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Disclaimer:
We’refuckingsickofdisclaimers.Weresenthavingtoprovideapologiesandjusti-
ficationsforourwordsbeforeweevenspeakthem.We’rebitterabouthowspecial-
izeddiscussionsofrape,sexualassault,andabusehavebecome.Wefeelinsulted
andembarrassedthatwehavetoconstantlypointoutthatwearen’tspeakingon
behalfofallsurvivors,asthoughthatwereevenpossible.Sure,weappreciatea
wellplacedtriggerwarning.It’sjustgoodetiquette.Butwhenfanaticalattempts
toavoidtriggeringeachotherserveastoolstorelegatediscussionsofinterpersonal
violencetothemargins,towraptheissueinaneatlittleboxwhichisonlybrought
outonspecialoccasions,whenanillusionof“safety”canbeguaranteed,well…then
westarttogetpissed.Ifweonlyspeakofouroppressionfromthepositionofsafety,
we’llbeforeversilent.Ifwecan’tlearntoworkthroughbeingtriggeredamongst
friendsandcomrades,we’llbeillequippedtoworkthroughitintheirabsence.An
atmosphereofnervousnesspermeatesthediscussion,andweconfertotheadvice
ofspecialistspartlyoutoffearofsayingthewrongthing.Butallwe’retalking
aboutareourownexperiences,atopiconwhichweareallexperts.Sowelong
forthedaywhenwewon’tneedtoplaceourselvesunderdisclaimers,oranyother
bannerforthatmatter.

Butatthesametimewerecognizethatwe’renotthereyet.Thesetopicsare
stillsocharged,andthesupportavailablestillsosparse,thatourwordsholdthe
tremendouspotentialtodoharm.Sointhemeantimewemusttakecarewhenwe
speak,soastonotbecomeinadvertentalliesoftheforceswemeantooppose.With
thatinmind,weofferafewclarificationsbeforewebegin…

Someoftheauthorsofthispiecearesurvivors,othersarereflectingontheirown
roleaspeoplewhohavebeenabusiveinthepast,buttheyallshareacommitment
tothestruggleagainstaCultureofRape.Whenwesay“we”,wearenotreferringto
“survivors”,oreventotheauthors,buttoeveryonewhoagreeswiththestatement
made,andperhapsmorebroadly,toeveryonewhoseesthemselvesapartofthis
struggle.Therearesurelysurvivorswhoseexperienceswillseeminglycontradict
theargumentsmadehere.Butofcoursetheexamplescitedthroughoutthistextare
notmeanttobeexhaustiveorallencompassing.Wedonotseeourownexperiences
asexemplaryoftheexperiencesofallsurvivors,orevenmostsurvivors.Theydo,
however,provideexamplesofhowRapeCulturehasmaterializedinourownlives,
apointwethoughtworthsharing.

Wewouldberightlycriticizedforfocusingsoheavilyontheanarchistmilieu,
whichofcoursemostsurvivorswillnotidentifywith.Butwesawlittleusein
tryingtoextendourselvesbeyondourownexperiencesinthehopesofbecoming
more“relevant”.ItisalsoourhopethatananarchistanalysisofbothPowerand
struggleprovideausefulframeworkfordeconstructingthefunctioningofRape
Culture,andcouldperhapsprovideinsighteventothosewhoareunfamiliarwith
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the anarchist subculture. It is our belief that the dynamics we described will be
echoed in other milieus as well.

Our gentle reader will also notice that we have chosen to use gender neutral lan-
guage throughout. Of course the majority of survivors are women or people who
don’t conform to patriarchal gender identities, whereas the majority of perpetrators
are cis gendered men. The neutrality of our language obscures the systemic nature
of not only this, but also the way that interpersonal violence has consistently been
a tool of colonial invasion, imperialist occupation, and the maintenance of white
supremacy. It obscures the way in which organizing against interpersonal violence
has historically been co-opted by white middleclass feminists, leaving women of
colour, poor women, queer and trans folk with less access to support resources.
It was not our intention to depoliticize the nature of interpersonal violence with
language that is gender neutral (certainly, when it comes to gender, we are not
neutral!). But having said that, we also wanted to recognize that people of all iden-
tities, from all walks of life, can be both survivors or perpetrators, or even both
at the same time. We didn’t want those whose experiences don’t fit neatly into
oppressive binaries to find themselves even further marginalized here.

Finally, we offer a few definitions, not so that we can dictate how these words
must be used, but so that it can be understood how their use was intended here:

Rape Culture — A culture which seeks to excuse, condone, normalize and en-
courage interpersonal violence.

Interpersonal Violence — A catch all term commonly used to describe differ-
ent forms of violence which are inflicted on an interpersonal basis, yet have their
roots in expansive systems of power. Rape, sexual assault, sexual harassment, as
well as sexual, physical and emotional abuse within relationships are all examples
of interpersonal violence.

Survivor — A person who has experienced or is experiencing interpersonal
violence, as defined by the survivor themselves.

Perpetrator — A person who has inflicted interpersonal violence onto another
person or persons, as defined by the survivor(s).

