




This was the ideology that underlined the writings and actions of Francisca and Felipa, with slight variations. Felipa was not part of PLM, but the party’s influence can be seen in her texts. In one of her writings, for example, she calls on women to “swell up the libertarian ranks who hoist the red flag of Land and Liberty” (Velázquez quoted in Trejo Muñóz, 2021). She also kept correspondence with Librado Rivera, an important member of the PLM Junta. Moreover, various of Felipa’s writings were published in two newspapers associated with PLM and in which Rivera directly was a part of, Sagitario and ¡Avante!




Besides these elements, within the writings of the woman we call “Anarchomagonistas”, there are discussions of certain themes associated to the women such as motherhood, the need for access to a quality education, and gainful employment. For Francisca, Felipa, and other PLM women, motherhood was one of the natural functions of their gender. They did not question its imposition, but they did advocated for a free, joyful motherhood that taught children about anarchy. Just as with this, there were times when the Anarchomagonistas tended to reinforce some gender roles, but this does not mean that they sought to stay in a subordinate position. It simply demonstrates that they questioned everything they possibly could with the tools they had on hand.



[34] See: “The Conquest of Bread”.




      

    

  
    
      

The Sex/Gender System: Being a Woman During the Porfiriato and Revolution




In this chapter we have already talked about gender, conceptually, in two occasions. The first was considering it as a factor that influenced the position Francisca and Felipa occupied within the insurgent field; the second was in taking up the proposals of Schantz and Williams about gender as a relation of domination, which was complemented with Joan W. Scott’s definition of gender. But given that this is a research with a gender perspective, it is pertinent develop gender and its role in the structuralization of Mexican society at the end of 19th century and start of the 20th century.


Gender and Its Chains Within Mexican Society




As was seen in the first chapter, in 1910 8% of Mexican women formed part of the labor force, and out of that percentage, 57% worked in the service industry. Working class women were seamstresses, midwives, primary school teachers; they worked as caregivers. This makes the sexual division of labor evident in the aforementioned eras, a division founded in a particular sex/gender system. According to Gayle Rubin, the sex/gender system is “the set of arrangements by which society transforms biological sexuality into products of human activity, and in which those transformed sexual needs are satisfied” (1986). The arrangements being a product of society (and not of nature) allows us to situate them historically.




Mexican society during the Porfiriato and Revolution placed women in a subordinate position in regards to the men. Free sexuality was a distant dream, birth control a sin, and higher education was just starting to be accessible to women in 1910. The manuals on etiquette at the time, such as the famous Carreño manual,[35] sought to teach women to be “decent”. This meant regulating their behavior so that they would not garner “undue” attention from the men, maintain their virginity until marriage, and submit to their husband’s desires. These rules were applied, particularly, to women of the dominant class, but they also serve to illustrate the role believed that women should occupy within Mexican society.




According to Valentina Torres (2001), during the Porfiriato, the means to control women and their actions became harsher and their political and social environment became unstable. Before 1880, social control stayed within the family; with the growth of the cities and increase of population, the control of feminine bodies extended to more public spheres. This is related to the fact that “female socialites represented, with their physical presence and high class and respectable appearance, their husband’s economic wealth” (Torres, 2001, p. 285). For Rubin, this would be one more way of exchanging women like money, and for Bourdieu, women offer symbolic capital to the men who married them. In any case, it is evident that the Mexican woman was seen as an object, lacking a personal life, whose mission in life was to maintain the home and make a man happy.




Despite not being part of the bourgeoisie, Felipa and Francisca found themselves constrained by the gender rules of their age. Felipa taught children, and so had received some schooling. It was said education, alongside other circumstances of her personal life that will be mentioned later, is what allowed her to question the gender rules of her age, such that she wrote the following,






Come, compañeras: come all you women who, submissively and obediently, have lived under this iniquitous system, you whose conscience is benighted because of that infamous seducer, that crooked parasite that grows in the shadow of woman’s ignorance, and he who, satisfied with having made her a lunatic, has twisted the mission of the sole creator of the human being: man (Velázquez quoted in Trejo Muñóz, 2021).







Francisca also recognized that she, alongside other women in general, were at a disadvantage with respect to men when she said, for example, that women were “slaves to a slave” (Mendoza quoted in González Phillips & López Ruiz, 2024). Using Gayle Rubin’s concept makes it easier to understand the specific position that Francisca and Felipa occupied in social space, not just determined by their capitals and habitus, but also by the greatly naturalized and normalized social structures such as relations of gender domination, products of the sex/gender system specific to the era.



[35] Manual de Urbanidad y Buenas Manera, “Urbanity and Good Manners Manual”, was written by Manuel Antonio Carreño and first published in 1854.




      

    

  
    
      

Women’s Collective Action: Why Rebel as a Group?




The women studied here did not rebel in an individual manner. They joined existing movements, those they shared an ideological base with, because by themselves they had little chance of creating change. The concept of collective action is included here to complement the analysis of Francisca’s and Felipa’s individual motives. It also allows us to broaden the sketching of the social conditions in which said women found themselves.


Proletarianization and Collective Action According to Louise Tilly




In her article, Paths of Proletarianization: Organization of Production, Sexual Division of Labor, and Women’s Collective Action, American historian, Louise Tilly, asks what are the conditions under which women’s collective action is more or less probable. To this, she analyses how women joined the labor force with the growth of industrial capitalism. She concludes that, like their male counterparts, women went through a process of proletarianization: an increase in the number of people whose survival depended on the sale of their labor-power.




Tilly studied the case of France in the 18th and 19th centuries in particular, when industrial capitalism began to grow alongside the number of waged proletariat. Tilly concludes that the patterns of proletarization were “linked systematically” to the patterns of collective action (1995, p. 130). Collective action, according to this writer, was the “group’s application of pooled resources to common ends” (Tilly, 1995, p. 129) Keeping this in mind, Tilly managed to see that working class women tended to act collectively when the following conditions were met:




	

They associate with other women who shared the same interests;





	

They can translate these interests into a structured association;





	

They have resources they mobilize and deploy;





	

Their employers are dependent on their regular supply of labor work;





	

The economic climate was favorable in the sense that, if the women abstained from work, their employers would lose considerable sums of money;





	

Their position is not extraordinary vulnerable;





	

There were, generally, various demands related to the worker’s economic situations;





	

Their position, with regard to the domestic situation, allowed them the opportunity to act autonomously.










Although Louise Tilly talked about the working class women of 18th and 19th century France, we can see that said conditions were also present in the political climate that the Anarchomagonista women faced. The following chapter will explain, from within the social and economic conditions of the era, how the involvement of Francisca and Felipa in collective Anarchomagonista action was made possible.




      

    

  
    
      

The Female Consciousness of the Anarchomagonistas




For historian Temma Kaplan (1982), it is important to recognize the impact that female socialization had in the creation of a common female consciousness. According to this author, the sexual division of labor had assigned women those job related to care: motherhood, teacher, nurses. In this way, women had the social responsibility to care for and preserve human life. This part of the socialization is internalized in such a way that it has psychological consequences, transforming it into a basis of female consciousness.




Kaplan studied cases of female collective action of 20th century Barcelona where she observed that women organized when their ability to safeguard life was endangered by acts of violence. This means that said need to care for human life guided women to organize as a group, to rebel and, if necessary, to resort to violent acts to fulfill the mission imposed by female socialization.




What’s interesting about Kaplan’s research is the role that being responsible for care takes on in the creation of female consciousness. What’s more interesting for me to take up is that, in effect, during the Porfiriato and the Revolution, Mexican women learned new ways to care for others. This can bee seen in the professions they worked but also in the writings of Francisca and Felipa.




This social responsibility of preserving life gains even more importance in remembering that most of anarchist strains rouse the role of love, friendship, and care for one another through mutual aid as pillars of the society they seek to build. Anarchism, then, also seeks to preserve and care for life. It seems to me that this could have been one of the great attractions that Anarchomagonismo held for women, since it presented itself as a movement that allowed them to care and to fight at the same time. Later, in the following chapter, I will relate this aspect to the particular personal motives of Felipa and Francisca.




      

    

  
    
      

Chapter Three: Anarchomagonista Mexican Women






The affliction of others entered into my flesh.









—Simone Weil







Up to now, the information displayed in the present work has been to establish the social context of the anarchists studied here, as well as gathering theories and concepts that will allow for the following analysis. This consists of four stages. First we will take up Francisca’s and Felipa’s biographical data to trace their lives’ trajectory. In the second stage, this life trajectory is analyzed through the technique of socio-analysis, as proposed by Pierre Bourdieu in his text Sketch for a Self-Analysis, which allows for identifying Francisca’s and Felipa’s capitals and habitus in order to locate them in the social space, understand their life trajectories, and begin to explain their personal motives for joining the Anarchomagonista movement, to later link said motives to the structural conditions of their era. This technique is complemented by the concepts of the sex/gender system and the proletarianization process, as previously discussed in the second chapter.




In the third place, an ethnographic document analysis (EDA) will be caried out. I’ve named it so because it combines ethnography with documentary analysis. The latter consists of,






in the examination, breakdown, recognition, and study applied to documents, considering their objective elements, such as type, author, title, page number, editorial, among others; and their general meaning or the essence of the message it contains, which constitutes an essential element for its intellectual retrieval (Fox quoted in Vera & Morillo, 2007).







I’ve chosen to incorporate documentary analysis since it is impossible to interview Francisca and Felipa, so analyzing their texts seems to me to be the next best option. However, documentary analysis by itself is not enough, since for the purposes of this research, it is necessary to figure out how Francisca and Felipa understood the events they lived through. To this, I pick up ethnography as a focus, following Rosana Guber. Ethnography, in this sense, “is a conception and practice of knowledge that seeks to understand social phenomena from the perspective of its members” (Guber, 2001).




Through the EDA I look for Francisca’s and Felipa’s understanding of their lives, their social contexts, and of Anarchomagonismo in order to go on to explain the relationship between their individual motivations and structural conditions. The ethnographic focus allows me to go from the personal to the political and vice-versa. This technique is complemented with the concepts of women’s collective action and female consciousness, incorporating them to elucidate how their condition of woman played an essential role in their decision to join the Anarchomagonista movement. The socio-analysis allows for the analyzing of social positions while the ethnography allows for the analyzing of dispositions. To conduct an EDA, I first read all of Francisca’s and Felipa’s writings included in Rubén Trejo’s anthology, identifying passages in which said writers talked about their political ideology and personal life. The anthology contains eight texts of Felipa and 34 of Francisca, so I decided to analyze all of Felipa’s texts and chose the seven from Francisca that had the most information of her political ideology and persona life. I used all of Felipa’s texts in the EDA except for one, titled Letter to a Female Believer, since I used it extensively in the socio-analysis and it would be redundant to include it in the EDA.




