Anarchist Approaches in Empirical Political Analysis


Building a new theory in the shell of the old:  how anarchism offers an alternative to the limits of social movement theory.

People say to me:  ‘Your research is concerned with socio-political activism.  Then you must be a social movement theorist?’   The answer to that would be no.  This paper has grown out of a previous paper given at a workshop concerned with Social Movements and neo-liberalism.
  My paper was the ‘odd-one-out’, the controversial paper that dared to question the hallowed ground of Social Movement Theory that dared to ask:  Does traditional social movement theory offer an adequate framework for the study of contemporary socio-political activism, let alone anarchist or anarchist-inspired activism?  I argued that social movement theory is rooted in a logic of state-based change that sees the institutionalisation of dissent and a plethora of ‘normalised action repertoires’.
  This inevitably causes problems when used as an empirical tool to understand movements and/or networks that purposefully evade this logic of state-based change.  Therefore, this paper will seek to address the limits of social movement theory within an anarchist framework that sees the state not as the site for change but as an agent of domination.  It will ask whether or not social movement theory has moved far enough away from the claim-making paradigm of Charles Tilly
 to adequately analyse trans-national anarchist networks
 or local community based anarchist practice that together suggest an eschewing of state logics for a more grass-roots ‘do it yourself’ approach.  It will also ask whether or not social movement theory is able to adequately deal with many of the issues arising from the post-structuralist revolution.  For example, how does social movement theory analyse the multi-factorial nature of power
 if it remains rooted in a logic of state-based social change?  This paper will suggest that anarchist theory offers a more coherent framework for analysing multi-factorial modes of power and responses to them; suggesting that the existence of diverse and multiple agents of domination both inside and outside the state hierarchy
 requires a more pre-figurative anarchist inspired approach to political struggle that eschews the claim making of Tilly.  Such an argument will be highlighted with a short example of joint Israeli and Palestinian activism against the Wall,
 the separation barrier that Israel is building in the occupied Palestinian West Bank that rejects the politics of demand for an autonomous approach directed by anarchism but also by the multi-factorial power structures rendered visible by the ‘Wall’ against which they are struggling.

The very discussion of social movement theory in my work has involved much grappling and heel-digging on my part.  I only agreed to consider it in order to reject it.  It seemed so many people pigeonholed my work in the social movement paradigm that I had to recognise it and deal with it in order to categorically say why my work concerning activism against the Wall does not make empirical use of social movement theory.  The seemingly state-centric nature of much social movement theory, its focus on industrialised society
 and its seeming incompatibility with Israeli and Palestinian activists resisting the Wall initially led to an outright rejection of the term and much of the theory altogether.  It has been re-instated, however, as it offers me the possibility to define my position in the negative by stating what my research is not.  It also offers a perfect opportunity to ask the wider questions posed above as to social movement theory’s relevance to today’s socio-political activism and its ability or inability to deal with anarchist movements and to question academia’s assumptions, both empirical and normative.
What is a social movement?


So what is a social movement?  What are the non-contentious aspects of social movement theory we can all agree on?  Donatella della Porta and Mario Diani conceive social movements thus: 

[Conceptually, social movements are] mainly informal networks based on common beliefs and solidarity that mobilise on conflictual issues by frequent recurrence to various forms of protest.

While Donatella della Porta et. al go on to stress the importance of a social movement’s ability to develop a common interpretation of reality to nurture solidarity and collective identifications.
  It is this reality and these identifications della Porta suggests enable movements or networks to create new visions of the world and new value-systems.

