
The question of violence has not yet been mentioned in con-
nection with the anarchists. I mention it here only to show: (1 >
that the liberation theologians have different notions of love that
can lead to different consequences; and (2) that justice is an impor-
tant form of love recognized by the liberation theologians and that
violence is not necessarily excluded from this love.

If God is love as liberation theologians insist and if we are made
in God’s image, then as a basic part of our human nature there
must be love. We have already shown that for the theologians man
is by nature social. This basic sociability we may call the original,
unconscious instinct of love. Thus, it may be dormant within us.54
«e have an awarenesss, when not clouded by sin, that other hu-
mans are necessary to our salvation and that a oneness with them
is ultimately to our advantage. The whole notion of brotherhood/
sisterhood implies community and a sense of solidarity.

Miguez Bonino and Miranda explicitly point out the close con-
nection of love and justice. Miguez Bonino tells us that love must
be set in relation to the Kingdom of God and as such cannot be
purely personal but must be “inextricably interwoven with hope
and justice.”55

Miranda, even more explicitly, tells us that the command to
“love your neighbor as yourself” (Matthew 22: 39–40) is the same
command to “do unto others as you would have them do to you”
(Matthew 7:12). Miranda claims that any attempt to distinguish
love and justice is a result of an ideological system that does not
“understand that true love discovers that it is unjust that our neigh-
bor should suffer.”56

Since liberation theologians identify, or at least connect, love
and justice they also recognize that love is concrete and therefore
expressed in action directed on the side of those who are victims

54 Sebastian Kappen, Jesus and Freedom (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 174.
55 Jose Miguez Bonino, DoingTheology in a Revolutionary Situation (Philadel-

phia: Fortress Press, 1975), p. 113.
56 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 63.
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Liberation theologians understand, however, that the historical
reality is that we are not equals.They believe that sin, the refusal to
love and to grant respect and dignity to our neighbor, has entered
theworld and brought with it estrangement, domination, and injus-
tice.51 However, sin is not the permanent condition of this world.
Christ, the messenger of the new creation, shows us that sin can
be overcome and that the greatest potential for the liberation of
human beings is in the new commandment of love.52

Depending on the definition of love, however, one is led to dif-
ferent conceptions of the means used for making love prevail in
the social order. If one sees love primarily on an individual level,
divorced from the social virtue of justice, one could not condone
violence as a means of having love prevail in the social order. Love
of this kind precludes any form of resistance to evil. Whether or
not the situation is unjust is of little or no consequence.

If, on the other hand, love means the same as justice there is
an automatic tension between love and any unjust situation. The
two cannot exist side by side. For love to prevail there cannot be
injustice. If violence is the only means to accomplish a just society,
then violence is allowed.

These two conceptions of love are represented in the writings
of Leonardo Boff and Enrique Dussel. On the one hand, Boff rules
out all violence “even for the sake of having love prevail.”53 on the
other hand, Enrique Dussel believes that love can only flourish in
freedom and justice so that the very essence of love may require
some violence.

Marx and the Bible, p. 63; Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Power,
p. 68.

51 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 198.
52 Gutiérrez, Power, p. 15.
53 Leonardo Boff, “Christ’s Liberation Via Oppression,” in Fronteirs of The-

ology in Latin America, trans. John Drury, ed. Rosino Gibellini (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), p. 120. (It is interesting to note that the Vatican, in an effort to mit-
igate the effects of liberation theology in Latin America, has silenced Leonardo
Boff, one of the least radical of the liberation theologians.)

51



For Gutiérrez and most liberation theologians justice demands
revolutionary action that attempts a radical restructuring of soci-
ety.48 It is only such action that gets at the root of all domina-
tion, oppression, and exploitation. Reform, which smooths over
temporarily a conflictive situation, might even be called unjust be-
cause it masks the problem, allowing oppression to spread. The lib-
eration theologians believe that we must not stop at reforms and
we must not stop at revolutions that are partial. “All consequences
and expressions” of the breach with love must be abolished. The
revolution, which Gutiérrez seems to suggest, must be a perma-
nent revolution. And, if I might digress, this is in accord with the
anarchists. In Confessions of a Revolutionary, Proudhon explicitly
states that revolutions, which are the successive manifestations of
Justice, really are “one and the same permanent revolution.”49

According to these theologians of liberation, revolutionary ac-
tion must not stop until “God’s will be present and exploitation
abolished.”

We must now look at what liberation theologians mean by
“love.” Love as a value is more important to liberation theologians
than to anarchists. The fact that, for them, God is love gives them
a different perspective and focus. They believe that God is the
very meaning of human existence. They point to the numerous
references in the New Testament in which the supreme revelation
is that we should love one another as God has loved us. For libera-
tion theologians it is love that creates the equality of brotherhood
and sisterhood.50

48 Gutiérrez is quite clear about what he means by revolution. He says, “To
support the revolution means to abolish the present status quo and to attempt
to replace it with a qualitatively different one; it means to build a just society
based on new relationships of production; it means to attempt to put an end to
domination of some countries by others, of some classes by others, of some people
by others.” Theology, p. 48.

49 Proudhon, “Confessions of a Revolutionary,” Selected Writings, p. 158.
50 For the relation between love and equality see: Leonardo Boff, Jesus Christ

Liberator, trans. Patrick Hughes (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 71; Miranda,
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levels and reaches the same degree as that of the anarchists. For
revolutionary anarchists and theologians alike justice requires in-
dividual, social, economic, and political equality. Concretely, this
means that we should respect the rights of the individual, that
classes and the private ownership of the means of production be
abolished, and that a system of relationships be established where
there is no domination and coercion, but only service—a classless.
Stateless society.

But how do the liberation theologians propose that we get from
here to there? Latin Americans live in a society where equality,
even of opportunity and rights, is nonexistent. How does one at-
tain an authentically free, just and equal society? The only answer
is revolutionary action. The “justice” of liberation theology, as we
have shown, demands that we act. The theologians believe that
through acts that are in accord with justice we usher in the King-
dom of God, not only for the future but in the present.TheKingdom
of God is doing justice. Therefore, the Kingdom of God in which all
will participate in complete brotherhood/sisterhood demands that
we do the work of justice now.46

The most important acts that we are asked to do are acts that
will transform an unjust society. Gutiérrez goes so far as to say that
the only justice is revolutionary justice:

The only justice is the one that goes to the very root
of all injustice, all breach with love, all sin. The only
justice is the one that assaults all the consequences
and expressions of this cleavage of friendship. The
only justice is the definitive justice that builds, start-
ing right now, in our conflict filled history, a Kingdom
in which God’s love will be present and exploitation
abolished.47

46 Sobrino, Christology, pp. 120–21.
47 Gutiérrez, “God’s Revelation and Proclamation in History,” Power, p. 14.
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eliminated.42 Such ownership, they claim, leads to differentiating
wealth, which, by its very nature, means the inequality of classes.43

Liberation theologians do not suggest that all wealth and pri-
vate possession be abolished and that everyone lead ascetic lives.
Liberation theologians believe that wealth as such is good.44 we are
given the earth so that we may use its bounty, but we are to use it
only in a way that can be shared by all.

As with the anarchists, liberation theologians disagree on the
criteria for the distribution of wealth. Miranda, for example, points
out that the gospel message requires that distribution be carried
out in a communist manner. Others are more vague on what they
expect. Since this will be covered in more detail in a later chapter,
I will merely say that whatever the criteria of distribution, the lib-
eration theologians demand that it not result in povery for some
and wealth for others, nor should there be exploitation, coercion,
or spoliation.

Finally, liberation theologians hold that equality must be real-
ized on the political level. We have already seen that they agree
with the anarchists in believing that authentic justice is not es-
tablished by any authority. And we have seen that in liberation
theology filiation in Christ means that no person, institution, or
system can have dominion over another. Applying this to the po-
litical realm would establish a system where political power was
not one of coercion, of authority and decree, but rather one that
serves all people. Miranda states that justice (and therefore equal-
ity) demands that we abolish the State and the law.45

Except for some details regarding distribution of wealth, the
equality spoken of by the liberation theologian touches the same

42 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Freedom and Salvation,” in Liberation and Change (At-
lanta: John Knox, 1977), p. 77.

43 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, pp. 16–7.
44 Ignacio Ellacuría, Freedom Made Flesh, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.:

Orbis, 1976), p. 153.
45 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 61.
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While studies have shown the close connection between libera-
tion theology and Marxism, no one has probed the relationship be-
tween liberation theology and anarchism.This studywill show that
in many of its most prominent themes liberation theology has an
anarchist dimension. Its particular ethical concern with freedom,
justice, equality, and love, its denunciation of political and eco-
nomic structures of domination, its emphasis on action, its cham-
pioning of all oppressed people, its realistic consideration of the
issue of violence, and its vision of a future free from all servitudes
reveal an indebtedness to anarchism.

This study will also examine some of the sources that have
helped lead liberation theology in an anarchist direction. The anar-
chist elements in the Bible, the example of primitive Christianity,
the example of popular religious movements, the progressive ele-
ments within the Church, the anarchist components of Marxism,
and the influence of certain Latin American political activists and
theoreticians have all contributed to the anarchist dimension of
liberation theology.
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Preface

While studies have shown the close connection between liber-
ation theology and Marxism, no one has probed the relationship
between liberation theology and anarchism. I became aware of a
link between the two when I discovered that many of the intellec-
tual sources of liberation theology had been strongly influenced by
anarchist thought. When I further discovered that some anarchists
and liberation theologians were inspired bymany of the same bibli-
cal texts, the connection becamemore evident.Thewritings of José
Porfirio Miranda finally convinced me that my intuitions were ac-
curate. Liberation theology has an anarchist dimension. Its particu-
lar ethical concern with freedom, justice, and love, its denunciation
of political and economic structures of domination, its emphasis on
action, and its vision of a future free from all servitudes reveal an
indebtedness to anarchism. This work will examine in detail these
and other anarchist themes in thework of some of the leading Latin
American theologians.

The structure of each chapter, with the exception of the first
and the last, is the same throughout the work. I examine the anar-
chist view on a particular theme showing differences among the
anarchists when significant. This is followed by an examination of
the ideas of the liberation theologians on these same themes. Not
all themes found in liberation theology have been used. Only those
revealing a definite anarchist message were considered.

Because of the great diversity of anarchist thought and be-
cause this work examines issues of a social naturet only certain
anarchists were included. I did not elucidate the thought of the
individualist anarchists Max Stirner and Benjamin Tucker, .but

6

lief that we are all brothers and sisters in Christ.38 There is nei-
ther male nor female, slave nor free. We are all equal in that we
are children of God and share in Christ’s sonship.39 When a rup-
ture occurs in this brotherhood/sisterhood relationship injustice
has dominion.40 Injustice, is a departure from that for which we
were created—equality. As the theologians see it, injustice is found
in all instances where one person is set above another, whether it
be master over slave, or one institution over another as in some
hierarchical, authoritarian system.

As we have seen, liberation theologians believe that brother-
hood and sisterhood in Christ establishes equality on the individ-
ual level. “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you”
is the command that recognizes dignity and demands respect. This
command is the heart of liberation theology’s message of justice.

But because personal justice is bound up with social justice,
equality too must be looked at on the social level. Liberation the-
ologians, therefore, hold that social equality is the primary concern
of the Gospel message. Personal equality cannot exist unless so-
cial and economic equality also exist. Liberation theologians realize
that this means that class division must be abolished.41 Equality in
a class society is a contradiction. They also realize that this means
that the private ownership of the means of production must be

the formula ‘Love uour neighbor as yourself’ (Matthew 22:3940) as well as in the
formula ‘Whatever you want men to do to you, do this to them’ (Matthew 7:12).
For anyone without systematic preconceptions, the latter formula must appear to
be a norm of the most elementary justice…Indeed in all laws this rule is the norm
of equality; and equality is a matter of justice.” Jose’ Porfirio Miranda, Marx And
the Bible, trans. John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1974), p. 63.

38 Gustavo GutiJrrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” The Power of
the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), pp. 67–8.

39 Gutiérrez, Power, pp. 67–8.
40 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 269.
41 Gustavo Gutiérrez. “Faith as Freedom,” in Living with Change, Experience,

Faith, ed. Francis A. Eigo and Silvio E. Fittipaldi (Vilanova, Pennsylvania: Vilanova
Univ. Press, 1976), p. 25.
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From this one can conclude that to do justice onemust know the
meaning of justice and to know the meaning of the word one must
look within to the covenant of God written in the heart. For libera-
tion theologians, like the anarchists, there is a sense of immanence
connected with justice.The principal difference between the libera-
tion theologians’ concept of immanence and the anarchist concept
is that for the former it is God who plants the notion of justice in
the hearts of men. There is a divine element that is absent from the
thought of most anarchists. The God of liberation theology is inti-
mately connected with our lives in that we only encounter Him/
Her in concrete actions toward our neighbor. We know God when
we do justice to our neighbor. In a sense, then, we can say that the
God of liberation theology is an immanent God.

Not only do liberation theologians characterize justice as an im-
manent value, but they also characterize it as a value that must be
expressed in concrete action. The fact that justice is done throws
it into the realm of the concrete. Although the theologians believe
that a recognition of the rights of the poor is necessary to create
just conditons of life, this recognition is at most an internal atti-
tude. Thus in order for just conditons of life to prevail, there must
be concrete actions toward others.

The liberation theologians also show that an analysis of the con-
crete historical situation, especially its socioeconomic structure, is
necessary before we can determine exactly what actions justice re-
quires. Miranda says: “If we are not to talk about abstractions such
as… ‘justice’ wemust analyze the split of society into two classes.”36

It is also apparent that in order for there to be just conditions
of life, there must also be equality. For liberation theologians the
radical equality of all human beings is one of the most important
messages of the New Testament.37 This equality consists of the be-

36 José PorfirioMiranda,Marx Against the Marxists, trans. John Drury (Mary-
knoll, New York: Orbis Books, 1980), p. 146.

37 Miranda is quite clear about the relationship between equality and justice.
He says: “And for Matthew the law and the prophets are synthesized both in
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concentrated on those anarchists who have shown a strong social
interest—Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Tolstoy, Sorel, and to a
lesser extent, Alexander Berkman.

Likewise, I selected only those liberation theologians who have
exhibited a common social and religious consciousness. Only those
open to a class analysis of the Latin American situation and sensi-
tive to social and economic concerns were included in this work.
All, with the exception of Miguez Bonino, are Roman Catholic.

The biblical quotations used in this work are from the revised
standard version. All interpretations of these quotations are from
the liberation theologians. Although I am not a biblical scholar I
realize that many of these interpretations are not the usual ones.
If problems of exegesis arise, one must remember that liberation
theologians interpret the scripture from the unique perspective of
a revolutionary situation. They claim that theology is never disin-
terested, but always serves to justify a particular social or ecclesial
order.Their interest is to joinwith the poor and oppressed in chang-
ing the world and they propose to justify a social and eccesial order
free from all forms of domination and coercion. Interpretations of
scripture are made with these interests in mind.

With some hesitancy I expose the anarchist dimension of lib-
eration theology. If theologians in Latin America have been cen-
sured for their Marxist sympathies, what actions might be brought
against them for their anarchist views? My hope is that those who
read this work will come to a more complete understanding of the
positive aspects of anarchism and will see in liberation theology a
manifestation of these postive aspects. The political terrorism and
pointless violence sometimes associated with anarchism are not es-
sential to this philosophy. What is essential is an optimistic view of
human nature, a realistic and concrete approach to ethical, political,
and economic matters, a suspicion of all hierarchies, and a realiza-
tion that a revolution by all the oppressed is necessary to attain
liberation. Enemies of liberation theology who wish to condemn
it for sharing these anarchist elements will discover no support in

7



this text. Friends of liberation theology will not feel threatened but
will find the anarchist dimension an enriching insight into an in-
triguing theology.

8

poor and to show that this is the means to our salvation here on
earth. Although they do not use the anarchist words “immanence”
and “transcendence” when referring to justice, they suggest that
the justice of their concern is immanent.

Sobrino recognizes that one cannot do the work of justice as
long as one fails to denounce the will to power.31This seems to in-
dicate that justice and authority are antithetical. Those who are in
postions of authority, and these include lawmakers, cannot know
justice. A tension consequently occurs between justice and law-
makers as well as between justice and law. Even more specifically,
Miranda tells us that justice demands that we abolish law.32 Justice,
then is not a result of law. It is not something handed to us by law
or authority or any external pressure. Justice, for these liberation
theologians, is above the law. It is even above the law of religion.33

But if liberation theologians do not believe that external author-
ities can know justice, how can it be known? According to the the-
ologians we can know justice as an internal value or attitude. Al-
though Gutidrrez claims that “Peace, justice, love and freedom are
not private realities,” he believes they are discovered in the hearts
of man.34 He says that in Jeremiah 31:33–34 God promises his peo-
ple that to knowHim theywill no longer need to look outside them-
selves. The covenant of God is written in the hearts of the people
and this is how they will know God. But, Gutiérrez reminds us, to
know God is to do justice. “The God of Biblical revelation is known
through interhuman justice. When justice does not exist, God is
not known…”35

31 Jon Sobrino, Christology at the Crossroads, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 122.

32 José PorfirioMiranda,Marx and the Bible, trans. John Eagleson (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1974), p. 61.

33 José Miguez Bonino, Christians and Marxists (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1976), p. 65.

34 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 167.

35 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 195.

45



powers for their benefit without expecting anything
in return. These unselfish feelings and habits…alone
deserve, in my opinion, the name of morality.30

The heroic love that Kropotkin describes as “morality” is a
supreme act of the will. Though it may be based on instinct and
feeling, it is the willingness to lay down one’s life so that justice,
freedom, and equality may prevail. It is the identification with
the feelings of the oppressed to the point of self-sacrifice; freely
giving more than one expects in return. It goes beyond equality,
beyond justice. It might even be said to go beyond reason.

What is important in the anarchist conception of love is that
there be a love that will transform society and that will ultimately
prevail. Until there is a love that implies freedom and equality,
there will be no peace on earth.

We now have the task of showing that liberation theology is, in-
deed, anarchist in its conception of justice, equality, and love. One
thing is certain, these concepts play as important a part in libera-
tion theology as they do in anarchist philosophy. The new society
to which both aspire is seen by them as being perfectly moral. Al-
though their ideal seems utopian, it has consequences in the con-
crete situation of the present. The morality sought in fulfillment
of society is also the morality that motivates revolutionary action.
But more on this later. For now we must look at justice.

There is no peace without justice! If there is one value that lib-
eration theologians hold as dearly as freedom, it is justice. Justice
as a value is so important to liberation theologians that most be-
lieve that we cannot know God unless we do justice. According to
them, it is justice that the prophets of the Old Testament were sent
to proclaim and it is justice that was the primary value and activ-
ity of Jesus. They believe that Jesus was sent to do justice to the

30 Kropotkin, Ethics, p. 30.
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Chapter I. The Anarchist
Sources of Liberation Theology

One of the well-known facts about liberation theology is that it
is closely associated with the Marxist tradition. Many of the most
prominent Latin American theologians openly quote Marx and
Marxist sources. It is not as well-known that much of the influence
Marx had on liberation theology derives from the anarchist ele-
ments in Marx’s own thought. Nor is it generally recognized that
many of liberation theology’s most important claims are anarchist.
Many factors, including Marx’s influence, have contributed to
the anarchist components of this relatively new Latin American
theological phenomenon. The anarchist elements in the Bible,
the example of primitive Christianity, the example of popular
religious movements, the progressive elements within the Church,
the anarchist components in Marxism, and the influence of certain
Latin American political activists and theoreticians with anarchist
leanings have all contributed to shaping liberation theology.

The Bible is the most important source of liberation theology. It
is so important that it has been said to be the only source of liber-
ation theology.1 All other sources derive from a tradition that was
begun in the Old Testament, was carried through in the New Testa-
ment, and has been sustained throughout history. It is a tradition
that reacts against all forms of domination and oppression.

1 José Combi in,The Church and the National Security State (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), p. 4.
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chists to have all the characteristics of justice: it is immanent, con-
crete, and requires equality and revolutionary action. For Proud-
hon, especially, this is the love that will perfect society.27 This type
of love is the same as the virtue of justice, not as a sense of duty,
but as freely “doing unto others.”28

Another type of love found in anarchist political thought is
heroic love. We see this type of love most clearly in the writings
of Kropotkin. Although he is reluctant to use the word “love” to la-
bel this particular human endeavor, there seems little doubt that it
could be given this name. What he calls “morality” is synonymous
with what I call heroic love. Consider what he says of the principle
of morality:

…[it is] total abandonment of the idea of revenge, of
“due reward”…[it is] freely giving more than one ex-
pects from his neighbors…29

He also says:

But in proportion as relations of equity and justice
are solidly established in the human community,
the ground is prepared for the further and the more
general development of more refined relations, under
which man understands and feels so well the bearing
of his actions on the whole of society that he refrains
from offending others, even though he may have to
renounce on that account the gratification of some of
his own desires… (Thus] he so identifies his feelings
with those of others that he is ready to sacrifice his

27 Proudhon, System, p. 410.
28 Although Proudhon believed that in some sense, love is above justice, he

also equates the two. Thus he says, “On Earth justice is eternally the condition of
love.”Quoted byHenri de Lubac,TheUn-Marxian Socialist, trans. R. E. Scantlebury
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1948), p. 223.

29 Kropotkin, Mutual Aid, p. 250.
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There is no one definition of love on which all anarchists agree.
But from the combined thought of Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin,
and Tolstoy, one may construct an anarchist picture of love along
with the role it should have in the evolution of the new social order.

Proudhon and Tolstoy recognize love as a natural instinct, but
it is Kropotkin’s “instinct of solidarity” expressed in mutual aid
that best describes that love.23 For Kropotkin, this instinct, which
is natural to humans and to other social animals, is necessary for
the survival and progress of the species. While competition and
the will to power are also natural tendencies in the animal world,
solidarity and mutual aid are more advantageous. Progress occurs
in human society when mutual aid is allowed to develop. In fact,
all elements of progress can be attributed to mutual aid.24

This instinct of solidarity is based, according to Kropotkin, on
a primitive, unconscious awareness that the happiness of each is
dependent on the happiness of all. It is an instinct whichmoves one
to help and serve others even when it might be costly to oneself.25

This basic and unconscious love gives rise to the conscious sen-
timents of justice and equality.26 Here another form of love enters
the picture—love as justice. This type of love is shown by the anar-

23 Tolstoy says of love: “…this love of men among one another is their natu-
ral condition in which children are born according to Christ’s words and in which
all men must live until this condtion is influenced by fraud, error, or temptation.”
Tolstoy, “What I Believe,” in A Confession.The Gospel in Brief. What I Believe, trans.
Aylmer Maude (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1958), p. 524. Proudhon also believes
that love is a natural instinct. He says: “There exists a law, older than our lib-
erty, promulgated from the beginning of the world, completed by Jesus Christ,
preached and certified by apostles, martyrs, confessors, and virgins, graven on
the hearts of man, and superior to all metaphysics; it is Love…To fulfill this law
and make himself happy man needs only to follow the inclination of his heart
and listen to the voice of his sympathies.” System, p. 410.

24 Kropotkin, “Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,” Revolutionary Pam-
phlets, p. 139.

25 Kropotkin, Mutual Aid, ed. Paul Avrich (New York: New York Univ. Press,
1972), p. 22.

26 Kropotkin, Ethics, p. 30.
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José Porfirio Miranda has no trouble labeling this tradition a
“radical anarchism.”2 As evidence, he points to the first Biblical
teaching on government, the radical messages in the Gospel, and
the antilaw teachings of St. Paul.

In Judges 8:22–23 and Samuel 8:6–7, the oldest biblical teach-
ings concerning government, we see the beginning of a distinctly
anarchist trend. In these passages God does not give legitimacy
to social power structures but opposes them. The monarchy that
was founded in Israel was in direct opposition to the will of God.
According to Miranda, these passages show that “God and human
beings cannot reign at the same time.”3 When we examine these
passages within the context of the prophetic tradition and its cor-
responding idea of a covenant we see that this negative idea toward
government and authority is part of a theme that pervades much
of the Old Testament.

The foundation of community established in the covenant was
that of common assent to a group of norms binding on the mem-
bers. The law was not something imposed by a kingly power struc-
ture but was based on common agreement. However, a new ar-
rangement based on coercive power with all its abuses was estab-
lished by David and Solomon. What had been the revolutionary
anarchist aspect of theMosaic tradition became reversed. Amonar-
chy was established against the will of God. And from the oppres-
sion resulting from monarchical rule the prophetic tradition was
born.4

This anarchist tradition did not stopwith theOld Testament, but
was carried into the New Testament. One of the first, and perhaps
the most powerful anarchist passages is Luke 1:51–55. In this pas-
sage Mary praises a God who has “scattered the proud in the imag-

2 José Porfirio Miranda, Communism in the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 73.

3 Miranda, Communism, p. 72.
4 GeorgeMendenhall,TheTenth Generation (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ.

Press, 1973), p. 73.
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ination of their hearts… put down the mighty from their thrones,
and exalted those of low degree…”Miranda claims that this passage
is Luke’s way of summing up the Kingdom and that, faithful to the
prophetic tradition, it is not just a question of one particular set of
rulers but of every class of ruler.5

Miranda also points out that Matthew 6:24 and Mark 1:15
help show that Jesus’ message was “the most subversive ever
proclaimed in politics,”6 a message that was also part of the radical
anarchist tradition.

The epistles of St. Paul likewise exhibit an anarchist component.
As Miranda explicates the Pauline texts:

Paul wants a world without law. Exegesis which
avoids this fact makes an understanding of the
Pauline message impossible. Neither Kropotkin nor
Bakunin nor Marx nor Engels made assertions against
the law more powerful and subversive than those
which Paul makes.7

And:

Paul believes in a world without law and without gov-
ernment…8

Although Miranda is perhaps the only liberation theologian to
connect explicitly the biblical message with anarchism, he is not
the only one to discover an anarchist message in the Bible. Euro-
pean anarchists were among the first to recognize the anarchist
dimension of the Bible. Proudhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin, Tolstoy,

5 Miranda, Communism, p. 72,
6 Miranda, Communism, p. 73.
7 José PorfirioMiranda,Marx and the Bible, trans. John Eagleson (Maryknoll,

N.Y.: Orbis, 1974), p. 187.
8 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 257.
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take upon ourselves the defense of the interests of the terribly mal-
treated people and demand their economic and social emancipation
along with political freedom.”18 Justice motivates the oppressed as
well.Through revolution a new society based on the fulness of free-
dom, justice, and equality will hopefully be realized. As Bakunin
says, “the task of socialism is the creation of the Kingdom of jus-
tice on earth.”19

The last anarchist virtue to be examined is love. Although love
does not play as significant a role in the anarchist ethical philoso-
phy as justice and equality, it is an important concept. Proudhon
goes so far as to say that when love becomes the only law, justice
will disappear.20 For him the law of love, which is “superior to all
metaphysics,” is the law that will create a perfect society.21 The
need for justice will disappear when love reigns.