Survivor Autonomy — The theoretical foundation upon which most radical
support work is based. Survivor Autonomy is the concept that a survivor should be
given the power and autonomy to decide for themselves how to deal with their own
trauma, and that the role of supporters is to empower and encourage this autonomy.
This stands in contrast to other approaches which do not see the survivor as having
the best understanding of their own needs or recognize each survivors needs as
truly unique and different, but instead seek to impose the “proper” way to heal
upon them.

Apologist— Those who, through action or inaction, seek to uphold either the
power of a perpetrator(s) and/or the disempowerment of a survivor(s), thus repro-
ducing Rape Culture.
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attack against those who choose otherwise. It should be this choice that defines the
anarchist, which sets us apart from our enemies and guides us to our comrades. It
is from this choice that all genuine struggle becomes possible.

“Damaged people are dangerous. They know they can survive”

Words to Fire Press
wordstofire@riseup.net
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therootsofthisPower.

THEIMAGEOFCOMMUNITY
Manyanti-violenceactivistsbeginfromtheprecariouspresumptionofcommunity;
thatasurvivorhasasocialbasetheycanturntoforsupport,orelseasupport
networkthatescapestheinfluenceofthePowerwejustdiscussed.Herecommunity
isdefinedrathernebulouslyornotatall.Isyourcommunityageographicspace,
suchastheneighbourhoodyoulivein?Isitasharedidentityorexperience,suchas
beingqueerorblack?Isitthepeopleyouspendyourtimewith,suchasyourfamily,
coworkersorfriends?Acommunitymaybeacombinationofallthesethings,yet
noneofthesethingspointtoaninherentpositionofsupport.

Whatisoftenreferredtoas“theanarchistcommunity”isperhapsmoreaccu-
ratelydescribedasayouthsubculture.8It’stransientandtemporalnaturemakeit
illequippedforthelongtermprojectofhealingfromtrauma.Furthermore,both
therelianceandthereinforcementofRapeCulturebyothersystemsofPowerpose
aparticularchallengetothepredominantlywhite,middleclassandoftenmaledom-
inatedanarchistcommunitiesofNorthAmerica.It’snotuncommonforsuchcom-
munitiestobesocompromisedbytheirownpositionsofprivilegethattheyend
upfartoosubservienttovarioussystemsofPowertoriskanymeaningfulattack
againstthem.Insuchcases,theanarchist“community”isrevealednotasaradical
spacefromwhichtoattack,butasareactionarybodymeanttosquashtheseattacks.
Itis“anarchist”anda“community”inimageonly.

Manyanarchistsdonotevenrealizetheimportanceandinterconnectionsbe-
tweenbuildingcommunityandattackingsystemsofoppression,andthoseofus
whodorarelymakeuseofthisrealizationbeyondourrhetoric.And,perhapsmore
tothepoint,weoftenmakethemistakeofassumingthatthetargetsofour“attack”
onlylieoutsideourselves.Here,attackisnotunderstoodasthenearmilitaristic
approachthatreliessolelyonthedestructionofpropertyandphysicalbattles,a
positionputforthbymanyanarchists.Rather,attackistheprocessthroughwhich
werecognizetheforceswhichoppressusandseektodestroythem.Thequestion
ofviolence,ofwhatitwilltaketodestroysystemsofPower,islargelyoutofour
hands.Capitalism,withitsstandingarmiesandmyriadsofprisons,hasmadeits
ownpositiononthematterperfectlyclear.Thosecomradesamongstuswhoin-
evitablycarrythebaggageofwhitesupremacy,patriarchy,andcolonialism,those
whofindthemselvesinthepositionoftheapologist,canhopefullyexerciseawider
rangeofchoice.Theycanchoosetojoinwithus.Theycanchoose,aswehave,to
attackthoseaspectsofthemselveswhichrecreatetheoldworld,andtobolsterthe

8Thatis,ifwearewillingtodescribeitasitactuallyexists,ratherthandefiningitaccordingtoour
fantasies.
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Accountabilityprocess—Aprocessthroughwhichaperpetratorattemptsto
beaccountabletothepeoplethey’vehurt,andengagesinselfreflectionwiththe
ultimategoalofmakinglongtermchangesinbehaviour.

Itwouldseemthatthroughouttheanarchistmilieu,whereveryouturn,thereisa
communitybeingravagedbyrape,bysexualassault,andbyabuse.Thesecycles
areneithernewnoruniquetoanarchists.Atfirstglanceitseemssurprisingthat
ourcommunitiesfindthemselvesatleastasvulnerableasanyothertointerper-
sonalviolence.Afterall,don’twebeginfromthestartingpointofoppositionto
domination,withoutwhichinterpersonalviolencecouldnotexist?Andyet,the
onethingthattiesthesecommunitiestogether,asupposedsharedpoliticsorpolit-
icalanalysis,isoftentheweakestpointinanarchistresponsestointerpersonalvio-
lence.Despitebeingacommunitywhichisexplicitlypoliticalinnature,anarchists
oftendepoliticizeinterpersonalviolenceanddivorceitfromitsrootsinsystemic
power.Forinstance,theneedforgoodconsentpracticesbecomesconfusedwith
thebeliefthatinformingpeopleaboutconsentwilltransformourcommunities,as
thoughrapeweretheresultofignoranceandmisinformation,ratherthandeeply
entrenchedstructuresofpower.Strategiesthatanarchistshaveadopted,suchas
theaccountabilityprocess,moreoftenthannotfailtoaddresstheinterpersonal
violenceinourmidst.