Finally, in the fourth stage, the analysis of both will be compared to find similarities and differences between their cases. This comparison will serve as a preamble to the final reflections in this work’s research. In four stages, particularly in the second, third, and fourth, I set off from anarchist sociology as a theoretical perspective, which complements and transforms Bourdieu’s theory.




      

    

  
    
      

Life Trajectories




      

    

  
    
      

Francisca J. Mendoza: The Most Prolific Anarchomagonista




Blas Lara (Mariano Gómez Gutiérrez’s pseudonym) wrote an autobiographical novel called La vida que yo vivi. Novela histórico-liberal de la Revolucion Mexicana. It is in this novel where we find most of the biographic information about Francisca J. Mendoza. According to Lara, Francisca was from Matehuala, San Luis Potosí. Her birthday is unknown, but the historian Graciela González Phillips (2023) argues that she might have been born in the 1880s, since by 1907 she had three daughters. The father (or fathers) of her daughters also remains unknown, and in a 1911 text, she mentions being the sole provider for her family, made up of her parents and her three daughters.




At some point in her life she moved to the United States, like thousands Mexicans, probably because of political repression or the terrible economic situation in the country during Díaz’s dictatorship. In 1907, she lived in Bridgeport, TX, and was part of the “Josefa Ortiz de Domínguez Liberal Club”. That same year she met Práxedis Guerrero, who was on tour through some cities in Texas. By April 1911 she was still in Bridgeport and was now a part of PLM and Regeneración. In some editions of said newspaper, readers of the paper were asked to contribute to a fundraiser so that Francisca could move to Los Angeles, where the Organizing Junta of the PLM was located. This odyssey look longer than expected since she first had to find a safe place for her parents and her three daughters, somewhere her parent’s could work and sustain themselves and their three granddaughters. It is unknown if she found such a place, but by May 1912 Francisca managed to settle down in Los Angeles.




In June 1912, Ricardo and Enrique Flores Magón, alongside Librado Rivera and Anselmo L. Figueroa, were imprisoned, so Blas Lara, Rafael Romero Palacios and Francisca were left in charge of the PLM Organizing Junta and Regeneración. Between May 1911 and December 1912, Francisca wrote around 30 articles for Regeneración and ¡Tierra!, making her the most prolific Anarchomagonista writer. Most of her writings were reports on the advances and retreats of the Anarchomagonista movement in the country, where there was a section specially dedicated to the Zapatista movement in the south of the country. This reports generally included one or two paragraphs dedicated to spur on the working class to keep fighting,






Forward comrades: resoluteness and vigor will undoubtedly lead us to triumph, for victory belongs to he who knows to keep firm and committed to conquer Bread, Land and Liberty or Death. Down with the Government! Death to Capital! Long Live the Social Revolution! (Mendoza, 2021c, p. 212).







There was split within Regeneración in 1912 when Rafael Romero Palacios, Francisca’s romantic partner at the time, published a text insinuating that Enrique and Ricardo Flores Magón, Anselmo L. Figueroa, and Librado Rivera had been bought by the enemy. Francisca took Rafael’s side, and both broke ties with Regeneración and PLM.{5} However, when Rafael once again sought to defame Ricardo Flores Magón in writing in 1914, Francisca wrote to the latter distancing herself from her partner’s (or perhaps ex-partner’s) accusations. This letter, dated 26 of March 1914 and written in West Tampa, FL., was not published at the time since, according to Blas Lara, it was feared that, “her consort (Rafael) would give her (Francisca) a beating, given that she was in a curious state” (Lara, p. 250). In the letter, Francisca declared that everything Rafael said was published against her will and “at the expense of serious fights”. She went on to say, “Comrade Ricardo: I say to you with sincerity that I am at my post as a combatant and that is enough for me. [..] I do not covet fame nor glory, I fulfill my task as a comrade and, having nothing to be ashamed of, I go forth, confident that my deeds will justify it so.” To this she adds the following, “I wish to express to you my hatred for all that serves to fragment the good labor of we who aspire for the coming of anarchy” (Mendoza quoted in Lara, 2017, p. 251).




Perhaps by then Palacios was no longer her partner, since she mentioned that he “lives in Mexico playing the ‘veteran’ and ‘revolutionary’” and she wrote the letter from Florida, United States. She signs the letter as “Your comrade and sister in anarchy.” Unfortunately, after this letter, nothing is known about Francisca. I have not found any information, at the time of writing this thesis, about the place and date of her death, nor any mayor information regarding her life after leaving PLM.



{5} See Appendix.




      

    

  
    
      

Felipa Velázquez Ozuna: Poet and Anarchist




Felipa Velázquez Ozuna was born on May 1 1882 in Mazatlán, Sinaloa. Her parents, Modesto and Manuela, were peasants. She had a brother named Marcelino, although it is unknown if he was older or younger than her. In 1905 she married Canuto Arellano Toledo, with whom she had eight children: Trinidad, Manuela, Ana María, Francisca, Felipe, Miguel, Soledad, and Narciso. According the historian, Francisco Dueñas,






the first years of her life were spent in the rural region of her ancestors who bolstered in her conscience a strong calling towards the social and agrarian struggle. Despite her baic schooling, she founded a rural school in Bamoa, Sinaloa, and served as the Civil Registry Judge wisely and with complete responsibility (Quoted in Trujillo Muñóz, 2022, p. 165).







Her husband Canuto passed away in 1924, making Felipe solely responsible for providing for her family. She decided to move to the Mexicali Valley,[36] where she began to express her interest for theater and poetry. In Baja California, Felipa lived at Sesbania station, which was later turned into the Cuernavaca Ejido. She began to work in a primary school, but was fired because of her activities in radical peasant groups. Historian Gabriel Trujillo Muñóz relates that Felipa “was out of place (in Mexicali) because she was a rara avis in a medium dominated by men [..] she was the only woman to attend political councils, and was listened to attentively due to her vast agrarian experience in her native Sinaloa” (2022, p. 166).




A poem titled Towards the Fight written by Felipa in Los Mochis, Sinaloa in 1926,[37] was published in Sagitario, an anarchist publication. In 1927, Felipa wrote a letter to Librado Rivera “expressing her support for against his unjust incarceration” (Velázquez quoted in Trejo Muñóz, 2021, p. 586). This lends to the understanding that, since at least 1926, Felipa identified with anarchism, particularly the one inherited from PLM. Due to her agrarian background, it may be speculated that she had heard of anarchism, and perhaps identified with it prior to 1924, the year she migrated to Mexicali.




On March 1930, Felipa planned to present a theater play she had written titled The Bourgeoisie and the Slave together with other peasants. This parody was part of the peasant protests against the Colorado River Land Company, a foreign business that took control of the Mexicali Valley from 1902 to 1937. As mentioned in the first chapter, the Colorado River Land Company was one the main enemies of the Magonista cause in 1911. This cotton business displaced hundreds of Mexicans, among them the Cocopah, in order to be able to become “the biggest cotton farm in the world” (Trujillo Muñóz, 2022, p. 159). Its presence in the valley was a key factor in the organization of the growing Baja Californian society, planting in the people a deep resentment against the company due to its colonial and extractivist practices.




Felipa believed and hoped she would face government repression because of her play, since Emilio Portes Gil’s government continued the Porfirist practice of defending foreign investment against his own people. And so it was: according to the testimony of Macrina Lerma, who lived in the Mexicali Valley, on the 20th of May 1930, at midnight, Felipa was arrested together with her brother Marcelino and her children, Sebastián (20 y/o),[38] Francisca (18 y/o), Narciso (11 y/o), and Soledad (8 y/o). The latter of them tells the following regarding Felipa’s arrest, “when my mom was taken into the boat to San Felipe, all of her children, even the littlest one, clung to her skirt, crying because they were going to be left abandoned” (Quoted in Trujillo Muñóz, p. 168). According to this anecdote, Felipa urged the soldiers to let her keep her kids, and she went to prison with all of them. However, other sources mention that Felipa arrived to the Islas Marías “with two sons and a daughter, one of them being one of the little ones.”[39] What’s important here is that some of Felipa’s children were imprisoned with her, although we don’t know exactly how many.




Felipa was behind bars for six months, during which she wrote a poem about her experience in the infamous jail. It seems that after being freed she returned to Mazatlán, where she stayed until her death in 1949. At the time of writing this thesis, there is no information available on Felipa’s life nor her involvement in the anarchist cause after the Islas Marías.



[36] Both Trejo and Trujillo Muñóz mention Felipa moving to Baja California in 1924, saying she stayed there until she was arrested in 1930. However, a writing by Felipa, published in ¡Avante! in July 1928, was signed Estación Naranjo, Sinaloa. It is just a point to take into account and consider that Felipa did not live in the Mexicali Valley without interruption between 1924 and 1930.



[37] Another point that casts doubt on Felipa’s stay in the Mexicali Valley.



[38] In the list of Felipa Velázquez’s kid’s names given by the historian Gabriel Trujillo, the name Sebastián does not show up. Perhaps it was middle name of one of the other sons, Felipe or Miguel.



[39] “En las Islas Marías”, ¡Paso!, #9, January 1932.




      

    

  
    
      

Socio-analysis




In the first chapter there was a description of the social, historical, and economic context in which Francisca and Felipa lived in. Francisca wrote mostly between 1911 and 1912, while Felipa wrote between 1926 and 1930. Hence Francisca’s life will be analyzed first, using the analytical tools described in the second chapter through the technique of socio-analysis, which consists in the identifying of capitals to situate a person in social space and analyzing their life trajectories. Later, using the same technique, we will analyze Felipa’s life.




      

    

  
    
      

Francisca’s Capitals and Habitus




Francisca was from Matehuala, San Luis Potosí. Said state, with a population of 568,449 inhabitants in 1895, made up a significant part of the country’s mining production. Francisca was a woman in a society marked by a sex/gender system that relegated women to domestic labor and tried to exclude them from every male environment, including politics. Her habitus, her “socialized subjectivity”, was deeply influenced by her gender and her social class, as well as by her parent’s social class. In a text, An Explanation, published in Regeneración on December 1911, Francisca talks about her experience searching for work in American mines,






We were recently in Thurber, Tex., and having found no work in that mine, we went to Alba, Tex., and from there we came to Como, Tex., in the hopes that here we could work in the mining jobs; but the work suddenly ceased (2021, p. 181).







We don’t know what her mother or father worked as, nor about her life in San Luis Potosí. However, considering the previous quote, I wonder if perhaps her parents worked in the mining industry in San Luis Potosí, since while in the US she looked for work specifically in the mines. Be it true or not, what is true is that Francisca was a proletariat daughter of proletarians who grew up in an era where women experienced a process of proletarianization: the increase of the numbers of women who depended on the sale of their labor-power. Under the Porfiriato, San Luis Potosí was one of the states that was economically stagnant. Perhaps that’s why Francisca and her family saw themselves forced to migrate to the United States. At this point in her life, Francisca counted with very little cultural and economic capital, since she probably did not have formal higher education.