Social movements once attempted to break away from the institutionalisation of politics as encompassed by the ‘old’ Marxist workers’ movements that have traditionally sought to uphold the centrality of the struggle against capital and labour.  The post-structuralist revolution and the gradual collapse of the Marxist project showed new avenues for political struggle that were not based on class analysis.  Following the part-decline
 in the structuralist project contemporary societies were usually seen as being highly diverse systems that invested increasing resources in ensuring the individual remained autonomous and disconnected from his/her fellow humans and thus, politically alone.  This focus on individual autonomy in the contemporary political system ensured solidarities across class, racial or religious barriers failed to emerge.  Within these societies marked by high levels of social dissipation della Porta argues that, “new social movements attempt[ed] to resist both state and market intervention in daily life, claiming the right for individuals to decide on their own private and affective lives against all-pervasive manipulation by ‘the system’.”
  This description of social movements by della Porta and her focus on the ‘system’, is (however) quite radical.
It is widely assumed by many today that by building on the decline in structuralist politics, social movements or networks are on the whole typically unusual in their forms of political participation.  Typically unusual in the conventional political sense where politics is the reserve of political parties and the electoral system the mode of political engagement for the masses.  It is assumed social movements differ from conventional political actors, including lobby groups and many Non-Governmental Organisations [NGOs], in their use of protest as a means of putting pressure on institutions.  The key break with conventional politics for social movement theorists here is that by using protest, or a non-conventional form of political action, protestors are not necessarily directly addressing political representatives or the public bureaucracy.  However, there are limits in the extent of the pre-figurative nature of new social movements.  Donatella della Porta et.al are keen to stress that collective action is still on the whole dominated by increasingly institutionalised NGOs and “normalised” action repertoires, while mobilisations like those seen in Seattle or Genova could be considered within the gamut of social movements as a whole as ‘episodic events’.

This moves us neatly on to discussing the role of action on social movement theory.  Many studies on social movements have emphasised the importance of protest as a form of action which Michael Lipsky suggested was often the reserve of the ‘powerless’
 as other avenues of political expression remained closed to them or oblivious to their concerns, leaving protest as the only option left available.  This is perhaps why much social movement theory considers social movements to be radical challengers to the state.  The choice of actors studied, such as the New Left and Black Power groups were starting from a position of ‘outsiders’ whose only option was protest.  This has had a large impact on social movement theory and the way theorists have chosen to approach the issue of state/movement relations suggesting an antagonistic, challenger relationship when in fact the vast majority of social movements today – in the industrialised world (at least) – have a mutual working relationship with the state.  Starting, therefore, from this idea of a centrality of protest, studies went on to examine how different forms of action developed, how they were affected by their environment, their particular milieu and how they adapted.  This led to tensions being unveiled between the limits of staying within known and safe action models and the need to be effective, to invent new models of interaction with the state and its forces of repression.
  The  need to be ‘heard’ often forced groups into decisions that further radicalised them and their actions.  Yet, regardless of this seeming radicalisation much research into social movements in the industrialised world – and this is where most of the research is concentrated – has shown a trend towards a normalisation of protest, where protest within a variety of social and political groups have gained greater acceptance to the point of becoming ineffective.  This leads some social movement theorists such as Sidney Tarrow and David Meyer, Friedhelm Neidhardt and Dieter Rucht to label these societies in the global north, movement societies.
  As protest has become normalised more extreme forms of action have given way to moderation.  Somewhat paradoxically when it would have been possible to push things further and be more radical, as acceptance of protest became greater, many social movements shifted towards more conventional forms of action such as lobbying, commercialisation and voluntary work.
  

In the US and Western Europe it seems that political parties and social movements have become overlapping, mutually-dependent actors in shaping politics.  This has been taken to the point where even long-established political parties are welcome to receive social movement patronage and often rely on their link with social movements to win elections.  This has the reverse effect that many social movements cannot survive without patronage from political parties.  Diarmuid Macguire’s study of the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) in the UK highlights this issue.  The CND initially grew with Labour Party support – and conversely CND support helped the Labour Party – and seemed likely to be successful when Labour supported it.  Yet when the Labour Party decided that the CND no longer encompassed its approach to nuclear weapons specifically and foreign relations generally, CND’s chance of success fell dramatically.
  More recently, the campaign group Liberty has been one of the New Labour Government’s harshest critics over anti-terror legislation that continues to undermine civil rights.  However, when the newly Prime Ministered Gordon Brown needed to be seen to be making a break with the Blair years and required an air of legitimacy for the launch of the new Equality and Human Rights Commission
 who did he front the launch with?  Shami Chakrabati, director of Liberty and usually thorn in the side of the New Labour government.  This seems, therefore, to be an impasse in social movement theory.  As once-upon-a-time ‘action’ groups become normalised and part of the civil society that shores up the hegemony of the state, where to now for radical politics?  I would argue that, where the limits of current social movement theory end, anarchist theory and practice take up the reins, offering alternative paradigms within which the struggle can continue, by its refusal to recognise let alone work within the state structure.