Bakunin also stresses the importance of love. Although he is
suspicious of personal love, he recognizes the imperative of love
and respect for humanity. In the “Revolutionary Catechism” he
says: “To respect the freedom of your fellowman is duty; to love,
help, and serve him is virtue.22

Tolstoy, an anarchist about whom we have said little, gives the
virtue of love a key role in his philosophy. For him, love is the
essence of Christianity and the salvation of mankind. Were all men
to follow the law of love, the Kingdom of God on earth would be-
come a reality.

Although Kropotkin says little about love as such, what he de-
scribes as “mutual aid,” a concept that plays a significant role in his
philosophy, comes very close to what many would call love.

18 Bakunin, Political Philosophy, p. 295.
19 Bakunin, “Federalism, Socialism, Anti-Theologism,” Bakunin on Anarchy,

p. 122.
20 Proudhon, Selected Writings, p. 231.
21 pierre Joseph Proudhon, System of Economic Contradictions (Boston: Ben-

jamin Tucker, 1888), I, 410.
22 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 76.

41



Though dependent on economic equality, political equality is
also basic to anarchist principles of justice.There can be no equality
in a systemwhere any person or group of people rules over another.
Equality cannot exist together with authority. Berkman gives us a
good summary of the anarchist view:

There can be no justice between master and servant.
Nor equality. Justice and equality can exist only among
equals.16

Although justicemay be a natural instinct inman, anarchists be-
lieve that it takes concrete considerations of social, economic, polit-
ical, and individual equality before justice can be realized. Respect
for the individual’s right to equality is basic but respect alone is
not enough. Justice, like freedom, is won through action. The great
principle of justice and equality, “Do unto others as youwould have
them do unto you,” is a principle of action. The focus of the anar-
chists on this principle means that they realize the necessity for ac-
tion.17 Such actions must sometimes go beyond the ordinary. We
cannot “Do unto others…” in a society that ignores such a dictate.
A social transformation is necessary for justice to be the basis of
society. And social transformations require revolutionary actions.

Although a just society requires revolutionary action, revolu-
tionary actions also require justice. Justice, even more than free-
dom, for revolutionary anarchists, is the great motivator of revo-
lutions. For Proudhon, Kropotkin, and Bakunin the impelling mo-
tive of every revolution is justice. It is justice which “urges us to

16 Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism?, p. 49.
17 Kropotkin’s analysis of anarchist morality points explicitly to the relation

of the the principle of equality to action. He says: “By proclaiming ourselves an-
archist, we proclaim beforehand that we disavow any way of treating others in
which we should do not like them to treat us; that we will no longer tolerate the
inequality that has allowed some among us to use their struggle, their cunning or
their ability after a fashion in which it would annoy us to have such qualities used
against ourselves. Equality in all things, the synonym of equity, this is anarchism
in very deed.” “Anarchist Morality,” Revolutionary Pamphlets, p. 99.
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Sorel, and Berkman, among the important anarchists of the nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries, saw and were inspired by its
radical message.

Proudhon admitted that the three most important sources for
his thought were Adam Smith, Hegel, and the Bible.9 Kropotkin
saw in Christ’s teaching a radical equality that conflicted with an
ideology supporting domination and inequality.10 Tolstoy believed
that if every individual followed the pacifist teachings of Christ
all governmental authority would be undermined.11 Sorel claimed
that the Bible is the best revolutionary text for instructing the peo-
ple.12 And Berkman held that if we followed the teaching of Jesus
we would create an anarchist world.13

Most surprising of all is Bakunin’s recognition of the revo-
lutionary content of the Gospel message. Bakunin, who was so
adamantly opposed to religion in his later writings, conceded in
his early years that there was something different about Chris-
tianity. The values of original Christianity were seen as having
revolutionary import:

Freedom, the realization of freedom: who can deny
that this is what today heads the agenda of his-
tory?.i.Revolutionary propaganda is in the deepest
sense the negation of the existing conditions of the
State; for, with respect to its innermost nature, it has
no other program than the destruction of whatever

9 See Ernst Victor Zenker, Anarchism (London: n.p., 1898), p. 35.
10 Peter Kropotkin, Ethics, trans. Louis S. Fiieland and Joseph R. Piroshnikoff

(New York: Dial, 1936), p. 126.
11 Leo Tolstoy, “My Religion,” in My Religion. On Life. Thoughts on God, On

the Meaning of Life, Vol. XVI of The Complete Works of Count Tolstoy, trans. Leo
Wiener (Boston: Dana Estes, 1904), p. 18.

12 From a quote in Georges Sorel, From Georges Sorel, trans. John and Char-
lotte Stanley, ed. John Stanley (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1976), p. 8.

13 Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York: Dover,
1972), p. 75.
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order prevails at the time…We must not only act
politically, but in our politics act religiously in the
sense of freedom, of which the one true expression is
justice and love. Indeed, for us alone, who are called
the enemies of the Christian religion, for us alone is
it reserved, and even made the highest duty even in
the most ardent fights, really to exercise this love, this
highest commandment of Christ and the only way to
true Christianity.14

Another important influence on liberation theology is the ex-
ample of the primitive Christian community. This community rep-
resented one of history’s great milestones when the poor began
to believe in a God who would set them free.15 These early Chris-
tians took political, social, and economic stances that can only be
interpreted as anarchist: they reacted strongly against the dominat-
ing structure of the Roman Empire; they formed decentralized re-
ligious communities; and they adopted egalitarian economic prac-
tices (Acts 4:32).

TheGnostic movement is a good example of the anarchist devel-
opment of early Christianity. In their claims of immanent divinity
and direct access to God, the Gnostics posed a serious threat to
later attempts at Church centralization and hierarchical authority.
It has been said of the Gnostic movement:

Those who expected to “become Christ” themselves
were not likely to recognize the institutional structure
of the church—its bishops, priests, creed, canon, or
ritual—as having ultimate authority.16

14 Michael Bakunin, “The Reaction in Germany,” in Bakunin on Anarchy, ed.,
trans, and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p. 56.

15 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Theology from the Underside of History,” inThe Power
of the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1983), p. 202.

16 Elaine Pagels, The Gnostic Gospels (New York: Random House, 1979), p.
134.

14

that both the interests of society and the interests of the individual
are served.12 No one must be sacrificed for the interests of others.
This suggests that all aspects of social life should be taken into ac-
count in determining if certain individual interests are compatible
with the equality of all.

Once determined that economic class is incompatible with the
interests of all individuals, the abolition of class with all its accom-
panying ranks and privileges becomes necessary. There can be no
equality in a class system.13 The class in power always has privi-
leges and opportunities denied to the underlying population.

Abolition of classes means economic equality. While revolu-
tionary anarchists believe that there should be “no monopoly nor
private ownership of the means of existence,”14 there is not com-
plete agreement on what equality involves in the of distribution
of wealth. Equal distribution does not imply that everyone should
have exactly the same things. Differences in talents and abilities
would require differences in means to realize those talents and
abilities. There must be some differentiation in distribution. Some
(Proudhon, Bakunin) would make the basis of differentiation con-
tingent on ability while others (Kropotkin, Berkman) would make
the basis of differentiation dependent on need. There would still
be equality, but it would be equality of proportion rather than ab-
solute equality. For Proudhon and Bakunin equality would be a
proportion according to “what a man may acquire by his own skill,
productive energy and thrift.”15 For Kropotkin and other commu-
nist anarchists, it would be a proportion according to need. “From
each according to his ability, to each according to need.”

12 Michael Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” in Bakunin on Anarchy, ed.,
trans., and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p. 76.

13 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 99.
14 Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York: Dover,

1972), p. 195.
15 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 234. See also

Proudhon, What is Property?, p. 234.
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clearly the connection of justice and equality.7 For Proudhon, and
other anarchists as well, without equality there can be neither free-
dom nor justice.8 Justice for the anarchists may be defined as the
“recognition of the equality between another’s personality and our
own.”9

For the anarchists the basis of equality between individuals is
respect for human dignity, a respect born not of self-interest but of
a recognition that the personhood of the other is deserving of that
respect.10 This applies equally to enemies and friends. According
to the anarchists we have a right and a duty to respect all human
beings. As we shall see, this does not mean that all human beings
should be treated the same.

More concretely, anarchists believe that the principle of equal-
ity, rather than a levelling of differences, means that each individ-
ual has the right to self realization.This requires that there be equal
opportunity in education and upbringing as well as equal access to
the means for developing one’s special gifts and talents.11

The anarchists do not hold that this self realization means that
individuals be permitted unlimited privileges. Care must be taken

7 Kropotkin, Ethics, p. 269.
8 Michael Bakunin, The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, ed. G.P. Maximoff

(New York: Free Press, 1953), pp. 156–7.
9 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, What is Property?, trans. Benjamin R. Tucker

(New York: H. Fertig, 1966), p. 231.
10 Peter Kropotkin clearly points out that the anarchist conception of equal-

ity means respect for the individual. He says: “The principle of equality sums up
the teaching of the moralists. But it also contains something more. This some-
thing more is respect for the individual. By proclaiming our morality of equality,
or anarchism, we refuse to assume a right which moralists have always taken
upon themselves to claim, that of mutilating the individual in the name of some
ideal…We recognize the full and complete liberty of the individual; we desire for
him plenitude of existence, the free development of all his faculties.” “Anarchist
Morality,” in Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N. Baldwin (New
York: Benjamin Blom, 1968), p. 105.

11 Bakunin, “Principles and Organization of the International Brotherhood,”
Selected Writings, pp. 76–7.
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Also influencing liberation theology is the example of popular
religious movements that, in the spirit of early Christianity,
have proclaimed the anarchist Gospel.17 The Carpocratians rf
Alexandria in the second century; the Beghards, Waldenses, and
Albigenses of the twelth and thirteenth centuries; the Adamites
and the Hussites of the fifteenth century; and the Anabaptists and
early Quakers of the sixteenth and seventeenth century have all
been part of a subterranean stream of anarchism reacting against
domination in one form or another.18

Within the Church’s ranks the monastic tradition continues the
anarchist tradition. Arising from the anarchocommunist spirit of
the early Essenes, the monastic tradition inspires a streak of in-
dependence and community not seen in other aspects of religious
life. Although not widely influential among many liberation the-
ologians, it has managed to inspire at least one very important
theologian—Ernesto Cardenal.19

Last but not least, the Church establishment, in an effort to
adjust to changing historical conditions has opened the door to
a freedom of thought and expression that did not seem possible
at an earlier time. Vatican II was the first step to a new ecclesial
consciousness. Even though liberation theology may have occured
without this progressive turn, there is no question that as it stands
today liberation theology’s freedom to express its radical message
was made possible by the changes brought about by the second
Vatican council.

Turning now to nonreligious sources it may come as a surprise
that Marx is the single most important source of liberation the-
ology’s anarchist dimension. Because of his controversial opposi-
tion to Bakunin, Marx is often deemed a convinced authoritarian

17 Gutiérrez, Power, p. 202.
18 Derry Novak, “Place of Anarchism in the History of Political Thought,”

Review of Politics, 20 (July 1958), pp. 307–329.
19 Philip Berryman, The Religious Roots of Rebellion (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis,

1984), p. 8.
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centralist who vehemently fought against all anarchist doctrines.
Indeed, the strong rivalry between the two central figures in the
International Working Men’s Association prompted him to attack
the policies of anarchism. But, according to Abraham Guillen, this
opposition to anarchism was mostly one of strategy, not of prin-
ciple.20 If we examine Marx’s works, especially his Civil War in
France, the 1871 “Address of the General Council of the Interna-
tional Working Men’s Association,” and the 1872 Preface to the
German edition of the Communist Manifesto, we find that Marx
made some important concessions to anarchist thought. Also, his
early writings, especially his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
of 1844 and hisTheses on Feuerbach, contain themes strikingly anar-
chist in tone. Although it is beyond the scope of this investigation
to ferret out all the anarchist aspects of Marx’s thought, themes
that have had a marked influence on liberation theology should be
brought to che reader’s attention.

Nothing in Marx’s works has influenced liberation theology
more than the notion of praxis, a notion shared in commonwith Eu-
ropean anarchists• Marx’s Theses on Feuerbach, in which this con-
cept appears, is one of the texts most often cited by liberation the-
ologians. According to the notion of praxis, the main purpose of
human thought as well as labor is the transformation of the world.
It is through this transforming activity that humans come to know
the world and to know and forge their own nature. When human
labor is thwarted, as it is in societies with alienating social struc-
tures, humans exercise their freedom by transforming society.

Connected with this is another anarcho-Marxist component—
the “NewMan.” FromMarx’s Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
liberation theologians derive a picture of a new, thoroughly eman-
cipated human being. Should all the structures of alienation be
removed, a new community with a new sense of freedom would

20 Abraham Guillen, Philosophy of the Urban Guerilla, trans, and ed. Donald
C. Hodges (New York: William Morrow, 1973), p. 77.
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This second conception of justice has never prevailed in politi-
cal, judicial, or economic systems but, according to the anarchists,
this will be the justice that will hopefully prevail in the new so-
ciety because without it there can be “no liberty, no republic, no
prosperity, no peace!”5

In addition to being immanent, justice for the anarchists we
have been considering is concrete rather than abstract. I say this
with some reservation because the anarchists never explicitly af-
firm that justice is concrete. When Proudhon claims that “justice is
not merely a relationship, an abstract idea, a fictitious creation of
the intelligence or an act of faith on the part of conscience” but is
“something real…based on those freely moving forces we know to
be realities,”6 he is speaking in a way disconnected from concrete
historical events. And it is true that Proudhon sometimes refers
to “Justice” as if it were a divine entity. But disregarding this cos-
mic reference to justice, it is safe to say most anarchists, including
Proudhon, show an extreme awareness of the concrete instances of
social and economic historywhere injustice occurs.They do not try
to make the situation fit some abstract, absolute definition of jus-
tice. When referring to justice as an instinct or feeling they speak
abstractly, but when justice is considered as an action it is almost
always connected with human beings in concrete, historical situa-
tions.

Focusing now on that which distinguishes justice from other
moral- virtues, we shall turn to the issue of equality. The anar-
chists connect it so intimately with their conception of justice that
it must be considered here as a requirement of justice rather than
as a separate virtue. Equality, if not the defining characteristic of
justice, is its most stringent requirement. As Kropotkin tells us, it
is Proudhon to whom we owe the honor of being the first to show

5 Bakunin, Selected Writings, p. 108.
6 Proudhon, “Theory of Property,” Selected Writings, p. 140.

37



most important ethical concept. It is necessary, then, to knowwhat
anarchists mean by “justice” before we can understand freedom in
its full sense.

When we look at what the anarchists say about justice we see
that it can be conceived in two ways. The first, in what Proudhon
calls the Transcendental System, presents justice as an “external,
objective pressure exerted on the self” by an absolute authority,
be it divine or human.1 Justice in this sense is that which is estab-
lished by a legal code. As such it is absolute and is usually based
on violent acts and established by force.2 This justice by decree, ac-
cording to the anarchists, is that which has prevailed historically.
It primarily serves the interests of those who make the laws, the
ruling powers.3 in capitalist society the law and, therefore, justice
serve those who own private property.

In contrast there is what Proudhon calls the justice of the Imma-
nent System.4 This conception of justice is not a product of external
pressure, rather it is based solely on human conscience. Tais does
not mean that it is subjective and relative. On the contrary, it is
an immanent law inherent in the soul. It is the same in all human
beings and is therefore universal. It differs from the natural law of
the Christians in that, for Proudhon at least, it is totally human and
neither directly nor indirectly connected with the divine. The an-
archists believe that we are aware of this type of justice more as a
feeling or sentiment than as an idea or concept, although for them,
it is both.

1 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, “Justice in the Revolution and in the Church,” in
Selected Writings of Pierre Joseph Proudhon, trans, Elizabeth Fraser, ed. Stewart
Edwards (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor, 1969), p. 251.

2 Michael Bakunin, “On Federalism and Socialism,” in Selected Writings,
trans. Steven Cox and Olive Stevens, ed. Arthur Lehning (London: Jonathan Cape,
1973), p. 107.

3 Peter Kropotkin, Ethics, trans. Louis S. Fiieland and Joseph R. Piroshnikoff
(New York: Dial, 1936), p. 271.

4 Proudhon, Selected Writings, p. 251.
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emerge. In this community each individual would be free to de-
velop his or her capacities and talents to the fullest. Each individual
would take the reins of his or her destiny while remaining responsi-
ble to the community.The freedom of all, according toMarx, would
become the freedom of each.

Another important anarchist component of Marx’s work is the
idea that revolution rather than reform will usher in the new so-
ciety. Although there is an evolutionary aspect to Marx’s thought
in which reforms play a role, the overwhelming emphasis in his
works is on revolution. In the “Address to the Communist League
in 1850” Marx says:

For us the issue cannot be the alteration of private
property but its annihilation, not the soothing over of
class antagonisms but the abolition of classes, not the
improvement of existing society but the formation of
a new one.21

Liberation theologians, in their criticism of develop- mentalist
reforms, reveal their debt toMarx. Because of their convictions that
developmentslist and other reformist programs have led to more
rather than less dependence and oppression in LatinAmerica, some
theologians have concluded that those in positions of domination
will never willingly relinquish control of those structures that keep
them in power. Reforms, in the long run, reenforce that control.
For society to change, according to these theologians, those who
are oppressed by the social structure must rise up and overthrow
the dominant structures and institutions. It is not enough to de-
pose the people in power. What must be done is to eliminate the
roots of oppression, and revolution from below, they believe, is the
only way that this can be accomplished. These liberation theolo-
gians downplay, if not discard, those Marxist components that are

21 Karl Marx, “Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League,”
The Marx-Engels Reader, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New York: W. W.Norton, 1972), p.
367.
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antianarchist. The “dictatorship of the proletariat,” for instance, is
rarely, if ever, mentioned. The Marx of liberation theology is, in
part, an anarchist Marx.

Although the Bible and Marx are the primary sources, other
channels have been important in allowing the entrance of anar-
chist themes into liberation theology. Two Latin American figures
predominate: José Carlos Maricltegui and Che Guevara.22 Each of
these has had a considerable influence on liberation theology, and
each can be shown to have had anarchist leanings.

Throughout most of his life Mariátegui was surrounded by col-
legues and mentors who espoused anarchist ideas. Abraham Valde-
lomar, a close friend, and probably the first to introduceMariátegui
to socialism,was himself strongly influenced by anarchism.Having
lived in Italy when the anarchosyndicalist ideas of Sorel were mak-
ing a significant impact on political thinkers, Valdelomar’s claim
that “myth” plays an important role in guiding the masses on the
path of revolution strongly indicates a Sorelian bent.23

Henri Barbusse, a cofounder of the French communist party,
and one of the most important influences on Mariategui, also
shows his anarchist colors in his belief that both “myth” and
morality play important revolutionary roles, a belief that Mar-
iátegui accepted. Like Valdelomar, Barbusse felt the impact of
Sorelianism. In 1923 he was involved with the journal Clarté at a
time when Sorel’s close friend, Edourd Berth, was appointed to the

22 The influence of Che Guevara on liberation theology is well-known. The
influence of Mariátegui, however, is not as well-known even though Gustavo
Gutiérrez in his book A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad Inda
and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981) refers to Mariátegui on a few
occasions. But, in a personal interview on November 23, 1982, Dr. Josd Miguez
Bonino clearly stated that among the secular influences on liberation theology
Mariátegui was one of the most important .

23 JohnM. Baines, Revolution in Peru (University, Alabama; Univ, of Alabama
Press, 1972), p. 22.
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Chapter III. Revolutionary
Justice

“So Whatever You Wish That Men Would Do To You,
Do So To Them…” (Matthew 7:12)

Man is a social being and only a social, free being can have
morality. Freedom and society are, therefore, necessary for the
moral virtues, especially those of a social nature—justice, equality,
and love. Even Thomas Hobbes, the father of modern liberalism,
recognized that morality is born of society. An atomized, indi-
vidualized, competitive world devoid of society is a world that is
completely nonmoral. But Hobbes, because his philosophy was
a product of a nascent business society, believed that the moral
virtues, especially justice, imposed limits on freedom. The human
being, for him, was completely free only as a competitive, nonso-
cial, amoral being. Hobbes dichotomized freedom and society and,
therefore, dichotomized freedom and morality.

Likewise, freedom in capitalist society is shorn of justice, equal-
ity, and love. But the hope of anarchism and liberation theology is
that there will be a time when the rift will be healed, when freedom
and morality will be rejoined in a new society.

We must now turn to a closer look at this morality, to the social
virtues of justice, equality, and love.

It is true that one needs a certain amount of freedom to act in
accordance with justice, but justice can be said to be above freedom
in that there can be no complete freedom without justice. This is
why some writers have claimed that, for anarchists, justice is the
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message of Christ. Christ the liberator, motivated by love and jus-
tice, called all to freedom. It is he whom we must imitate. Severino
Croatto says:

…once they have grasped the biblical mission of free-
dom as an essential vocation of humankind, Christians
have all the greater commitment to initiate a liberating
process, or to collaborate with it.34

Andwhat is the end result of this process of liberation? For liber-
ation theologians, as for revolutionary anarchists, it is the fullness
of freedom—a new society that is free from all that dominates and
oppresses us. It is a society perfected by love and justice, a society
no longer entrapped by sin. It is a historical Kingdom of God on
earth.

It should be clear, at least in outline, that the conception of free-
dom held by liberation theology is similar to that of revolutionary
anarchism. In what follows, as more details unfold and the picture
is completed, liberation theology, in most of its major parts, will
be shown to be committed to an anarchist conception of the na-
ture and destiny of man—although this commitment has yet to be
acknowledged by any of the major theologians of liberation.

34 José Croatto, Exodus, trans. Salvator Attanasio (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis,
1981), p. 8.

34

editorial board, a time when Clarté took on a distinctly Sorelian
cast.24

Whatever the immediate source, the anarchist ideas of Georges
Sorel made a great impact on Mariátegui’s thinking. According tp
John Baines, a biographer of Mariátegui:

Sorel’s concern for moral standards, and his conserva-
tive insistence on the value of tradition and custom
in men’s lives, paralleled basic and consistent themes
in Mariategui’s own thought. Moreover, his apocalyp-
tic view of revolution deeply influenced the Peruvian.
For Mariátegui also held an eschatological view of the
world .that would be totally changed through sponta-
neous revolution.25

This eschatological view of the world, along with the view that
“myth” and morality are important aids to revolution are funda-
mental anarchist themes in liberation theology.

The other major Latin American secular influence on liberation
theology derives from Che Guevara. Although Che was very much
a Marxist, there is a tone to his writings that strongly suggests an
anarchist leaning. His belief in moral incentives for revolutionary
action, his humanist values, his conception of the “New Man,” his
emphasis on independent revolutionary action by peasants in the
countryside, his belief in action as the best form of propaganda,
and his criticism of vanguard parties are all anarchist themes that
have influenced not only liberation theology, but also the post-
Guevarist Latin American revolutionary movements. In particular,
Che’s heroism and commitment to the oppressed had a deep and
profound effect on Camilo Torres, a guerilla priest who developed
a liberation theology of his own that has had an important impact
throughout Latin America.

24 jack J. Roth The Cult of Violence (Berkeley: Univ, of California Press, 1980),
p. 174.

25 Baines, Revolution, p. 108.
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Other influences on liberation theology that have been linked
to the anarchist tradition include Frantz Fanon, Nicholas Berdyaev,
Herbert Marcuse, Emmanuel Mounier, and Jean Paul Sartre. Each
of these has contributed in some way to the ethical, political, or, in
some cases, the theological views adopted by liberation theology.

Though the theologians may not readily admit the anarchist
aspects of their thought, and may not openly stand in the anar-
chsit ranks, it is certainly impressive that the company they keep
has startlingly anarchist credentials. History has a way of drawing
together those who speak a common language. In this case, the
language of anarchism binds the theologians of liberation to those
who throughout history have championed the victims of political,
soical, and economic domination.
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each other and domination enters human relationships. Dussel
says: “Sin is nothing else but the domination of the ‘other.”31 Sin
disrupts the communion with others and robs us of our freedom.32

Liberation theology affirms that this slavery of sin can be erad-
icated. It affirms that the God who liberated the Jews from slavery
offers us the same liberation. Through Christ we are shown the
way. We are shown that through our action we can attain the King-
dom of Freedom. But this gift of God requires that we act. We must
take the reins of our own destiny as social beings, to create a new
society and a new man.

According to liberation theologians, not any action will do. Be-
cause sin, that which keeps us from being free, is found only in
concrete historical situations and specific embodiments of alien-
ation, the action that liberates us must be concrete, historical, radi-
cal. “Sin (the basic alienation) demands a radical liberation, which
necessarily includes liberation of a political nature. Only by partic-
ipating aggressively and effectively in the historical process of lib-
eration can we point a finger at the basic alienation that underlies
every partial form of alienation.”33 The theologians believe that we
are therefore called to revolutionary action; we are called to trans-
form all those social structures that keep us from being free; we are
called to act in freedom and for freedom.

To undertake this type of revolution requires a new conscious-
ness, a new man. This new man of the liberation theologians is
both now and in the future. The new man is revolutionary man
motivated by love and justice. It is this new man who will create
the new man of the future.

So we see that for the liberation theologian morality motivates
the Christian revolutionary to act. For the theologians this was the

31 Enrique D. Dussel, “Historical and Philosophical Presuppositions for Latin
American Theology,” in Frontiers of Theology in Latin America, trans. John Drury,
ed. Rosino Gibellini (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p. 208.

32 See Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 176–177.
33 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Frontiers, p. 21.
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an opportunity for the flesh, but through love of one another be ser-
vants of one another. For the law is fulfilled in one word ‘You shall
love your neighbor as yourself (Galatians 5:13–14).’” And where
there is love and equality there is justice. In justice we “do unto
others” out of mutual respect. To be free, in this sense, means be-
ing a slave to justice (Romans 6:18).