Theapparentfailureoftheaccountabilityprocesstotransformourcommunities
isusuallyviewedoutsidethecontextofthatfailure,withoutexaminingthebroader
socialforcesthatcontributedtoit.Thisoversightisaresultoftheaccountability
processandalsoaprecursortoit.Theaccountabilityprocessnarrowsourfocus;it
bothconfrontsuswithexpansivesystemsofpowerwhilereassuringusthatdealing
withindividualinstanceswilldeconstructthem.Wespeakofpatriarchy,colonial-
ism,heterosexism,butwedealonlywithaperpetrator.Inourcasualconversations,
weagree“powerconcedesnothingwithoutthethreatofforce”,yetourattemptsat
accountabilityusuallytaketheformofmoralsuasion,relyingonliberal-bourgeois
notionsofchoice.Asifourchoicesweremorethanacalculatedreactiontothe
materialconditionswefindourselvesin.Ofcourseaperpetratorchoosestopursue
orrejectaccountability,butwhatmakesthischoicepossible?Whatconditionsfos-
teredtheirfeelingsofentitlementoveranotherperson?Itistheseconditionsthat,
whenviewedfromtheterrainofstruggle,mustberecognizedaswhattheyare:
enemyterritory.Itisfromthisrealizationthatweattempttolaunchourattack.

Theinsistencethatinterpersonalviolenceisperpetuatedbymorethanjustthe
actualperpetratorsisnotmeanttoshiftaccountabilityawayfromthoseperpetra-
tors.Onthecontrary,it’sarecognitionofthemanyfactorsthatentitlethemto
sidestepaccountability.Justasthesuburbanyuppierequiresavastandcomplex
socialsystemtomaskthenegativeconsequencesoftheirdestructivelifestyle,a
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perpetrator who refuses accountability is often enabled by a similar social network.
Such networks aren’t only comprised of those who explicitly defend a perpetrator,
but of all those who ensure the balance of power remains tipped in their favour.
What this looks like in practical terms will vary. Silencing, repression, recupera-
tion, or most often combinations of several of these methods are used against sur-
vivors and their struggle. The defining factor will always be what most effectively
reproduces Rape Culture.

SILENCING THE STRUGGLE
“In the end, it won’t be the words of our enemies we remember, but the
silence of our friends.”

The term “silencing” has been popularized in our communities, but only with
a limited definition. Calling a survivor a liar, conjuring their sexual experiences,
deviancies, or style of dress to shift blame, or otherwise insinuating that they were
“asking for it”, are all behaviours most anarchists would frown on, though they
rarely bother confronting them. This hypocrisy hints at a larger problem, revealed
by a closer look at our conception of what is “silencing”. The aforementioned exam-
ples only apply to the survivor who has called out their perpetrator, or else talked
openly about their experiences. But of course many survivors never get even this
far.

So what silences them? Is it the other members of their affinity group, who
maintain a false separation between the struggle against the state and the struggle
against other systems of Power (especially the ones they benefit from)? Is it the
roommates who never acknowledge fucked up dynamics for fear of “triggering”
someone, as if an offer of support would be more triggering than total isolation? Is
it the other show goers who write off the struggle as petty, too personal, or mere
“drama,” as if a survivor who struggles against their oppression is being dramatic?
Is it the fellow collective member who regrets that they are “not in the place” to
offer support, while still being in the place to hang out with a perpetrator on a
regular basis? Is it the acquaintance who claims to be in no position to confront a
perpetrator because they are not even friends, or is it the acquaintance who claims
the same because they are? Is it the people who organized that event, the ones
who say they know nothing about the situation, while doing everything in their
power to make sure they never do? Is it the band mate who claims they can see
“both sides”, or eschews sides altogether, as if this wasn’t a fucking war? We’ve
even seen rape apologists turn survivor autonomy on its head, claiming that they’d
received no explicit instructions from a survivor, so of course they had no choice
but to carry on a completely uncritical friendship with their attacker! Perhaps it
is not the silence of survivors, but of those around them, which is truly revealing.
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their continued subjugation, or in actively countering a survivors struggle.
The complaint that people “just do the easy thing” partially articulates this prob-

lem, but also attributes it only to moments of moral weakness amongst individuals.
This sidesteps the more obvious question; why are our radical communities still
structured in such a way that supporting a survivor is not “the easy thing”? What
makes it difficult? A more materialistic view of our responses to interpersonal vio-
lence, one that looks not to someone’s politics or sense of decency, but instead to
material conditions such as their social dependencies (for example, who are they
close with, who do they live with, who do they organize with, what are their sup-
port networks, what do they depend on and how would these things be affected by
genuinely supporting a survivor?) could provide more insight into how our own
interests are controlled and shaped by a Culture of Rape.