Thus, Francisca changed fields (in the Bourdieunian sense): from the Mexican proletariat field to the Mexican exiled in the United States field, and eventually to the Anarchomagonista sub-field. With this change, the value of her capitals also changed. In Mexico her proletariat origins was not a remarkable condition, in the United States it was just the opposite. Francisca was part of the “Josefa Ortiz de Domínguez” liberal club, where —like other liberal clubs— meetings and speeches were organized to spread PLM’s ideology. Although what we don’t know what her schooling was, nor at what age she learned to read and write, her involvement in this liberal club indicates that by 1907 she was not illiterate. This signified a considerable increase to her cultural and global capital, changing her social trajectory. Instead of being rejected because of it, her experience as a proletariat was respected.




On March 1911, one of her texts was published in Regeneración in which she calls herself a member of PLM, which indicates a growth in her cultural and social capital, since she had begun to rub elbows with Ricardo Flores Magón and the other members. The paper launched a campaign that year to raise funds so that Francisca could move to Los Angeles, where the PLM Organizing Junta was located. Francisca, a proletariat daughter of proletarians, did not count with enough economic capital to maintain her three daughters, her parents and herself, and also transfer from Texas to California. But she did count on a growing cultural and social capital that allowed her to lean on Regeneración readers in times of hardship.




Francisca arrived to Los Angeles in the first third of 1912. Once in the city she began to write a little more, to sing and give speeches in Plaza Mexico. According to Ethel Duffy Turner, Francisca was a good singer and guitar player. At this point in her life we can see that her knowledge and practices are not restricted to the worker dimension. Francisca knew music (enough to play guitar well) and was a writer and respected speaker within the ranks of PLM to such a degree that on May 1912, Regeneración published a brief text titled, Francisca J. Mendoza, which said the following,






The brave comrade gives speeches on Sunday afternoons at Plaza Mexico, in Los Angeles.




Her speeches, full of interest for the working class, must be heard by every Mexican.




She speaks truth without fear, bluntly. Listen to her, Mexicans!




Abandon those who, for a couple of cents to get drunk, swindle you. Heed the libertarians, those who wish for every human being to have Bread, Land and Liberty, and shout alongside them, “Long Live Land and Liberty!” (Regeneración, #91, 25 May 1912).







The cultural, social, and symbolic capital Francisca had gathered in a few years were central to her being at the head of the PLM’s Organizing Junta, together with two male comrades, after the jailing of the previous Junta. This position granted her even more capitals, excluding economic, and placed her in a position within social space very different to the one she had prior to 1907.




It is during this era, at the head of PLM, that Francisca produced the majority of her writings, full of information about the advances and retreats of the Revolution taking place in the country, but also filled with anarchist theory. In The Red Flag, Francisca quoted Karl Marx, “the working people are now disabused that any Government will make them happy and has resolved to put into practice what Marx said, ‘The emancipation of the workers must be the work of the workers themselves’” (2021, p. 220).




Did Francisca read Marx? Given the presence of the said quote we can say she did, but I dare suggest that what she may have been able to read of Marx were his more famous and brief works, such as The Communist Manifesto and General Statutes of the International Workers Association, the latter being the source of the aforementioned quote. This could have been because, despite the fact that translations of Marx in Mexico appeared in 1883,[40] the first boom of Marxism in Latin America wasn’t until 1920.[41] Access to texts like Capital was limited, and even if Francisca was a lettered autodidact, she was also a single mother and proletariat. To read one needs time, which Francisca probably did not have. And it is worth adding that the Marx quote is present in the PLM 1911 Manifesto, which makes this writing, probably, the origin of where Francisca took the words.




However, in one occasion,[42] Francisca referenced Regeneración‘s library, which included “sociological books”. This was the “Regeneración’s Sociological Library”, announced on October 21 1911, made up of 87 texts, which were sold to a library in Los Angeles.[43] Some of the authors of those books were the anarchists Mikhail Bakunin, Pyotr Kropotkin, Errico Malatesta, Elisée Reclus, and Max Stirner, as well as the philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer and the writer Emile Zola, among others. It is highly likely that she didn’t read all the texts, but the content of Francisca’s writings shows that, at least, she had read Kropotkin, and very likely the rest of the anarchists included in the library. The access to this library could have played a great role in Francisca’s accumulation of cultural capital, transforming her into person with knowledge worthy of an intellectual of anarchism.




Unfortunately, in October 1912, Francisca disassociated from PLM after a conflict with the old Junta, particularly between Ricardo Flores Magón and Rafael Palacios, Francisca’s romantic partner. She sided with her partner and they both left Regeneración and the party. Francisca, at this point in her life, could have taken a different decision, she would have sided with Ricardo and so keep, not just her position in the Organizing Junta, but also her global capital. The decision she took cost her her social position in the Anarchomagonista sub-field, losing authority and influence. When Francisca wrote a letter to Ricardo to distance herself from her partner’s actions on March 1914, her position within social space changed again. Despite distancing herself from PLM, Francisca kept on being an anarchist, probably till she died. Regrettably, that’s up to where the information on Francisca and her life takes us.



[40] Hart, (2022).



[41] Illades, (2008).



[42] Mendoza (2021). “En defensa de los mexicanos”, In Defense of the Mexicans.



[43] Biblioteca Sociologica Regeneración — Ricardo Flores Magón, s/f.




      

    

  
    
      

Felipa’s Capitals and Habitus




Felipa Velázquez hailed from Sinaloa, a state in the Pacific North, which experienced a considerable increase in the labor force during the Porfiriato, but a lesser development of railroad lines. Sinaloa was a state that, by 1910, had a population of 323, 642 inhabitants, with 80% being in the rural settlements. Felipa was “a child of the people, daughter of proletariat parentage” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 600), born and raised in a primarily rural state and, consequently, had a closeness to agrarian struggles from an early age. Just as with Francisca, Felipa grew during the proletarianization process of Mexican women.




In a text titled Letter to a Female Believer, Felipa mentions having grown up in a religious household and being a child of illiterate parents, “My parents ignored what criminal education they had themselves received, same with my grandparents, who never learned a letter, nor could grant them to my parents.” The Catholicism inherited by Felipa, according to her, was due to the fact that her grandparents were raised under the “terrible dominion of the Inquisition” from Spain. Thus, young Felipa had a childhood marked by the presence of God, “At ten years old I prayed [when] I had ecclesiastic books, all from memory. By twelve, I set up a school with more than 50 kids, who were taught Ripalda’s doctrine.” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 609). The previous fragment is interesting because it provides three points of information about Felipa’s habitus. First, it places her as the first person in her family in three generations (minimum) to learn to read and write. Secondly, it states that Felipa was a teacher by the age of 12. And thirdly, it shows how deeply religion was tied to the life of a young Felipa.




In time, Felipa chose to reject religion and became an atheist. In Letter to a Female Believer, she says that after turning 24, she was excommunicated after a conflict with a priest. While she very well felt “an immense emptiness not going to Church”, she also felt “pride in [her] dignity, and rebellion in [her] way of thinking” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 609). At 42 years of age, the age she was when she wrote said letter, Felipa had no intention in going back to the Catholic Church.




It is not known if she had formal studies in being a teacher, but around 1905 she moved to Bamoa, Sinaloa, where she founded a rural school and, moreover, became a Civil Registry judge. Felipa’s arrival to said post, as well as the ability to found a school and work in it, indicates that through her profession as a professor, she managed to change her position in social space, from the field (again, in the Bourdieunian sense) of the peasantry to the field of educators, considerably increasing her cultural capital. In being a judge and teacher, she also acquired major social and symbolic capital, transforming into an authority figure within agrarian groups.




When her husband passed away in 1924, Felipa emigrated to Baja California, where she became involved in the peasant struggles against the Colorado River Land Company. According to the 1921 census, Baja California’s North District counted with a population of 23,537 inhabitants, much less than the population in Sinaloa. In the field of Baja California Norte, Felipa’s presence stood out since she was a well-known figure given her “vast experience” in the agrarian conflicts of her native state. Despite the fact that the field she unfurled in Sinaloa was similar to her new field, Felipa was the only woman to assist political councils, as previously mentioned.




Here we should remember that during the Revolution, Mexican society was delineated by a sex/gender system that delegated women to the domestic sphere and jobs related to care work. During the Porfiriato, women could only teach girls in colleges economically dependent on the State. It wasn’t until 1905 that they could join the (recently created) normal schools as students, and teach, as aides, in male colleges. Oresta López mentions that “during the Porfiriato and up to the first half of the 20th century, the Pestalozzi’s[44] pedagogical discourse held great influence in education, it posed the education of children as natural and convenient female labor” (2006, p. 12). Felipa’s work as a professor of a rural school completely corresponded to what was expected of working women, but her participation in political circles was not expected of nor desired. However, Mexican anarchism possessed a nearly 60 year old tradition of holding that women’s involvement should not only not be forbidden, but encouraged. Moreover, Baja California had been the stage of an Anarchomagonista revolution, such that the spirit of the movement still breathed in its valleys and in its social struggles, which made it the perfect place for a woman like Felipa.




It was around this time in the northern part of the country that an interest for theater and poetry surged within Felipa, demonstrating once more an increase in her endowment of knowledge and practices. She began writing poems which would later be published in anarchist magazines. The content of her poems is deeply political, since in them she talks of the various kinds of oppression exercised by the State and the Church against the Mexican people. She also began to write theater plays, of which I have found no copies. According to Trujillo, Felipa was incarcerated in the Islas Marías for trying to present one of her plays titled The Bourgeois and the Slave. Being poet and playwright with this kind of content was no small thing, more so since she was a woman of peasant origins.




When Felipa was incarcerated, her social and symbolic capital served to reduce her original sentence, since the members of the agrarian movement pressured the authorities to free the political prisoners of the raid that had arrested Felipa and her family. I have not found any information on what happened to Felipa after she was freed.



[44] Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi was a Swiss pedagogue whose method centered on the integral formation of people with an emphasis on developing a moral and religious conscience.




      

    

  
    
      

Ethnographic-Documentary Analysis: Anarchomagonismo According to Francisca and Felipa




There is an ethnographic-documentary analysis (EDA) if some of Francisca Mendoza’s and Felipa Velázquez’s texts in the following sub-sections. Seven of Francisca’s texts and six of Felipa’s texts are taken up, with which I reconstruct the vision each had with regards to Anarchomagonismo to later tie these vision to their personal lives. The first part of the analysis corresponds to Francisca’s texts, while the second corresponds to Felipa’s texts.




      

    

  
    
      

Francisca’s Texts




What did anarchism mean to Francisca? What can be found in her texts that may illustrate her political ideology and personal life, and how did these influence each other? The following ethnographic-documentary analysis has four moments corresponding to four localized elements in the Francisca’s texts which allows us to answer, with socio-analysis, the previous questions.




To conduct an EDA I’ve selected the following seven of Francisca’s texts:




	

In Defense of the Mexicans





	

Forward, Children of the People!