From what the liberation theologians tell us about Genesis and
the nature of sin we can construct an historical picture of freedom
that is quite similar to that of the anarchists. The language of the
theologians is religious but the message is similar. From what the
theologians tell us we see that the original human freedom is in-
timately connected with society and labor; we see the loss of that
freedom through sin; we see a way to regain the freedom that was
lost; and we look toward the final recovery of freedom in the ful-
ness of time.

Liberation theologians tell us that according to Genesis human
beings were created in the image and likeness of God. This image
and likeness, we are told, is one of freedom.27 God exercises free-
dom as the omnipotent creator of all things, and we are likewise
called to exercise our freedom as creative beings. We were made to
transform the Earth, to dominate nature, and to create civilization.
Through our labor we become more perfectly human and, conse-
quently, more perfectly free.28

This freedom for which we were created is not the freedom to
do as we please.29 Rather it is a freedom in solidarity with all—a
social freedom, a freedom to love, a freedom to work for the good
of man.30

When sin enters the picture, however, the freedom for which
we were created vanishes. Human beings become alienated from

27 Combiin, Church, p. 41.
28 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 159.
29 comblin, “Freedom and Liberation as Theological Concepts,” Mystical, pp.

98–99,
30 Comblin, Church, p. 41.

32

Chapter II. Call to Freedom

“For you were Called to Freedom Brethren…”
(Galatians 5:13)

One of liberation theology’s most important values is freedom.
Freedom is both the basis for action and the goal. Even the word
“liberation” implies a process of acquiring and recovering freedom.1
The Latin American situation is such that a cry for freedom is in-
evitable. Whenever a people are subjugated, oppressed, or coerced
by abusive external powers, there cannot help but arise a reaction
to that situation. Liberation theology, committed as it is to the poor
and oppressed, gives voice to those nameless, voiceless ones who
cry out against their masters. In Latin America liberation theol-
ogy is a call for a new Exodus, a freeing of the people of God
from a tyrannical colossus—U.S. imperialism and its junior partners
among the financial oligarchies in each country. It is also a call for
liberation from all those forms of servitude and dependence that
flow from this basic and deadly subjugation.

It is not surprising that this emphasis on freedom would
have something in common with anarchism. Anarchism is the
quintessential philosophy of freedom. There is no concern more
deeply felt by anarchists than the concern for freedom. Its defini-
tion expresses that concern. All anarchists, whether individualists
or communist, see freedom as the central characteristic of their
philosophy. As Alexander Berkman says, “Anarchism means that

1 Hugo Assmann, Theology for a Nomad Church, trans. Paul Burns (Mary-
knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1976), p. 47.
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you should be free.”2 Anarchists believe that freedom is the goal
of society; that freedom is the motivating force of the oppressed
classes and that it is the means of human fulfillment.

But a common emphasis on freedom is not sufficient to show
that the freedom of the liberation theologian is the same as that of
the anarchist. We must look more closely at the characteristics and
consequences of freedom before we can say that liberation theol-
ogy shares this anarchist concern.

A careful distinction must be made between the anarchist and
the liberal conceptions of freedom. Although anarchism has been
accused of being a disguised form of liberalism,3 this accusation
cannot stand up when we examine anarchism in depth.

What is liberal freedom and what are its consequences? Con-
sidering freedom abstractly and generally, the liberal believes that
one should be free to do what one wants, as long as it does not
obviously harm someone else.4 Connected with this is the notion
of the inalienable right to private property.

This seems innocuous enough. But upon closer scrutiny and
considering the consequences in concrete situations a picture
emerges that is incompatible with the liberty of all huamn beings.

Bakunin and Kropotkin associate this liberal notion of freedom
with an extreme individualism that, in consequence, sets person
against person; the freedom of one is restricted by the freedom

2 Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York: Dover,
1972), p. xxvi.

3 Lenin says, “…we must say to you bourgeois individualists that your talk
about absolute freedom is sheer hypocricy.There can be no real and effective ‘free-
dom’ in a society based on the power of money, in a society in which the masses
of working people live in poverty and the handful of rich live like parasites…This
absolute freedom is a bourgeois or an anarchist phrase (since, as a world outlook,
anarchism is bourgeois philosophy turned inside out).” V. I. Lenin, “The Organiza-
tion and Party Literature,” The Lenin Anthology, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New York:
Norton, 1975), p. 151.

4 John Stuart Mill,On Liberty, ed. Elizabeth Rapaport (Indianopolis: Hackett,
1978), p. 9.
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…liberty is a new kind of common life, a mutual rela-
tionship based on equality and cooperation.24

On love, Comblin also says:

Freedom and love are equivalent. Love is free and free-
dom produces love.25

Not only are justice, equality, and love necessary for freedom,
but freedom is necessary for justice, equality, and love. All are in-
terdependent.

The liberation theologians turn to the Bible to support their so-
cial view of freedom. They emphasize the fact that the life of Jesus
was one of interaction and social exchange. Jesus, they believe, ex-
ercised his freedom, not in isolation from others, not in the devel-
opment of an interior, private life of contemplation, but in social
communion. In both his life and his message this social aspect of
freedom predominates. Theologians believe that this view of free-
dom is not limited to the New Testament, but is a theme also woven
throughout the Old. “Man in the Bible lives his life, like Jesus, in
interdependence with others, or the totality of men. The biblical
people are a collective responsibility. Freedom consists in mutual
responsibility for all and for the very development of collective re-
sponsibility,”26

This description of social freedom is closely tied to the ideas of
justice, equality, and love. Collective responsibility means that we
serve one another not as servant to master but as equals. “For you
were called to freedom brethren; only do not use your freedom as

24 José Combiin, The Church and the National Security State (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), p. 161.

25 Combi in, Church, p. 148.
26 Jose Combi in, “Freedom and Liberation as Theological Concepts,” in The

Mystical and Politicd Dimension of the Christian Faith, ed. Gustavo Gutiérrez and
Claude Geffré (New York: Herder and Herder, 1974), p. 98.
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toward the ruling class, the law, and the religious authorities of his
time. He neither yielded to their threats of death and punishment,
nor did he take an unyielding, inflexible position against them.
Rather he always consulted the “signs of the times,” measuring
his own actions and attitudes by their relation to the world of
the poor. His actions were strongly prophetical, showing a deep
awareness of the historical conditions in which he lived.21

As Hugo Echegaray clearly states:

The practice of Jesus will make clear to us the radical
freedomwith which he acted, precisely because his ac-
tivity did not abstract in any idealistic way from the
concrete social, cultural, and economic conditions in
which it was carried on. On the contrary, the freedom
of Jesus demonstrates its history-making power to the
extent that it immersed itself in those conditions and
went on to transform them.22

Freedom for liberation theology is preeminently social. Free-
dom in terms of isolated individuals does not exist. There really are
no isolated individuals. Freedom is therefore never solely private
nor internal. According to the Marxist-leaning theologians, free-
dom is a social reality implying a historical liberation. Along with
being social it is dependent upon justice, equality, and love.

On justice Ellacuría says:

…the struggle to inculcate justice is a basic feature of
liberty.23

On equality, Combiin says:

21 Hugo Echegaray, The Practice of Jesus, trans. Matthew J. O’Connell (Mary-
knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1984), pp. 90–93.

22 Echegaray, Practice, p. 14.
23 Ellacuría, Freedom, p. 110.
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of another.5 This type of freedom is suited to an economic system
that creates conditions of competition between classes and among
members of each class. It is also suited to an economic system in
which those privileged by private property are free to exploit the
labor of others while the “unprivileged” propertyless masses are
free to have empty stomachs.

This is not the anarchist conception of freedom. Distinct from
the liberal notion, freedom for the anarchist is tied to specific his-
torical conditions. Any attempt to consider liberty per se is an error,
he believes, because the attempt to abstract freedom from concrete
conditions usually leads to consequences in which many are ex-
cluded from the material necessities that help make them free. To
know freedom is to know history, economic conditions, reality. To
know freedom is to act for freedom. The anarchist conception of
freedom is not absolute, but is relative to the times and to the laws
of nature and society.

Bakunin especially tied liberty to the concrete world. For him
freedom could only be materialistic, realistic, and collectivistic.6
Freedom must take into account all authorities that oppress
whether they be divine, collective, or individual. Bakunin recog-
nized that freedom is bound to society and can only exist in a
social situation.7 For him there could be no intellectual or moral
emancipation without material emancipation. Only by collective
and social labor can humans free themselves from the “yoke
of external nature.”8 To be sure, Bakunin spoke at times about
freedom in abstract and idealistic terms, saying that “freedom

5 Peter Kropotkin, “Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,” inKropotkin’s Rev-
olutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N. Baldwin (New York: Benjamin Blom, 1968),
p. 141 and Michael Bakunin, “The Paris commune and the Idea of the State,” in
Bakunin on Anarchy, ed., trans, and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New
York: Knopf, 1972), p. 262.

6 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 236.
7 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 238.
8 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 236.
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is an absolute right of every adult man and woman.”9 However,
it is generally regarded that the anarchist notion of freedom is
concrete and tied to reality.10 It might even be said that because of
Bakunin’s realistic approach he was able to recognize more clearly
than Marx the dangers to that freedom from a bureaucratic State.

Another characteristic of this anarchist notion of freedom has
already been mentioned—freedom is social. We must not confuse
the egoistic, individualistic liberty of liberal thought with the
individuality that a social, collectivist notion of freedom entails.
Kropotkin makes this distinction clear in his essay “Modern
Science and Anarchism.” There he says that the full development
of individuality stands in contrast to the “individualism” of
middle-class intellectuals. This latter individualism is seen as
the chief obstacle to individuality. Why? Because in a capitalist
system, the majority of people do not have the leisure to develop
their individual gifts.11 Individuality in capitalist society is sham
individuality.

Freedom for revolutionary anarchists is freedom for the individ-
ual, but it is not freedom for the isolated individual. It is possible
only when the freedom of every individual is embraced. Far from
the freedom of one individual being a limitation on the freedom of
another, the freedom of each depends on the freedom of all.

9 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 76.
10 Rudolf Rocker recognizes that the anarchist idea of freedom is relative and

concrete. He says, “Even freedom is only a realative, not an absolute concept, since
it tends constantly to become broader and to affect wider circles in more manifold
ways. For the Anarchist, freedom is not an abstract philosophical concept, but the
vital concrete possibility for every human being to bring to full development all
the power, capacities and talents with which nature has endowed him and turn
them to social account.” Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho-Syndicalism; Theory and Practice
(Indore City: Modern Publishers, 1947), p. 29.

11 Peter Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” in The Essential
Kropotkin, ed Emile Capouya and Keitha Tompkins (New York: Liveright, 1975),
p. 73.
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them liberation theologians. What distinguishes liberation theolo-
gians from others is a recognition that the starting point of theol-
ogy is a commitment to the poor in their real, historic conditions.
Ellacuría says it quite nicely:

This Christian liberty affects themost personal life and
being of individual beings, but it does so in the full con-
crete web of history. If we acknowledge the reality of
this concrete web of history, then any purely interior
liberty is utopian, partial and inhuman.19

Gutiérrez would agree:

To conceive of history as a process of the liberation
of man is to consider freedom as a historical conquest;
it is to understand that the step from the abstract to
a real freedom is not taken without a struggle against
all the forces that oppress man…20

Liberation theologians believe that the biblical message of free-
dom is also clearly historical, that the Bible never speaks of freedom
unless there is some concrete situation to which it is related. They
believe that this is especially clear in the Old Testament where free-
dom means freedom from certain conditions of slavery either in
Egypt or among the chosen people; where it means freedom from
unjust authorities, kings, and landlords. Nowhere is freedom dis-
cussed as ‘ a concept divorced from history.

Liberation theologians also recognize that the New Testament
gives a similar historical message. When they look at the life and
practice of Jesus they see a man who exercised his freedom within
a historical context. Jesus showed great freedom in his actions

19 Ignacio Ellacuría, Freedom Made Flesh, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1976), p. 108.

20 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 32.
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completed and where human nature is fulfilled.17 Most of all, for
the revolutionary anarchist, it will be a society where there is no
monolithic, hierarchical institution to lord it over us. In short, it
will be a Churchless and Stateless society.

We turn now to liberation theology to see in what ways its no-
tion of freedom resembles that of the anarchists.

If there is one thing that liberation theology and revolutionary
anarchism have in common it is that the freedom, which they em-
phasize, goes far beyond the freedom of liberalism. Liberal freedom
for the liberation theologian is a guise, an appearance, a word only.
What it hides is the oppression of the capitalist system, an oppres-
sion that hurts not only the lower classes but also the “lower” na-
tions. Latin America and all of the Third World nations are victims
of the “oppression and spoliation inflicted in the name of ‘modern
freedom and democracy’ and by its bearers.”18 Liberation theology,
which questions all ideologies, penetrates the guise of liberal free-
dom.The capitalist system, supported by liberalism, turns theThird
World nations into nations dominated by the great metropolitan
powers.

Liberation theologians also share with anarchists a concrete,
historical approach to freedom. As mentioned earlier, their empha-
sis on freedom arises from an acute awareness of the situation of
dominated people. Whenever they speak of freedom it is either in
connection with some historical situation of domination or else to
explain that freedom is historical.

There are a few Latin American theologians who take an inte-
rior, existentialist approach to freedom, but I would hesitate to call

17 The final chapter will have a much more detailed account of this last form
of liberty.

18 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Two Theological Perspectives,” in The Emergent
Gospel, ed. Virginia Fabella and Sergio Torres (Markknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p.
235.
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Bakunin is the most vocal in this regard. In an article written in
1871 he says:

Man completely realizes his individual freedom aswell
as his potentiality only through the individuals who
surround him, and thanks only to the labor and the
collective power of society. Without society he would
remain the most stupid and the most miserable among
all the other ferocious beasts… Society, far from de-
creasing his freedom, on the contrary creates the in-
dividual freedom of all human beings. Society is the
root, the tree, and liberty is the fruit.12

Kropotkin agrees, claiming that the individual is free “in pro-
portion as all others around him become free.13

At first glance it seems that Proudhon’s views on freedom are
an exception, putting himmore in the individualist anarchist camp.
His fear that communism would lead to a deadening homogeneity
killing all individual initiative prevented him from exploring the
social aspect of freedom in depth. But when he examines the social
virtues—justice, equality, love—in connection with freedom, he is
kept from falling too deeply into individualism.

Freedom, justice, and equality are mutually interdependent, ac-
cording to Bakunin. All are important for human fulfillment. In his
“Revolutionary Catechism of 1866” he says:

The freedom of each is therefore realizable only in
the equality of all. The realization of freedom through
equality, in principle and in fact, is justice.14

Much earlier in his life he had connected freedom not only with
justice but also with love, saying that it is in these that we find the

12 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 237.
13 Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” Essential, p. 72.
14 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 76.
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one authentic expression of freedom.15 Although he does not make
this connection explicit in his later writings, love for humanity is
linked with human fulfillment in freedom. It is not only the duty
of respect for others that makes freedom possible, but it is also
something over and above, which is love.16

In addition to the characteristics of freedom shown above,
Bakunin’s analysis of freedom is distinguished by the way it
presents freedom historically. It is here that we get a more
complete picture and a more profound understanding of freedom.

Historically, humans achieved an original freedom as social la-
boring beings, lost the freedom they had achieved, fight now to
recover that freedom, and hope to regain it in a new society. This
is the outline. Let us turn to Bakunin for more details.

In the beginning, claims Bakunin, natural man was a brute, a
slave to nature about him and within him. In this state there was
no liberty and no awareness of liberty. Gradually, in a process that
Bakunin makes no attempt to explain, man became humanized and
emancipated but only as a social being. In society man became a
moral being when he learned to reason, speak, and will. As a social
being he became aware of freedom and started to control his own
destiny.

But, according to Bakunin, only labor allowed man to exercise
this control. Through labor man, rather than being dominated by
nature, began to employ his creativity and to build civilization.
Through labor man became free.

But this originally acquired freedom was lost. Bakunin gives
little clue as to how this occured. Somehow the freedom attained
through labor became divorced from the freedom attained through
society. Kropotkin offers a moral view, saying that man’s instinc-

15 Bakunin, “The Reaction in Germany,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 56.
16 Bakunin says, “If there is one fundamental principle of human morality

it is freedom. To respect the freedom of our fellow man is duty; to love, help and
serve him is virtue.” Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p.
76.
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tual sense of what is good and evil may have become obscured by
prejudice and personal gain. Man thus became capable of acting in
a way contrary to his best interest, choosing what seemed best in
private appropriation over what was best in mutual aid.

Whatever the explanation, revolutionary anarchists believe
that in the process of history what was separated will be united
and man will realize his fulfillment in complete freedom—both in
creative labor and through the collective power of society.

Anarchists also believe that there is a sense in which the human
being is free now, prior to complete emancipation in a new soci-
ety. Insofar as we act to transform our present society, we are free.
Freedom goes hand in hand with action, whether it be labor and
the transformation of nature, or revolution and the transformation
of society. In revolution we are free to create freedom. Freedom is
the basis and freedom is the goal.

Here we see two features that help make anarchism distinct. Ac-
cording to Bakunin, it is primarily through revolutionary actions
that liberation is possible historically. The oppressed must act to
transform society if freedom is to be attained. Bakunin was no qui-
etist. Evolution alone will never acheive the goal. The second fea-
ture is that the anarchists believe that morality is a revolutionary
motivating force. Morality stirs the oppressed to action. The op-
pressed act not only to attain a new society based on moral ideals,
but they act out of moral concern for the present.

And what is the society toward which revolutionary action
takes us? Anarchists believe that it is a society of complete
freedom—freedom in the sense of freedom from all that oppresses
and dominates, from all that controls us economically, politically,
culturally; and freedom to develop our potentialities both individ-
ually and collectively. They believe that it is a society of a new
human being and a new social order; a society where humanity is
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Gutiérrez explains, is both the matrix of all authentic knowledge
and the proof of that knowledge’s value.35 The theologians go so
far as to say, and in this they are even more radical than the anar-
chists, that all knowledge of

reality is dependent upon action.36 Our knowledge of history is
especially dependent—history can only be known by transforming
it.37

The liberation theologians believe that as Christians we must
keep in mind that action is the basis of our faith and the only way
that we can know God.38 The theologians turn to the Bible to reen-
force the view that it is through actions that express love and jus-
tice that God is revealed.

In the Old Testament, according to the theologians, we see that
through God’s action and their own struggle the people come to
know God. God revealed himself as one who, through divine ac-
tion, liberated the oppressed. Even when he spoke it was “a cre-
ative event, a history-making pronouncement;” his words were a
promise the truth of which was verified in the fulfillment of that
promise.39

But, as we saw earlier, God and his people acted together in
the process of liberation, and it was through such action that the
people came to know God. Jeremiah 22:15–16 illustrates this point:

Do you think you are a king because you compete in
cedar? Did not your father eat and drink and do jus-

manded by truth.” In “Freedom And Salvation: A Political Problem,” in Liberation
and Change (Atlanta: John Knox, 1977), p. 80.

35 Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Frontiers, p. 19.
36 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology in a Revolutionary Situation (Philadelphia:

Fortress, 1975), p. 88.
37 Gutiérrez, “Freedom and Salvation: A Political Problem,” Liberation and

Change, p. 80.
38 Hugo Assmann, Theology for a Nomad Church, trans. Paul Burns (Mary-

knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1976), p. 81.; Tamez, Biblet p. 77. (See also Chapter III of this
work for the relationship between justice, action, and our knowledge of God.)

39 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology, p. 89.
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of injustice—the poor and oppressed. Liberation theologians hold
that even though we are called to love our enemies oppressors, the
love that is identified with justice is not directed toward the enemy
in the same way that it is toward the poor and the oppressed• To
love and liberate the poor is the only way the oppressor will be lib-
erated. To liberate the poor releases both oppressed and oppressor
from the sin which keeps them both in chains.57 Liberation theolo-
gians contend that even Jesus, who represents the fulness of love,
recognized that some people were his enemies and was critical and
rejecting of them.58 Love that is identified with justice, then, is not
a love of compromise, tolerance, and acceptance of evil. Rather, it
is a love that condemns and acts against evil.59

Although liberation theologians do not write about heroic love
as such, they do speak about a type of love that can be characterized
as heroic. This type of love is the love they see in the one who
lays down his life for his friends.60 “Greater love has no man than
this…” (John 15:13). Liberation theologians believe that this is the
love that transcends egoism.61 It is the love that Jesus had on the
cross, a love, the theologians believe, that we are called to follow.
This love does not mean that one should passively lay down his or
her life without resistance. Love, as we have shown, requires that
injustice be resisted.

Heroic love is the love of the revolutionary, of the new man
who struggles to build the Kingdom of God on Earth. Heroic love,
as seen in the lives of Che Guevara and Camilo Torres and all those
who have been persecuted for the sake of justice, is a love that

57 Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 275–6.
58 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology, p. 121.
59 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology, p. 121.
60 Enrique Dussel, “Historical and Philosophical Presuppositions for Latin

American Theology,” in Frontiers of Theology in Latin America, trans. John Drury,
ed. Hosino Gibellini (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p. 210.

61 José Croatto, Exodus, trans. Salvator Attanasio (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis,
1981), p. 78.
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transcends. It goes beyond the situation of injustice and contributes
to creating a new situation in which love itself will prevail.

Liberation theologians, like the anarchists, place little empha-
sis on personal love. In fact they warn us that a love that stays on
this level too often sinks into sentimentality or remains satisfied
with itself.62 The theologians recognize that even the “I-Thou” love
of the existentialist becomes trapped in the personal dimension. It
fails to see the individual as a social, economic, cultural, and polit-
ical being. It is often blind to the fact that its own act of love, be it
charity or friendship, has political and social implications.63 Most
of the liberation theologians agree that the love of the Gospels, the
love that Jesus primarily wanted to teach us, is not personal, indi-
vidualistic, but social and political.64

For liberation theologians love, like freedom, justice, and equal-
ity, will be a guiding principle of the new society. In the Kingdom
all human relations will follow only one law—the law of love. As a
result there will be full equality and freedom in a classless society,
without domination, oppression and exploitation.65

We are now able to see that liberation theology in its consider-
ation of those things necessary for the creation of a society com-
patible with the Kingdom of God chooses those values that are im-
portant to the anarchists. Freedom, justice, equality, and love play
the same ethical and revolutionary role in the nineteenth century
thought of European anarchists as they do in the twentieth century
thought of Latin American liberation theologians. It is this similar-
ity in ethical thinking that gives further evidence that liberation
theology is, indeed, anarchist in its preconceptions.

62 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 62.
63 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 202.
64 Sobrino, Christology, p. 370.
65 See Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 276; Pierre Bigo, The Church and Third World

Revolution, trans. Sr. Jeanne Marie Lyons (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 300.
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build a just society is already to be part of
the saving action which is moving toward
its complete fulfillment.31

In this perspective, human life takes on a new dimension. It is
no longer mere existence on an individual level. It has a social char-
acter. Work, consequently, has also expanded its meaning. It is no
longer merely the transformation of nature for individual survival,
but also the transformantion of society in the direction of complete
fulfillment—social, political, economic freedom.

For liberation theologians, therefore, action is necessary for
freedom because it is through action that the Kingdom of freedom
is attained. It is also necessary because freedom must be expressed
in creative, liberating action. Through this creative, liberating
action human beings show that they are made in the image of
God. In order to exercise divine freedom, God created the world;
in order to exercise human freedom, people must create the new
world.32 Action is necessary for freedom because it is only through
action that one can know the truth, and it is through knowledge
of the truth that we are free (See John 8:32).

Liberation theologians believe that truth is dependent on trans-
forming action. Truth, according to Miguez Bonino, is not found
in the contemplation of Platonic ideas, nor is it found in the sub-
jective consciousness; truth is found in the analysis of the actions
of people within the conditions of their social situation.33 Truth is
also verified by those actions that change the world.34 Action, as

31 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 159.
32 See Chapter II of this work for a discussion of liberation theologians’ views

on the relationship between freedom, action, and the Kingdom of God. For further
information see Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 151–60; 168–78.

33 José Migues Bonino, Christians and Marxists (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1976), pp. 93–4.

34 Gutiérrez says: “The modern human person likes to verify the truth, to
give it a consistent reality. A knowledge of a reality which does not lead to chang-
ing that reality is an unverified interpretation, does not have the consistency de-

103



So faith by itself, if it has no works is dead (James 2:17).
But he who does what is true comes to the light, that it
may be clearly seen that his deeds have been wrought
in God (John 3:21).
Little children, let us not love in word or speech but in
deed and in truth (1 John 3:18).
For the Kingdom of God does not consist in talk but in
power (1 Corinthians 4: 20).

Liberation theologians point out that the love and justice, which
Jesus requires of us, are things that are done. As inclinations and
attitudes they are as empty as faith without works.30 Love requires
action; justice is something that we “do.” Any conception of a king-
dom of love and justice without action is meaningless.

For liberation theologians, as with anarchists, action is neces-
sary for life and freedom. They believe that we share in God’s life
and freedom when, as creatures made in God’s image, we exercise
our creativity through transforming work. Not only does work in-
sure our survival, according to the theologians, but through un-
alienated work we create our essence as human beings; we create
the newman of the Kingdom. Gutiérrez quite eloquently tells us of
the nature of this transforming action:

By working, transforming the world, breaking out of
servitude, building a just society, and assuming his des-
tiny in history, man forges himself.

…To work, to transform this world, is to be-
come a man and to build the human com-
munity; it is also to save. Likewise to strug-
gle against misery and exploitation and to

30 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Faith as Freedom,” in Living with Change, Experience,
Faith, ed. Francis A Eigo and Silvio E. Fittipaldi (Villanova, Pennsylvania: Vil-
lanova Univ. Press, 1976), p. 40.
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Chapter IV. Challenge to
Domination

“Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s
and to God the things that are God’s.”

(Mark 12:17)

If freedom, justice, equality, and love can be found on one side
of themoral coin, on the opposite side can be found domination, co-
ercive power, authority, and external laws. For both the anarchists
and the liberation theologians, the negative side of freedom is free-
dom from oppression and domination. There can be neither free-
dom nor equality when one human being rules over or dominates
another no matter what form that rule takes. And where there is
neither freedom nor equality, absent also are justice and love. Free-
dom or domination—either we accept one side of the coin or the
other. There is no middle ground. Liberation theologians and anar-
chists agree that an option for one means the negation of the other.
And, as we have seen, anarchists and theologians of liberation un-
hesitatingly opt for freedom.