Perhaps themost significantmitigating factor of these conditions is Power. Both
the power a survivor holds in the community as well as the corresponding power of
a perpetrator are key to shaping that community’s response. When a perpetrator
holds very little power in comparison to a survivor, or when the perpetrator is
not even part of the community, a token show of support costs little and helps
maintain the benevolent veneer of Rape Culture. Of course, this is rarely the case.
It has commonly been urged that support of a survivor should not be hindered
by a perpetrator’s position of power in the community, but the position of power
itself receives little scrutiny, as does any possible correlation between that position
of power and interpersonal violence (which is itself a brutal expression of power).
The failure to establish this link is like asking what came first, the chicken or the
egg, and then insisting that the chicken and the egg have nothing to do with each
other. This blind spot is especially curious amongst anarchists, who claim to oppose
all forms of hierarchical power.

It follows that a genuine analysis of the functioning of Rape Culture must also
include an analysis of the relationships of Power that govern our lives. This im-
plicates not only the hierarchies, formal or otherwise, which persist even in an-
archist spaces, but also the larger systems of power which inform them, such as
Patriarchy, White Supremacy, Colonialism, Ableism and so on. We must acknowl-
edge Rape Culture’s rightful place within Capitalist society. Through this we can
recognize Rape Culture as a mechanism for social control, as it reinforces these sys-
tems of Power and domination which in turn reproduce it as well. It then becomes
necessary to undermine the hierarchical divisions which serve to both facilitate in-
terpersonal violence itself as well as shape the interests of those in a position to
respond to it. Many anarchists rightly reject the navel gazing of identity politics,
but a sharp analysis of systems of Power, the ways in which these systems offer
privilege to some of us, yet oppression to others, and the ways in which our experi-
ences of these systems of Power influence the ways we fight against them, is crucial
to genuine resistance. To successfully attack a Culture of Rape, we must strike at
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ratefromthemselves.Byprojectingeverythingontoaloneperpetrator(orperhaps
allperpetrators)theapologistcandeflectanyanalysisofthesocialrelationsthat
produceperpetrators,especiallytheirownrole.Bysinglingoutafewbadapples,
theydistractfromthefactthatthewholebunchisrotten.

Ofcoursethisalsoavoidsthewholequestionofsupportforasurvivor,and
seeksaresolution(forexample,gettingridoftheperpetrator)thatdoesnotad-
dresstheneedsofthesurvivor.ThisisrevealingofRapeCulture’struepriority,as
scapegoatingafewperpetratorswillstillleaveoppressivesocialstructuresintact,
whereassurvivorswhoareabletostrugglesuccessfullyagainstthosestructures
threatentheirveryfoundation.TheCultureofRapevaluestheperpetratorabout
asmuchasanyimperialistarmyvaluesitsfootsoldiers.Itwillhappilysacrifice
themifnecessary,becauseofcourseitisthesubjugationofthesurvivors,their
perpetualstateofvictimhood,whichmustbemaintainedatallcosts.Justaswith
Empire,itisonlythroughthissubjugationthattheCultureofRapecanreproduce
itself.

WAGINGWARONCULTURE

ThefunctioningandreproductionofRapeCultureistoocomplextobefullyex-
plainedordocumented.Thecrudegeneralizationsandcaricatureswe’velaidout
herearetoosimpletofaithfullyrecreatethedynamicsweexperienceinourdaily
lives.Whilewe’vetriedtocategorizeanddefineforthesakeofclarity,toassign
shapetooppressivestructureswiththehopeofmakingthemrecognizable,inreal-
itymostindividualswilloscillatebetweenroles.Eventhosewhoattimesmaystep
outsidesocialconfinestoprovidegenuinesupportmayinotherinstancesserveas
RapeCulture’smostbrutalshocktroops.Evensurvivorsthemselvescantakeonre-
pressiverolestowardseachother,seducedbytheprospectofbeingonerunghigher
onthesocialhierarchyratherthanofferingsolidaritytotheirpeers.People’sroles
arenotstaticandsystemsofoppressionarenotcongealed.Theinterplaybetween
thesilencing,repressiveandrecuperativeforcesofRapeCultureisnotconspirato-
rial.Thesesometimesseparatebutalwayscollaborativeelementsdonotmeetto
strategizeordivvyupthetasks.Butofcourse,collaborationisnotsocontingent
onactualassociationsasitisonasharedinterest.Thosewithsharedinterestswill
reachsimilarconclusionsorelseworktowardssimilargoalswithouteverhaving
tointeract.ThroughthisRapeCultureisrevealedasbeingnotmerelyavague
concept,buttheconcretematerialconditionswhichleadpeopletoconclude,con-
sciouslyornot,thattheirinterestliesinsilencingasurvivor,inbeingcomplicitin

7Thatbeingsaid,sometimessurvivorswillwanttheirperpetratorsostracized.Thisisbothavalidand
understandableresponseandshouldberespected.There’snothingmutuallyexclusiveaboutanalyzing
powersystemsandrejectingperpetrators.
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Withnoonetosayotherwise,asurvivorcanonlyassumethattheywillbegiven
thesametreatmentaseveryothersurvivorbeforethem.