	

The Red Flag





	

“Peace! Peace!” Yells the Frightened Dwarf Madero





	

The Abyss of Curses





	

Liberty! Equality and Fraternity!





	

The Woman Rebel








The Necessity for Revolution




In each of her texts, Francisca makes her passion for anarchism clear. For her, it was the only path to liberation, not just for women, but for the entire proletariat. In her text The Red Flag (where she quotes Marx), there is a paragraph that summarizes her position regarding revolution and its liberatory character,






revolution is not created by personal ambition, but by the conviction of the producing classes who see in her the sole remedy to the ills that they have suffered for so long, who once believed in good faith that we would heal our circumstance by ridding ourselves of the old yoke by placing a new one; but now the working people is disabused that any Government will make them happy and resolve to put into practice what the great writer Marx said, “The emancipation of the workers will be work of the workers themselves.” So, then, brothers in chains, Forward! Until We Have Conquered Bread, Land and Liberty for all (Mendoza, 2021, p. 220).







Francisca’s ideals can be seen represented in this fragment. First, Francisca does not hold that revolution can be a sum of individual actions; it must necessarily be collective. Second, she sets the Anarchomagonista revolution as the sole solution to the violence suffered by the working classes. She rejects all forms of government and called on the proletariat to fight for the same. Third, she calls for the conquest of bread, land and liberty for all. Adhering to what was first proposed by Kropotkin and, later, PLM, she advocates not just for liberty, but rather for food and a way to feed the entire population.




Anarchism, according to Francisca, was the only revolution possible. Guided by this conviction, Francisca writes the following,






Imbeciles! You do not understand that (anarchy) is the most pure and beautiful ideal that exists at the present, given that it is the only one that shelters the workers, and that upon understanding it, the disinherited masses will end with the corrupt system of this accursed society that exploits us and terrorizes us. Forward rebels, and forever forward, damned whoever doesn’t like it! (2021, p. 204).







Francisca believed that, if the working class managed to better understand anarchism and what it championed, particularly Anarchomagonismo, they would realize that it was only through it that they could free themselves from the cause of all their ills: the capitalist system. Capitalism was, in her eyes, a monster that attacked and devoured the proletariat, “Comrades, how long will we put up with the monster called capitalism that cynically exploits us, assaults us, and robs us? Is the experience of so many centuries not enough to set an end to the thieving bourgeoisie?” (Mendoza, 2021, p. 182). It is rare to find one of her writings that does not call to fight for “Land and Liberty!”, or that doesn’t emphatically condemn “the powerful enemies of the proletariat: capital, authority, clergy” (Mendoza, 2021, p. 183).




According to Francisca, government and authority were the backbone that held up the capitalist system of exploitation, violence, and misery. Through theft (or expropriation, to use a Marxists term), the bourgeoisie and governing class horded the wealth produced by the working class. Religion was the third main enemy of the disinherited, since it kept the population in a state of ignorance which made them more susceptible to accept abuse.




The lives of the dominated classes were disposable to the people in power, Madero included,






we understand that for the bandit Madero —as for the rulers of the world over— the greater or lesser amount of deaths of workers, disguised in the soldier’s uniform, in the revolutionary field, means nothing since they will destroy each other given that the Government, capital and religion wish to remain eternally above the mass of unconscious beings we call “the people” in order to live comfortably without having to work, although to achieve this it may be necessary to sacrifice more victims that are already sacrificed daily in the mines, in the fields, in the workshops, and in every place where the worker has to go to gain a miserable salary that is not enough to satisfy basic needs (Mendoza, 2021, p. 332).







The lives where not only sacrificed in the field of battle, but also in the workplaces that had deplorable conditions. Francisca argued that being a victim of capitalist exploitation, of sacrificing one’s body in an effort to survive, was to also lose one’s life. Another place where worker’s lives were sacrificed were the jails, which were full of victims of the Government and the bourgeoisie. Capitalism, religion and the State were accomplices, working together to oppress the people of the peasant and working classes.


Woman Rebels




Francisca was a Mexican proletariat woman living in exile. As a woman, her options were limited by comparison to those of her male counterparts. However, it was precisely this position as a limited woman that allowed her analyze, from within Anarchomagonismo, the injustices exercised against her and against Mexican women. Her text The Woman Rebel is where her principle beliefs are located with regard to woman and her role in the revolutionary struggle. The presence of female consciousness that Kaplan speaks of can be discerned in the following sentence,






the woman rebel materializes as a being forever equal to man, her mission on the land is the greatest and most beautiful one ever known; since it is the one that makes men and women conscious that a day not far off, they will form a society of free and equal beings (Mendoza, 2021, p. 548).







While Francisca was very much a “rebel woman” for thinking that she was equal to a man in every sense of the word, she was still a woman of her time. Female consciousness at the time was similar to that of the women of Barcelona in the 20th century that Kaplan studied in the sense that caring for life, imposed by female socialization, was also internalized by the Mexican women.




This could be one of the reasons why, for Francisca, motherhood was the main purpose of women, because reproduction and caring for life depended on them. Without these two things, the Anarchomagonista ideal would be impossible to realize. Francisca emphasized the importance that this motherhood be realized in better conditions and in companionship with a worthy, brave revolutionary male, not a male who would not rebel and settle with the violence around him. Francisca reaffirms this belief in the following fragment,






We, women who have suffered misery’s horrors alongside man and our sons, always working but enjoying nothing, it is convenient that we are the first to rebel against the present state of things, disregarding the stupid worries and murmurs of the unconscious, be it of women or men, since we must regard these beings as brutalized by the misery [..] Women, slaves to a slave, rouse your male comrades to shake off the yoke that oppresses everyone all the same. Reject the lies and tall tales of frocked men [..] and swell up the ranks of the female libertarians who, together with the rebels, create propaganda by the pen, word, and the rifle or dynamite, destroying the lair where all the wolves of power, of money, and of religion live. Forward, Woman Libertarians! (Mendoza, 2021, p. 548).







Within these lines there is also a deeper analysis of her personal life and how it was tied to economic and social structures. Francisca mentions that women, including herself, had to survive in an environment marked by misery and nonexistent joy of life, and that said misery was able to keep people in a state of misery. Women were subjugated to subjugated men, relegated to the domestic sphere, and should rebel —not just against their cowardly male companions— but also against all who actively participated in their oppression. Francisca was a single mother of three kids, completely responsible for their lives and well-being. Caring for her daughters’ lives, in a society marked by violence, and consequent misery, was a responsibility that Francisca chose to fulfill through Anarchomagonismo.


Happiness, Fraternity and Equality




After reading the texts of Francisca and other members of PLM, including some of the Flores Magón brothers, I’ve noticed that emotions played a central role in Anarchomagonista writing and action. Not only is the rage and desperation that the Anarchomagonistas felt evident, but also we can see that they announced their political plans with great sentimentality.[45] For example, the 1911 Manifesto announced that PLM sought to destroy the despotic system in order to “create a new one of love, of equality, of justice, of fraternity, of liberty” (Quoted in Silva Herzog, 2011a). Male and female Anarchomagonistas acknowledged the presence of “negative” feelings, such as rage, anger, sadness, but also the presence of feelings of love for one’s neighbor and the desire for a life marked by happiness.




If there was anyone frustrated and furious at the Porfirista regime it was Francisca. These feelings were present in almost all of her texts, and occasionally mixed with her hopes for the future that Anarchomagonismo envisioned, as in the following fragment,






That’s how every revolutionary should act, so that this accursed society that keeps us submerged in the most utter tyranny and abjection end, and instead we will raise a new one where we are all the same, living happily without rulers to kill us, without monks to brutalize or deceive us, and without thieving bourgeoisie to steal from us (Mendoza, 2021, p. 370–371).







According to Francisca, the revolution in Mexico should be an economic one and its goal be to secure the happiness of the working class in general. Happiness, like emancipation, depended on the workers themselves, as did recovering that which the dominant classes had taken from them. However, happiness (at the time) was associated with a life after death, a myth from religion that Francisca denounced as a brutalizing mechanism to make the proletariat passively accept the violence exercised upon it,






Since the worker does not wish to believe that his happiness is in this world as preached to him by the brutalizers of humanity, be they called monks or “ministers of god”; he will now see and (with good reason) that true happiness is here on earth and in conquering it he will believe in the triumph of the Social Revolution (Mendoza, 2021, p. 390–391).







The Anarchomagonista revolution did not represent, according to Francisca, an opportunity to gain power and establish a new hierarchy where she and her counterparts held higher positions. Revolution was a way to obtain that which the tyrant regime had taken from her, from her parents and her daughters: happiness, peace, a dignified life. It was the only way that allowed her, a female proletariat, to reverse the seemingly inescapable misery.


The Legitimate Use of Violence to Fight




Unfortunately, happiness, equality, and well-being could not be gained through pacifist struggle. Hence Francisca fervently defended that use of violence as a tool in the struggle. It was method of direct action,[46] as seen in the following fragment, against private property, “brothers, destroy all in your path that reeks of capital and authority. Blow up the jails and convents with dynamite, burn documents,”[47] and against the enemies of the Anarchomagonista struggle, “Caution, revolutionaries! Do not leave alive those who have lead you to the slaughterhouse for political gain: execute them, keep on fighting without leaders, for your economic freedom” (Mendoza, 2021, p. 201). In multiple texts she calls her comrades to arms to kill the bourgeoisie, the political class, and members of the Church for being “snakes”, “tyrants”, “thieves”, and “hangmen”.




The only way in which said enemies could be redeemed was if they chose to work like the dominated classes had,






If you wish to live, Mister aristocrats, relinquish the frock coat and cane, in their place grasp the plow and pick, letting your brothers, the proletariat, see that you will be equals and that, like them, you will work to live, otherwise you will suffer the consequences, because we the proletariat have decided to put an end to your wickedness and effrontery (Mendoza, 2021, p. 339).







Francisca distrusted the dominant class to the point of suggesting that it would be better to murder “the snakes” than to jail them because, whenever they had the chance, they would seek to crush the revolutionaries. Violence was a revolutionary mechanism as legitimate as the pen and propaganda. With the death of the bourgeoisie would come the death of the capitalist system.




It’s not that Francisca was a violent person just because or that she took pleasure in human suffering. On the contrary, her experience, and that of thousands of people living in Porfirist Mexico, had been so cruel, marked by aspects such as political persecution, horrible labor conditions and killings, that (in her view) the only possible way to end her own and the people’s misery was a violent revolution, “Comrade workers, strike a mortal blow to capitalism by destroying authority and religion which are the basis on which this monster rests who threatens to devour us if we do not defend ourselves with the rifle, or by means of redemptive dynamite” (Mendoza, 2021, p. 332).