If freedom is a goal, as it is for anarchists, domination must
be overcome. Yet among the anarchists, only Kropotkin goes into
any detail concerning domination. In attempting to account for the
historical reality of the domination of one person over another, or
of the few over the many, he claims that along with the natural
instinct toward mutual aid is the strong and natural tendency for
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personal domination.1 Throughout history these two instincts of
humankind have come into conflict. Periods of progress for human-
ity are periods when mutual aid predominates. In the long run this
tendency is the one that prevails. Although there are periods of
history when the tendency to mutual aid seems crushed, it always
manages to come back stronger.2

Kropotkin hoped that the society of the future would see a tri-
umph of mutual aid. His ideal of the future was that of a society
completely devoid of domination.3 Kropotkin envisioned a com-
munal society so free of domination that even its own communism
cannot be imposed. He says:

Communism cannot be imposed from above; it could
not live even for a fewmonths if the constant and daily
cooperation of all did not uphold it. It must be free.4

I think it is safe to say that the other anarchists would agree
with Kropotkin. We need only look at the words of Bakunin to see
more fully the anarchist rejection of domination:

…all domination presupposes the subjection of the
masses and consequently their exploitation to the
profit of some minority or other.5

Equally odious to the anarchists is the use of coercive power to
enforce the various institutions of domination that have occurred

1 Peter Kropotkin, Ethics, trans. Louis S. Fiieland and Joseph R. Piroshnikoff
(New York: Dial, 1936), p. 263.

2 Peter Kropotkin, “Mutual Aid,” in The Essential Kropotkin, ed. Emile
Capouya and Keitha Tompkins (New York: Liveright, 1975), p. 207.

3 Kropotkin, “Modern Socialism and Anarchism,” Essential, p. 65.
4 Peter Kropotkin, “Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,” inKropotkin’s Rev-

olutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N. Baldwin (New York: Benjamin Blom, 1968), p.
140.

5 Michael Bakunin,Marxism, Freedom, and the State, trans., ed. K. J. Kenafick
(London: Freedom Press, 1950), p. 43.
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The task of trying to comprehend the faith can be un-
dertaken only from the starting point of real-life praxis
in history, where human beings fight in order to live
as human beings.26

Liberation theologians turn to the Bible to further reveal the
importance of human action.

Elsa Tamez points out, in the Old Testament account of libera-
tion struggles by God’s chosen people, that liberation required the
people to take an active part. Even though victory was attributed
to the liberating God, the struggle always involved the oppressed
people. She says: “The people act and since Yahweh is with them
in their struggle, they gain victory (Judges 6:16; 8:1).”27

The New Testament, as liberation theologians show, also em-
phasizes the active role of humanity in the coming of the Kingdom.
The belief that God became a man whose mission was good works
indicates that more responsibility is placed on humans to partici-
pate in the Kingdom.28 it is also clear to liberation theologians that
action, not prayers, petitions, nor faith, is what brings about the
Kingdom.29 The theologians point to several New Teatament pas-
sages as evidence:

Not every one who says to me “Lord, lord,” shall enter
the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of my
Father who is in heaven (Matthew 7:21).

26 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” in Frontiers of
Theology in Latin America„ trans. John Drury, ed. Rosino Gibellini (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p. 19.

27 Elsa Tamez, Bible of the Oppressed, trans. Matthew J. O’Connell (Mary-
knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 61«

28 Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 158–60.
29 See Gustavo Gutiérrez, “God’s Revelation and Proclamation in History,”

in The Power of the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis,
1979), pp. 16–7.; Elsa Tamez, Bible, p.79.,. Jon Sobrino, Christology at the Cross-
roads, p. 391.
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task of anarchist philosophy. Words and ruminations will never by
themselves usher in the new society. Only deeds deliver.

In liberation theology too action is one of the most significant
points of emphasis.22 Even more important than theology is a com-
mitment to act in solidarity with the poor in their liberation strug-
gles. Time and again Gutiérrez drives home his belief that theology
is secondary while pastoral activity is primary. He believes that
unless there is a commitment to act there can not be a liberation
theology. Liberation theology is defined as “a critical reflection on
historical praxis.”23 if. <joes not stop with reflection, with mere con-
templation of the world; it “tries to be part of the process through
which the world is transformed.24 its moments are action, reflec-
tion, action—action in solidarity with the poor, reflection on that
action, and action that transforms the present and moves with the
flow of history to the future.

Liberation theology is not a theology that asks the people to
wait for God to intervene, nor is it a theology that tells its people
that their suffering is a gift to be rewarded in a heavenly kingdom.
It is a theology that believes that God’s kingdom is here on earth
and that God’s people, the poor and oppressed, are called to play
an active role in making that kingdom a reality.25

Gutiérrez shows the importance of action in the life of a Chris-
tian when he says:

22 Liberation theologians often use the words “praxis” and “action” inter-
changeably, sometimes using the terms in a meore technical sense—action and
theory in mutual interdependence—and sometimes using them in the more loose
sense of “action” only. I will use the term “action” to maintain continuity with the
early part of this chapter and will use it in the loose sense though its relationship
to theory will be explained in the text.

23 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 15.

24 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 15.
25 Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 159–60.
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historically. Coercive power, especially in the form of political
power, they believe, is absolutely corrupt. Not only does it corrupt
those who use it but it leads to subjection and exploitation.6

Bakunin clearly rejected the use of coercive political power
when he wrote:

But there can be no equality between the sovereign
and the subject. On the one side is the feeling of supe-
riority necessarily induced by a high position; on the
other, that of inferiority resulting from the sovereign’s
superior position as the wielder of executive and leg-
islative power. Political power means domination [my
emphasis].7

He also said:

Class, power, State, these three terms are inseparable,
each of them implying the other two, and summed up
in aggregate by these words: the political subjection
and economic exploitation of the masses.8

And what of authority? The anarchists recognize that distinc-
tions must be made when speaking about “authority.” Not all au-
thority is rejected. Bakunin was especially willing to accept the
authority of expertise.9 He was willing to grant to the scientist, in
particular, the authority that comes with specialized knowledge.

6 Michael Bakunin, “The Program of the Alliance,” in Bakunin on Anarchy,
ed., trans., and introd., Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p.
245.

7 Bakunin, “Representative Government and Universal Suffrage,” Bakunin
on Anarchy, p. 221,

8 Michael Bakunin, “Marx and Marxism,” in Selected Writings, trans. Steven
Cox and Olive Stevens, ed. Arthur Lehning (London: Jonathan Cape, 1973), p. 254.

9 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Selected Writings, p. 132.
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When one has need of such knowledge scientists should be con-
sulted. But this does not mean that they have infallible author-
ity nor that they should be allowed special privileges including
the right to dominate. Authority of expertise, an authority that
serves the people with its knowledge of specific matters, may be
granted, but authority that is coercive and dominating cannot be
allowed in the anarchist scheme. Proudhon showed his rejection
of dominating, coercive authority by calling it the “curse of soci-
ety.”10 Bakunin called it the “negation of liberty.”11 And Kropotkin
claimed that it, along with law, was the “main support of crime and
idleness.12

Anarchists also believe that coercive authority patronizes.
Those who use coercive authority assume as a fact that the masses
are incapable of governing themselves and that only through the
“beneficent yoke of wisdom and a justice imposed upon them” can
there be any harmony.13 They treat the masses as if they were
unruly children incapable of ascertaining their own best interest.

Coercive authority is seen by the anarchists as incompatible
with their conception of a future society not only because it negates
freedom and patronizes, but also because it goes against the prin-
ciple of equality.

Equality, as we have seen, allows for differences in talent and
expertise, but it cannot permit power differences of command and
rule.

Along with their rejection of coercive authority the anarchists
reject expressions of such authority in the form of law. Here con-

10 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, “Theory of Property,” in SelectedWritings of Pierre
Joseph Proudhon, trans. Elizabeth Fraser, ed. Stewart Edwards (Garden City, N.Y.:
Anchor, 1969), p. 94.

11 Bakunin, “God and the State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 238.
12 peter Kropotkin, “Law and Authority,” Essential, p. 43.
13 Bakunin, “Federalism, Socialism, and Anti- Theologism,” Bakunin on An-

archy, p. 142.
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of good it contains.”17 its aim is reform and it is constructed in such
a way that “certain parts of it…can be fitted into approaching legis-
lation.” Since its historical descriptions can be shown to have some
analogy to existing realityt and “the spontaneousmovements it pre-
supposes can be compared with the movements actually observed
in the course of history,” its truth can be evaluated.18

Myth, on the other hand, a product not of individual theorists
but of group will, is, for Sorel, not so much a detailed description of
a future state as it is a determination to act in the present. Rather
than leading to reforms that only patch up existing reality, myths
“lead men to prepare themselves for combat which will destroy the
existing state of things.”19 Myth cannot be refuted because convic-
tions cannot be refuted. They either lead human beings to action
or they do not. What is required of myth is that it be efficacious.
For myth to be distinguished from utopia it must move people to
revolutionary action.20

Myths, according to Sorel, provide a “future” element without
which no action is possible, they “give an aspect of complete real-
ity to the hopes of immediate action.”21 Created by groups already
disposed to revolution, myths give hope an object and give aspi-
rations a fulfillment. But myths are not for the future only. Myths
must solve or attempt to solve existing problems; theymust be revo-
lutionary here and now. If ideas fail to initiate action in the present,
they are not myths.

Unbearable material conditions, hope, moral ideals and myths—
these are the conditions that the anarchists perceive as necessary
for revolutionary action. And it is revolutionary action that is the

17 Georges Sorel, Reflections on Violence, trans. T. E. Hulme (NewYork: Smith,
1941), pp. 57–8.

18 Sorel, Reflections, pp. 57–8.
19 Sorel, Reflections, pp. 57–8.
20 Sorel, Reflections, pp. 57–8.
21 Sorel, Reflections, p. 142.
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Some ray of hope, a few scraps of comfort, must pen-
etrate his gloomy abode before he can begin to desire
better things, to criticize the old ways of living, and
prepare to imperil them for the sake of bringing about
a change. So long as he is imbued with hope, so long as
he is not freed from the tutelage of those who utilize
his superstition and his fears, he prefers remaining in
his former postion.15

To prevent confusion, it must be pointed out that, for the anar-
chists, hope for the future is not for material progress only but also
for moral progress. Thus the second element necessary for revolu-
tionary action is the moral ideal . Justice and right are the goals
as well as the inspiration of revolutions. People must be convinced
that their cause is just.The anarchists are so convinced of the power
of the moral ideal that Berkman claims that more people have been
inspired by a sense of justice and right than have been moved by
material considerations. As evidence, he points to the numerous
historical incidents where people are willing to sacrifice material
well-being and even their life for the sake of liberty and justice.
It is not misery and poverty alone that moves people to heroism,
self-sacrifice, and revolution but the injustice of that misery and
poverty.16

There must also be a myth, some activating hypothesis about
the future. For our anaylsis of myth we must focus on Sorel, the
only anarchist to cover myth in some detail.

To understand what influences one to revolutionary action we
must contrast myth with what is traditionally called “utopia”. Ac-
cording to Sorel, utopia, usually the product of one theorist, is an
intricately described conceptual model of a future state used for
comparison with existing reality “in order to estimate the amount

15 Kropotkin, “Law and Authority,” Essential, p. 33.
16 Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York: Dover,

1972), pp. 268–9.
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sideration must be given to different kinds of law, some of which
are not rejected.

The first is eternal law or divine law. This law is conceived as
a command transmitted by a transcendent, authoritarian deity, to
humans by way of direct revelation, the eternal light of reason, or
representatives who claim divine right. Most anarchists reject such
a deity and thereby reject divine law.

Tolstoy is one of the exceptions. He embraced a divine law re-
vealed in the New Testament through the teaching of Jesus Christ.
Tolstoy believed that Christ summed up the whole of the divine
law in commandments which were reasonable, beneficient, carry
in themselves their own justification, and embrace the whole life
of man.”14

The second type of law—law enacted or legislated by a govern-
ment, sovereign, State, or other ruling power—is also rejected by
most anarchists. This type of law, especially when it claims divine
law as its source, is deemed incompatible with freedom.15

Acceptable to most anarchists are natural laws and contractual
laws.

Natural laws are those laws that are “inherent in the body social,
just as physical laws are inherent in material bodies.”16 Although
we are aware of only a few precepts of these natural laws, they
have governed society through customs and tradition since the be-
ginning of social beings.17 These laws are personally recognized
through “conscience” or the instinct of sociability i.e. mutual aid.

14 Leo Tolstoy, “What I Believe,” in A Confession. The Gospel in Brief. What I
Believe, trans. Aylmer Maude (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1958), p. 520. (See also
p. 369.)

15 Peter Kropotkin, The State: Its Historic Role (London: Freedom Press, 1943),
p. 30. See also Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York:
Dover, 1972), p. 46.

16 Bakunin, “Federalism, Socialism and Anti-Theologism,” Bakunin on Anar-
chy, p. 129.

17 Bakunin, “Federalism, Socialism and Anti-Theologism,” Bakunin on Anar-
chy, p. 129.
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Because these laws are completely internal, neither imposed by
a deity nor some external authority, they are the only laws com-
pletely compatible with the principle of freedom. As Bakunin says
in “God and State”:

The liberty of man consists solely in this: that he obeys
natural laws because he himself recognized them as
such, and not because they have been externally im-
posed upon him by any extrinsic will whatever, divine
or human, collective or individual.18

Only when one knows what natural laws are operative in soci-
ety and acts in accordance with those laws, can there be complete
freedom.

Contracural laws are also compatible with freedom. Proudhon
writes:

That I may remain free, that I may be subjected to no
law but my own, and that I may govern myself, the
edifice of society must be built upon the idea of con-
tract.19

Like natural laws, contractural laws are not imposed by some
external authority; only the agreement of the contracting parties
enforces them. But unlike natural laws, contractural laws are com-
pletely dependent upon human will.

It is interesting to note that the anarchist criterion for accept-
ing or rejecting law is whether or not law is dominating. All laws
imposed from some outside source and not agreed upon are accord-
ingly rejected.

18 Bakunin, “God and State,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 227.
19 Pierre Josheph Proudhon. General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth

Century. quoted in Paul Eltzbacher, Anarchism, trans. Steven T. Byington, ed.
James J. Martin (New York: Libertarian Book Club, 1960), p. 46.

60

lives, are able to recognize the evolutionary tendencies and to act
accordingly.12

Anarchists, therefore, conclude that human beings are free
when they are determined to act in conformity with tendencies
and instincts that are themselves headed in the direction of
freedom. More simply put, human beings are determined to be
free.

At the same time, the anarchists remind us that, although evo-
lutionary changes may produce material conditions so unbearable
that the people are sure to revolt, the misery and poverty alone
are not sufficient to produce a grand-scale revolution. The evolu-
tionary changes must also affect the consciousness of the masses
in such a way that people are motivated morally and psychologi-
cally.13

The anarchists present three elements that are necessary to the
inward preparation of those who are moved to revolutionary ac-
tion: (1) there must be hope; (2) there must be a moral ideal; and
(3) there must be myth.

Hope that the future will be better than the past, that the cause
to which themasses aspire will be victorious is, according to the an-
archists, a necessary prerequisite to revolution. Without this hope,
desperation may drive the people to skirmishes and rebellions, but
never will it produce a revolution.14 Hope must be present even
to initiate criticism of existing conditions. There would be no rea-
son to criticize and react if better conditions were not preceived as
being possible. Kropotkin puts it quite aptly:

12 peter Kropotkin, “Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal,” in Kropotkin’s Rev-
olutionay Pamphlets, ed. Roger N. Baldwin (New York: Benjamin Blom, 1968), p.
141.

13 Chapter VII will also cover the psychological factors necessary for the
revolt of the masses. The focus, however, will be different, although there will be
some overlap.

14 Kropotkin, “The Spirit of Revolt,” Essential, p. 7.
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An issue of a more philosophical nature must now be consid-
ered. Revolutionary action presupposes that there be a subject who
is capable of changing the circumstances into which he or she is
thrown; it presupposes human freedom. But what role do objective
circumstances play in the choices that the free subject makes? Is
not each person determined in some way?

The anarchists answer these questions by refusing to draw
a line between freedom and determinism. There are natural
necessities, both biological and social, operative in the lives of
human beings.These natural laws and tendencies influence human
thought and action and determine human history to the extent
that there is an “inevitable character [to] all events that occur.”8
But the human being is the only creature who is aware of these
natural necessities and it this awareness that “gives him the feeling
of self-determination, of conscious, spontaneous will and liberty.”9
Though people cannot free themselves from the universal yoke of
natural laws, they can free themselves from the external material
world and social conditions of their human world.10 Human
beings are, therefore, free but not absolutely free. They are not
free in the sense of spontaneous self-determination independent
of natural necessity, but they are free to act in accordance with
these influences and to change their external environment.

The anarchists realize that the natural, material, and social
conditions undergo evolutionary changes and that these changes
also affect human consciousness. Thus, as conditions become more
and more unbearable, revolutionary action will inevitably occur.11
They also believe that our freedom is exercised when we, through
an analysis of the material and social conditions that shape our

8 Bakunin, “The International and Karl Marx,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p, 310.
9 Michael Bakunin,The Political Philosophy of Bakunin: Scientific Anarchism,

ed. G. P. Maximoff (New York : The Free Press, 1953), p. 95.
10 Bakunin, Political Philosophy, p. 96.
11 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin on An-

archy, p. 15 5 .
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Externally imposed laws reveal their dominating character in
concrete, historical ways: they are always on the side of the master,
be it priest, sovereign, or rich exploiter; they are always on the side
of property, and, in a capitalist society, they protect those who own
the means of production.

Proudhon puts it quite eloquently:

Laws! I we know what they are and what they are
worth. Cobwebs for the powerful and the rich, chains
which no steel can break for the little and the poor,
fishers’ nets in the hands of the government.20

If this were not enough to incriminate external laws, Kropotkin
gives us another reason—they are useless.21 if at one time this type
of law had served to maintain society, this function has rapidly de-
teriorated. In the future anarchist society the civilizing mission of
external law will be completely unnecessary. Even now these laws
are no longer needed for the protection of persons or the preven-
tion of crime. If anything, they do more harm than good.

And so, Kropotkin believes that the first duty of the revolution
is to submit all existing external laws to the torch.22

But the revolution must not stop with the destruction of ex-
ternal laws. The anarchists believe that to rid society of external
laws once and for all one must attack and annihilate those histor-
ical forms of coercive authority that are their source—State and
Church.

The principal distinction that separates anarchists from other
political philosophers is their vehement opposition to the State and
all its accompanying institutions. For them, nothing is more ad-
verse to human dignity, freedom, and equality than this institution
of slavery and

20 Proudhon,General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth Century, quoted
in Eltzbacher, Anarchism, p. 45.

21 Kropotkin, “Law and Authority,” Essential, p. 39.
22 Kropotkin, “Law and Authority,” Essential, p. 39.
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oppression.The anarchists believe that the structure of the State
with its division into hierarchical groups andwith its centralization
of authority lends itself to a tyranny that always favors the rich and
powerful and oppresses the poor and weak.23 The State, though
supposedly set up to be an institution of peace in which citizens
are protected fromharm, is a structure of organized violencewhose
existence is maintained by force or the threat of force. Nothing is
protected except privilege and private property.24

The anarchists hold that the modern State is particularly insid-
ious because it has been reenforced by the rise of capitalism with
its own institutions of oppression and exploitation.

Kropotkin says:

In history these institutions [themodern State and cap-
italism] developed side by side, mutually supporting
and re-enforcing each other. They are bound together,
not by a mere coincidence of contemporaneous devel-
opment but by the bond of cause and effect, effect and
cause. Thus the State appears to us as a society for
the mutual insurance of the landlord, the warrior, the
judge, and the priest, constituted in order to enable ev-
ery one of them to assert his respective authority over
people and to exploit the poor.25

The anarchists find nothing about the State that can be re-
deemed. The State, along with those organizations and institutions
that make up its lifeblood—parliaments, tribunals, administration,
banks, and universities—must be destroyed.26 The Church, in
particualar, must be abolished. From the beginning of its history,

23 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth
Century, trans. John Beverly Robinson (London: Freedom Press, 1923), p. 108.

24 Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism?, p. 179.
25 Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” Essential, p. 83.
26 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 100.
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action all social relations, including those of work, are transformed.
Anarchist revolutionary action threatens all dominating structures
and all forms of alienation.

The anarchists unmistakingly choose revolutionary action
rather than reform. Reform involves legislation and legislation
involves the State. If, therefore, the end of all domination is the
goal, reform can never accomplish that end for the simple reason
that it must be implemented within the oppressive institutions of
domination. Reform can never create the conditions of freedom.

Bakunin makes this evident when he likens reform to revolu-
tion by decree:

I am above all an absolute enemy of revolution by de-
crees, which derives from the idea of the revolutionary
State, i.e. reaction disguised as revolution. To the system
of revolution by decree I counterpose revolutionary ac-
tion, the only consistent, true, and effective program.
The authoritarian system of decrees in trying to im-
pose freedom and equality obliterates both. The anar-
chistic system of revolutionary deeds and action natu-
rally and unfailingly evokes the emergence and flower-
ing of freedom and equality, without any necessity what-
ever for institutionalized violence or authoritarianism.7

Although anarchists disagree on what form revolutionary ac-
tion should take, practically all anarchists share

Bakunin’s rejection of reform.
The anarchists also realize that revolutionary action is neces-

sary because the State will never give up its power voluntarily.
It initiates reforms frequently to mollify the masses, but it would
never legislate itself out of existence and control. Its power must
be wrenched away by revolutionary action.

7 Bakunin, “Letters to a Frenchman on the Peasant Crisis,” Bakunin on An-
archy, pp. 193–4.
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ers to learn theory is through practice…”3 Only through action can
the reality of the social situation become glaringly clear and the in-
telligence of the workers awakened and “raised to the level of what
they instinctively feel.”4 When later Bakunin says that “theory is
always created by life, but never creates it.” he further clarifies his
realistic position.5 So if life is dependent on action and is an expres-
sion of action, the connection between action and theory becomes
even stronger. Action, manisfested in the life of human beings, cre-
ates knowledge of reality.

Finally, and above all, the anarchists believe that action awak-
ens the spirit of revolt and is, therefore, one of the most powerful
forms of propaganda. Kropotkin explains :

When a revolutionary situation arises in a country, be-
fore the spirit of revolt is sufficiently awakened in the
masses to express itself in violent demonstrations in
the streets or by rebellions and uprisings, it is through
action that minorities suceed in awakening that feel-
ing of independence and that spirit of audacity with-
out which no revolution can come to a head.6

According to the anarchist way of thinking, action breeds ac-
tion. Were it not for the heroic actions of individual and minority
groups, revolutionary transformationsmight never occur.Thewrit-
ten and spoken word is important, but only the example of deeds
moves the masses to take action themselves.

From the above it should be clear that, although the action of
work in transforming nature for survival is important, the most
significant form of action is revolutionary, Through revolutionary

3 Michael Bakunin, “The Policy of the International,” in Bakunin on Anarchy,
ed., trans, and introd. Sam Dol- goff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf), p. 167.

4 Bakunin, “The Policy of the International,” Bakunin on Anarchy, pp. 166–7.
5 Bakunin, “Statism and Anarchy,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 327.
6 Peter Kropotkin, “The Spirit of Revolt,” inTheEssential Kropotkin, ed. Emile

Capouya and Keitha Tompkins (New York: Liveright, 1975), p. 6.
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the Church has aided the State in pacifying the masses; it has kept
them in intellectual slavery to prevent their revolt against political
and economic oppression; it has protected property and promoted
inequality. But the anarchists believe that the time has come to
put an end to every tool of coercion, command, and rule. Away
with Church and StateI

Even so, the anarchists caution that the State must not be used
to destroy the State. No attempt must be made to legislate the State
out of existence nor to effect its demise through the use of its own
organizational and structural machinery. The anarchists believe
that any revolutionary group that ignores these cautionary words
will succeed in creating only a new form of tyranny. Nothing short
of the complete abolition of the State and all its appurtenances will
insure a successful revolution.27

In short, the anarchists oppose, as a threat to freedom and equal-
ity, any external and coercive authority, command, rule, or domi-
nation in whatever form they may take, be it law. Church, or State.

And the liberation theologians follow the anarchists path in
also unequivocally opposing domination, coercive power, author-
ity and external laws.

We saw in Chapter II that liberation theologians view the situa-
tion of Latin America as one of external and internal domination. If
it were not for this situation and the long history of colonial domi-
nation that the Latin American people have had to suffer, liberation
theology may never have come about.

However, it is not only the situation of domination in Latin
America that creates concern, but all forms of domination and
oppression. The society that liberation theologians envision for

27 See Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” Essential pp. 75–6;
Kropotkin, “Anarchism,” Essential, p. 109; Bakunin, “On Man and Marxism,” Se-
lected Writings, p. 237; Bakunin, “The Paris Commune and the Idea of the State,”
Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 270.
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the future and the society that they are trying to create in the
present, has a universal appeal, it is “the end of domination of
man over man…”28 Domination, according to the liberation theolo-
gians, treats the other as a tool, a thing to be used, an inferior.29
Domination completely annihilates the freedom to self-realization.

But is there not a God in the Old Testament who dominates?
And are we not made in his image? Liberation theologians agree
that we are led to believe in such a god. But we are not made in the
image of this god, rather this dominating god is made in the image
of the earthly masters and rulers. This god of domination and co-
ercive power serves the rich and powerful leaders and legitimates
their unjust authority. This god is not on the side of the poor and
oppressed.30

Jose Comblin gives us a picture of this false god:

There is a certain monotheistic god who serves as the
foundation and support of all kinds of domination: that
of the father, the teacher, the master, the owner, the
State, and the army. This god is a god of power, and
he sacralizes all power. He is a god of the ego, the god
which the ego discovers within as the source of a more
expansive and bloated social ego or as the projection
of an oppressive super ego.31

Liberation theologians believe that the God of “power and
might” in whose image we are made is a God who uses his power

28 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 231.

29 Enrique Dussel, History and the Theology of Liberation, trans. John Drury
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1976), pp. 145–6.

30 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Theology from the Underside of History,” inThe Power
of the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p. 204.

31 José Combiin, “What Sort of Service Might Theology Render,” in Frontiers
of Theology in Latin America, trans• John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p.
70.
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actions that take place in concrete situations. They are elements
that transform the present. Morality without transforming action
is an opium of the people; it is a morality of the dead.

Action, so essential to freedom and morality, is the task of an-
archism and liberation theology. If what they proclaim does not
transform the world, they have failed.