Ifwebroadenourdefinitionofwhatis“silencing”tomeaneverythingthat
workstomaintainsilence,thenwearen’tmerelydefiningafewgrosslyinsensi-
tiveremarks.Instead,whatwe’veimplicatedisthetotalityofourculture.

Sowhatthen,ofaccountability?Abuse,assault,atotallackofaccountability;
allarebusinessasusualintheworldasweknowit.Butnormalcyismoreeffec-
tivelymaintainedthroughthecomplacencyofmassesthanthroughthebrutality
oftheirmasters.WhileviolenceprovidesthefoundationuponwhichRapeCulture
reproducesitself,italsoposescertainrisks;thatit’ssharedexperiencecancreate
bondsofsolidarity,thatlinesofconflictwillbedrawnmoreclearly,thatpeoplewill
fightback.Theprocessofnormalizationseekstounderminetheserisksbymaking
violenceinvisible.Theobviousapologists,thegoonswhosay“slut”likeit’sabad
thingandthinktheperpetratoristhevictim,don’tdonearlyasmuchtofurther
normalizationastheirmoresubtleaccomplices,theoneswhomaintaincomplete
silenceonthesubject.Thesemoresophisticatedapologistssharespacewiththeper-
petrator;theymarchalongsidethematdemonstrationsanddancealongsidethem
atparties,withouteverutteringevenasinglewordaboutinterpersonalviolence.
Whenforcedtospeakonthesubject,theysighandsay“it’scomplicated…”They
mayevenclaimtobedisgustedbytheviolence,thoughmostlythey’resadthatyou
hadtodisrupttheireventtoconfrontit.Theylament,“IfonlyIhadknown!”,while
keepingtheirheadsplantedpurposefullyinthesand.

UNLEASHINGREPRESSION

Thisconspiracyofsilenceseeksnotonlytoendasurvivorsstrugglebeforeiteven
begins,butalsotoprovidethebackdropforwhatwillhappentothefewsurvivors
whorefusetobemuzzled.Forasurvivortospeakopenlyoftheirexperiencesin
suchaclimatecanonlybeunderstoodasanactofresistance,andaswithallactsof
resistance,repressionisalikelyoutcome.Thisrepressionismorenuancedthanthe
clubsofpoliceofficersorthegunsofsoldiers,thoughthesetoohavebeenturned
onsurvivors.Therepressiveforcesaremorelikelytobementallyandemotionally
devastating.Theagentsofsuchrepressionarenotfamiliartousthroughuniforms
orbadges,butasoursupposedcomradesandformerfriends.Manyofusareac-
customedtoseeingonlythepoliceinthisrepressiverole,1andofcoursetheyhave
theirparttoplayinthereproductionofRapeCultureaswell.Butinourownradi-
calcommunities,thestate’sroleinthisreproductionseemsdownplayed.Afterall,
there’slittlepointinthestateexpendingtheresourceswhilesomanyself-described
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anarchists are willing to do the job for free.
Those who doubt the brutality of this internal repressive apparatus have likely

never been on the receiving end. The “communities” that are so often turned to with
the expectation of support are more often mobilized against the survivors on behalf
of their perpetrators in a stunning counter attack. It’s difficult to properly illustrate
what somany survivors have had to endure at the hands of their supposed anarchist
comrades. To call it a smear campaign hardly does it justice. Of course speaking
generally will never fully encompass all the complexities of a person’s experiences,
but there aremany patterns we can identify within the anarchist milieu, all of which
faithfully reproduce the patterns of the broader culture.

One glaring example is the character assassination of the survivor. No aspect of
their life is spared from scrutiny, all in search of any detail that can be used against
them. These details, whether genuine or fabricated when necessary, are often used
towards invalidating their experiences of violence and valorizing the perpetrator.
Few will be so clumsy as to blatantly accuse a survivor of lying, though there are
more self described anarchists willing to do this than evenwe care to admit. Instead,
most will utilize any number of slight variations as a way of saying the same thing.
Perhaps a survivor gave no clue of abuse as they endured it, perhaps they consented
to certain sexual activity but not all of it, perhaps they felt the need to disclose
certain experiences and withhold others, perhaps they needed time to process their
trauma and only revealed it gradually, perhaps they have their own issues with
power or boundaries. We could go on, but of course what’s important is not the
details themselves, but how they can be twisted, taken out of context, or else used
to undermine a survivors credibility. Past histories, addictions, coping mechanisms,
debts, insecurities, even a survivor’s political identity, all are fair game.2 When this
strategy is successful, survivors are villainized and their attackers are recast as the
victims of lies and manipulation. But even if the apparent objective of discrediting
a survivor in the eyes of community fails, the process itself can still be effective
at forcing survivors out of that community. Knowing that simply walking into an
anarchist spacemeans that nearly everyone there has discussed your personal life at
length creates a tremendous barrier, regardless of the conclusions people may have
reached. Survivors may feel compelled to pre-empt this dynamic by engaging their
critics. Often, this plays into demands for “proof” or details of assaults or abuse.
The retraumatizing aspect of this is yet another further attack on the survivor, and
often feeds rather than undermines the conflict.