Francisca and Her Pen




Francisca’s texts leave behind evidence that for her, Anarchomagonismo was the path to obtain a dignified and happy life, economic stability, and justice for the dispossessed and victims of the State, capitalism and religion. Her decision to defend and promote the use of violence as a tool of struggle was a product of the frustration and impotence at experiencing oppression and State violence firsthand. Women’s participation in the Anarchomagonista struggle was essential for Francisca, since without them the movement had no future. Francisca did not write or fight to gain power, but to destroy it.



[45] I do not use “sentimentality” in a negative sense. On the contrary, I believe that anarchism stands out from the other social movements because it has shamelessly recognized the role that feelings, particularly that of love, play in the political act. I use “sentimentality” to refer to the central role that feelings occupy within Anarchomagonista texts.



[46] Direct action refers to all the mechanisms and actions realized by the social actors not mediated by institutions of social order.



[47] This is part of the history of direct action in Mexico. It shows that Black Bloc was not created by feminism nor other existing social movements. Anarchomagonismo is a fundamental part in the history of direct action of the social movements in Mexico.




      

    

  
    
      

Felipa’s Texts




Same as with Francisca, in this section I have conducted an ethnographic-documentary analysis with Felipa’s texts in order to understand the meaning that Anarchomagonismo had in her life, as well as tracing the correlation between her personal life and her political ideology. The texts gathered are the following four poems,




	

Towards the Fight





	

Rebel, Dear People!





	

To You, Woman!





	

In the Islas Marías










and the prose texts,




	

A Call to Women





	

Of Our Correspondence





	

The Creed








Mexican Society According to Felipa and the Anarchy’s Importance




The way Felipa wrote reveals the deep relation there was between her emotions and her political ideology. She felt a deep love for humanity and sought to incite the Mexican people to defend itself against the every oppression they experienced day after day. In her poem, Towards the Fight, she expresses the following, “I feel the desire most ardent/ To save humanity/ And with spirit fervent/ I labor for equality./ I abhor villainy,/ Curse tyranny,/ Love fraternity,/ Despise the bourgeoisie.” Felipa ends another poem, Rebel, Dear People!, assuring the people that her fight is for their liberty, “Know I’m by your side,/ That your sorrows are mine.”{6} These fragments show how committed she was in the fight against despotism, in great part because of her despise for the bourgeoisie, whom she identified as the cause of the ills that haunted humanity, but also because she felt it was her duty to take part in the fight.




This sense of duty is also present in A Call to Women, where she talks about her personal life and her concern for other people who have lived through what she has,






I hope that in hearing my tale, you will not be shown to be unyielding to the call made by the tender voice of a daughter of the people, a daughter of proletariat parents, and who has for many years withstood the oppressive chain of tyranny. But this voice, it is an anxious scream of wounded humanity who suffers and who wakes before the terrible injustice... (Velázquez, 2021c. p. 600).







As seen previously, Felipa was the daughter of Modesto and Manuela, peasants and illiterates who were in turn children of illiterate parents. Such that it seems that her infancy was marked by the negative consequences of the Porfiriato: violence, hunger, political repression and poverty for most of the country. These experiences were crucial to the building of her political ideology, as shown in her writings.




Her poem, Rebel, Dear People!, describes the daily life of a person from the working class, marked by the brutality of the bourgeoisie,






That insolent bourgeois/ who has no soul,/ He enjoys watching you oblige

to such cruel exploitation;/ And although your energy withers/ due to malnutrition,/ without a shred of compassion/ he enslaves and exploits you./ Because you have received/ a smaller salary,/ that does not cover even partially/ a single great need (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 8–9).{7}







Felipa saw the working class as suffering, not just because of the physical wearing down implied in most jobs, but also by malnutrition as a consequence of the miserable wage that kept the working class in a situation of perpetual poverty.




Felipa had observed that people who dared to think differently were repressed, as she herself was when she was jailed in 1930 in the Islas Marías. Her experience lead her reflect on the role prisons in the repression of the working class and in the creating of more crime,






What was the intention/ that to correct evil/ the inquisition had to be imposed?/ This is not natural./ [..] it only creates murderers/ thieves and criminals/ and rabble of evildoers,/ far from curing evil (Velázquez, 2021f, p. 625).







Mexican society was, to Felipa, marked by the brutality of the bourgeoisie against the Mexican people, which it exploited, starved to death, and condemned to suffer in a variety of ways, as well as fomented violence through the inhuman repression of prisoners. Because of this and much more, just as Francisca, Felipa was angry and frustrated with the Mexican government, particularly that under Elías Calles during the Maximato.




The solution was to fight and rebel against the oppressors, “Come [..] swell up the libertarian ranks who hoist the red flag of Land and Liberty [..] only then can we gain true happiness that is found in the anarchy that is Liberty, Equality and Fraternity” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 602). Felipa, just as Francisca, believed that the fundamental point of insurgency must be the pursuit for happiness, which could only be conquered through anarchy, “I believe in our Holy Mother of Anarchy who doesn’t forgive cowards; [..] I believe in the resurrection of the slaves into a free life, and in ever-lasting life of eternal joy, and in human emancipation. Amen!” (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 15).{8}


Religion as an Enemy




The text to which the previous fragment belongs to, titled The Creed, exemplifies Felipa’s rejection of religion. As its title indicates, it is a writing that offers an alternative version to the Christian prayer of the same name. As explained earlier in the chapter, the Catholic upbringing Felipa received caused her eventual disassociation from religion, to the point of opposing it and despising it. The Creed contains the following lines,






I believe in the knowledge of the wise, and in the development of Science, Anarchy’s only daughter, who was conceived by the act of the spirit or minds of dreamers, who were slandered, persecuted and sacrificed; they suffered under the power of henchmen, bourgeoisie and bishops [..] (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 15).{9}







Felipa rejected religion and God as principle sources of human knowledge. In her eyes, the bourgeoisie as well as bishops were equally to blame for the oppression the Mexican people lived under, especially the women. Man relied on religion to keep woman under submission, “Man can benigh woman’s mind by hiding the truth, by intimidating her, by making her believe from infancy in ghosts, demons, hells, glories and whatever invisible ruse he can invent to brutalize us, knowing that the more ignorant we are, the more submissive we will be” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 601). Every Anarchomagonista, like Francisca, opposed religion. However, in Felipa’s language, an even deeper rejection is perceived, it was a recurrent theme and thus demonstrated the deep a mark had religious education left in her. Felipa associated religion with a powerful enemy, one she knew intimately, and thus sought for the working class to understand the following, “The task of the worker/ Will be emancipation,/ Waiting not for a Creator/ to grant us His benediction” (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 9).


Unchained Women




Being a woman was one of the two strongest pillars in Felipa’s political ideology. She knew that being one put her in a disadvantageous position in social space, a fact she passionately opposed. She recognized that being a woman could affect her impact and credibility as a writer, but this did not stop her, “But my duty it is then/ To keep illuminating them,/ Although mine is a woman’s voice/ I keep on preaching the dream” (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 8).




In her poem, To You, Woman!, Felipa incites women to fight against the sex/gender system that oppressed them,






You, woman, who endures low,/ [..] Do you not feel pain piercing/ And desire to rebel eventually?/ [..] If man humiliates you thoughtlessly,/ Why do your eyes cloud weeping?/ [..] Mind setting about action/ To break the chain oppressive,/ You will leave that horrid oppression/ That you have lived, woman, til present./ Fight, then, for your emancipation;/ Be brave, woman, be not reverential,/ For your rights as woman/ You are free as man (2026, p. 11–12).







If Felipa very well recognized that the bourgeoisie, clergy and government were the main enemies of the working class, she also identified the role men played in the specific oppression women suffered. She believed that her duty, and that of all women as well, was to push herself and her family to reach anarchy, where they would finally reach freedom and happiness, “And defend well your duty,/ Bring your son, your husband, your brother,/ To embrace them in fraternal clasp;/ And joined in sweet harmony,/ Where, all holding hands,/ We walk towards anarchy.” (Bloodfruit/Malvivientes, 2026, p. 12–13). It was in libertarian struggle where “conscious and committed, virile and fighting” women were found who sought “the well-being, happiness, and emancipation of women” (Velázquez, 2021, p. 600). Anarchism would not only free the working class from the three-headed hydra, but also women from the chains that came with being a woman in Mexico.


Anarchic Motherhood




Felipa tied her writings on the emancipation of woman with motherhood. The latter was a sensitive and important theme for Felipa, who was a mother of eight. Being a mother was one of the main reasons why Felipa defended anarchism, as expressed in the following lines of the poem, Towards to Fight, “And like the mother I am/ And a sister to that slave,/ That’s why I go on welcoming/ The destruction of everything depraved” (2026, p. 9).




In Felipa’s texts we are also able to locate elements of the female consciousness described by Kaplan. Felipa considered that she should fight not just because it was her duty as a woman, but also because it was her duty as a mother to protect life. This responsibility of caring for life could only be realized, in her opinion, by joining the libertarian ranks and promoting the anarchic education of infants. Felipa believed that without questioning religion and the power of the bourgeoisie that came with anarchism, mothers would be condemned to instruct their children to slavery and ignorance, as expressed in the following fragment, “should we educate our little ones to also be blind, by leading them into the most frightful of chaos, slavery; then we will also be the reason why our children may serve as [..] flesh cannons, or flesh brothels” (2021, p. 601).




The solution was to raise them from an anarchist perspective, as described by Felipa in the following paragraph,






Let us raise our children without inculcating fear in them, without creeds [..] letting them see that to not work is undignified, that it is living at the expense of the producers; that the exploiter is a vampire who sucks the blood of the worker, that every human being on Earth shares the same rights, and that we all stand up to see all of humanity as equals; but let us never teach our children that we owe our life to invisible or imaginary beings to whom we must sacrifice ourselves to. We shouldn’t make them servile nor obedient to the voice of any boss or tyrant (2021, p. 601–602).







Felipa practiced what she preached in her daily life as a mother. According to her text, Of Our Correspondence, her eight year old daughter had grown, “far from religious beliefs and harm”, which caused her to get in trouble with her teacher by questioning the existence of God. We can see once again how important rejecting religion was for Felipa, who sought to keep her children far from God to make sure that they kept their own criteria and not be forced to kiss “clay monkeys” (2021, p. 603).




Besides teaching them to question the bourgeoisie, government and Church, Felipa sought for her children to understand the importance of work, and how absurd the hierarchies that assured of existence of domination of class and gender were. Perhaps it is her way of practicing motherhood where one can see the deep connection of the co-determination between Felipa’s personal life and political life.


Felipa and Her Poetry




Felipa found in Anarchomagonismo the tools to oppose what she considered to be the great enemies of the Mexican people: religion, the State, capitalism. Just as Francisca, Felipa vindicated feelings and made them part of her Anarchomagonista praxis. Her condition of woman and mother lead her to incite female participation in the struggle and to propose ways of motherhood that did not reproduce dynamics of domination. Through poetry and prose, Felipa fought for her descendants, for the peasant class to which she belonged, and for herself.



{6} See Appendix.



{7} See Appendix.