Comfortable bed-fellows: social movements and the state

In the mid-nineties Craig Jenkins and Bert Klandermans brought (academia’s) attention to the fact that very little academic mileage had been spent on investigating the interaction between social movements and the state.
  This idea seems now to be outdated when one considers the flurry of literature concerning social movements and the state.  However, as Jack Goldstone attests “…there has been a persistent tendency to see this interaction as distinct from normal institutionalised politics occurring through voting, lobbying, political parties, legislatures, courts, and elected leaders.”
  For example, Jenkins and Klandermans believe that “…social movements…constitute a potential rival to the political representation system”
 in a separation of movement politics from institutionalised politics that was laid out by Charles Tilly in his enormously influential work on social movements From Mobilisation to Revolution.
  Tilly’s work presents social movements as ‘challengers’ seeking to enter the institutionalised world of ‘polity members’ who have routinised access to the levers of power.  This analysis by Tilly forms the crux of this paper’s concern with social movement theory as questions arise as to how one can be a challenger when one has become institutionalised?  Continuing the analysis above, surely one becomes, through institutionalisation, the very thing that one at first sought to challenge, namely an aspect of the state, or worse, its agent.  This questioning of Tilly goes along with the Italian strain of social movement theory as encompassed by the work of Mario Diani and Donatella della Porta that investigates and questions the institutionalisation of social movements and their disputable claims to radical politics that has been touched upon, in part, above.  Tilly’s work has been strongly reinforced by William Gamson’s study of social movements which depicted them as ‘outsider’ groups whose challenges are deemed to have succeeded when such groups become recognised actors in institutional politics.

Gamson’s analysis on the success of social movements depends on how you choose to view the state.  If you see the state as a benign actor that seeks to represent the views of its citizens and is thus open to the interventions of its citizenry then Gamson’s analysis sees social movements as positive, highly successful agents contributing to the advancement of democracy.  If, however, you choose to see the state as the ultimate harbinger of domination and you see that domination as being rendered possible by the consent of civil society – which in both Gamson and Tilly’s analysis social movements are a vital and integral part of – then Gamson’s analysis is somewhat portentous, suggesting a co-option of dissenting voices into the structure of the state, from where they can be controlled and ultimately silenced.  This is taken one step further by Bresser Pereirea et al. when they argue that “[i]f reforms are to proceed under democratic conditions, distributional conflicts must be institutionalised.  All groups must channel their demands through the democratic institutions and abjure other tactics.”
 This is regardless of whether or not this institutionalisation is at all effective at solving these ‘distributional conflicts’ or if it exacerbates distributional conflicts further, expands the elite or worse generates new conflicts.  This conclusion by Pereira et al. fails to ask the question, where did the distributional conflicts stem from in the first place?  All these analyses seem to suggest is that social movements work as a recruiting ground for the ever-increasing bureaucracy of the state.  Thus, it seems Tilly’s seminal work on social movements is under attack by those who question his analysis of their mutually beneficial role with the state.  As Donatella della Porta and Sidney Tarrow observe, social movements developed with the creation of the nation-state and the nation-state has for many years been the main target for protest.  However, while those involved have often aimed for some form of ‘direct’ democracy, “…the institutions and actors of representative democracy have long structured movements’ political opportunities and constraints within the boundaries of institutional politics.”

In summary, while there are those social movement theorists, such as Jenkins, Klandermans, Tilly and Gamson that suggest that social movements offer a potential rival to the political representation system and challengers to the institutions of the state there are others such as Diani, della Porta and Tarrow who question this separateness and suggest a co-option of social movements by the state; this paper hopes to build on the later body of work and advance the claim put forward by Jack Goldstone that:

…social movements constitute an essential element of normal politics in modern societies, and that there is only a fuzzy and permeable boundary between institutionalised and non-institutionalised politics.

All in all what is being suggested here is that social movements as they have been conceived by mainstream academia are no longer radical.  The majority of them cannot be said to ‘challenge’ the state in any way and this is the critique of the likes of Diani, della Porta and Goldstone.  They have become part of the state, their power limited by their co-option into the state structure, where they subsequently bolster that structure through their role in a consensual civil society through which the state, along with its coercive powers, exercises its hegemony.  Meyer and Tarrow have made the claim that Western democracies are moving toward becoming ‘movement societies’, in which social movements have become so routine, so institutionalised (through permits for demonstrations and referendums by petition), that they are now part of normal politics.
  Goldstone goes even further, to argue that:

…social movements are not merely another forum for or method of political expression, routinised alongside courts, parties, legislatures, and elections.  Rather, social movements have become part of the environment and social structures that shape and give rise to parties, courts legislatures, and elections.