1Amongst most anarchists, at least, the police are a faceless enemy. We don’t have to see them tuck
their kids in at night, they don’t tell us jokes over beers, they do not confront us with the contradiction
of their own humanity. This is not the case for those who are called out for assault or abuse within
anarchist circles, a reality which many perpetrators use to their full advantage.

2This same process is often extended to a survivor’s support network as well. In fact, focusing mainly
on supporters sometimes allows the agents of repression to continue posturing as being supportive of
the survivor, while at the same time sabotaging any genuine support. Such thinly veiled attacks, though
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gressions they are, the false supporters usually join the perpetrator in absurd calls
for “accountability” from the survivor.6 From this newfound position of righteous-
ness, and with the complicity of the false supporters, the perpetrator is free to alter
the very character of the accountability process. What began as a callout becomes
more like a negotiation, as a perpetrator’s cooperation becomes contingent on the
survivor addressing their concerns. Perhaps some of these concerns might even be
valid, but of course what’s important is not their validity but their role in undermin-
ing the survivor’s struggle. The survivor must now earn not only the accountability
they get from the perpetrator, but also the support they get from the community.
Those survivors who are unwilling or unable to jump through all the hoops will be
written off. In a final perversion of the accountability process, the survivor will be
the one blamed for its failure, the one who was unwilling to “work things out”. By
this point the so-called “Restorative Justice” framework has been so distorted that
it succeeds only in “restoring” the power dynamics of a Rape Culture which had
been otherwise compromised by the survivors’ struggle.

BAD APPLES
In radical communities especially, apologists will not always rally behind a perpe-
trator. In certain cases the contradiction of doing so would be so blatant that even
their own self image as “anarchists” would not survive it. Once again, liberal ide-
ology comes to the rescue. Just as apologists for police brutality will insist that
it results only from a “few bad apples” as a plea to avoid any structural analysis
of the police or their role in society, the Rape apologist will attempt to scapegoat
the individual perpetrator, sacrificing them to the altar of Rape Culture. They may
reference their own disgust with a perpetrator, or brag that they no longer talk to
them, as though these things were proof of how “supportive” they are. Of course,
disapproval of a perpetrator’s actions does not automatically equal support of a
survivor. In some instances vilifying the perpetrator will contradict the survivor’s
wishes, while in others the perpetrator and survivor can be ostracized simultane-
ously, as the repressive apparatus carries on the patterns of domination in the per-
petrators absence.7 Themere ostracization of perpetrators as the only response has
been heavily critiqued elsewhere, but we’d like to emphasize that such an approach
serves to protect Rape Culture by avoiding direct confrontations with it. In doing so,
apologists can externalize the negative aspects of Rape Culture as something sepa-

5Of course once hijacked it is no longer a process towards accountability, and whatever words the
false supporters use to describe it, whether it’s a mediation, a conflict resolution, or a healing circle, the
result will not be accountability.

6Meanwhile, the repressive forces are not so conciliatory, and instead use the defensive allegations
solely to attack the survivor. Perhaps this explains why so many survivors engage with the charade of
the false supporters, if only because they don’t seem so bad by comparison.
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modelsprevail.
Inadditiontoitsroleinthewidercontext,theinternalworkingsoftheaccount-

abilityprocessitselfhavethepotentialtobehijackedandusedagainstasurvivor.
TheconceptofSurvivorAutonomy,whichonceformedthetheoreticalfoundation
oftheaccountabilityprocess,isoftendiscarded,transformingtheprocessintoa
toothlessformofliberalconflictresolution.Withoutbeinginformedbyaclear
analysisofthepowerdynamicsatwork,ofcoursethedefaultpoweroftheperpe-
tratorisupheld.Thegoalisstilltherehabilitationoftheperpetrator,andmostlikely
theircontinuedparticipationinthecommunity,butthefalsesupporterswhohave
hijackedtheaccountabilityprocesscannowdosoattheexpenseofthesurvivor,
selfishlydefiningtheperpetrators“rehabilitation”inanywaythatisconvenientfor
them.Inthemostextremecases,accountabilityprocesseswillbeinitiatedagainst
theexplicitwishesofsurvivors,asanattempttolegitimizetheperpetratorinthe
eyesofothers.Thepretenceofmakingita“communityissue”4allowsthefalse
supporterstonotonlytakecontroloutofthesurvivorshands,butalsotoportray
survivorswhorefusetocooperatewiththeirowndisempowermentasabarrierto
accountability.Theembarrassinglycommonfarceoffalsesupportersinforminga
survivorthatactually,theirperpetratorhas“workedontheirshit”stemsfromthis
orsimilardynamics.