{8} See Appendix.



{9} See Appendix.




      

    

  
    
      

Francisca and Felipa: Similarities and Differences




Francisca and Felipa were two Mexican women who became Anarchomagonistas and wrote with regards to different circumstances. Francisca was a woman of approximately thirty years of age (in 1911) who lived in exile while Mexico while the Revolution was underway. Felipa had her peak as a writer at 44 while living in a region of the country that was greatly affected by foreign economic intervention.




Despite this, there are more similarities between them than there are differences. Both were both and raised under the Porfiriato, a dictatorship whose modernizing project aggravated life for the majority of the Mexican people. The nonexistence of democracy, the political repression, and economic violence, as well as the process that Louise Tilly calls “proletarianization”, constituted the Mexican State to such a degree that it took control of the field of power, generating an ensemble of relations of domination such as class, gender and race. Following the view of anarchist sociology proposed by Schantz and Williams, I argue that said relations were internalized in Francisca’s and Felipa’s habitus, which had direct consequences in their lives and outlook.




Both were born into working class families, with little cultural and economic capital. However, later on they diverted from their social trajectories thanks to their capital’s evolution: Francisca transformed into a prolific writer and important member of PLM’s Organizing Junta; while Felipa became a teacher, Civil Registry judge and poetess. Both of their habitus were marked by their respective social origin (very alike between them), the State’s makeup, and their condition as women and capitals. The internalization of these elements made it so that they could not ignore the events around them, which directly affected them, their families, and the persons they shared a social class with. This internalization process was one of the main reasons why both decided to join the Anarchomagonista movement.




Tied to this is the factor of female consciousness that lead them to care for and protect life, exacerbated by their own experiences with motherhood. By both being victims and survivors of governments that placed gaining power first and the lives of the working class last, neither wanted their children to live in the misery and poverty they had experienced themselves. Francisca and Felipa found an opportunity within Anarchomagonismo to defend and protect themselves as well as others.




In joining Anarchomagonismo, both began to defend its ideals, such as being against capital, authority, the clergy and whatever else threatened the happiness and well-being of the Mexican people. Rejecting these elements was not born out of their involvement with Anarchomagonismo; it was in said movement that they found the explanation as to why they opposed the State, religion, and the bourgeoisie. Anarchomagonismo allowed them to understand the origin of the many oppressions they had lived through and to formulate a plan to eliminate them.




Francisca wrote most of her texts during Madero’s government, who had promised to look after the interests of the Mexican people, but who only defended the bourgeoisie and other dominant classes. This lead to agrarian and worker crisis, which became the order of the day until 1930. Felipa, in exchange, wrote at a time when the governments of Obregón and Elías Calles y Portes Gil ignored the demands regarding agrarian redistribution that had been promised in Article 27 of the 1917 Constitution. The demand for the distribution of land, a fundamental characteristic of the Revolution, marked the social contexts in which Francisca and Felipa wrote in.




As I mentioned in the second chapter, Francisca and Felipa were able to act in a collective manner because their contexts fulfilled most the conditions established by Louise Tilly in explaining the collective action of women in Barcelona of the 20th century. Felipa and Francisca associated with women (and men) who shared the same interests as them and who were part of social movements with solid internal structures. Forming part of their respective collectives, they counted with resources to mobilize: the press, protests, education. Both were part of the working class, depended on wages. They were part of strikes and actions that economically hurt the bourgeoisie, such as the owners of the Colorado River Land Company. Fortunately, they didn’t live in circumstances of extreme poverty, and Francisca received monetary aid thanks to fundraising organized by PLM. Francisca and Felipa were heads of the household, whose husbands had passed away (Felipa) or not present in their lives (Francisca[48]). Felipa had eight children, while Francisca had three daughters and was also in charge of her parents. These women rebelled alongside thousands of people who were fed up with economic precariousness, not just because they wanted to, but because they could.




An analysis of the life trajectories of Francisca and Felipa offer an explanation for their involvement into the Anarchomagonista movement, as well as to their theoretic and programmatic proposals. It demonstrates, moreover, the corresponding relations between their structural conditions and personal motives. Their voices were a reflection and an echo of thousands of Mexican women tired of the violence, repression, murder, invisibilization, and obscurity.



[48] I have not found any information on Francisca’s romantic partner or partners, but it is known that when she began writing for Regeneración that she was single and the only one taking care of her family.




      

    

  
    
      

Final Reflections




What has been presented in the previous pages has been with the purpose of analyzing, from within sociology, the participation of Mexican women in the Anarchomagonista movement between 1911 and 1931. To this, it was necessary to evaluate the social, political, and economic conditions they lived, as well as their particular life trajectories. Only in conjunction with these elements is it possible to understand why Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez rebelled from within Anarchomagonismo,




The historical overview in the first chapter shows that their lives were marked by different kinds of violence and repression. Under the Porfiriato, Mexico had a majority rural population that increased alongside commerce and the workforce, thanks to the means of communication and transportation. Unemployment increased the workforce, provoking lower salaries, longer working days, and raised food prices. The haciendas, which served as the main economic organism during the Porfiriato, functioned in provoking an even greater economic disparity by offering precarious wages to their peons and forcing them to become indebted to company stores.




The people who profited thanks to the Porfiriato’s economic order were those who belonged to the dominant classes: the bourgeoisie, politicians close to Díaz, and outstanding members of the Church. These were the persons who benefited from Pax Porfiriana, that stability achieved through political repression and the implementation of artificial democracies founded on fraud, violence, and nepotism.




Political and economic violence marked Mexican social life throughout the Porfiriato. People of the dominant classes benefited from said conditions while the rest of the population had to survive the laboral exploitation, repression, racism and classism. Political repression was such that strikes were forbidden. However, this did not stop people from rebelling against Díaz, organizing in movements that managed to destabilize the regime such as the strikes of Cananea and Río Blanco. The subjugation of said strikes only increased the desire for rebellion in the Mexican people.




These conditions allowed the flourishing of the Mexican Liberal Party and their paper, Regeneración The brothers Jesús, Enrique, and Ricardo Flores Magón founded Regeneración in 1900 with the initial aim of denouncing juridical injustices without directly attacking Porfirio Díaz. However, the newspaper and its editors soon began to attack the chief leader, which provoked Jesús’ and Ricardo’s jailing. Regeneración inspired the publication of other combative newspapers and pushed on the forming of liberal clubs.




The Flores Magón brothers, as well as other Regeneración sympathizers, saw themselves forced to flee the country. In their exile to the United States they founded the Mexican Liberal Party and published the Program and Manifesto to the Mexican Nation of the Liberal Mexican Party in 1906, a document which invited the people to rebel against Díaz and demand the installment of true democracy, among other points. PLM planned two armed uprisings which failed, one in 1906 and another in 1908, but which were the direct consequence of discontent among the people.




All the rage and fatigue in the country resulted in the start of the November Revolution of 1910. The first part of the Revolution, lead by Francisco Madero, was concerned with expelling the dictator from the presidential seat and turning Mexico into a democratic country. By ignoring the question of agrarian redistribution in order to defend private property, Maderismo provoked discontent and a rejection among the dominated classes even when it managed to displace Díaz. The political change was useless to the majority of the population while there was no economic change to accompany it, and PLM was very conscious of the fact. And so it was that in September 1911 the Manifesto of the Mexican Liberal Party was published, where the party made it clear that their posture had become anarchist, seeking to abolish the State and private property. The ideas plastered in this document became the ideological basis of Anarchomagonismo.




Besides having the bad fortune of being born in Mexico during Díaz’s presidencies, Francisca and Felipa were at a disadvantage by being women. They had to face political violence, economic instability and the sex/gender system. Women who dared think differently were persecuted, not just by the Porfirist regime, but also by the governments that followed. Many women like Francisca lived through political repression even in exile, while Felipa was jailed in the Islas Marías due to her activism.




Like the men, Mexican women lacked decent wages and working conditions. Additionally, they had to do domestic labor which were not recognized as work. When women were incorporated into the textile and tobacco industries, where there was more female involvement, Mexican society became scandalized. Women, who had also undergone a process of proletarianization, saw themselves forced to join the labor force to maintain themselves as well as their families, but were reproached and infantilized because of it.




The sex/gender system at the time demanded that women be decent, stay virgins until marriage, and submit to the men. The economic and political crisis of the Porfiriato caused the means of controlling women’s bodies to endure. Now, the sex/gender system affected Mexican women differently according to their class. Women from the dominated class had their own problems stemming from their being a woman, such as the stigma around being part of the female labor force, a lack of labor rights, and the hardship of being trained in a profession.




One can also see the consequences of the sex/gender system within political activism. Women were not considered as essential to political discourse, as shown in the fact that they had no right to vote. Outside of institutions, women had to deal with other obstacles. Many women could not participate in political movements because the labor they did, paid or otherwise, took up most of their time. Their participation in worker movements was little desired by male comrades, apart from some movements such as Anarchomagonismo. Because of this, Felipa Velázquez’s involvement, within the agrarian movement, stood out since she was the only woman present in the political councils she participated.




Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez were women who belonged to the dominated class. The information about Francisca’s life, as previously mentioned, is scarce. However, the information available allows us to theorize about her origins. It is very likely that her family were miners, since she was from a state that is known for mining and that in her writings she mentions seeking work in mining companies in the United States.




When she formed part of PLM and Regeneración, Francisca was head of her household, made up of her three daughters, mother and father. In order to be able to move to Los Angeles, where the PLM Organizing Junta was located, Francisca depended on the fundraising done in her name by Regeneración. Francisca was, in short, a proletariat daughter of proletarians, who grew during the Porfirist dictatorship and suffered because of it.




Felipa Velázquez was a daughter of peasants. She lived her infancy in the countryside, an experience that led her to be an avid social warrior. She grew up in a religious household, being the first in her family in at least tree generations to learn to read and write. Felipa was from Sinaloa, who had her first teaching experience at 12 years old. Her rural education points to having lived the difficulties of peasant life firsthand, worsened by the dictatorship and the Revolution.




The exact personal motivations that lead Francisca and Felipa to join the Anarchomagonista movement are impossible to know since there’s no way to ask them directly. However, with all that has been shown in this work, I’ve sought to develop plausible theories to explain their involvement, through an analysis of their writings and historico-social contexts.




In order to explain the involvement of Francisca and Felipa within Anarchomagonismo it is necessary to explain their habitus and field. When the Porfirian State controlled the field of power, certain relations of domination were established based on class, race, and gender. Both women lived firsthand the violence provoked by said relations of domination which, alongside practices by the Mexican State, were internalized by them through their habitus. Just like class, violence is something done to the body.




Francisca and Felipa, apart from being working class women, were two women limited by the sex/gender system of their time. The female socialization of the time taught them to look forward to motherhood and to prioritize the care of others over caring for themselves. Both of them were mothers and that experience molded their way of analyzing their own social conditions, seeking to protect their daughters and sons from the atrocities they had to withstand. Francisca and Felipa rebelled when their ability to protect life, a duty internalized by women, was endangered.