Let us now look more closely at the role and nature of action in
anarchist thought so that we may determine whether or not liber-
ation theology does, indeed, have an anarchist message.

Anarchism, the philosophy of action par excellence, regards ac-
tion as significant for three reasons: (1) action is necessary for life
and freedom; (2) action creates theory; (3) action is a powerful form
of propaganda.

We have already touched upon the first reason. Action is
nessary for life because it enables an organized being to “develop
and increase its faculties and fulfill its destiny.”1 Anarchists hold
that through action human beings are able to survive physically
and also to develop intellectually and morally. They believe that
through work, the human transforms nature and creates products
necessary for survival. Through the transformation of nature and
the exercise of creativity in social cooperation. people awaken
to life morally and intelactually. This, they say, is the dawn of
freedom.2

The anarchists also believe that action is the dawn of science.
They hold that we can know reality only by doing, by practical ac-
tion. Theoretical knowledge is the second step; it follows practical
action. Bakunin, particularly aware of this, says in reference to the
emancipation of the working class that “the only way for the work-

1 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, “War and Peace,” in Selected Writings of Pierre
Joseph Proudhon, trans. Elizabeth Fraser, ed. Stewart Edwards (Garden City, N.Y.:
Anchor, 1969), p. 204.

2 See Chapter II for a more thorough discussion.

93



Chapter VI. Direct Action

“So Faith by Itself, if It Has No Works is Dead” (James
2:17)

Freedom, in liberation theology, is not something to be attained
only at some future time; it is not an ideal of a perfect society that
wemust wait for, hoping that through patience and a few prayers it
will fall to earth like manna from heaven. Freedom requires action
now. It requires that human beings take control of their destiny and
transform those social, political, economic and religious structures
that are dominating and oppressive. Only action enables the person
to develop, to grow, to expand in knowledge and talent. Action,
whether in labor or in revolt, is life giving and life moving.

From the perspective of liberation theology, philosophies that
do not promote action, that deal only with metaphysical entities,
absolutes, universals, ideals, and good arguments, are moribund;
theologies that deal only with dogmatic abstractions, supernatural
deities, and heavenly rewards are dead. They have no connection
with pulsing, struggling reality, with life, with history, with change.
Their supposed neutrality with regard to the things of this earth,
especially political matters, hides their support of the dominating
structures of the status quo. One must choose either action, trans-
formation, freedom, and life, or stagnation, status quo, domination,
and death.

Anarchists and liberation theologians choose the former. They
are realists. Even their morality, while idealistic in the sense of be-
ing a goal to which they see society striving, is grounded in the
concrete. For them, justice and love are not attitudes only, they are
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for liberation and service, not for domination.32 The God of love
who opts for the poor cannot be a God who also approves of their
subjugation.

Liberation theologians turn to the New Testament for evidence
that domination is not the way of a loving, liberating God.

Aware that the people of Israel, in a situation quite similar to the
one in Latin America, were dominated both by external, imperialis-
tic, economic, and political power and by an internal structure that
bolstered this power, the liberation theologians portray the min-
istry of Jesus as one preoccupied with a criticism of the oppressive
situation, especially of dominating power structures. They show
that Jesus was quick to attack those in positions of domination.33
He attacked Herod, whom he called a fox (Luke 13:32); the Pub-
licans (Matthew 9:10, 21, 31); the chief priests and scribes (Mark
11:18); and the Pharisees (Matthew 23:1–12).

But the theologians also point out those passages showing that
Jesus was opposed not only to forms of domination within a spe-
cific historical situation, but also to domination in whatever situa-
tion it might appear.

Leonardo Boff points to Luke 22:25–28 in which Jesus is criti-
cal of all power exercised as domination over others.34 The great-
est, including Jesus himself, must not dominate others but should
serve.35

Miranda points to the Magnificat of Mary, perhaps the most
subversive passage in the NewTestament, to show that domination

32 Leonardo Boff, “Christ’s Liberation via Oppression,” Frontiers p. 112.
33 Ignacio Ellacuría, Freedom made Flesh, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.:

Orbis, 1976), p. 32.
34 Leonardo Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator, trans. Patrick Hughes (Maryknoli,

N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 285.
35 Leonardo Boff, “Salvation in Jesus Christ and the Process of Liberation,” in

The Mystical and Political Dimensions of the Christian Faith, ed. Gustavo Gutiérrez
and Claude Geffré (New York: Herder and Herder, 1974), p. 89.
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is not compatible with the will of God. Those who are mighty, the
domiantors, will be put down from their thrones.36

Turning to Christ’s own example the theologians point out that
Jesus could have chosen the way of domination to lead the people
out of their oppressive situation but instead he chose the way of
service.The temptation in the desert reveals a man who recognizes
the evil of an option to command and rule.37

On the question of power, the liberation theologians claim that
power can be used either for domiantion or for service.38 When
used for domination it is coercive and benefits only an elite minor-
ity, when used for service, everyone benefits. It is true that power
without love naturally tends toward oppression and domination,
but when used with love in mutual giving it is the condition of lib-
erty. Power of this latter type is compatible with the new order.39
it is the hope of the poor and the oppressed that in the Kingdom
power will be shared by everyone. No hierarchical divisions will
separate the people. There will be neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor
free, male nor female (Galatians 3:28).

It is, then, external, coercive power as domination that libera-
tion theologians oppose. Leonardo Boff explains that this type of
power is totally against God’s will:

Jesus categorically refused to inaugurate a Kingdom
based on power and its use. He was the servant
of every human creature, not their ruler. Thus he
stood as the incarnation of God’s love rather than of
God’s power…In his [Christ’s] view power, insofar
as it means domination, is essentially diabolic and

36 José Porfirio Miranda, Communism and the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 72.

37 Pierre Bigo,TheChurch and theThirdWorld Revolution, trans. Sister Jeanne
Marie Lyons (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 75.

38 Jon Sobrino, Christology at the Crossroads, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 394.

39 Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator, p. 287.
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a view of private property in line with anarchist thinking. What
is important is that the liberation theologians oppose all forms of
differentiating wealth that allows domination and coercive power.
Like the anarchists, the theologians realize that in order for there
to be a free and just society, economic equality is necessary.
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there is no need for chains and bars; the slavewho flees
will be forced by hunger to return.30

An economic system where labor is the basis for distribution is
still a form of slavery.

As further evidence that communism was preferred by Jesus,
Miranda points to the economic practices of the early Christians
who followed their leader’s example. When we look at these prac-
tices there is no mistaking the fact that one of the most important
requirements for being a Christian was communism.31 Miranda di-
rects us to look at Acts 4:32, 34–35:

Now the company of those who believed were of
one heart and soul, and no one said that any of the
things which he possessed was his own, but they had
everything in common…There was not a needy person
among them, for as many as were possessors of lands
or houses sold them, and brought the proceeds of
what was sold and laid it at the apostles feet; and
distribution was made to each as any had need. (See
also Acts 2:44–5].

The fact that the communism of early Christianity failed, Mi-
randa claims, does not remove the obligation of Christians to be-
come communists. Communism is still the essence of Christianity
and the hope of the Kingdom.32

Miranda arrives at all the same economic conclusions as
Kropotkin. There can be no question that, given Miranda’s views
on State and law together with his views on a just economic
structure, he is a communist anarchist or anarchocommunist.

The other theologians, though taking a different path and ar-
riving at conclusions different from those of Miranda, still have

30 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 8.
31 Miranda, Communiam, p. 7.
32 Miranda, Marx Aqainst the Marxists, p. 200.
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contrary to the mystery of God (Matthew 4:1–11;
Luke 4:1–13).40

Liberation theologians also oppose any authority that is used
for domination. If authority is a function of a community and is
also a function of service, it can be accepted. But more often than
not, it becomes monopolized by a group of specialists who stand
outside and above the community and use their authority for self-
interested purposes.41

When the liberation theologians look to Jesus as a model
they see that the New Testament supports this critical attitude
toward coercive authority. Jesus is seen as displaying a great
freedom in the presence of the established authorities of his
day.42 His reproaches to, and criticisms of, those in authoritative
positions made him highly suspect. He was seen as a rival to
those in power.43 Jesus was well aware of their power games and
unmasked the superstructure! and ideological universe that they
controlled.44 He knew that their authority and power, especially
that of the the religious leaders, were used to oppress the people
and he denounced them at every opportunity.

Liberation theologians emphasize that it was the religious
and political authorities and not the Jewish people, certainly
not the poor and oppressed, who had Jesus crucified.45 It was
ruthless, power-hungry, dominating, coercive authorities who
were responsible. If historically the blame for Jesus’ death has

40 Boff, “Christ’s Liberation via Oppression,” Frontiers, pp. 108–9.
41 Leonardo Boff, “Theological Characteristics of a Grassroots Church,” in

TheChallenge of Basic Christian Communities, trans. John Drury, ed. Sergio Torres
and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 136.

42 Ellacuría, Freedom, p. 32.
43 José Croatto, Exodus, trans. Salvator Attanasio (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis,

1981), p. 58.
44 croatto, Exodus, p. 58.
45 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 229.
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been placed on the Jewish people it is because those in power and
authority had need of a scapegoat.

And so it was the forces of domination, coercive power, and co-
ercive authority that disrupted the coming of God’s Kingdom on
earth. Liberation theologians, therefore, believe that if the King-
dom is to be attained, these forces must be overcome.

Leonardo Boff says:

The preaching of Jesus about the Kingdom of God
concerns not only persons, demanding conversion of
them. It also affects the world of persons in terms of
a liberation from legalism, from conventions without
foundation, from authoritarianism and the forces of
power that subject the people.46

In denouncing this “unholy trinity” of domination, coercive
power, and coercive authority, the liberation theologians follow
the anarchists. But to be convinced that they are thoroughly
anarchist we must examine their attitude toward the more specific
manifestations of domination and coercive authority—law# State,
and Church.

Although they do not recognize the same specific ways of clas-
sifying law as the anarchists do, they have the same criteria for
accepting or rejecting law. All law that is compatible with freedom
is accepted; all law that is coercive and dominating is rejected.

The only law that liberation theologians give as meeting the
criteria of freedom is the law of love, an immanent law that guides
a person to “ties of service to neighbor.”47 Comblin calls it the “new
slavery” because it binds people together more tightly than any
external form of slavery. But it is a voluntary slavery, a slavery
accepted with full awareness because it is “reason itself,” and the

46 Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator, p. 72.
47 Jose Combiin, The Church and the National Security State (Maryknoll, N.Y.:

Orbis, 1979), p. 148.
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had everything in common and each received accord-
ing to need.26

Furthermore, according to Miranda, “Jesus made the renuncia-
tion of property a condition for simply ‘entering into the Kingdom’
(cf. Mark 10:21,25).”27 the beatitudes Jesus makes it plain that the
Kingdom is reserved for the poor only. The rich are not permitted
to enter unless they give up their property. There can be no differ-
entiating wealth in the Kingdom and, therefore, no social classes
of rich and poor. For Miranda this is communism.

He specifically states:

…Jesus is not condemning the physical fact of being
rich in this saying [see Luke 6:20,24]. What he is con-
demning is the fact that some are rich while others are
poor, that existing society is divided into classes. All
this means is that the Kingdom will be communist…28

Miranda indicates that Jesus attacked the most important sup-
port of a property system—money. In Matthew 6:24 and Luke 16:13
Jesus recognized money as the one great rival to God. As Miranda
claims, this was the first time in history that anyone had pointed
out the danger of an economic system based on money. If we are
to serve God and follow the teaching of Jesus we must get rid of
any mode of production that makes money the supreme god.29

Miranda also claims that the wage system is oppressive. Any
time we are forced to “earn a living” we loose some of our freedom.
He says:

But themost inescapable snare is the necessity to “earn
a living” in the terms imposed by the social system. So

26 Miranda, Communism, p, 18.
27 Miranda, Communism, p. 18.
28 Jose PorfirioMiranda,Marx Against the Marxists, trans. John Drury (Mary-

knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1980), p. 200.
29 Miranda, Marx Aqainst the Marxists, pp. 198–9.
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be anything but abuse, violence, and injustice. By definition it
can never mean economic equality but is always differentiating.24
These theologians believe that while there is private property,
injustice and domination reign. The only remedy for this is
communism—from each according to one’s ability, to each accord-
ing to one’s need. In a communist society the earth and all its
fruits are the common possession of everyone to use. According
to these theologians we have the absolute right to fulfill the needs
necessary for life and happiness.

Jose Miranda is the theologian most representative of the com-
munist position. For him, communism and God’s Kingdom are one
and the same. It is unnecessary to turn toMarx to be convinced that
communism is the only economic system compatible with justice:
“The notion of communism is in the New Testament, right down
to the letter… “25 There each human being is accorded dignity and
respect irrespective of whether or not he or she is economically
productive. In the Bible, according toMiranda, what is important is
that needs are met. Jesus, therefore, instructs us to feed the hungry,
clothe the naked, and shelter the homeless, but not only through
personal charity, which is but a temporary solution, but through
social structures. Jesus wanted a permanent solution to poverty,
a solution that would shake the foundations of oppression. Jesus’
solution was communism.

Miranda points to John 12:6; 13:29 and Luke 8:1–3 to show that
Jesus was a communist. He says:

For Jesus, whether the conservatives like it or not, was
in fact a communist…Judas “carried the purse,” so they

24 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 13.
25 José Porfirio Miranda, Communism and the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr

(Maryknoil, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 1. In a letter received 14 January 1983, Miranda
states that it was the scientific study of the Bible, not Marxism, that led him to
become a communist.
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only slavery that is free. It is a slavery of love, and love is equivalent
to freedom.48

The liberation theologians hold that the law of love is the
only law that is life-giving and allows for creativity and self-
affirmation.49 it is the law of the “new man” and the new society.50

The theologians turn to the New Testament to show that it was
Jesus, the perfect model of the “new man,” who made it clear that
the law that he had come to fulfill was the law of love. When in
Matthew 5:17 Jesus said that he had come not to destroy the law
but to fulfill it, his purpose was to restore its original meaning and
intent, a meaning that the Prophets of the Old Testament had rec-
ognized and tried to reveal to the people—a message of life, love,
and freedom.51 The law of the Old Testament, according to these
theologians, was not intended to be an idol followed at all cost; it
was intended to serve justice and was created for the purpose of
looking after one’s neighbor.52 Since the law became perverted by
those in power, Jesus had to restore its original meaning. He did
this by promoting a morality of the heart, beyond all ritualism and
legalism, a morality obeying only the law of love.53

Jose Croatto interprets the passage in Matthew clearly and rep-
resentatively:

In reality, Jesus fulfills the Law insofar as he “consum-
mates” it, brings it to its end, and, by the same token,
annuls it…Jesus, as the New Event of God in the world,
exhausts the deep meaning of the Law in love. Without
promulgating laws, he recovers in love the resevoir-of-

48 Combiin, Church, p. 148.
49 Croatto, Exodus, p. 66.
50 Combi in. Church, p. 148.
51 Sebastian Happen, Jesus and Freedom (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 128.

See also Croatto, Exodus, p. 66.
52 Jose’ Porfirio Miranda, Marx and the Bible, trans. John Eagleson (Mary-

knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1974), p. 181.
53 Ellacuría, Freedom, pp. 29–30.
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meaning of the Law, understood originally as a path of
life, as an interpretation of the liberation event of Exo-
dus.54

In contrast to the internal law of love, are the external, coercive
laws whether written, customary, traditional, religious, or political,
whether old or new, including laws made by revolutionary move-
ments.55 These laws are looked upon by liberation theologians as
contrary to freedom and justice and are, therefore, rejected.56 The
oppression they cause is too great to let stand in a society seeking
emancipation and fulfillment.This type of law blocks creativity and
is dominating; it is backed by force and threat of force; it thrives
on fear. It treats human beings as things to be manipulated rather
than as neighbors to be respected and loved. As Segundo says, “Law
constitutes the most generic expression of…functional, impersonal
relationships with other human individuals.”57

Justice, then, demands that external laws be abolished.58
££££££££££££ The Bible, especially the New Testament, supports
this anarchist view. The theologians believe that one of the most
prominent features of Jesus’ life was his criticism of and disregard
for the law and those upholding the law.59 Jesus recognized that
even more than the domination of Roman imperialism, the people
of Isreal were oppressed by the enslaving structure of the law.
Instead of promoting love and justice, the law legitimated a power
elite, maintained the status quo, and oppressed the poor and
powerless. With it the religious leaders killed the conscience of the

54 Croatto, Exodus, p. 66.
55 Combiin. Church, p. 147.
56 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 30.
57 Juan Luis Segundo, The Liberation of Theology, trans. John Drury (Mary-

knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 160.
58 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 30.
59 Ellacuría, Freedom, pp. 29–30.

70

tem similar to Proudhon’s can be found in the liberation theolo-
gians’ analysis of land distribution in the Old Testament. There an
effort was made to retain private possession of land, but to divide
it in such a way that would inhibit stratification and limit abuse.
The Jubilee Year was specifically set up to correct any abuses that
had occurred. At that time those who had accumulated more land
than they had possessed when it had been divided equally were to
return it to the original owners. All would then be free. But this
system was a failure and its social ideas never fulfilled.21

Some liberation theologians adopt an economic stance similar
to that of Bakunin.22 They are socialistic rather than communistic.
They recognize that in order for there to be a free and equal soci-
ety there must be social appropriation of the means of production.
Although they definitely opt for socialism, they are silent about
any specific distribution arrangements. They are clear only that
there must be no distinction of classes and no exploitation. These
theologians are so intensely aware of the oppressive nature of pri-
vate ownership of themeans of production in capitalist society that
their main concern is to eliminate capitalism rather than to elim-
inate economic oppression altogether. What seems important to
them is to analyze the present situation and to take the necessary
measures to alleviate the most pressing problem.

But there are theologians who go a step further and opt, quite
unambiguously, for communism. For them the accumulation of
private property in both its forms, in the means of production and
the products of labor, is an offshoot of original sin.23 Miranda is
especially aware that accumulation of private property can never

21 Leonardo Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator, trans. Patrick Hughes (Maryknoil,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 53.

22 Gutiérrez, Assmann, and Miguez Bonino are among those who show a
preference for socialism, although none of these claim that socialism represents
the perfect society nor do they identify socialism with the Kingdom.

23 Enrique Dussel, History and the Theology of Liberation, trans. John Drury
(Maryknoil, N.Y.: Orbis, 1976), pp. 135–6.
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ular economic causes of that domination. They believe that polit-
ical transformations are not enough and only lead to other forms
of oppression. What is needed for the creation of a just, free and
equal society is a complete overhauling of the existing structures—
economic, social, and political.17 This involves taking a new look
at the prevailing conception and glorification of private property,
the mainstay of the capitalist system.

Liberation theologians share the anarchist opposition to accu-
mulated or, what Miranda calls, “differentiating” private property,
which they see as the basis of unequal social classes and unjust
distribution.18 The essence of differentiating property, according
to Miranda, is institutionalized violence. Differentiating property
can never be legitimate because it “could not and cannot come to
be except by means of violence and spoliation.19 No one willingly
accepts poverty and economic oppression; it is always forced in
some way.

The questions now are: Is private property ever compatible with
a just society? If so, how? If not, what economic system would be
compatible with justice?

No liberation theologian adopts a mutualist system such as one
advocated by Proudhon. Although some make claims similar to
those of Proudhon, they never explore the economic consequences
of such claims.20 The closest attempt to give recognition to a sys-

17 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and cd. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 26.

18 See Enrique Dussel, Ethics and the Theology of Liberation, trans. Bernard
F. McWilliams (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), pp. 49–50. See also Giulio Girardi,
Gustavo Gutiérrez, and Hugo Assmann, “Final Document,” Christians for Social-
ism, trans. John Drury, ed. John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1975), p. 169.
See also Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” The Power of
the Poor in History, trans. Robert Barr (Maryknoil, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), pp. 37–8.

19 José PorfirioMiranda,Marx and the Bible, trans. John Eagleson (Maryknoil,
N.Y.: Orbis, 1974), p. 13.

20 Pierre Bigo, The Church and Third World Revolution, trans. Sister Jeanne
Marie Lyons (Maryknoil, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 160.
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people, deceived them and separated them £ A from their calling
as human beings destined for freedom.60

Because of this, Jesus lashed out against the law (Mark 2:27)
and the keepers of the law (Matthew 23:3, 4, 13; Luke 11:45–53).
He openly defied the Sabbath law, the “touchstone of the legalistic
morality of the Pharisees,” by plucking the heads of grain (Mark
2:23) and healing the man with the withered hand (Mark 3:1–5).61
Jesus also encouraged others to break the law (John 5:8–16).

In fact, Jesus was so opposed to law, the liberation theologians
claim, that he could not have been a Zealot. Although he agreed
with the Zealots’ anti-imperialist cause, he could not accept their
legalism. Jesus wasmuchmore revolutionary than they. Hewanted
to abolish all forms of domination, including the law.

Croatto says:

The Zealots, actually were reactionary groups. If
they pursued the goal of expelling the Romans from
Palestinian soil, it was to re-establish the Law and
the lost politico-religious institution. They could not
get out of the internal circle of legalism. Christ could
not struggle or die for the law; rather he suffered its
power as a structure of death. To long for a Zealot
Christ, therefore, is to follow a reactionary, religio-
nationalistic Christ. Recovering one’s particular
religious and cultural values is one thing; recovering
an oppressive legal system is another. Jesus came to
save people, not the law.62

As Croatto points out in the above passage, because of law
Christ was put to death. Immediately after he defied the Sabbath
law the Pharisees plotted to kill him; the “structure of death” that

60 Boff, Jesus Christ Liberator,p. 67.
61 Croatto, Exodus, p. 66.
62 Croatto, Exodus, p. 62.
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had killed the conscience of the people also killed “the only man
who di’. not know sin.” And because of this, “God destroys sin and
the law forever.” At the point of Jesus’ death “the justice of God
begins in history and the ‘justice’ of the law ends.”63

If Jesus’ life and teaching are not enough to reveal the anar-
chist message of the New Testament, the message of Paul leaves
no doubt. Miranda explicitly claims that Paul’s understanding of
law is even more revolutionary than the anarchists. He says:

Paul wants a world without law. Exegesis which
avoids this fact makes an understanding of the
Pauline message impossible. Neither Kropotkin nor
Bakunin nor Marx nor Engels made assertions against
the law more powerful and subversive than those
Paul makes. Paul is convinced not only that the law
has failed in human history in its attempt to achieve
justice, but that justice cannot be achieved as long as
law exists…64

Miranda claims that the law was originally to serve justice, but
that it had degenerated into a tool for evil. If it had been useful
at one time, it no longer has a purpose historically. The fact that
it was instrumental in putting Jesus to death negates any positive
function it may have had.

So Paul, according to Miranda, wanted a world without law but
he also wanted a world without any normative cultural and social
structures.65 He envisioned a world of a New Man and a New Cre-
ation where there is no need for coercion of any kind—legal, polit-
ical, social, or religious.

The liberation theologians backed by the anarchist message of
the New Testament, therefore, reject all forms of external law.They

63 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 191.
64 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 188.
65 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 188.
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distinctions between ordinary and professional labor. Kropotkin
claims that:

…to establish this distinction is to maintain all the
inequalities of our existing society. It is to trace
out beforehand a demarcation between the worker
and those who claim to rule him. It is still to divide
society into two clearly defined classes; an aristocracy
of knowledge above, a horny-handed democracy
below; one class devoted to the service of the other;
toiling with its hands to nourish and clothe the other
until that other profits by its leisure to learn how to
dominate those who toil for it.15

Kropotkin believes that the only way to solve the problem of in-
equality and domination is to establish a communist society where
both the means of production and the products of work are held in
common and where everyone, “contributing for the well-being to
the full extent of his capacities, shall enjoy also from the common
stock of society to the fullest possible extent of his needs.”16 this so-
ciety the wage system is abolished and money becomes obsolete.

Whether it be the mutualism of Proudhon, the collectivism of
Bakunin, or the communism of Kropotkin, the anarchists envision
an equitable economic system where there can be hope of a just
society. The anarchists realize that without such equality, political
and social freedom is a dream.

Liberation theologians, like the anarchists, are aware that we
will never end domination unless we expose and abolish the partic-

15 Peter Kropotkin, “The Wage System,” in The Essential Kropotkin, ed. Emile
Capouya and Keitha Tompkins (New York: Liveright, 1975), p. 99.

16 Peter Kropotkin, “Anarchist Communism: Its Basis and Principles,”
Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N. Baldwin (New York: Benjamin
Blom, 1968), p. 59.
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he indicates that distribution will be according to work and not
according to need.

Bakunin says:

…whoever wants to live in society must earn his living
by his own labor, or be treated as a parasite who is’
living on the labor of others [my emphasis].13

He also says:

Economic and social equality means the equalization
of personal wealth, but not by restricting what a man
may acquire by his own skill, productive energy and
thrift.14

Through hard work and sufficient skill an individual worker
can secure personal wealth. The more industrious a worker, the
more products of consumption he can accumulate. Whether or not
money is used in this system is unclear. All that can be said with
certainty is that Bakunin’s wage system does not preclude the use
of money.

In contrast, Kropotkin believes that as long as there is private
property of any kind there will be inequality and domination. Com-
mon ownership of the means of production is a step in the right
direction, but there must also be common ownership of the fruits
of one’s labor. As long as one is paid according to work, keeping
intact a system of private property of the products of production,
domination and oppression are inevitable. In a wage system there
will always be those who accumulate more than others and who
will use their economic plenty to attain power and privilege. Even
more insidious and brutal is the difference in pay resulting from the

according to the product of his labor.’” James Guillaume, Bakunin on Anarchy, p.
159.

13 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 89.
14 4 Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 88.

84

find it alienating and oppressive and completely incompatible with
God’s Kingdom. Lawmust be abolished if freedom, justice, and love
are to prevail.

To insure that law will never again rear its dreadful head, such
historical institutions of force and power, as the State and Church
must be abolished.

Strong words 1 The theology of liberation would border on po-
litical and religious heresy were it to support such a claim. It would
not be able to escape the label “anarchist.” All other postures—
the rejection of domination and external authority, the rejection
of law—might be tolerated if viewed in abstraction. But the rejec-
tion of the State and the Church, and a call for their abolition, is
quite concrete and goes far beyond toleration. In fact, Miranda is
the only one to explicitly call for the abolition of the State. For him,
the State, like law, is incompatible with justice, and therefore must
be abolished. In Marx and the Bible he says:

Completely opposite to the defense of the status quo,
the realization of justice not only subverts it, it also
demands that we abolish the State and the law.66

The words of the other theologians are not as explicit but their
harsh criticism of the State would lead one to believe that they
sympathize with Miranda.