This is not just true of Western democracies either.  Jorge Cadena-Roa, John Glenn and Menali Desai, in work on social movements in the majority world and emerging democracies, show that it is a global phenomena, wherever any form of democratic state is to be found.  As della Porta and Tarrow pointed out, whilst traditionally social movements emerged in response to the nation-state, now conversely in Eastern Europe, Africa, Latin America and Southeast Asia democratic systems emerge out of social movements.  This leads us to conclude that whether social movements emerged with the nation-state or the nation-state emerged with social movements, what is clear is that the state and social movements are inextricably linked, to the point that one wonders:  if the state and its attendant institutions was removed, would social movements still exist?

Social movements were, as has already been discussed, seen as ‘outsiders’, aggrieved and marginalised from the political mainstream.  Yet research has increasingly shown that the actors and their fates and the structures of political parties and social movements are closely intertwined.  For example the Republican movement in France in the nineteenth-century contained individuals who were both members of social movements and political candidates,
 who would by virtue of it being a republican movement have been intent on working within the state structure.  Now many social movements are the political mainstream.  So if social movements have become such an integral part of the political system where do political activists that mobilise outside of this co-optive structure fit?  Alberto Melucci when tackling this question suggested dropping the term social movements altogether save for a better alternative.
  This fissure in social movement theory has been taken on by Mario Diani who in order to conform with an academic structure that requires terms and names for often in-definable amorphous things, has coined the term social networks to more adequately describe the phenomena of activists struggling outside of the state structure that we see today.  This has enabled the continuing study of social movements/networks, while specifically identifying the social dynamics that mark these networks out from existing similar processes, within the paradigm of social movements and the state.
  According to Diani:

Approaching movements as networks enables us to capture their peculiarity vis-à-vis cognate forms of collective action and contentious politics better than current dominant paradigms.

But what is meant by social networks?  The focus on networks has taken social movement theory beyond the study of movements as organisational structures and has begun to look at them in terms of how social ties connect and enliven activist networks, suggesting the generation of a culture of activism.  This cultural dynamic is generated by a coupling of informal networks, collective identity, and conflict, and more so where the following three main elements are satisfied:

1) actors are engaged in a social conflict, that is, they promote initiatives meant to damage other social actors who are either denying them access to social resources (however defined) they feel entitled to, or trying to take away from them resources over which they currently exert control;

2) actors share a collective identity while maintaining their own as individual activists or members of specific organisations.  They identify each other as part of a collective effort, which goes beyond specific initiatives, organisations, and events.  It is mutual recognition that defines the boundaries of a movement, which are by consequence inherently unstable.  Identity is built on the basis of interpretations or narratives which link together in a meaningful way events, actors, and initiatives which could also make perfect sense (but a different one) if looked at independently or embedded in other types of representation;

3) actors (individuals and/or organisations) exchange practical and symbolic resources through informal networks, that is, through co-ordination mechanisms, which are not subject to formal regulation and where the terms of the exchange and the distribution of duties and entitlements are entirely dependent on the actors’ agreement.  Accordingly, the ever present attempts to shape strategic decisions by specific organisations are subject to unstructured and unpatterned negotiations.

As Diani goes on to suggest, the above is not seen as defining social movements wholesale, it is a way to identify the basic traits of a distinct social process, which we can then use along with other theoretical frameworks to analyse specific episodes of contention.  The point, when analysing a specific episode, then becomes to what extent using the above model, do we have the instance of a social network dynamic in progress.  One of the theoretical frameworks that will be employed is anarchist theory and practice where there are multiple similarities with the definition of social networks laid out by Diani.  These are independence or non-co-option, horizontal integration, flexibility in goals and strategies, multiple levels of interaction and the possibility of communitarian elements.