Anarchomagonismo offered them a place where they could enjoy a status similar to that of the men. It allowed them to diagnose the structural conditions and find in them the causes of violence and oppression. At the same time, Anarchomagonismo was a movement that called for the clinging on to fury, to fight against injustices. It called for caring for your neighbor, to prioritize love and to care for life. It offered women an opportunity to participate in the political sphere, of continuing their work of caring for lives, of fighting against those factors that personally affected them.




Additionally, becoming involved with the Anarchomagonista movement, where there were other men and women who shared their ideas, was one of the conditions that allowed them to rebel collectively. They also fulfilled most of the rest of the condition as set forth by Louise Tilly, such as being dependent on a wage but not living in poverty, and having their domestic activities not impede them from political action.




Thanks to the fact that they were able to act collectively, they were also able to realize certain theoretical and programmatic proposals within Anarchomagonismo. According to Francisca and Felipa, the three enemies of the Mexican proletariat were Capital, the Church, and the State. These three enemies mutually supported each other in order to maintain Mexican men and women in slavery: the Church kept the people ignorant so that Capital could keep on exploiting them, and both the Church and Capital were protected by the State. Due to this, Francisca and Felipa did not believe in reformist movements, such as those proposed by Madero, Carranza, Obregón, and Elías Calles. The problem had to be stripped from the root, all the heads of the hydra had to be severed.




To fulfill with said goal, both defended the necessity of an Anarchomagonista revolution that held direct action as a method, through which the means of production could be expropriated and returned to the Mexican people. Only thus would the tyranny and violence they exercised over the dominated classes could be brought to an end. While neither of the two women were pacifists, Francisca was the more enthusiastic of the two about violent methods of direct action, such as assassinating the bourgeoisie and rulers.




Anarchomagonismo was not just the best path to liberation for the dominated classes from the claws of the State, Capital, and Church; it was also the most suitable path to free women from the oppression directly tied to their gender that they experienced in daily life. Francisca and Felipa had different approached to this theme. Francisca sought to foment women’s participation into Anarchomagonismo and thus fight alongside their brothers. In the case that a man did not join the libertarian ranks, the woman should distance herself from him since only a coward would shy away from the rifle. On the other hand, Felipa sought to remind Mexican women that they did not have to endure neither humiliation nor abuse from men. For her, women would find the tools to free themselves from the oppressive chains of the sex/gender system in Anarchomagonismo. Both writers addressed peasant and worker women in order to incite them to fight for their rights. In a certain way, it could be said that Francisca saw them primarily from their condition of being workers and peasants, while Felipa saw them as primarily from their condition of women.




This is also reflected in the importance both authors gave to motherhood. Both were women and considered motherhood to be something natural and expected of women. However, they sought to propose other ways of being a mother within Anarchomagonismo. Francisca believed that being a mother was the most important task anyone could do, since it didn’t just create life but also taught men and women to defend liberty and create a better society. In it being such an important task, it was just and necessary for motherhood to be realized in better conditions and with the help of a man who was brave and worthy enough to fight for his freedom and that of his offspring. Felipa deepened her analysis a little more regarding motherhood, particularly in the role that mothers played in the education of their sons and daughters. Education should be carried out in an anarchist manner, one that taught infants to be free beings, to work in a dignified manner, and to rebel against any form of slavery.




I have cited Bourdieu and his theories in multiple occasions in this work, but here I would like to go back to the following quote, “Cumulative exposure to certain social conditions instills in individuals an ensemble of durable and transposable dispositions that internalize the necessities of the extant social environment, inscribing inside the organism the patterned inertia and constraints of external reality” (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 13). This sentence summarizes the lived process of Francisca J. Mendoza and Felipa Velázquez that tied their subjective lives to the objective conditions that surrounded them.




There are corresponding relations between the subjective conditions of people and the structural conditions of the time and place they find themselves in. However, it is important to clear up that subjective conditions do not impact structural conditions in the same way that structural conditions impact subjective conditions. Subjective conditions are the embodiment of structural conditions, but this does not have in the same way vice-versa. This does not mean that subjective conditions have no impact on structural conditions. The internalization of structural condition is what makes symbolic violence possible, which in turns perpetuates structural domination. Structural change is not possible if it is not accompanied with a transformation of cognitive structures.




This research has been an attempt to describe said relations corresponding to a specific situation: Francisca J. Mendoza’s and Felipa Velázquez’s incorporation into the Anarchomagonista movement. It was thus that I sought to find the reasons why they decided to rebel, perhaps in an attempt to find the secret formula that may be recreated in order to inspire a new generation of women to adopt Anarchomagonista protest methods. But such a formula does not exist, because people have free will, we have the ability to choose differently. That’s why the habitus is not the sole determinant factor of behavior, and that’s why trajectory diversions don’t always happen. It is not possible, in this case, to know, with certainty, the real reasons why Francisca and Felipa became Anarchomagonistas; however, this research does propose plausible proposals of their personal motivations.




This does not mean that theorizing over it has no value for sociology. In my opinion, it is crucial for sociologists to inquire into the reasons why people rebel, preferably with a view on gender from within relational sociologies. In the case of the present work, inquiring into relations that correspond between social structures and cognitive structures lead me to understand the impact that the violence and repression of the Porfiriato had on the Mexican people. Oppression is not and was not experienced by statistics or historical data, but by people. Figuring out why people rebelled in other social and temporal contexts can lead us to better understand our past and better understand other realities together their respective social mechanisms. Inquiring into why people rebel today in Mexico can lead sociologists to understand the faults of out structures and social relations, and perhaps then understand that rebellion is not just a decision, it is also a need.




Studying the women of their era also allows us to learn, from within historical sociology, about how they lived and what social life was like back then. It allows us to distance ourselves from an individualist vision of history, where we concentrate on the big “revolutionaries” like Carranza, Madero, Obregón, or even Ricardo Flores Magón and Emiliano Zapata. They were undoubtedly important figures, but they were not the only people who lived through the Mexican Revolution. Those who truly saw this armed conflict were the dominated classes, the peasantry and the proletariat, and it was them who most suffered its consequences. Likewise, studying women opens the door to know more about their living, which tends to be ignored and undervalued.




Francisca and Felipa have much to teach us. They understood, way before the time of sentipensares and radical tenderness, that praxis resides not just in political life, but also in daily life. Studying them made me realize that it is impossible to separate their political ideology from their personal lives. It is possible to learn from them that, truly, the personal is political, and that our day by day should also be transformed so that our political discourse may be coherent. That’s why they emphasize transforming motherhood into anarchic motherhood, in such a way that social change begins from infancy and at home.




They also teach us methods of struggle such as writing, propaganda, communal action, teaching, motherhood, friendship, and other kinds of direct action. Francisca and Felipa demonstrate that the struggle is diverse and that everyone can fight from within their own personal trenches. In these struggles we can find solace and alternatives before the oppressive structures that we live and experience firsthand, from the family to the State. Life, Francisca and Felipa tells us, can be dignified and it is worth fighting for it, with what tools we have and in the ways we can.
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Hacia la Lucha[49]



Voy por el mundo gritando

Y al pueblo mi voz elevo

Y sólo voy predicando

La idea que en mi mente llevo.



Siento el deseo más ardiente

De salvar la humanidad

Y con ánimo ferviente

Trabajo por la igualdad.



Yo aborrezco la maldad,

maldigo la tiranía,

Amo la fraternidad,

Desprecio a la burguesía.



Aprecio a los productores

Con sincera estimasión,

Por que son los redentores

Que sustentan la nación.



Aborrezco a aquel bribón

De clase parasitaria,

Que medra a la explotación

De la clase proletaria.



Por éso yo voy gritando

Con una antorcha encendida,

Al dormido despertando

E iluminando su vida.



Ya el obrero poco a poco

e irá poniendo en acción,

Para apagar ese foco

Que se llama explotación.



El hombre desea ser libre

Por que libre debe ser,

Y sabe que es imposible

De esclavo permanecer.



Pero como es mi deber

Seguirles iluminando

Aunque es mi voz de mujer,

Sigo la idea predicando.



Porque falta ésta ocasión

Sacudirnos ese yugo

Que hacemos por votación

Cuando elegimos verdugo.



Pues debemos en conciencia

Subsanar tan gran error,

Pues nos dice la experiencia

Que humillarnos es lo peor.



Por que el hombre es sólo hombre,

Y ninguno a otro es mejor,

Y por eso no le asombre

Poder vivir sin pastor.



Porque el hombre no es borrego

Ni es reptil para arrastrarse,

Ni inclina su frente al ruego;

Soló quiere emanciparse.



Mas quitando tal error,

Que no es difícil borrar,

Yo gritaré con fervor

Que no vuelvan a votar.



Por que en todas ocasiones

El que a nuestros hombros llega

Nos da, en vez de pan, prisiones,

Yl al patíbulo nos lleva.



Y como madre que soy

Y hermana de aquel servil,

Por éso invitando voy

A destruir todo lo vil.



¡Y grito a la humanidad!:

Si ser felices queremos,

Reclamemos la igualdad

Que por derecho tenemos.



Obra del trabajador

Será la emancipación,

Sin esperar que un Creador

Nos mande su bendición.



[49] “Sagitario”, N°30, II Epoca, December 13, 1926. https://www.libradorivera.com/Periodicos/Librado%20Rivera/Sagitario/1926/Sagitario%2030%20Epoca%20II%201926.pdf




      

    

  
    
      

Towards the Fight



I go through the world yelling

And to the people raise my voice high

And I am just expounding

The idea I carry in my mind.



I feel the desire most ardent

To save humanity

And with spirit fervent

I labor for equality.



I abhor villainy,

Curse tyranny,

Love fraternity,

Despise the bourgeoisie.



I cherish the producers

With sincere esteem,

Because they are the deliverers

That nourish the nation.



I abhor that scoundrel

Of the class of parasite,

Who nurtures the exploitation

Of the class proletariat.



That is why I go around yelling

With a torch ablaze

The slumbering I awake

And their life illuminate.



The worker now, bit by bit,

Will set into action,

To extinguish that light lit

Called “Exploitation”.



Man desires to be free

Because free he should be,

And he knows it’s impossibility

To remain under slavery.



But my duty it is then

To keep illuminating them

Although mine is a woman’s voice

I keep on preaching the dream.



Because what lacks in this occasion

Shaking off those chains of oppression,

That we by voting make

When we a hangman elect.



For we consciously must

Correct such grave a transgression,

For experience tells us

Nothing’s worse than humiliation.



For man is merely man

And none better than the another

And in awe do not stand

At living without a priestly father.



Because man is not sheep

Nor a reptile to slither,

Nor bows his head in worship;

He simply wishes to see himself freer.



For removing said blunder,

Which is not hard to eradicate,

I will shout with fervor

That they should not again vote to elect.