José Comblin, because of his deep and critical awareness of the
oppression of the national security State, is one of the most outspo-
ken opponents of State power. He recognizes that “when power
and State are concerned, the liberty of an individual citizen is a
myth.”67 He claims that the State is, by its nature, dominating and
totalitarian: “Its purpose, like that of any power, is to increase its
power. It attempts tomake of its citizens the agents of its growth.”68

66 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 30.
67 combi in. Church, p. 165.
68 comblin, Church, p. 195.
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He also realizes that the State will never let go of its power volun-
tarily; it must be compelled to do so by the “active resistance of a
responsible people.”69 He believes that the State cannot be used to
end domination and usher in the new order of freedom. He says:

…a socialism built by the power of the State/ what-
ever it may be called, is always a system of domination.
There is freedom only in the control and limitation of
power by the citizens and by private associations. The
proletarian State is a myth which serves to conceal the
ascent of a new middle class and a new capitalism.70

Other theologians would agree with this last point. They are
quite suspicious of party politics. State bureaucracies, and class dic-
tatorships.71

Bigo’s claim is similar to that of Combiin:

There is no question of simply inverting power by pass-
ing it over to an opponent group. Dictatorship by a
class, even if it be the proletariat, is a kindred kind of
power. Public authority does not belong to one class
but to the nation.72

Dussel claims that if we fall into the trap of allowing ourselves
to be drugged by a “utopian dream” of a perfect system, wewill ulti-
mately allow ourselves to be tyrannized by a bureaucracy that sets

69 Comblin, Church, p. 195.
70 Jose Comblin, “Freedom and Liberation asTheological Concepts,”Mystical

and Political Dimensions, p. 103.
71 There is one exception. Miguez Bonino says that a strong centralized State

is a necessary step on the process of nationalization. But he also cautions that
there are dangers in such a step. Jose’ Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology in a Revo-
lutionary Situation (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975), p. 39.

72 Bigo, Church, p. 248.
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Unlike Proudhon, who championed private property in both
the means and the products of labor, Bakunin believes that only
the products of work should belong to the producers in private. In
Bakunin’s collectivist system, land and the other means of produc-
tion are the common property of society.9 The State was formed to
protect the privileges of those who own titles to property. Destroy
private property and you destroy the State.10

For Bakunin one of the first duties of the revolution is to elimi-
nate private property in land and the other means of production.11
The means of production must be collectivised but care must be
taken that the collectivization process does not transform private
property into public property managed by the State. Collective
ownership should not result in centralized ownership, rather it
should lead to ownership by workers associations. Those who do
the work, not as individuals, but as a socially interrelated group,
become the owners of the means of production.

The economic structure that Proudhon envisions may be suited
to a nonindustrialized society, but it could never work in a society
where production has already become socialized. Large industry
already requires a certain amount of cooperation among workers.
Bakunin’s system would only rearrange ownership. The workers
producing in common would become the common owners.

But Bakunin’s system still retains private property in the prod-
ucts of labor. As with Proudhon’s model, each worker would be
remunerated according to his work. Although there is some contro-
versy concerning the basis of product distribution for Bakunin,12

9 Michael Bakunin, “Revolutionary Catechism,” in Bakunin on Anarchy, ed.,
trans, and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p. 93.

10 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin on An-
archy, p. 151.

11 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin on An-
archy, p. 151.

12 James Guillaume in a letter dated August 24, 1909 emphatically states that
goods in Bakunin’s collectivist society will be distributed according to need. He
says that the “collectivist Internationalists never accepted the theory of ‘to each
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Instead of being the curse of society, this latter type of prop-
erty is the savior of society. It is this right of private possession
that Proudhon glorifies in his later writings and regards as the only
way that an individual can guard against the encroachments of a
monolithic State.6 Property of this type, when equally distributed,
is a decentralizing force, the basis of federalism and the only guar-
antee of freedom.7

What Proudhon envisions is a society where everyone is enti-
tled to the product of his labor. It is a society of private property but
only to the extent that it does not entail abuse. Land is distributed
equally and is cultivated and used only by those who own it so
that they may reap the benefits of their toil.8 In other words, the
product of labor belongs to the one who works and the one who
works is the one who owns the means of production, be it land or
machinery.

Free enterprise is retained in Proudhon’s system of small land-
holders and craftsmen and is secured by mutually agreed upon
contracts rather than by any outside authority. Proudhon indicates
that money is also retained but is rendered ineffectual as a tool of
exploitation. It would no longer be used for the accumulation of
property but would be used purely as a convenience in exchange
of commodities.

In Proudhon’s model of private property and free enterprise,
equality is maintained not in any absolute sense but in proportion
to the amount of work put into one’s product. There is no domi-
nation in the political sense because this federalistic, mutualistic
system of contractural obligations precludes centralized, dominat-
ing governmental authority. Each party in the economic contract is
equal to any other. One’s own labor determines bargaining power.

6 Proudhon, “Theory of Property,” Selected Writings, p. 133.
7 Proudhon, “Theory of Property,” Selected Writings, p. 141.
8 Proudhon, What is Property?, p. 82.
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itself up as the final authority. This unlimited tyranny, he claims,
is “hell.”73

Gutiérrez holds -that along with appropriating the means of
production, the masses must appropriate their own political man-
agement. And if there is to be any governmental structure at all
it must be one that serves rather than dominates, that is freeing
rather than coercive.74

With no laws to embody its power, no bureaucracy, no dictator-
ship, no domination, the State, as we know it becomes a nonentity.
If theologians other than Miranda do not explicitly call for aboli-
tion of the State, they do call for everything that undermines State
power.

The Bible, especially the New Testament is used to back up the
theologians in their anti-State stand.75 They point to three passages
in the Gospels that are particualrly revealing of Christ’s opposition
to political power.

The first passage is Matthew 4:8–11 where the devil tempts Je-
sus offering him all the Kingdoms of the world, but Jesus refuses.
Political rule is not the way of the Son of Man nor is it the way that
God’s Kingdom will be established. Political rule is the temptation
of the devil and as such was rejected.76

It is this rejection of Kingship that the liberation theologians
see as setting Jesus apart from the Zealots. In the discussion of
law it was shown that Jesus sympathized with the Zealots’ anti-
imperialist views, but could not identify himself as a Zealot be-
cause he felt obliged to renounce the nationalistic and political in-
stitutions that the Zealots wanted to restore. The Zealots wanted a
politico-religious Messiah, or king, but Jesus had to reject that kind

73 Enrique Dussel, “Historical and Philosophical Presuppositions for Latin
American Theology,” Frontiers, p. 211.

74 Gutie’rrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Frontiers, pp. 2, 17, 18.
75 8 Jose Porfirio Miranda, Communism in the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr

(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 73.
76 Bigo, Church, p. 75.
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of power because his message was more exacting than theirs. It is
not that Jesus’ Kingdom was to be in heaven, but in Jesus’ King-
dom there would be no kings. Political power is incompatible with
God’s earthly promise and it must be rejected.77

Miranda says:

What disturbed the Zealots was that the Romans ruled
Israel. Jesus went far beyond the Zealots. Jesus left all
nationalism completely out of his plans…Jesus was in-
comparably more faithful to all the Jewish revolution-
aries. God and human beings cannot reign at the same
time.78

The second passage is one we looked at earlier—Mary’s Mag-
nificat (Luke 1:52). Miranda claims that when Luke sums up the
Kingdom with “he has put down the mighty from their thrones,”
he is not talking about any specific rulers, not even those of Rome,
he is talking about “every class of rulers.”79 The Kingdom of God
and human “Kingdoms” are incompatible.

The third and most distinctive passage, in which Jesus rejects
political rule as contrary to God’s Kingdom, is Mark 12:17. There
Jesus says: “Render unto Caesar the thing’s that are Caesar’s and
to God the things that are God’s.” Nhat is particualrly important
about this passage is that for centuries it has been used to justify
the legitimacy of the State.80 From the perspective of those who
opt for the poor this passage takes on a different meaning.

Miranda interprets this passage in a way that is clearly anar-
chist. This passage, he claims, cannot be reasonably interpreted as
a recognition of authority; it is, rather, an attack on authority. Jesus

77 Croatto, Exodus, p. 62; Gutiérrez, Theology, pp. 226–32.
78 Miranda, Communism, p. 72.
79 Miranda, Communism, p. 72.
80 it is interesting to note that Kropotkin did not recognize the radical mes-

sage of this passage. He saw it as a pro-State concession that the early Christians
made in an effort to escape persecution. Peter Kropotkin, Ethics, pp. 120–1.
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own interests in mind. He may accumulate as much as he likes and
then let what has been accumulated rot. A right such as this is the
suicide of society, because it leads to inequality of conditions and
the sovereignty of some people over others.2 Proudhon says:

… if we are associated for the sake of liberty, equality,
and security, we are not associated for the sake of prop-
erty; then if property is a natural right, this natural
right is not social but anti-social. Property and society
are utterly irreconcilable institutions.3

But Proudhon distinguishes another type of property that does
not entail this absolute right to use and abuse, but rather the right
of a laborer to possession of the products of Nature and the products
of work.4 With this type of property one does not have the right to
accumulate, abuse and exploit, but only to enjoy the fruits of one’s
labor and to use the means of production in such a way that society
as a wnole will benefit. Proudhon describes the rights and duties
of the possessor:

… he is responsible for the thing entrusted to him; he
must use it in conformity with general utility, with a
view to its preservation and development; he has no
power to transform it, to diminish it, or to change its
nature; he cannot so divide the usufruct that another
shall perform the labor while he receives the product.
In a word, the usufructuary is under the supervision
of society, submitted to the condition of labor and the
law of equality…5

2 Proudhon, What is Property?, p. 285.
3 Proudhon, What is Property?, p. 52.
4 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, “Theory of Property,” in SelectedWritings of Pierre

Joseph Proudhon, trans. Elizabeth Fraser, ed. Stewart Edwards (Garden City, N.Y.:
Anchor, 1969), p. 127; see also What is Property?, p. 44.

5 Proudhon, What is Property?, p. 82.
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Chapter V. Property is Theft

“…and no one said that any of the things which he
possessed was his own, but they had everything

in common.” (Acts 4:32)

Anarchists and liberation theologians condemn all forms of
dominating power and authority but their condemnation would
not be complete unless they also denounced the economic system
that underlies and supports the structure of political and religious
oppression. For them there is no hope of freedom from State,
Church, and law without complete emancipation in the economic
realm; there is no hope of political and religious equality without
economic equality. The economic system is the key to opening all
other doors to freedom, justice and equality.

In their analysis of economic reality the anarchists conclude
that accumulated private property is the root cause of economic
inequality, but all do not agree in their analysis of private prop-
erty, nor do they agree on the steps to be taken to ensure economic
equality.

In his early writings Proudhon considered property to be un-
just and exploitative. If property is the absolute right to use and
abuse one’s material goods at will, then the property owner may
if he chooses, squander his goods, abuse the land, exploit the la-
borer who works for him.1 The proprietor is never called to act
with consideration for the common good. He acts with only his

1 Pierre Joseph Proudhon,What is Property?, trans, Benjamin J. Tucker (New
York: H. Fertig, 1966), p. 42.

80

had already claimed that the rival of God is something real and tan-
gible, namely money, which cannot be served in also serving God
(Matthew 6:24). Consequently it would be contradictory to claim
that Jesus submits to authority in urging that the coin should be
returned to Caesar. Miranda explains:

It is as if Giovanni Papinni, after having said that
money is devil crap, had added: Give the money
back to the government—and give God what is
God’s…Jesus’ ploy is to deny all government author-
ity, but in such terms that no one can accuse him
before the governor (my emphasis].81

Other liberation theologians, though differing in the details
of their interpretation, agree that this is an antigovernment,
anti-State passage.82

The epistles of Paul also contain the same message. Miranda
shows that Paul is as antigovernment as he is antilaw. For Paul
“the State and law are conceived as one and the same thing.”83 Just
as there will be no need for law in a world where all are “righteous,”
there will be no need for the State. The new creation and the new
man will be completely free.

But complete freedom will not come as long as people are
bound to a hierarchical Church, a Church that cares more for
laws, canons, codes, traditions, and rituals than it does for human
beings, a Church closed to the future and the progress of history, a
Church steeped in the past and blind to present realities. Complete
freedom will not come as long as there is a Church that drugs the
people with the hope that a heavenly Kingdom awaits those who
are patient, meek, mild, and long-suffering. It will not come as
long as the Church promotes the belief that “original sin” makes

81 Miranda, Communism, p. 65.
82 Bigo, Church, p. 76.
83 Miranda, Marx and the Bible, p. 184 and p. 258.
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a change in human nature impossible; that human beings must
remain fallen creatures who need an external dominating force to
keep them from tearing each other apart.

Liberation theologians realize that there has to be a radical
change. Although they do not make the extreme demand that the
Church be abolished, they recognize that it must be transformed.84
Ellacuría says it eloquently:

The Church must begin to liberate itself so that it will
be obvious that it is free of all worldliness; free of the
trappings of wealth, honor and power; free of avarice,
fear, and servile attitudes; free of structures that con-
figure its hierarchy and its methods of government
along the lines of the most dictatorial states. The
Church must encourage within its own boundaries
the fullest measure of liberty possible…The Church
must foster and encourage a maturity motivated by
love and liberty rather than by fear. It must promote a
maximum of personal relationships and a minimum of
institutional relationships. It must place the value and
worth of the person above that of the institution.85

The change that Ellacuría calls for is not being initiated by the
institutional Church but by the poor and oppressed and by those
members of the clergy who have made a commitment to them. A
new structure from the base up, a Church of the people is being
formed in Latin America. These base communities are transform-
ing the conception of what it means to be a Church and to be God’s
chosen people. At last, a Church is emerging that is rooted in the

84 SeeGustavoGutie’rrez, “Freedom and Salvation,” in Liberation and Change
(Atlanta: John Knox, 1977), p. 93 ; Enrique Dussel, “Current Events in Latin Amer-
ica,” Challenge, p. 33; Boff, “Theological Considerations of a Grassroots Church,”
Challenge, p. 134.

85 Ellacuría, Freedom, p. 162.
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concrete realities of history, that is awake to and suspicious of the
ideologies of the status quo, that allows the masses to take control
of their own social, political, and religious destiny.

Even though these changes do not abolish the Church, as the
anarchists would like, the transformation of the Church meets all
the requirements that the anarchists find necessary to insure a so-
ciety of freedom.

The new Church in Latin America also meets Jesus’ demands.
The theologians believe that the Church formed by Jesus was a
Church of the poor and lowly.86 They remind us that none of Jesus’
disciples came from the priestly class, nor were they rich and pow-
erful. Jesus did not ally himself with the religious leaders of his day.
Instead, he undermined the power base of the priestly class and the
religious authorities.87 He rejected their oppressive traditions and
laws and founded a Church with only one law—the law of love.

The Church that Jesus founded is a model for the base
communities—a Church of the people, by the people, and for the
poor, oppressed, homeless, widowed, and rejected.

In denouncing domination, external, coercive power and
authority, laws that enslave, governments that command, and
Churches that oppress, liberation theology is anarchist. It is anar-
chist in repudiating all dominating external rule and all threats
to freedom. It is anarchist in believing that without the yoke of
hierarchical tyrannies, people can and will create a society that is
harmonious, just, and loving.

86 Gutiérrez, Power, p, 211.
87 Segundo, Liberation, p. 112.
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tice and righteousness? Then it was well with him. He
judged the cause of the poor and needy; then it was
well. Is this not to know me?

Liberation theologians also point to the New Testament, espe-
cially the epistles of John, to confirm their view that to know God
requires action; it requires the action of love.40 For “he who loves
is born of God and knows God” (1 John 4:7).

Action, for liberation theologians, is, therefore, necessary for
knowledge of reality in all its dimensions. In this respect, they go
beyond the anarchists. Action is necessary for theory, as the an-
archists claim, but it is also necessary for truth, knowledge, and
faith.

Liberation theologians also see the propaganda value of action.
They realize that the actions of men such as Camilo Torres and Che
Guevara are much more efficacious in conscienticizing the masses
than any written or spoken word. They are ready to point out that
it is Jesus’ actions as well as his words that we must follow.41 He
must look to what Jesus did in the context of his historical situa-
tion to see what we must do in ours, keeping in mind that different
situations call for somewhat different solutions. The theologians
believe that when we look at Jesus’ actions we see that he chal-
lenged the particular oppressive religious and political structures
of his time and always acted for the purpose of bringing liberation
to the poor and lowly.42 Even his miracles had amessianic message;
“they implied the terrifingly revolutionary thesis that this world of
contempt and oppression can be changed into a world of complete
selflessness and unrestricted mutual assistance.”43

40 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology, p. 90.
41 José Croatto, Exodus, trans. Salvator Attanasio (Maryknoll, N.Y. Orbis,

1981), pp. 58–64.
42 Create, Exodus, pp. 58–64.
43 José Porfirio Miranda, Being and the Messiah, trans. John Eagleson (Mary-

knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), p. 108.
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Such actions must have had a tremendous propaganda effect in
Jesus day.

It hardly needs saying that the action most emphasized by liber-
ation theology is revolutionary action, not reform.The Latin Amer-
ican society is so dominated and oppressed that only action that
attacks the roots and structures of such a society can bring about
the needed changes. Liberation theologians realize that reforms are
only palliatives, which in the long run actually aid the exploita-
tive system. They are limited and partial measures that never get
at the base of oppression.44 Gutiérrez points out that the develop-
mentslist policy, which from its inception in the 1950’s emphasized
modernization of the existing system, is an example of the failure
of reform. As a partial measure it failed to take sufficient account of
political and historical factors and, therefore, proved incapable of
interpreting the evolution of the Latin American continent.45 De-
velopmentalism never touched the root of poverty and injustice, so
it failed.

Gutiérrez sums it up quite nicely:

The poverty and injustice experienced in Latin Amer-
ica are too deeply rooted to allow for halfmeasures.
That is why people now talk about social revolutions
rather than reform, about liberation rather than devel-
opmentalism, and about socialism rather thanmodern-
ization of the existing system.46

What is needed, the theologians believe, is a scientific analysis
of all the factors of domination, and sufficient action to eliminate
the causes. In Latin America what is specifically needed is a focus
on all the structures of domination—of some countries by others,
of some classes by others, and of some people by others—with the

44 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 110.
45 Gutidrrez, Theology, p. 83.
46 Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Frontiers, p. 17.
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intention of eliminating the structure, namely the capitalist system,
that supports such domination.47

The action needed to bring about the end of domination, accord-
ing to liberation theology can never come about through decree or
law. Law, according to Comblin, is a form of domination and slav-
ery.48 It limits human choice and freedom and, therefore, cannot
be the basis for emancipation.49

For the theologians, the only action that will transform the so-
cial and political reality in which the poor and oppressed of Latin
America find themselves is revolutionary action.

On the question of determinism the postition of the liberation
theologians is very similar to that of the anarchists. The human be-
ing, they believe, is free to act, to make choices, but he or she is
not absolutely free. The choices one makes are always a response
to reality. Our actions are never completely spontaneous, but are
influenced by the concrete historical situations of our lives. The ac-
tions can in turn transform reality, but there are always limitations
imposed by circumstances. Actions and reality are reciprocally de-
pendent.50 We are free and determined.

The question of evolution versus revolution is answered from
a theological point of view. For the theologians salvation, though
an historical and liberating process, is a gift from God.51 this per-
spective, God is in complete control of the evolution of history, an
evolution that is heading toward the fulfillment of liberty, justice,
and love in the Kingdom of God. Although controlled by God this
evolutionary process includes the active participation of human be-

47 Gutidrrez, Theology, p. 48.
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ings. This active participation is part of the plan of salvation and
must be revolutionary to achieve its goal. The final document of
the 1980 International Congress of theology says:

…the Kingdom is of God; it is a grace and God’s work.
But at the same time it is a demand and a task for hu-
man beings.52

From this we can conclude that for the theologians, freedom
and determinism are opperative in human reality; both evolution
and revolution will bring about the Kingdom.

Let us now turn to the conditions necessary for revolutionary
action. We shall see that liberation theologians follow the anar-
chists in their claim that oppressive material conditions, hope,
moral ideals, and myths are the necessary prerequisites for any
radical change.

Conditions such as those in Latin America are the breeding
grounds for revolution. Misery, poverty, and injustice abound. Eco-
nomic, social, and political domination keep the people in servi-
tude. Liberation theology, as a response to these dreadful and bru-
talizing conditions, includes action committed to the struggles of
the poor and oppressed as part of its methodology. It is also part of
the method of liberation to act in accordance with the knowledge
gained as a result of this commitment. As the root cause of the op-
pressive conditions is revealed, the task of liberation theologians
together with the people who suffer injustice and servitude is to
revolt against the oppressive structures.

But oppressive material conditions alone do not motivate the
people to revolution. Liberation theologians are convinced that in
order for people to be moved to revolutionary action there must be
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hope. Without hope there would be no movement forward. Hope
makes the future desirable. But hope, they point out, is not a state
of mind, it is not wishful thinking that the future will be better
than the past; rather, hope “must be rooted in the heart of historical
praxis.53 Though it leads to the future it must take shape in concrete
action in the present. It must lead to social transformantion for it
to be anything other than a dream.54

Hope, for liberation theologians, is connected with the King-
dom.55 Jesus’ first public words, according to Boff, were a promise
of “renewed hope for total liberation from all those things that
alienate people from their authentic identity.56 His promise was
for the present as well as the future:

The time is fulfilled and the Kingdom of God is at hand;
repent, and believe in the gospel (Mark 1:15).

Christian hope is born in Christ’s promise that God will prevail
in history, but it is also a realization that we can and must take an
active part.

Moral ideals, according to the theologians, also play a role in
bringing about revolution. We saw in Chapters II and III that the
new revolutionary man is the one motivated by freedom, love, and
justice. It is he who recognizes that, for the revolution to be com-
plete, it must transform the person as well as society. There must
be a new consciousness that recognizes the inherent dignity and
worth of each human being and that abhors all forms of domina-
tion, alienation, and coercive power. Miguez Bonino reveals the
importance of moral ideals in revolutionary action when he says:

53 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 218.
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…the Christian faith provides today both the stimulus
and a challenge for revolutionary action when it en-
courages us to look andwork for historical realizations
in the direction of the Kingdom of justice, solidarity,
the real possibility for men to assume responsibility,
access of all men to the creation which God has given
to man, freedom to create human community through
work and love, space to worship and play.57

If whatMiguez Bonino says seems utopian, it is. And this brings
us to our final condition for revolutionary action-myth.

Before proceeding it must be pointed out that liberation the-
ologians use the word “utopia” in the same way that the anarchists
use the word “myth.”This will become clear as we proceed. In what
follows I will use the terminology of the liberation theologians.

Liberation theologians point out that the term “utopia” is “not
a synonym for illusion and flight from present reality.”58 it is not
a dream to be realized only in a future that has no bearing on the
concrete situation of peoples’ lives as they struggle here and now.
Though utopia is a symbol for a wholly new way of being and a
wholly new world, a world totally reconciled, it is also a stimulus
for action in the present. The theologians believe that unless one
acts to change the world, there is no hope that a future transforma-
tion can be realized. Action, then, is a necessary and key element
of utopia.

But not any action. Actions that merely reform can never usher
in a future like that described above. And so for the theologians, as
with Sorel’s “myth,” utopia is a revolutionary mobilizing force in
history. Gutiérrez is quite explicit in making this claim:

Utopia necessarily means a denunciation of the exist-
ing order. Its deficiencies are to a large extent the rea-
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son for the emergence of utopia. The repudiation of
a dehumanizing situation is an unavoidable aspect of
utopia. It is a matter of a complete rejection which at-
tempts to strike at the roots of the evil. That is why
utopia is revolutionary and not reformist.59

Also, like Sorel’s “myth,” utopia is a product of the yearning
and hope of a people and is not the mere imaginary projection of
an individual theorist. Only an oppressed people are “capable of
working out revolutionary utopias.”60

Finally, utopian thought, as Gutiérrez points out, is not verified
by comparing its descriptions of the model society with our own,
utopian thought is verified by determining that it postulates, en-
riches and supplies new goals for political action in the present.61

All the characteristics that Sorel gave to myth, liberation the-
ologians give to utopia. But the theologians go a step further and
add a Christian element—the Kingdom of God.

For liberation theology the Kingdom is a utopian symbol.62
Though it is God’s work and promise for the future, it is not
something given to people by God; it is not an external gift. The
Kingdom touches what is already in the heart of human beings but
which, due to society’s oppressive structures, has lain dormant.63
it draws forth those yearnings for total liberation and for a better
world. The Kingdom requires, like all utopias, that people act.
Though it is a gift from God, it is also a task, a challenge for the
people.64 it “does not consist in talk but in power” (1 Corinthians
4:20)—the power to transform the structures of death into a
life-giving freedom.
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60 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 235.
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We have seen how important action is to both anarchists and
liberation theologians. Both believe that without action, revolution-
ary action, we could have neither life nor freedom;we could neither
know the world nor change it. Without action our visions would
be frustrated and our hope would perish.
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with new attitudes and ways of relating to others, there can never
be an end to domination and oppression.

Liberation theologians are especially sensitive to the need for
a new person, whom they see as the deepest motivation for revo-
lutionary action in Latin America. Inspired by the person of Jesus,
the original new man, the Christians of Latin America find hope
in the future. Jesus, conceived as the new creation or God-man,
revealed through his life and action the possibility of human trans-
formation. Acting in complete freedom, subjected only to the law
of love, this new human being was a model for Christians to imi-
tate and be guided by. For liberation theology, the divine element
that changed the nature of Jesus can change the nature of each and
every human being. Because of Christ, the evangelist Paul explains
that we can “put on the new nature, created after the likeness of
God in true righteousness and holiness” (Ephesians 4:24).

In their hope for a society free from all forms of domination
and oppression and in their hope for a new self-fulfilled human
being ruled only by internal law, the liberation theologians and
anarchists share a common dream. In all that is necessary for the
realization of this new society and new person—efficacious ethical
ideals, hope, “utopia,” a commitment to the poor and oppressed, rev-
olutionary action—there is a common anarchist dimension. All the
facets of liberation theology explored here, including its religious
interpretations, are anarchist in nature.This should not be cause for
surprise. Given the intolerable social conditions with which most
Latin Americans have to contend, only the radical solutions of an
anarchist perspective can fully meet the challenge.
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Chapter VII. Who Makes the
Revolution?