Why anarchism?
As a political practice anarchism now finds itself at the forefront of popular struggles, political movements and social networks.  Many commentators and academics have pointed out that anarchism has now largely taken the place Marxism had in the social movements of the 1960s.  Even those who do not openly identify as anarchist still define themselves in relation to it, while they are pre-figuratively anarchist in nature.
  This reference to anarchism is often visible in the discourse used by activists and academics as African-American activist and academic Angela Davis’ recent comment about political struggle shows:  “You have to get over the idea that you win something once and for all and that struggles have to look the same.”
  This shift among social movements is documented in depth by della Porta and Diani and has been touched upon earlier.  This shift is what led Mario Diani to use the term ‘networks’ as opposed to movements to adequately describe the sometimes subtle, sometimes overt shift in the discourse and practice of social movements in the preceding decades.  So anarchism has undergone a revival of sorts, yet within the academy as a political and social theory it remains under-explored and under utilised.  Perhaps this is because anarchism is essentially a form of political practice as opposed to a theory.  It is fundamentally pre-figurative.  It does not hold certain economic, political and social essentialisms like liberalism and Marxism and, thus, it cannot be called an ideology, as can be seen by Davis’ comments.  To anarchism what is more important is the way you choose to act as opposed to the theory which drives those actions.  The way you act – or practice – is seen as fundamentally more important than the theory behind that practice because anarchism fundamentally stresses the need to bring about the change you want to see using the methods that are consonant with your ends.  Put another way, anarchists would decry the creation of a society supposedly free of all forms of domination through a dictatorship of the proletariat.
Anarchism offers an alternative paradigm to social movement theory.  It offers a challenge to the state-logic offered by social movement theory.  Furthermore it offers a way of viewing and challenging the multi-factorial power networks of the neo-liberal world as it is concerned with power in all its forms, not simply the economic/material power so loved by Marxists, or the intrusive power of the state of concern to some liberals.  The rejection of a state-logic and the claim making of social movements mean anarchist theory offers a good starting point for any empirical study of challenges to post-structuralist, multi-factorial or horizontal forms of power.  This idea rests on one very simple yet central component of social movement theory, the claim-making outlined by Tilly.  How can challengers make a claim when the agents of domination to whom they would appeal are multi-factorial, often not even identifiable?  The state was the main concern for many early nineteenth century anarchists yet twentieth and twenty first century anarchists have attempted to expand the critique of power beyond the boundaries of the state.  This is not to say that the state is no longer a site of power and domination, yet is to suggest that there are other agents/sites of domination that act in conjunction with or separately from the state.  The emergence of manifest sites of power should not be seen as a problem for anarchist theory, only a growth in the challenge and the potential scope of anarchist theory.  In fact it could be seen as one of the fundamental reasons behind the anarchist revival, since traditional Marxist critiques and social movement approaches no longer offer an adequate challenge or empirical explanation in a world where power is increasingly understood as being multi-factorial.
Recent studies of anarchism have suggested that anarchism is more than a political theory as it is constantly evolving, having to adapt to changes.  As it functions in the ‘real’ as opposed to the conceptual world, as it is pre-figurative as opposed to definitive it has to constantly evolve in order to remain applicable.  Therefore, it could be suggested that anarchism as it exists today, as an aid to current social networks and political struggles can be conceived more accurately as a political culture.  This is explained cogently by the authors of the popular An Anarchist FAQ:

Anarchism is a socio-economic and political theory, but not an ideology.  The difference is very important.  Basically theory means you have ideas; an ideology means ideas have you.  Anarchism is a body of ideas, but they are flexible, in a constant state of evolution and flux, and open to modification in light of new data.  As society changes and develops, so does anarchism.  An ideology, in contrast, is a set of “fixed” ideas which people believe dogmatically, usually ignoring reality or “changing” it so as to fit  with the ideology, which is (by definition) correct.  All such “fixed” ideas are the source of tyranny and contradiction, leading to attempts to make everyone fit onto a Procrustean Bed. This will be true regardless of the ideology in question – Leninism, Objectivism, “Libertarianism,” or whatever – all will all have the same effect: the destruction of real individuals in the name of a doctrine, a doctrine that usually serves the interest of some ruling elite.

Anarchism’s refusal to seek redress from the state, state institutions, or non-state agents of domination is a refusal to render power to them.  It is this refusal which marks anarchism and anarchist inspired networks out from traditional social movements and social movement theory as discussed above.  Where a social movement would seek to work with the state, its institutions, or other non-state agents of domination, making claims of such agents, anarchism does not.  Anarchism and anarchist inspired networks see the act of asking the state, its institutions or non-state agent’s of domination for redress as giving power to these agents, where this power can be misappropriated, misused or misdirected while pleas for redress are only partially acted upon or ignored completely.  Instead anarchism and anarchist inspired action networks (and here the term ‘action’ is of importance) evade the state and other agents of domination.