Inlessextremecases,thesurvivor’sparticipationwillbepermittedbutonlyso
longasitfallswithinparameterssetbytheirfalsesupporters.Reprisalsagainst
aperpetrator,physicalorotherwise,arecompletelyofflimits.Evenquestionsof
immediatesafety,suchassharingspacewithaperpetrator,aresubjecttothedis-
cretionoffalsesupporters.Againweseeradicallanguageturnedagainstsurvivors,
astheirdemandsforspacewithintheircommunityaretwistedbyfalsesupport-
ersandlikenedtotheprisonsystem(fornotmakingrehabilitationtheonlygoal,
or“punishing”aperpetrator)oropenlyreferredtoasanattemptto“banish”the
perpetrator.

Ofcoursetheinsincerityoftheseconcernsarerevealedastheyprovidethe
pretexttobanishthesurvivorfromthecommunityinstead.

Theperpetrator’sroleinthehijackedaccountabilityprocess5alsoreproduces
theirpower.Insomecasestheyareallowedtomakedemandsofthesurvivoror
elseplacecriteriaontheirownparticipation.Perpetrators,ortheirapologists,all
toocommonlyrespondtobeingcalledoutbymakingdefensive“callouts”oftheir
own.Asdiscussedearlier,theywillaccusethesurvivorofanywrongdoingthey
canthinkof,orelsemakesomeupwhenactualmisdeedsarenotforthcoming.
Ratherthanrecognizethesepatheticattemptsatslanderasthemanipulativetrans-

3Insomeinstancesdemandsaremadeofthebroadercommunityaswell,oftentothesameeffect.
4Thisisnottosaythatissuesofintimateviolencearenotcommunityissues,butthatagenuine

communitywillseektoempoweritssurvivorsandencouragetheirautonomy.Aspectsofacommunity
thatfindtheirowninterestsinconflictwiththatofsurvivorsarerevealedtonotbepartofananarchist
communityatall,butofanenemygarrisoninourmidst.
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Astensionsgrow,itbeginstospilloverintonewarenas.Previouslyuninvolved
partieswhomaynotevenknowthesurvivororperpetratorbecomecaughtupinthe
mountingbedlam,andorganizingbecomesdisrupted.Ofcourse,atthispointnor-
malizationhasbeenbroken,andtherepressiveapparatusnolongerhasanything
tolosebynotholdingback.Anarchistswhowouldotherwisescornthepoliticsof
liberalsnowturntotheirideologyforreinforcement.“Thesedivisionsarehurting
us!”theycry.Ofcourse,suchdivisionsareneverblamedontheperpetratoror
theiractions,butonthesurvivorforinsistingthatthetraumathey’veexperienced
cannotgounanswered.Theyareblamedfortearingthecommunityapartandulti-
matelyforundermining“thestruggle”.Theimportanceofthislastpointcannotbe
overemphasized.Thepreviousdismissalsofthebroadercommunity,whichhinted
that“thestruggle”merelyexcludessurvivorsandtheirneeds,arenowclarifiedto
revealthatinfactthesestrugglesarediametricallyopposed.Tobeperfectlyclear,
anarchistswhofeeltheirstruggleisunderminedbyasurvivorareinfactengaged
inastruggleagainstsurvivors,theyareactivedefendersofaCultureofRape.They
willoftenlikenthesurvivor’sstruggletoa“witchhunt”,whentheythemselves
sharemoreincommonwiththeexecutionersthanwiththosewhoburnatthe
stake.

Asmentionedearlier,ifasurvivorcanbesilenced,andtheirexperiencesnor-
malizedintoacultureofRape,repressionwillbecomeredundant.Itfollowsthatthe
lackofsuchoutrightrepression,whenpairedwithalackofsupportforsurvivors
andalackofaccountabilityforperpetrators,isnotindicativeofanabsenceofRape
Culture,buttheopposite;itrevealsaCultureofRapethatistotallyingrained,like
anoccupationthathasbecomesoentrenchedastorenderthetanksandsoldiers
unnecessary.

IFYOUCAN’TBEAT‘EM

Asalludedtoearlier,theserepressivemeasurescanactuallysplittheranksofthe
moremoderaterapeapologists,underminingthecommonfrontagainstthesur-
vivor.Atthesametime,repressivemeasuresaredeemednecessaryatthevery
leastwhentheusualprocessofnormalisationisbroken.Thispointstooneofthe
biggestcontradictionswithinRapeCulture:thattheveryviolenceitreliesontore-
produceitselfalsorevealsitstruenatureforalltosee.Thiscontradictionisresolved
byrecuperativeforceswithinradicalcommunitieswhichseektoco-optsupportfor
survivorsandredirectitagainstthem.Manywillclaimtosupportasurvivorwhile
actuallyunderminingtheirautonomy.Thisisusuallydonebylimitingthepossi-

possiblydevastatingtosupporters,muststillbeunderstoodprimarilyasattacksonthesurvivor,however
indirect.Inworstcasescenarios,suchattacksresultinadegeneratedconflictbetweentheaccomplices
ofRapeCultureandasupportnetwork,onceagainleavingthesurvivorsidelinedanddisempowered.
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ble scope of a survivor’s response to exclude anything that might further upset the
social peace. These false supporters work to uphold the image of a supportive com-
munity, and in the process prevent any truly critical engagement with community.
Their tools are the language and organizing frameworks which were forged by sur-
vivors and their supporters, appropriated for the purpose of disempowerment and
twisted to usurp the survivors’ struggle.