“But Many that are first will be Last,
and the Last First.”(Matthew 19:30)

We saw in the last chapter that only through revolutionary ac-
tion can there be a Kingdom of freedom, justice, equality and love
on earth. Though there must be evolutionary progress in the mate-
rial conditions, it is social revolution that ultimately brings about
the transformation to a new society. Revolutions do not occur as
phenomena divorced from the people. Human beings make revolu-
tions; human beings take it upon themselves to change the existing
conditions and create a better world.

But who are these people? Who are the last that will be first?
Are they an amorphous mass with no identity and no particular
interest to fill, who merely rise up spontaneously in revolt? Or are
they one highly explosive class that becomes aware of its exploita-
tion, organizes in its own interest, and with deliberation and skill
consciously ushers in a new era?

There is more than one answer to this question among the ob-
servers and theoreticians of revolution. Anarchists disagree among
themselves concerning who in the fight against capitalist society
and the State will be the revolutionaries and who will lead the rev-
olution. All anarchists oppose oppression and authority in what-
ever guise it appears, but they disagree on exactly which oppressed
groups will be involved in revolution, and which will organize and
give cohesion to the uprising.
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The one anarchist who has examined these questions in depth
and who has been the most influential in Third World revolutions
is Michael Bakunin. Bakunin more than any other anarchist has
thoroughly, if not systematically, delved into the make-up of the
revolutionary masses, studied the different leadership roles, and
determined the psychological and educational factors necessary for
the masses to be moved. It is to Bakunin, then, that I turn for the
base and bulk of my analysis.

Becuase Bakunin recognized as the enemy not just the capital-
ist class but also other authoritarian systems such as the Church
and the State, his concern was for all those who suffer oppression
and not the victims of exploitation only. He claimed that, in or-
der for there to be an end to all forms of domination and privilege,
there must be a revolt of the poor, oppressed, ignorant, and sub-
jugated masses. Were there to be a revolution led by and primar-
ily for one class, the proletariat, only another form of domination
would result. For the last to be first, the hierarchy should not be
stood on its head; it should be abolished. And this can be accom-
plished only when all the poor and oppressed become involved.
Bakunin believed that the revolution must take place in the city,
towns, and in the countryside; it must include the proletariat in
the factories, the rural proletariat, and also the peasantry; it must
include those workers who have fairly stable, well-paying jobs, and
it must include the shiftless, miserable and illiterate workers and
the unemployed—the “lumpenproletariat.” Only when all those op-
pressed by the capitalist system revolt can there be a free society.

Although Bakunin holds that the revolutionmust involve all op-
pressed classes, he also believes that not all classes will participate
in the same way. The revolution will rely heavily on the peasants
because it is they who have not been “petrified by the intervention
of the State.1 Nonetheless, the class to spearhead the revolution

1 Michael Bakunin, “Letters to a Frenchman,” in Bakunin on Anarchy, ed.,
trans, and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p. 207.
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artistic, and moral capacities of the individual can be developed.
Under such conditions, the entire nature of the human will evolve,
issuing forth a new human being who has maximum control over
his or her individual destiny.

The theologians believe that the new economic order creates
the conditions for nonalienatedworkwhich in turn creates the con-
ditions for a completely self-developed and creative human being.
Though always bound to some degree by the laws of nature and
history, this new person, through increased scientific awareness of
the influences that give shape to a human environment, can for the
first time make an enlightened choice concerning his or her inner
transformation. No longer fettered by superstitions and enslaving
ideologies, the new person develops talents, gifts, spirit, and genius
to the fullest extent. At last, a new and authentic individuality is
possible.

Though responsible for his or her individual destiny, develop-
ment, and fulfillment, the new person, according to the theologians,
is also responsible for society. Guided by love of humanity, a love
that transcends all egoism, the new person makes the needs of the
“other” his or her own. A family relationship of reciprocal open-
ness and trust is established.The antagonisms and competition that
characterize the individuals of other societies give way to solidar-
ity and mutual support. Other people are no longer seen as threats
to individuality and freedom; instead all are viewed as brothers and
sisters whose interests are the interests of all. In complete freedom
this new moral being devotes his or her life to, and finds complete
fulfillment in, the service of mankind.

In short, the liberation theologians sharewith the anarchists the
belief that the new person of the future is the completely fulfilled,
totally free human being who acts in total communion with others.

Anarchists and liberation theologians place great hope in the
ability of human nature to change. It is not enough that material
conditions and structures change. Unless there is a new person

147



Liberation theology’s new society, in whatever language it is
presented, is anarchist in essence. Its socioeconomic, political, reli-
gious and moral structures reflect an anarchist dimension. All the
values that it promotes are anarchist values; all the servitudes that
it opposes are the servitudes opposed by anarchists; all the solu-
tions it proposes are anarchist solutions. The actions necessary to
attain this new society are also anarchist.

Liberation theologians hold that along with a new society there
must also be a new person. Without new institutions and struc-
tures, without a society of material expansion, justice, and peace,
liberation theologians believe that it is not possible for the poten-
tialities of human nature to be developed. At the same time, the the-
ologians believe that unless there is a change in human conscious-
ness, a consciousness that guides the transformation of existing
historical conditions, there can be no new society. The new person
and the new society are, therefore, reciprocally related, each being
necessary for the emergence of the other, each having elements of
both present and future.

For liberation theologians, the new person of the present is the
revolutionary who, motivated by justice and love, acts to transform
the existing soical structures and to build a new human commu-
nity. He or she is the one who critically analyzes the present, as-
sumes control of historical situations, and initiates the escape from
servitude. This new human being is so committed to the poor and
oppressed that no sacrifice is too great. In a spirit of devotion, self-
denial, and heroism, the new man and the new woman respond to
the call of freedom.

The new person of the future as the theologians perceive him
or her is the full and authentic human who comes to be as a result
of transformed historical conditions that no longer permit power
and privilege to bind the human spirit. With no institutional barri-
ers to impede growth, the theologians believe that the intellectual,
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will be the urban proletariat. The revolution must be organized by
it from the bottom up and from the circumference to the center.2
The urban proletariat, the most naturally revolutionary class, must
be careful not to impose its will on the masses. The urban workers
“who are exploited by bourgeios masters should realize that the
peasants, who are also exploited, are their brothers…3 They should
work with the peasants, educating them to their own interest, and
awakening in them the spirit of revolt.

Not all factions within the proletariat are equally revolution-
ary. Bakunin is suspicious of the upper layer of the proletariat, the
“aristocracy of labor,” which lives comfortably and hobnobs with
the bourgeoisie. This minority has hope of improving itself within
the system and is, therefore, not prone to sacrifice its privileges and
comforts for a revolution with no guaranteed outcome.The hope of
the revolution, according to Bakunin, is in those “millions of uncul-
tivated, the disinherited, the miserable, the illiterates—the rabble
of the people…the lumpenproletariat.4 It is the lumpenproletarians
who are least polluted by the bourgeoisie and who, because they
possess little and have no ties to private property, are most willing
to sacrifice themselves in revolutionary action. As Marx would say,
“They have nothing to lose but their chains.”

According to Bakunin, it is this element of the proletariat that
incites the revolution, but it is not until it is joined by the peasant
masses that the height of the revolutionary movement is reached.5

The scientists and intellectuls who join the revolution will not
be permitted to lead it. In no case will they be given special privi-
leges and power; they will merely offer their expertise and service.
They must also give up the privileges they already have and take

2 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin on An-
archy, p. 152.

3 Bakunin “Letters to a Frenchman,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 201.
4 Bakunin, “The International and Karl Marx,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 294.
5 Bakunin, “Statism and Anarchy,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 334.
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an active part in the revolutionary process, sharing with the people
“their life, their poverty, their cause, and their desperate revolt.”6

Another revolutionary element is the professional revolution-
ary, the member of a secret organization whose task is to rally the
masses of all countries into a single plan of action.7 Again, the prin-
ciples of liberty must be upheld. The secret organization to which
the professional revolutionary belongs must not become a party
interested primarily in attaining power. Instead it is to be an or-
ganization which merely coordinates, clarifies, propagandizes, and
serves.8 Though its aim is to involve all countries, it is local in char-
acter.9 There is no central party line which it must follow, rather it
serves the will of the local masses. Its propaganda should not instill
new ideas, but should draw upon the revolutionary instincts of the
masses.10

It seems as if the key word in all revolutionary roles is “service.”
It is only in service that the means correspond to the end. Domina-
tion begets domination. Service begets freedom, justice, equality,
and love. Like the prophets of the Old Testament, Bakunin read
the signs of the times and recognized the drift of history. He was
especially astute in recognizing the forms of domination and op-
pression in capitalist society, the brutality of the State and its cor-
responding bureaucracy. He warned that the dictatorship of the
proletariat would not mean the end of exploitation and oppression,
and he was right.

The fact is that Bakunin as prophet has had a revolutionary im-
pact on society. He has been especially influential in underdevel-
oped nations including those of Latin America. This brings me to

6 Bakunin, “Statism and Anarchy,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 350.
7 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 101.
8 Michael Bakunin, The Political Philosophy of Michael Bakunin, ed. G. P.

Maximoff (New York: Free Press, 1953), p. 375.
9 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, pp. 99–100.

10 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin of An-
archy, p. 155.
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light of the needs and demands of the historical situation. The base
communities, so similar to the communities of the early Christians,
are “truly the church of Christ and his apostles fleshed out at the
grassroots level.”2

These communities, though not modeled after any specific an-
archist structure, are anarchist in form. They are free associations,
federated and decentralized; run not by domination and coercion,
but by mutual agreement among equals. Religion in these commu-
nities is not something that detracts from life, that hinders freedom,
but is part of the creative endeavor of a people forging their own
future. The base communities are the Church of the new society,
both now and hopefully in the future.

In themoral realm the new society, for anarchists and liberation
theologians, will be one that is free from avarice and servile atti-
tudes; a society where the basic human dignity of each and every
human being is respected; a society of freedom, justice, equality,
and love. It will be a society of mutual support and cooperation
where each member is viewed as a neighbor, a brother or sister,
who assists in the development of every other member. It will be a
society of peace and harmony—peace that comes with justice and
harmony that comes with mutual respect and aid.

In the religious language of liberation theology, the new society
is identified with the Kingdom of God—a gift from God and the
task of the people—where all are in total communion. It will be a
Kingdom of the resurrection of the dead, a society liberated from
all necrophilic structures that keep the people from enjoying life.
“Mammon,” will no longer rule and sinful structures will no longer
keep humans enchained. Through mutual sharing and love each
will receive his or her daily bread.

2 Leonardo Boff, “Theological Characteristics of a Grassroots Church,” in
TheChallenge of Basic Christian Communities, trans. John Drury, ed. Sergio Torres
and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 125.
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Full material development, equality, cooperation, a community
of brothers and sisters transcending class and all differences of
wealth, is the resulting economic picture of the future.

In the political realm, anarchists and liberation theologians en-
vision a society free from external domination and coercive power.
There will be no external laws, political parties, bureaucratic dicta-
torships, centralized authorities. In short, the society of the future
will be a Stateless one. Government and all those institutions that
make up its machinery are decried as incompatible with a free peo-
ple.

Liberation theologians and anarchists agree that the new soci-
ety will have an orderly structure, but it will be a structure that pro-
motes rather than prevents autonomy; a structure from the bottom
up and from the circumference to the center; a structure mutually
agreed upon, freely federated, and designed to serve the people.
The only obligations will be those that arise from the individual’s
internal sense of justice and love. The mutual agreements made by
people will be guided by internal inclinations rather than by coer-
cion or fear of punishment.

Not only will the new society be Stateless, but there will be no
hierarchies of any kind. What this means for the liberation theolo-
gian is that a whole new conception of “Church” will emerge. No
longer can there be an authoritarian elite which, under the guise of
service, keeps the masses sedated with dogma and fear of eternal
damnation. No longer will the people be controlled by demands
of strict obedience to a religious system that has made and idol of
power and has abandoned the purpose for which it was created. No
longer will the people be silent in regard to their religious destiny.
Liberation theologians are part of themovement to create a Church
of the people—the poor, the oppressed, the lowly. These base com-
munities are an entirely new structure created by those to whom
Jesus promised the Kingdom. Guided by their own experience and
values, these communities act in service to one another, create re-
ligious models and forms of worship, and reflect upon scripture in
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an aspect of Bakunin’s thought not yet mentioned. Not only was
he a champion of the “last” within a nation, he was also a champion
of the “last nations”—the undeveloped and underveloped countries
whose masses are primarily the peasants and unsettled workers.
Although his views on imperialism were never developed, he was
able to see the revolutionary potential of the nonindustrial nations
struggling against domination and oppression.

From all that has been said we can see that, for Bakunin, the
masses must liberate themselves. For the revolution to be com-
plete and for a new society to be built according to anarchist moral
principles, the people must draw upon their instincts and take the
reins of their own destiny. Nothing external can liberate them—
no governments, no middle class of intellectuals, not even scien-
tists. Within the masses care must be taken to avoid revolutionary
dictatorships. Although one class may be more revolutionary than
another and incite the others to revolt, it has no claim to give di-
rection to the revolution, to set policy, or to dogmatize in any way.
Any attempt to centralize the revolution will only end in further
oppression and domination.

Although no class alone should attempt to lead and direct the
revolution, most anarchists follow Bakunin in beleiving that it is
the task of the proletariat and its secret organization, to educate
the masses. Revolutionary propaganda must not attempt to instill
ideas that are foreign to themasses, normust it lead them in a direc-
tion unrelated or alien to their interests.11 Anarchist propaganda
must be a drawing-out process. It should draw out what is already
there instinctively but which, because of circumstances, has lain
dormant. For example, the people need to know their economic in-
terests.12 The peasants must be shown that their interest is to stop
paying rent to the landlord and to stop paying taxes to the State.

11 Bakunin, “The International and Karl Marx,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 308.
12 Bakunin, “The International and Karl Marx,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 295.
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The workers must be shown that their interest lies in collective ac-
tion and solidarity.

In order for the masses to be revolutionized, education must in-
spire. Anarchists believe that the masses should be presented with
an ideal that touches their deepest instincts, an ideal to which they
can aspire with some reasonable hope of success. The masses must
also know that they, as human beings with dignity, have a claim
to the ideal and a right to revolt in order to attain it.13

Also, according to the anarchists, the best way to inspire and
teach the masses is not primarily by words and ideas, but by deeds
and practical action.14 when the masses perceive the revolutionary
heroism of others they become inspired to act. When they begin to
act they become aware of their own interests. Then if the material
conditions are right, they revolt.15

But who are the heroic individuals capable by their deeds of in-
spiring the masses to act? According to Kropotkin, they are the in-
dividuals who are “deeply moved by the existing state of things.”16
They are individuals with a profound sense of justice, they are the
ones ready to sacrifice their own lives for the sake of others. These
are the ones whom Che Guevara and the theologians of liberation
call the “new man.”

So let us turn to the liberation theologians.
The hope of the Latin American revolution as seen by the the-

ologians of liberation is in the poor and oppressed. As with the
anarchists, the theologians do not limit their concern to one eco-
nomically exploited class. Though the oppression and domination
of the proletariat may be basic, an analysis that focuses on this

13 Bakunin, “Statism and Anarchy,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 335.
14 Bakunin, “The Policy of the International,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 167.
15 Peter Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” in The Essential

Kropotkin, ed. Emile Capouya and Keitha Tompkins (New York: Liveright, 1975),
p. 90.

16 Kropotkin, “Modern Science and Anarchism,” Essential Kropotkin, p. 90.
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From a scientific examination of present structures and a keen
awareness of the elements of progress, they anticipate a new soci-
ety free from dominations of every kind. Such a society would be
without hierarchies, coercive power, and privileges of wealth, race,
and gender. It would be a society where all citizens are free to do
what they want, and want to do what is just. It would be a society
where the freedom of each is fulfilled by the freedom of all, where
there is individuality without individualism, and equality without
sameness.

Upon closer examination of the socioeconomic aspect of the
new society anarchists and liberation theologians believe that
there will be freedom from class divisions based on differences
of wealth. Whether or not there will be private property in the
means of production. the exploitation of human beings will be
abolished. Most anarchists and liberation theologians, moreover,
agree that such property must be eliminated. Along with the
abolition of private property there must also be, for those anar-
chists and theologians who identify themselves as communists,
the elimination of the wage system, whether it be in the form of
money or labor notes. Distribution according to labor perpetuates
social inequality, leading to oppressive differentiations such as
those between professional and ordinary worker while penalizing
those who are not able to work or who, because of physical or
mental disability, cannot keep pace with their fellow workers.

Anarchists and liberation theologians envision a new society
free from any economic inequalities that promote privilege and
power distinctions. What this means for most anarchists and the-
ologians of liberation is that the future society will be one in which
the instruments of production, land, and natural resources are held
in common and material goods are distributed according to need.
It will be a society where labor is a right, the foundation of human
dignity and creativity, but not the basis for survival for the individ-
ual. Labor will be truly free when it is a choice, not a necessity.
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them the new society is not a utopian dream—thewell-designed fic-
tionalized plan of some well-intentioned theorist who only wants
an easy escape from the horrors of reality. The new society is real-
ity in the making; it is the here-and-now struggle of the poor and
oppressed to create a better world; it is the hope that motivates
the struggle in the direction of freedom and justice; and it is the
progressive realization of the tendencies of history. But it is also
an expectation of things to come. Anarchists and liberation theolo-
gians believe that without this future element there would be no
hope, no action, no revolutionary struggle. They have, then, some
conceptualizations of what the future will be like, but always with
the reminder that unless this future vision is efficacious in chang-
ing the structures of the present, it is pure fantasy.

Another reason that the anarchists and liberation theologians
lack a detailed description of the future society is that, although
they envision the future as universal, they believe that each re-
gion must determine for itself the details of its own future in ac-
cordance with its material and historical conditions. Geography,
natural resources, custom, temperament, and social habits condi-
tion the manner in which the new society is perceived and devel-
oped. They believe that no single vision can be imposed from a
centralized source; it must always be a product of autonomous com-
munities, provinces, regions. Detailed accounts can only be given
to fixed and stagnant societies. A society bestirred with change
and growth escapes static conceptualizations. Such is the new so-
ciety for anarchists and liberation theologians. Modeled after the
living processes of nature, the new society continually perfects it-
self, seeking more and more freedom. It is a society of action and
creation in a permanent revolution.

Although the anarchists and liberation theologians do not have
a blueprint of the future, by studying and analyzing the tendencies
of history and by becoming attuned to the values of the oppressed,
they have some expectation of what the new society will be like.
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class will not be able to solve the problems of injustice and domi-
nation as a whole. In addition, any analysis that focuses solely on
the economic side of the class situation is limited in its perception
of reality.17 What is involved is a complex situation encompassing
various racial, cultural, social, and historical phenomena.

But if not proletarians alone, who are the poor and oppressed?
Liberation theologians see them as “nonpersons,” the dependent,
the needy, the limited, the victims of injustice, domination,
exploitation, and alienation. More specifically, the poor and
oppressed are the direct victims of abuse by the economic system.
They are the peasant, the indigenous peoples, the marginalized city
dweller, the factory worker. They also include the indirect victims
of that system, the marginalized races, the despised cultures, and
women. Internationally, the poor and oppressed are all those
dominated and dependent peoples struggling for liberation from
the economic slavery of imperialism.

Although the situation in Latin America creates the conditions
in which the “last” can be named, liberation theologians turn to the
Bible to show that a commitment must be made to those so named.
Both the Old and the New Testament reveal a God committed to
all oppressed people.

Elsa Tamez, a liberation theologian from Costa Rica, does and
excellent study of the breadth and depth of oppression in the Old
Testament. She shows that at various times in the history of Israel,
the people were subjected to an unjust external power—Egyptians,
Assyrians, Babylonians, Persians, Greeks, and Romans. Each time
the people were enslaved, exploited, slaughtered or exiled, and
were made to pay tribute. And each time they called upon God to

17 Miguel Concha, “International Situations of Domination,” inTheChallenge
of Basic Christian Communities, trans. John Drury, ed. Sergio Torres and John
Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p. 58.
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deliver them from their burden. Their God was a liberating God, a
God of an oppressed people, and an oppressed nation.18

Tamez points out that the God of the Old Testament is also on
the side of those oppressed within a nation. Once the people of God
became well organized and developed as a nation, structures of ex-
ploitation and oppression began to emerge.19 It was then that the
nation’s own vicitms of fraud, usury, bribery, powerful kings, ad-
minstratois and landlords began to cry out for deliverance. Tamez
points out that Psalm 72, a Hebrew poem composed for the coro-
nation of an Isralite King gives beautiful expression to this cry:

May he judge the people with righteousness and the
poor with justice!…
May he defend the cause of the poor of the people, give
deliverance to the needy, and crush the oppressor!…
For he delivers the needy when he calls the poor and
him who has no helper.
He has pity on the weak and needy, and saves the lives
of the needy.
From oppression and violence he redeems their life…

But according to Tamez and other liberation theologians, it is
in the New Testament that we learn that God is a savior of all the
oppressed. Jesus of Nazereth was born of, lived among, preached
to, and died for the poor. It was Jesus who was called by God to
give the good news not only to the Jewish people, but also to the
poor and oppressed of all nations.

Liberation theologians believe that we should look to the life
and actions of Jesus to discover those to whom we should be com-
mitted. Jesus’ life was one that was committed to all marginalized

18 Elsa Tamez, Bible of the Oppressed, trans. Matthew J. O’Connell (Mary-
knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 17.

19 Tamez, Bible, p. 20.
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Chapter IX. New Society; New
Person1

“Thy Kindgdom Come…” (Matthew 6:10)

From what has proceeded one discovers that a thoroughly an-
archist picture of a new society and a new human being has taken
form, a picture that is shared in detail by liberation theology. The
economic, political, social, moral, and, in some degree, the religious
vision of the future is the same for both the leading anarchists
we have cited and for many liberation theologians. The principal
difference is that what the anarchists portray in the language of
their European experience, the theologians repeat as Latin Ameri-
can Christians committed to the revolutionary struggle of the poor
and oppressed and to a God who is seen as the ultimate liberator.

Although there is some disagreement among anarchists and
theologians, especially in regard to the economic arrangement of
the future society, there is enough in common to give a clear out-
line of a shared vision. Let us now look at the picture that has
emerged.

As we saw earlier, anarchists and liberation theologians are re-
luctant to present too detailed an account of the future society. For

1 I have not used the more familiar term “New Man” as a chapter heading
because in recent years many liberation theologians have become more sensitive
to the effects of sexist language and have discontinued use of the term “NewMan”
replacing it with a more inclusive counterpart.
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a group which advocated violent overthrow of the Roman state.
The theologians believe that if Jesus had been strongly opposed
to violence, he would have admonished those who were set on a
violent course. But while he condemned those who used power
unjustly, he never condemned the Zealot movement. Only when
the situation called for nonviolent action did he urge his followers
to put their weapons away. (See Luke 22:47–53).38

Liberation theologians believe that Jesus made no absolute pro-
nouncements about the use of violence but rather showed, primar-
ily by his actions, that one should look to the situation to determine
in which cases violence should be used.39 Jesus allowed, as Yahweh
did, the use of violence to serve the cause of justice.40

…sinmust be resisted, even by violence, when sin itself
is violent…41

Though the liberation theologians make no distinction be-
tween violence against institutions and violence against people,
as Bakunin did, they share with the anarchists a realistic and
materialistic approach to this issue.42 Appeals to universal love are
not the answer for the majority of theologians. What is important
for them is that we look to the concrete material conditions and
realize that violence may be a justifiable revolutionary option.
Violence for its own sake is never approved, but violence in the
service of justice may be part of the Christian mission.

38 Ellacuría, Freedom, p. 61.
39 Segundo, Liberation, p. 166.
40 Miranda, Communism, pp. 73–78.
41 Ellacurla, Freedom, p. 62.
42 Sebastian Kappen, a liberation theologian from India, makes the following

distinction: “Violence may be understood in the sense of organized resistance
meant to paralyse an existing institution or the social system as a whole. Here
the object of violence is not personal but structural. The distinction is important
because persons are absolute values, while structures are not…” Jesus and Freedom
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1977), pp. 172–3.
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people, to the economically poor, the victims of religious domina-
tion and discrimination, the diseased, the handicapped, the “sin-
ners.”20 It was a commitment both in words and in deeds. Jesus
healed the sick, forgave the sinners, defended the tax collectors and
the harlots, and urged his disciples to share what they had with the
poor.

The whole thrust of his preaching was to defend the poor and
oppressed, to give them hope of liberation in the new Kingdom:

Blessed are you poor, for yours is the Kingdom of God.
Blessed are you that hunger now, for you shall be sat-
isfied.
Blessed are you that weep now, for you shall laugh.
Blessed are youwhenmen hate you, andwhen they ex-
clude you, and cast out your name as evil, on account
of the Son of Mani Rejoice in that day, and leap for joy,
for behold, your reward is great in heaven; for so their
fathers did to the prophets (Luke 6:20–4).

As in the old Testament the message of liberation was for all
oppressed, both nationally and internationally. As a Jew, Jesus was
concerned with Roman occupation and rule over the Jewish people.
We have already shown what he thought of Herod and Caesar. He
condemned them not only for their power and authority in general,
but also for the particular imperialistic power that they represented.
Gutiérrez tells us of points of agreement between Jesus and the
Zealots, the group which most hated the Roman occupation:

…for example, his [Jesus’] preaching of the coming of
the Kingdom and the role he himself plays in its ad-
vent, the assertion that the “Kingdom of Heaven has

20 Leonardo Boff, “Christ’s Liberation via Oppression,” in Frontiers of Theol-
ogy in Latin America, trans. John Drury, ed. Rosino Gibellini (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), p. 113.
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been subjected to violence and violent men are seizing
it” (Matthew 11:12), his attitude toward the Jews who
worked for the Romans, his action of purifying the
temple, his power over people who wanted to make
him King.21

It is interesting to note that the situation of domination in
Jerusalem at the time of the Roman occupation closely resembles
the present situation in Latin America.

Focusing now on the points that are particularly in line with an-
archist thinkingwe observe that liberation theologians do not place
their hopes on one oppressed class. All oppressed, exploited, domi-
nated people are their special interest.The specific classes that they
name as part of the oppressed encompass those classes that the an-
archists also name: the proletariat, the “lumpenproletariat,” and the
peasantry. The “last” for both the theologians and the anarchists is
not only the last within a nation, but also the “last nations”—the
predominately agricultural, underdeveloped countries.