Because at all opportunities

He who rests on our shoulders

Gives us, not bread, but penitentiaries

And to the scaffold takes us.



And like the mother I am

And a sister to that slave,

That’s why I go on welcoming

The destruction of everything depraved.



And I yell to humanity:

“If happy we wish to be,

Let us demand equality

That by right have we.



The task of the worker

Will be emancipation,

Waiting not for a Creator

to grant us His benediction.”




      

    

  
    
      

¡Rebélate, pueblo amado![50]



Despierta, pueblo, despierta,

de ese sueño tan profundo,

que la lucha ya está abierta

al enemigo del mundo



Ese burgués insolente

que no tiene corazón,

goza viéndote obediente

a tan cruel explotación;



Y aunque tu energía se agote

por mala alimentación,

sin pisca de compasión

él te esclaviza y te explota.



Porque sólo has recibido

un salario reducido,

que no cubre la mitad

de tu gran necesidad.



Tú produces a porfía,

tu sudor baña la tierra,

pero él, lo gasta en un día,

después te lleva a la guerra.



Te da un torcido camino

despreciando el verdadero,

te hace creer que es tu destino

llevándote al matadero.



Pueblo: no dobles las manos

deja ya esa humillación,

porque jamás los tiranos

te verán con compasión.



Rompe esas duras cadenas

que te tienen maniatado,

alíviate ya las penas,

y castiga a ese malvado;



A ese león entronizado,

que ha sido tu gran verdugo

que siempre te ha encarcelado

y pone en tu nuca el yugo.



Deja de ser obediente

a los lacayos bribones;

¡rebélate!, eres valiente,

no respetes ya galones.



Oye, pues, lo que te digo:

ya no elijas Redentores

que sólo dan sinsabores

y se divierten contigo.



Levanta altiva la frente,

y el pendón rojo en tu mano;

yérguete altivo y valiente,

que eres libre y soberano.



Ya no es tiempo de sufrir

sino el de la Libertad:

o dejamos de vivir,

o vivir en la Igualdad.



Rebelémos, hermanos,

basta de tanto sufrir:

o morir como gusanos,

o como humanos vivir.



Sin miedo a la tempestad

ni a los cardos del camino,

llegaremos al destino

que es sólo fraternidad.



Rebélate!, pueblo amado,

a abolir las tiranías:

sabes que estoy a tu lado,

que tus penas son las mías.

<verse>



*** Rebel, Dear People!



<verse>

Wake, people, wake,

from this sleep profound

that it is now the time to fight break

against the enemy of the world around



That insolent bourgeois

who has no soul,

He enjoys watching you oblige

to such cruel exploitation;



And although your energy withers

to malnutrition,

without a shred of compassion

he enslaves and exploits you.



Because you have received

a smaller salary,

that does not cover even partially

a single great need.



You produce obstinately,

Your sweat the planet drenches.

But he spends it immediately

and later sends you to the trenches.



He gives you a twisted journey,

the real one neglected,

to make you believe that your destiny

is to be lead to death.



People, don’t fold your hands

leave now this humiliation,

because never have tyrants

looked at you with affection.



Break that harsh captivity

that keeps you chained,

soothe yourself of these misery,

and punish the depraved;



That lion enthroned,

who has been your Great Garroter

who always has you imprisoned

and on your neck placed the iron collar.



Cease being manipulable

to lackeys learned in tricky craft;

Rebel! You are indomitable,

respect no rank.



Heed, then, what to you I say:

Elect no Redeemers

who only make of you grievers¡

and who with you, play.



Raise your head high,

and your hand with the red ensign;

Rise brave and tall,

for you are free and sovereign.



It’s no longer the time of Suffering

But that of Liberty:

Either we stop living,

Or live in Equality.



Let us rebel, brothers,

Enough of so much agony:

Either we die like maggots,

or live as humanity.



Dauntless before the gale

or of brambles along the trail,

We will reach destiny

which is but fraternity.



Rebel!, dear people,

Abolish tyranny:

Know I’m by your side,

That your sorrows are mine.



[50] “¡Avante!”, N°8, II Epoca, June 15, 1928. https://www.libradorivera.com/Periodicos/Librado%20Rivera/Avante/1928/Avante%208%20Epoca%20II%201928.pdf




      

    

  
    
      

¡A ti mujer![51]



Tú, mujer, que sumisa perduras

soportando las mil amarguras,

siempre atenta a la voz de un pastor,

y atrofiada a la vil tiranía.

¿Qué no sientes agudo dolor

y deseas rebelarte algún día?



¿Por qué sufres, mujer resignada

la cadena que tanto te oprime,

que de pies y de manos atada

al yugo, tu libertad suprime?

¿Por qué no te rebelas? ¡Dime!

Si es que el hombre te humilla inconsciente

¿por qué enturbia tus ojos el llanto?

Alza altiva y serena tu frente

y no llores, mujer, tu quebranto

es tan sólo fatal torbellino.



Ven; no pierdas tu tiempo en el duelo,

que a tu lado se encuentra el camino

por do puedes hallar tu consuelo…

Ven: que aquí te llaman tus hermanos;

ven a unirte con tus compañeras; ve el ejemplo de aquellas, que ufanas,

han luchado por ser libertarias,

y han querido morir, las primeras

como hijas nacidas de parias…



Piensa que al ponerte en acción

a romper la cadena opresora,

dejarás esa horrible opresión

en que vives, mujer, hasta ahora.



Lucha, pues, por tu emancipación;

ser valiente, mujer, no te asombre,

pues tus derechos como mujer



Y defiende también tu deber,

trae a tu hijo, a tu esposo, a tu hermano,

a estrecharlos en fraterno abrazo;

y unidos en dulce armonía,

donde asidos todos de la mano

caminemos hacia la anarquía.



[51] “¡Avante!”, N°18, II Epoca, November 15, 1928. https://www.libradorivera.com/Periodicos/Librado%20Rivera/Avante/1928/Avante%2018%20Epoca%20II%201928.pdf




      

    

  
    
      

To You, Woman!



You, woman, who endures low,

Bearing a thousandfold sorrow,

Always heeding the priest speaking,

and atrophied to vile tyranny.

Do you not feel pain piercing

And desire to rebel eventually?



Why do you suffer, woman resigned,

The chain that you’re by so oppressed,

That has you tied by the feet and hand

To the yoke, your freedom repressed?

Why do you not rebel? Tell me!

If man humiliates you thoughtlessly,

Why do your eyes cloud weeping?

Raise your head high and serene

And don’t cry, woman, your grieving

Is simply a lethal whirlwind.



Come, lose no time in the fray,

For by your side is the path

By which your pain allay…

Come, your brothers beckon you here;

Come join your compañeras; see

Their example, that you flaunt,

They have fought to be anarchists,

And have wished to die, the ones in front,

As the daughters born of heretics....



Mind setting about action

To break the chain oppressive,

You will leave that horrid oppression

That you have lived, woman, til present.



Fight, then, for your emancipation;

Be brave, woman, be not reverential,

For your rights as woman

You are free as man.



And defend well your duty,

Bring your son, your husband, your brother,

To embrace them in fraternal clasp;

And joined in sweet harmony,

Where, all holding hands,

We walk towards anarchy.




      

    

  
    
      

El Credo[52]










Creo en la naturaleza todopoderosa, creadora del Universo y de todo cuanto existe: montañas, valles, vegetaciones y ríos; creo en el estudio, único medio de salir de la ignorancia y la obscuridad; creo en la inteligencia de los sabios, y el desarrollo de la ciencia, única hija de la Anarquía, que fué concebida por obra del espíritu o cerebro de los soñadores, que fueron calumniados, perseguidos y sacrificados; padecieron bajo el poder de los esbirros, burgueses y obispos, descendieron hasta el abismo del más inmundo calabozo, y después subieron al patíbulo y se sentaron en la silla eléctrica con la sonrisa en los labios, satisfechos de decir verdad, y dentro de poco tiempo vendrán sus cenizas a juzgar a todos los malvados y dar a cada uno su merecido según sus obras.




Creo en el espíritu de los hombres fuertes que harán temblar a los tiranos; creo en la Santa madre Anarquía que no perdonará a los cobardes; creo en la comunión de los hartos y en la debilidad del estómago de los pobres.




Creo en la resurrección de los esclavos a una vida libre, y en la vida perdurable de eterna felicidad, y la emancipación humana. Amén!






Felipa Velázquez.






[52] “¡Avante!”, N°13, II Epoca, September 19, 1928. https://www.libradorivera.com/Periodicos/Librado%20Rivera/Avante/1928/Avante%2013%20Epoca%20II%201928.pdf




      

    

  
    
      

The Creed










I believe in nature all-mighty, creator of the Universe and everything existing: mountains, valleys, plants and rivers; I believe in studying, the sole means of leaving ignorance and obscurity behind; I believe in the knowledge of the wise, and in the development of Science, Anarchy’s sole daughter, who was conceived by the act of the spirit or minds of dreamers, who were slandered, persecuted and sacrificed; they suffered under the power of henchmen, bourgeoisie and bishops, they descended into the most sordid dungeon, and later rose to the gallows and sat in the electric chair with a smile on their lips, satisfied with speaking the truth, and before long their ashes will come to judge every villain and give each their due according to their actions.




I believe in the spirit of strong men that will make tyrants tremble; I believe in our Holy Mother of Anarchy who doesn’t forgive cowards; I believe in the communion of those fed up and in the weak stomach of the poor.




I believe in the resurrection of the slaves into a free life, and in ever-lasting life of eternal joy, and in human emancipation. Amen!







Felipa Velázquez







      

    

  
    
      

Protest[53]




By the following lines I let it be known to every comrade in general that I am not pleased with the undignified proceedings which have been taken against comrade Rafael Romero Palacios; for I am utterly convinced the comrade’s sincerity and of the labors he has done in the interest of the great worker’s cause we champion, since the moment I arrived to contribute with my humble work in Regeneración‘s offices, and thus the reason I energetically protest against the humiliation which this comrade is being attempted to be made a victim of.




Thus: satisfied of the blamelessness of comrade Palacios, I am in solidarity with his cause and declare through this to the comrade workers that the moment when said comrade distances himself from Regeneración‘s offices, my functions in the same will cease.




I thank the Magón brothers, Rivera and Figueroa for the new appointing I received in the mail in favor of me to the Junta representative — I don’t want what’s happening to comrade Palacios to later happen to me.




Workers: this does not mean that I am leaving the cause, I will keep on working wherever I may be able to, and however I am able to in the interest of it; for being conscious of the struggle we have labored for so long, I will not abandon it while I have the energy to fight for the emancipation of my brethren, the workers.




Long Live the Social Revolution! Forward!




Francisca J. Mendoza



[53] Francisca J. Mendoza, Regeneración No. 113; October 26, 1912, Archivo Magón, https://archivomagon.net/periodicos/regeneracion-1900-1918-4a/
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