Initially, the creation of words and new frameworks to use them was necessary,
as the language for survivors to even talk about their experiences did not exist.
Unfortunately, words are easily recuperated, and we can now see the inevitable
limitations of relying on them so heavily. Once upon a time, radicals championed
the use of the word “perpetrator” as an attempt to sidestep the stigma of harsher
words. The once prevalent framework of Restorative Justice emphasised a person‘s
ability to change. “Rapist” or “abuser” hardly underlined these values, and many
felt it kept the rapists and abusers locked in those roles, just as referring to survivors
as “victims” potentially kept them locked in a moment of subjugation rather than
underlying their strength and perseverance. Of course now we are faced with a
new wave of anti-violence activists, who lament the stigmatized nature of the word
perpetrator, and now advocate the even more watered down term “person who
causes harm”. Perhaps it’s time to realize that if a perpetrators capacity to change
is not broadly recognized, that is a result of their own actions more so than the
words we use to describe them. This is not to say that we should not choose our
words strategically, or that we should not use them with strong intention, but only
that our apparent obsession with language has serious drawbacks. At best, it leaves
us caught in a never ending loop to find the right words rather than addressing
our more meaningful shortcomings. At worst, it preserves the power dynamics
of Rape Culture by attributing fault to survivors and their supporters rather than
perpetrators and their apologists.

This bizarre reversal, where a perpetrators refusal of accountability is viewed
at least partially as a result of flaws in a survivor’s response, is a common pat-
tern seized upon by the recuperative forces of Rape Culture. Zines and pamphlets
list strategies towards accountability which seek to avoid making a perpetrator de-
fensive, which are perhaps better understood as strategies towards accountability
which seek to accommodate a perpetrators defensiveness. The only thing such an
approach avoids is a recognition that being defensive is not something forced on a
person by others, but a reactionary response which must be realized and worked
through for any genuine accountability to be possible. Many will use the term de-
fensive without ever asking, “in defence of what?”

Of course many survivors who anticipate defensiveness and the repressive ap-
paratus activated by it have made good use of such strategies in the short term to
initiate dialogue, or else to make demands concerning immediate safety without the
goal of transforming a perpetrator. We have no interest in questioning the choices
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survivors make or discouraging the dissemination of potentially useful strategies
(because, of course, how useful any given approachmight be can only be decided by
survivors themselves). Our concern is when the accommodation of defensiveness
or the strategies implied by it become a tool of false supporters to limit the possi-
ble choices available to survivors, or to criticize those choices they disapprove of
after a survivor has made them. Discussions of how to call out a perpetrator rarely
centre on the survivor’s needs. “Avoiding defensiveness” provides the pretence to
shift the discussion back to the needs of the perpetrator. Once a perpetrator has
been called out, a similar framework is used to undermine support for a survivor.
The false supporters endlessly reassure us that they are not angry that a perpetra-
tor was called out, it’s only the way they were called out. The fact that a survivor
would speak openly about their experiences is seemingly taken as more violent
and controversial than the violence of those experiences themselves, which war-
rant very little discussion by comparison. How a survivor’s public response might
reflect their needs does not seem to occur to the false supporters as they are so pre-
occupied with their need to preserve an artificial social peace. Again we see liberal
tendencies rearing their head, as the false supporters’ insistence on denouncing the
resistance of survivors, on claiming to also despise the Culture of Rape while simul-
taneously diminishing any fight against it, is reminiscent of liberals who claim to
agree with the grievances of protesters and yet condemn any actions they might
take to address them. The liberal complains that intensity and ferocity sabotages
the struggle, but of course the anarchist knows the real problem is that we haven’t
gone far enough.

As mentioned earlier, this is all part of a larger pattern to maintain the power
dynamics that Rape Culture relies upon. There are countless other examples. The
accountability process itself can be a double edged sword. Radical communities of-
ten divorce the accountability process from its place within the broader Restorative
Justice framework, offering it as the sole response to intimate violence while simul-
taneously avoiding any further attempts at pre-empting violence before it happens.
This false support places the needs of the survivor secondary to the question of
how to deal with a perpetrator, once again prioritizing the needs of the perpetrator
and maintaining the pattern of domination. What little support is offered survivors
often replicates this same dynamic. One of the most common models of support
used, that of making demands of the perpetrator,3 once again leaves all agency in
the perpetrator’s hands, especially when there is no contingency plan if the perpe-
trator should refuse. Survivors who become emotionally invested in suchmodels as
a path for healing are often devastated when the demands yield nothing, or worse,
when they incite a new barrage from the perpetrator and the repressive forces. In
the anarchist milieu, where it is widely recognized that demands are mostly use-
less when not accompanied with the threat of force, it is quite revealing that such