Challenging multi-factorial power, a case study:
There have been references made in this paper to the non-hierarchical nature of power that operates in conjunction with the more traditionally understood hierarchical modus operandi of power.  It is this multi-factorial nature of power that really makes social movement theory redundant as a theory for the empirical analysis of most of today’s socio-political struggles.  The state is no longer seen to be the sole agent of domination and, thus, the central claim-making thesis of social movements rooted in a state-logic of state-based change is rendered redundant as state power is often rendered redundant itself in the face of increasingly horizontal networks of power.  Thus, current socio-political struggles seek to evade this state logic, not only because they are anarchist in nature, but because such a state-logic can only at best ever provide a partial solution to a specific issue of domination as the state is no longer understood to be the only actor.  In fact those engaged in the struggle are themselves agents of power, as Foucault suggests when he says that power “…passes through the hands of the mastered no less than through the hands of the masters (since it passes through every related force).” 
  If academia is to understand new and emerging struggles that have been shaped by the reality of increasingly horizontal power structures, then, academia must also attempt such a step.  Trying to view activists through a social movement lens will offer little insight into their desires to evade the logics of the state and their recognition of rhizomatic forms of domination.  
Here it is necessary to offer a case study to highlight the way anarchism can be practiced in order to evade the state-logic of social movement theory and challenge the multi-factorial power networks.  In doing so, we also demonstrate how anarchism offers itself as an empirical tool for understanding socio-political struggles in a world where domination is increasingly understood as emanating from many sites and agents.  The Wall Israel is building in the West Bank renders visible the complex networks of power at play in Israel and the Occupied Palestinian Territories, while the resistance to the building of the Wall suggests that the structure of power being challenged impacts on the type of challenges made and the type of challenges that are likely to have some success.  The multi-factorial nature of the Wall is articulated clearly here by Eyal Weizman:
 Although the very essence and presence of the Wall is the obvious solid, material embodiment of state ideology and its conception of national security, the route should not be understood as the direct produce of top-down government planning at all.  Rather, the ongoing fluctuations of the Wall’s route, registers a multiplicity of technical, legal and political conflicts over issues of territory, demography, water, archaeology, and real estate, as well as over political concepts such as sovereignty, security and identity.
 

Weizman’s points ring especially true in the village of Bil’in which has been struggling for three years against the Wall in a situation that is inextricably linked with the expansion of the neighbouring settlement of Modi’in Illit.  Modi’in Illit and the Wall around it represent other interests outside of those of the state, such as those of the Israeli developers, the settlers themselves, settler groups and those in Israel (often on lower incomes who cannot afford to buy property on the legal side of the Green Line) wishing to purchase one of the new houses – all of whom are involved in the subjugation and oppression of the people of Bil’in.  With multiple sites of power and multiple agents of domination claims cannot be made to all of these interests and so direct action becomes the tactical choice.  Direct action challenges social movement theory’s conception of socio-political struggle as making state-based claims.
To see the Wall as an example of hierarchical, centralised, top-down decision making is disingenuous and only tells a fraction of the story.  The state is, partly responsible for its construction, yet it has abrogated much of its responsibility to other agents of power.  This causes problems for those functioning within the traditional social movement model of socio-political struggle as it allows the state to legitimately ignore their claims by suggesting the Wall is not their responsibility.  If one chooses instead to operate within an anarchist paradigm and with an understanding of the multi-factorial nature of the power which you are challenging, issues concerning claim-making and the abrogation of responsibility disappear.  If you cannot logically or theoretically appeal to all those with interests in the building of the Wall and its route then targeting the physical embodiment of those networks of power makes the need for such claims in reality redundant.    Viewing activism such as that against the Wall from an anarchist perspective enables the researcher an element of reflexivity.  It places them in a position similar to that of the activist and allows a deeper level of understanding.
In conclusion, as the ‘new’ social movements give way to more anarchist inspired forms of struggle and as power becomes concentrated in non-state agents then an anarchist empirical analysis of such changes in socio-political struggle offers an analysis that addresses both concerns.  To understand anarchist action from the logics of the state is limiting.  To critique traditional state-based claim-making using anarchist theory opens up new insights and offers alternatives.  As power is understood as being more and more dispersed anarchism offers a framework of analysis due to its rejection of hierarchy that is able to adequately deal with power and the resultant resistance to it from a more horizontal perspective.
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