What is the particular revolutionary role of each oppressed
group and is one element more revolutionary than another? Un-
fortunately, this is where the analysis of the liberation theologians
falls short. In only a few instances, and then only briefly, do
the theologians address this question. In the final document of
Christians for Socialism, Gustavo Gutiérrez and Hugo Assmann
along with Giulio Girardi say:

The dependent form of capitalism that reigns in Latin
America necessarily spawns the laboring classes: in-
dustrial workers, manual workers, and peasants. As
such, these classes constitute the social base that is ob-
jectively revolutionary,22

21 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans. and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 227.

22 John Eagleson, ed., “Final Document,” in Christians and Socialism, trans.
John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1975), p. 166.
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be figured out in the context of each different histori-
cal situation.34

Miranda also accepts the fact that the Old Testament condones
the use of killing when it is carried out by the whole people, He
says:

And in the series of instances in which the Mosaic
legislation prescribes the death penalty (e.g.. Exodus
21:12, 15, 16, 17), it is by stoning to be carried out by
the whole people (Leviticus 24:14, 23; 20:2, 27; Exodus
17:4; and so on). This is violence and it is not only per-
mitted, it is commanded by the one true God.35

The theologians, especially Segundo, believe that the seemingly
contradictory statements in the New Testament can be resolved in
the same way.36

The theologians are aware that Jesus spoke out against violence
although he too allowed its use:

Do not think that I have come to bring peace on earth; I
have not come to bring peace, but the sword. (Matthew
10:34)

And:

And let him who has no sword sell his mantle and buy
one. (Luke 22: 36)

The theologians point to the fact that Jesus’ followers carried
swords.37 They are aware that some of his followers were Zealots,

34 Segundo, Liberation, p. 166.
35 Miranda, Communism, p. 74.
36 Segundo, Liberation, p. 166.
37 Ellacurla, Freedom, p. 62.
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There are those, however, who point to passages in the NewTes-
tamentwhere Jesus clearly opposed the use of violence. InMatthew
5:21–22 Jesus spoke out against anger as well as killing; inMatthew
22:52 he claimed that all who take the sword will perish by the
sword; and in Matthew 5:39 Jesus urged us to resist not evil but
turn the other cheek. Surely, these must direct us to the use of non-
violence.

In response, the liberation theologians suggest that we look
more closely at the issue of violence in the Bible as a whole, look at
the context in which the statements regarding violence were writ-
ten, and consider both the statements and the actions of Jesus in
the light of the overall picture.

When looking through the Bible there seem to be contradic-
tions in some of the passages concerning violence, for example,
between the commandment “You shall not kill” (Exodus 20:13) and
Deuteronomy 7:16 where Yahweh tells his people to kill all those
whom “the Lord your God will give over to you.” The Old Testa-
ment is filled with passages where killing is not only allowed but
condoned. But when we examine the context we see that what is
condoned is the violence of a people carried out against an unjust
aggressor. Commandments such as “you shalt not kill” mean that
we should not kill without just cause, and it is concrete circum-
stances that determine what is just. Segundo is quite explicit on
this point:

…anyone who is at all familiar with the Bible knows
that such a commandment as “you shall not kill” can-
not purport to constitute an absolute moral rule. For
the very words of the Bible itself obligate the Hebrews
to kill in different circumstances…In short, the Bible
itself indicates that the commandment not to kill was
not universal in any absolute sense, that it was equiv-
alent to saying that no one could kill without a justifi-
able reason…The proper proportion [of violence] must
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Of these, Gutiérrez points out on another occasion, the prole-
tariat is the most “clear-sighted segment.”23

All we can glean from this is that of all the poor and oppressed
elements in society, the oppressed economic classes are potentially
the most revolutionary and that the most active class is the prole-
tariat. There is no mention of the “lumpenproletariat” unless one
can infer that “manual workers” include this class. But this is only
speculation. Nothing explicit is said.

Only Miranda gives a hint that he recognizes the lumpenprole-
tariat as playing a revolutionary role:

Never have we thought that communism can be real-
ized except by free decision of the workers, rural peo-
ple, and unemployed, who together form the immense
majority of the population Imy emphasis ].24

The role of the intellectual is more easily discernible. Liberation
theologians deny that the intellectual’s function in the revolution-
ary process is one of leadership.The intellectual as such has no ties
to the life and struggles of the poor. Even the intellectual’s under-
standing is secondary to that of the poor. As Gutiérrez says: “For
it is only to the poor that the grace of receiving and understanding
the Kingdom has been granted.25

Theology, an intellectual discipline, is itself secondary to this
commitment to the poor.

The role of the professional revolutionaries is similar to that of
intellectuals. Although liberation theologians do not specifically
mention the “professional revolutionary,” the term “evangelical”

23 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” in The Power
of the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, New York: Orbis Books,
1983), p. 45.

24 José Porfirio Miranda, Communism in the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr
(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), p. 11.

25 Gutiérrez, “The Historical Power of the Poor,” Power, p. 103.
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would encompass this concept. The evangelical, like the profes-
sional revolutionary of the anarchists, neither leads nor teaches
the masses. The good news brought to the poor is not something
over and above what the poor and oppressed already know in their
hearts. Evangelization for those who are not poor and oppressed
can only “consist in involvement with the proclamation process of
the poor themselves.”26

For liberation theology the poor and oppressed are the evange-
lizers. “God’s love is revealed to the poor.They are the ones who re-
ceive, understand and proclaim this love.”27 The “professional” can
do no more than be of service to those poor and oppressed who,
through the understanding gained as recipients and messengers of
the gospel and as participants in the liberating process, are able
to usher in the Kingdom. Like the disciples in the New Testament
who were from the lowly classes, they go forth to teach ail nations
the liberating message of Jesus.

“Service” seems to be the key word used by liberation theolo-
gians as well as by anarchists. Those who would lead—the intellec-
tual, the theologians, the pastoral evangelizers can only serve in a
committed involvement in the historical task determined by those
who are last.

Finally, we have the prophet. I do not think the theologians
would see themselves as filling this role. The theologians are more
in line with the intellectuals, the “evangelizers.” But the prophets
in Latin America would be those heroic human beings who paved
the way for others to follow, those who recognized the signs of the
times, proclaimed them and then acted for the cause of freedom.
Camilo Torres and Che Guevara come tomind. Although liberation
theologians do not explicitly claim that these men are prophets, the
impact that the lives and actions of these heroes of revolution have
made on liberation theology and all of Latin America can be called

26 Gutiérrez, “The Historical Power of the Poor,” Power, p. 105.
27 Gutiérrez, “The Historical Power of the Poor,” Power, p. 105.
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Segundo believes that the law of love given by Christ is compat-
ible with violence. He gives an account of the nature of love that
contrasts sharply with that of the pacifists:

We are able to love our neighbor to the extent that we
keep other human beings from showing up as neigh-
bor on our horizon. To strip the latter of the features
of being neighbors, we resort to the familiar mecha-
nism of treating them as functions rather than as per-
sons…Now no one can doubt that this mechanism does
violence to the one and indivisible reality of those per-
sons…violence therefore is an intrinsic dimension of
any and all concrete love in history…The dynamic of
love, however, tends in the direction of reducing the
quantum of violence required for efficacy to the low-
est possible level.32

According to Segundo, concretely expressed love is finite and
biased. It must keep some people at arms length, while choosing
others to be one’s neighbor. Segundo believes that the Christian
must choose the poor and lowly. This was Christ’s choice.

Liberation theologians turn to the Bible to support their real-
istic approach to the problem of violence. They show in the New
Testament that Jesus’ love was not limitless. His preference was
for the poor and miserable, for outcasts, widows, and prostitutes.
It was these that he chose for his Kingdom.The others, those in pos-
titions of religious, economic, and political power, he opposed and
resisted, to the point of actual physical violence, e.g. driving the
money changers out of the temple (John 2:15). The theologians be-
lieve that when we look at Jesus’ actions it is evident that the love
he wished us to imitate is compatible with the “obligation to re-
pulse the oppressor of the huamn community by use of violence.33

32 Juan Luis Segundo, The Liberation of Theology, trans. John Drury (Mary-
knoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), pp. 15962.

33 Miranda, Communism, p.76.
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archists, however, the liberation theologians are hopeful that the
values of the poor, those values that are most Christian in nature,
will put an end to the spiral of violence forever.27

According to the liberation theologians, then, the choice for
Christians in Latin America is either to accept the status quo, the
unjust violence of the oppressor, or to accept the just violence of
the oppressed.The choice is not between violence and nonviolence
but between unjust and just violence. Christians, the theologians
believe, must choose the latter.

Gutiérrez suggests this when he says:

The realm of politics today entails confrontations be-
tween different human groups, between social classes
with opposing interests; and these confrontations are
marked by varying levels of violence. The desire to
be an “artisan of peace” not only does not excuse one
from taking part in these conflicts; it actually compels
one to take part in them if one wants to tackle them
at their roots and get beyound them. It forces one to
realize that there can be no peace without justice.28

Gutiérrez further claims that neutrality on the issue of class
is impossible29, and that noninvolvement is a subterfuge to keep
things as they are.30 What the Church and Christians in Latin
America must do is to cast their “lot with the oppressed and
exploited in the struggle for a more just society.31

27 Jose Combi in,The Church and the National Security State (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), p. 165.

28 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” in The Power
of the Poor in History, trans. Robert R. Barr (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1979), p. 11.

29 Gustavo Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation, trans, and ed. Sister Caridad
Inda and John Eagleson (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1981), p.275.

30 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 266.
31 Gutiérrez, Theology, p. 266.
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prophetical. In effect, the prophet and the new man are one. Not
from an ivory tower but from the perspective of active participa-
tion with the people did these heroes proclaim their message.

Jesus, is a model for these modern prophets, because he de-
nounced the conditions of injustice and servitude and announced
prophetically the transformantions to come. More important, Jesus
acted, Xt was his self sacrificing actions, even to the point of death,
that initiated the process that is the Kingdom of God. The Prophet
and the new man are thus one in Jesus, the son of Man, the man of
and for the poor and oppressed.

Would anyone deny that Bakunin belonged to this tradition?
We have already shown that he fits the role of prophet. Since he
was also a man of revolutionary action directed to the cause of
freedom, justice, equality, and love, he was also an example of the
New Man. He like Jesus, Camilo Torres, and Che Guevara were
revolutionary visionaries, men of insight and action.

And so from all that has been gathered there seems no doubt
that, according to liberation theologians and anarchists alike, the
masses must revolutionize themselves. Intellectuals and evangeliz-
ers do not lead the poor to revolution. Even the theologians are
accessories. Though the prophets may act as inspiration to the peo-
ple, it is only as part of or committed to the poor that they do so.
No government, no political party, no revolutionary party can take
the reins of revolution. The people must be the ones to determine
their own destiny. Liberation theologians are almost unanimous
on this point. For liberation to be authentic, it must be the work of
the poor themselves and not the work of intermediaries.

Gutiérrez says:

The future history lies with the poor and exploited.
Authentic liberation will be the deed of the oppressed
themselves: in them, the Lord will save history.28

28 Gutiérrez, “Liberation Praxis and Christian Faith,” Power, p. 53.
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But if the masses must revolutionize themselves how will they
know what direction to take, and will there be those to help them
find their way? Liberation theologians see the primary role of the
pastors of the Church as one of “conscienticizing evangelization”
whereby the poor person ismade aware, through “unalienating and
liberating ‘cultural action,’” of his or her relation to the world and
to other people. “In this process, the oppressed person rejects the
oppressive consciousness which dwells in him, becomes aware of
his situation, and finds his own language. He becomes, by himself,
less dependent and freer, as he commits himself to the transfor-
mantion and building up of society.29 The pastors only initiate the
dialogue and the actions that will bring about this process. In no
case are values foreign to the poor imposed on them. This educa-
tional practice, much like the propaganda of the anarchists, is not
one that instills knowledge but draws out and awakens what is al-
ready there.

It must be noted that liberation theologians recognize that for
this process to result in revolutionary action, the material condi-
tions must be ripe. When such conditions occur, the poor and op-
pressed will “conscienticize” themselves.30 Thus it is not necessary
that anyone, other than the oppressed themselves, initiate the pro-
cess. But those among the oppressed with the “clearer insight” may
act as catalysts.

We have, in our discussion of the prophet, mentioned the role
of the new man. It is he, as a motivating ideal, who inspires the
masses to act in their own behalf. It is he, by courage, love, and
heroic sacrifice, who inspires them to create a new society and the
New Man of the future.

It is clear that liberation theology shares a common ground
with anarchists. It champions all oppressed people and not one eco-

29 Gutiérrez, Theology, p.91.
30 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “The Irruption of the Poor in Latin America and the

Christian Communities of the Common People,”Challenge of Basic Christian Com-
munities, p. 113.
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reduces the overall suffering, frustration, and dehumanization.22 if
the situation requires the use of violence so that justice may be
served, then that is the path to follow.

When liberation theologians assess the Latin American situa-
tion they perceive two kinds of violence. On the one hand, they see
the legalized political and economic violence of those in power, the
overt and bloody violence carried out by the police and army, and
the institutionalized violence of the capitalist system e.g. hunger,
malnutrition, mental deficiency, shortened life span, infant mortal-
ity etc.23 They see men and women deprived of personal rights by
force and prevented from giving shape to their personal life on the
basis of their own judgment.24 They see a situation that no degree
of rationalization could call just, a situation that no Christian could
find compatible with the teachings of Christ, a sinful situation.

On the other hand, they see the violence of those who dare
to fight back, to lift their heads with the will to freedom.25 They
see the unbearable material conditions, the years of anger, frustra-
tion, poverty, misery, disease, and death, and the courage of those
who cry out “no more.” They see the love of those willing to stand
against the oppressor so that their neighbor may have a better life.
They see a violence born of love and hope for regeneration rather
than of hate and destruction, a violence with peace and justice as
its goal.26

Of course, there is always the risk that the violence of the op-
pressed will degenerate into terror and domination. Like the an-

22 Miguez Bonino, Doing Theology, p. 128.
23 Jose Porfirio Miranda, Communism in the Bible, trans. Robert R. Barr

(Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1982), pp. 73–74.
24 Ignacio Ellacuría, Freedom Made Flesh, trans. John Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.:

Orbis, 1976), p. 198.
25 Enrique Dussel, Ethics and the Theology of Liberation, trans. Bernard F.

McWilliams (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis, 1978), p. 43.
26 Gustavo Gutiérrez, “Faith as Freedom,” in Living With Change, Experience,

Faith, ed. Francis A. Eigo and Silvio E. Fittipaldi (Vilanova, Pennsylvania: Vil-
lanova Univ. Press, 1976), p. 28.
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can never usher in a society of love, and even if it could the end
would never justify the means. Violence is an expression of hatred
and hatred can never be used as a means to impose love. Boff says:

Jesus bore witness to the real power of God: love. It
is love that liberates human beings, establishes fellow-
ship between them, opens them up to the authentic
process of liberation. Such love rules out all violence
and oppression, even for the sake of having love itself
prevail. Its efficacy is not the efficacy of violence that
alters situations and eliminates human beings. The ap-
parent efficacy of violence does not in fact manage to
break the spiralling process of violence.20

The principal fear of all those advocating nonviolence in Latin
America is, as Boff suggests, that the use of violence runs the risk
of substituting one tyranny for another, and thus continuing the
“spiral” of violence rather than eliminating it. Peace, love, and har-
mony are the goal and the onlymeans capable of reaching that goal
is nonviolence.

The majority of liberation theologians recognize the risks of vi-
olence. They are aware that violence creates a number of problems:
“the exacerbation of hate, resentment, rivalry, the imposition of
changes from a structure of power without corresponding devel-
opment of conscience, the acceptance of the ‘rules of the game’ of
the present oppressive system.”21 But they also realize that absolute
pronouncements in favor of nonviolence fail to take into considera-
tion the entire human picture and has its own risks of ignoring the
requirements of justice. What must be done is to assess the situa-
tion and weigh the human cost, then choose a course of action that

20 Leonardo Boff, “Christa’s Liberation via Oppression,” in Fronteirs of The-
ology in Latin America, trans. John Drury, ed. Rosino Gibellini (Maryknoll, N.Y.:
Orbis, 1979), 120.

21 José Miguez Bonino, DoingTheology in a Revolutionary Situation (Philadel-
phia: Fortress, 1975), p. 127.
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nomic class only. It recognizes that the economic classes form the
revolutionary base of the masses and that these classes are com-
posed of the unemployed, the proletarians, and the peasants. It also
recognizes that the intellectual and professional revolutionary, re-
ferred to as evangelizers, play a role of committed service and not
one of leadership. Most important, liberation theologians and anar-
chists agree that it is the “last” who must revolutionize themselves.
Neither government nor political party should interfere or lead the
masses in a direction not decided by the masses. Finally, liberation
theologians recognize that by the inspiration of revolutionaries and
through an educational process that elicits rather than instills, the
masses take the first steps in their journey to transform both their
own nature and society.
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Chapter VIII. The Violence of
the Oppressed

“I have not. come to bring peace,
but the sword.” (Matthew 10:34)

One of the most controversial issues surrounding revolutionary
actions is the question violence. Although revolutions need not be
violent, when we study their history we see that many have fol-
lowed a violent path. Unbearable material conditions and decades
of suppressed anger necessitate action that will lift the burden of
oppression and give vent to confined passions. Peaceful reforms,
we have seen, may alleviate tensions for a time but in the long run
may make the situation worse. A radical overthrow is frequently
necessary to wrench power and privilege from dominant author-
ities and classes. Such an overthrow will tend to be violent, pri-
marily because those in power never meekly disengage themselves
from their exalted positions.

Those debating the question of violence must take into account
the lessons of history. To defend either violence or nonviolence
in a strictly moralistic and absolute manner without assessing the
concrete historical situation, runs the risk of either supporting the
rise of new forms of domination and oppression or defending the
status quo with its masked but virulent institutionalized violence.

Conflicting positions regarding this issue can be found in both
the anarchists and the liberation theologians. On the one hand,
there are those uncompromising proponents of pacifism who ad-
vocate nonviolence regardless of the consequences. On the other
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away all this rottenness, to vivify torpid souls with
its breath, and to restore self-sacrifice, self-denial, and
heroism to our senile, decrepit, crumbling society.16

Most anarchists are convinced that the violence of the
oppressed classes will be renovative rather than destructive,
honorable rather than brutal and hateful. Sorel especially sees the
violence of the working class as an appeal to honor.17 He believes
that violence jolts the mind to new objectives and allows the
workers to assert their existence as human beings.18

Kropotkin, like Sorel, claims that violence will restore heroism
and self-sacrifice. He also believes that the violence of the people
will not degenerate into a reign of terror because the people are
too “goodhearted not to feel a speedy repugnance at cruelty.”19 The
people have a natural sympathy for their victims and will not let
barbarity get the upper hand.

Although ethics plays a role in the thinking of these anarchists,
it is not a role divorced from concrete, material reality. Appeals
to justice must follow a complete analysis of social and historical
conditions. Justice must fit the situation, not vice versa.

It is this “ethical realism” or “ethical materialism” that predom-
inates in the thought of the majority of liberation theologians. But
before we present themajority position, we should take a brief look
at the opinion of the minority.

Leonardo Boff, the most outspoken representative of the paci-
fist postion, equates violence with hate and, like Tolstoy, sets vio-
lence in complete opposition to the law of love. For Boff, violence

16 Kropotkin, Words, in Anarchism, p.115.
17 Sorel, “Apology for Violence,” Reflections, p. 302.
18 Sorel, “Apology for Violence,” Reflections, p. 301. See also Sorel’s comments

on Mme. de Stael in The Illusions of Progress, trans. John and Charlotte Stanley
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1969), pp. 12930.

19 Kropotkin, Revolutionary Studies, quoted in Eltzbacher, Anarchism, p. 116.
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themselves, as some people tend to believe. It will re-
quire a revolution to get rid of them.10

The oppressed will fight in what will initially be a harsh and
bloody battle.11 But the anarchists are optimistic that the lower
classes will not sink into brutality, carrying out a prolonged mas-
sacre. The anarchists believe that the people will realize that such
bloody vengeance has risks. It can create a reaction more horrible
than the original situation, evolving into a violent dictatorship as
oppressive as that which was overthrown.

Bakunin is convinced that the people will come to understand
that revenge against people is ineffective.12 More power is to be
found in institutions than in the people who run them.13 If the rev-
olution is to be successful, its violent actions should be directed
against those institutions and properties that are the lifeblood of
the State. Once these institutions are destroyed there will be no
need for massacres.14

Although the anarchists are realistic in their approach to vi-
olence, there is also an ethical component in their analysis. For
them, the violence of the oppressed is not only natural but it is also
just.15 The poor and oppressed are subjected to unjust institution-
alized violence that forms the structures of their social existence.
To throw off this burden, even if the means are violent, is justifi-
able. Kropotkin rather poetically describes how the violence of the
people may serve the cause of justice:

That justicemay be victorious, and the new thought be-
come reality, there is need of a frightful storm to sweep

10 Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism?, p.220.
11 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 100.
12 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 100.
13 Bakunin, “The Program of the International Brotherhood,” Bakunin on An-

archy, p. 151.
14 Bakunin, “National Catechism,” Bakunin on Anarchy, p. 100.
15 Peter Kropotkin, Words of a Revolutionary, quoted in Eltzbacher, Anar-

chism, p.342.
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hand, there are those who take a more realistic approach, neither
defending nor advocating violence in an absolute sense but taking
into account the nature and consequences of violence in each sit-
uation as it occurs. For both anarchists and liberation theologians
the latter is the majority position.

Although all anarchists see the necessity of revolutionary ac-
tion, not all agree that this action must or should include violence.
Proudhon and Tolstoy are those most noted for their nonviolent
approach.

Proudhon, the most realistic of the two, recognizes that while a
peaceful revolutionmight be an ideal it is also possible to attain. He
believes that while violence has been part of revolutionary action
in the past, it does not have to be a component of revolutionary
action in the future. People will come to the realization that reason
rather than irrational behavior is the more useful aid in the service
of liberty.1 Proudhon’s hope is that through the establishment of
voluntary federative associations within the State, the new society
will spontaneously evolve.2 He believes that these noncentralized,
nonauthoritarian associations will, by their example, so appeal to
reason and the love of liberty in oppressed and oppressor alike,
that they will gradually replace the old institutions of authority
and domination without bloody unheaval. Proudhon’s desire for a
peaceful revolution is clear. He says:

I want the peaceable revolution. I want you to make
the very institutionswhich I charge you to abolish, and
the principles of law which you will have to complete,
serve toward the realization of my wishes, so that the
new society shall appear as the spontaneous, natural
and necessary development of the old, and that the

1 Pierre Joseph Proudhon, Justice in the Revolution and in the Church, quoted
in Paul Eltzbacher,Anarchism, trans. Steven T. Byington, ed. James J. Martin (New
York: Liberation Book Club, 1960), p. 57.

2 Proudhon, The Confessions of a Revolutionary, in Anarchism, p. 57.
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Revolution, while abrogating the old order of things,
shall nevertheless be the progress of that order.3

Although Proudhon comes down on the side of nonviolence,
he does not do so by appealing to some absolute moral principle or
law. His analysis of the course of history may be overly optimistic
in that he overestimates the appeal to reason in a revolutionary
situation and underestimates the resolve of dominating authorities
to retain their privileges and power. But he seldom looses sight of
reality.

In contrast to Proudhon. Tolstoy rejects violence by appealing
to a moral principle. For him violence and the law of love are ab-
solutely incompatible.4 Tolstoy believes that there are no compro-
mises, no exceptions; neither circumstances nor justice can make
violence morally acceptable.5 Love is the law that Jesus gave to hu-
mans for their happiness; it is this law that urges us to “turn the
other cheek” and “resist not evil.”6 Although individuals and gov-
ernments may use violence against us, our resistance can never
lead to anything but more violence. Revolutionary violence, there-
fore, is never moral. Tolstoy says of revolutions:

If some men affirm that the liberation from violence,
or even its weakening, may be effected, should the op-
pressed people overthrow the oppressing government
by force and substitute a new one for it, a government
in which such violence and enslavement would not be
necessary, and if some men actually try to do so, they

3 Proudhon, General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth Century, in An-
archism, p. 60.

4 Leo Tolstoy, “My Religion,” in My Religion. On Life. Thoughts on God. On
the Meaning of Life., Vol. XVI of The Complete Works of Tolstoy, trans. Leo Wiener
(Boston: Dana Estes, 1904), p. 15.

5 Tolstoy, “My Religion,” Complete Works, p.68.
6 Leo Tolstoy, “What I Believe,” in A Confession. The Gospel in Brief. What I

Believe, trans. Aylmer Maude (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1958), p. 482.

130

only deceive themselves and others by it, and thus fail
to improve men’s condition, and even make it worse.7

From this one can conclude that for Tolstoy the violence of the
oppressed and the violence of the oppressor should both be con-
demned. Although he Is quick to condemn the injustice of institu-
tionalized violence, he sees no qualitative difference between this
and the violence used by victims in their own defense. All that is
needed, according to Tolstoy, is for each individual to follow the
law of love, and the Kingdom of happiness will prevail.

Bakunin, Kropotkin, Sorel, and Berkman take a more realistic
approach.They understand that violence is a normal manifestation
of the struggle of the oppressed. It is natural for the poor to feel
vengeful and to want to destroy the institutions and the men who
have kept them enslaved.8

These anarchists believe that it would be unrealistic to expect
the present owners to give up their possessionswithout a struggle.9
Those in positions of power will fight to retain those positions. To
think that the State and capitalism will “wither away” without a
struggle is, according to these anarchists, pure fantasy. Berkman is
particularly explicit on this point:

It is therefore certain that government and capital will
not allow themselves to be quietly abolished if they
can help it; nor will they miraculously “disappear” of

7 Leo Tolstoy, “The Kingdom of God is Within You,” in The Kingdom of God
is within You. Christianity and Patriotism. Miscellanies., Vol. XX ofCompleteWorks,
pp. 203–4.

8 Michael Bakunin/ “Statism and Anarchy,” in Bakunin on Anarchy, ed.,
trans., and introd. Sam Dolgoff, pref. Paul Avrich (New York: Knopf, 1972), p.
334. See also Alexander Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism? (New York:
Dover Publications, 1972), p. 176; Georges Sorel, Reflections on Violence, trans. T.
E. Hulme (New York: Smith, 1941), p. 64.

9 Berkman, What is Communist Anarchism?, p. 111.
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