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‌ 
but‌ ‌how‌ ‌do‌ ‌I‌ ‌sign‌ ‌up‌ ‌for‌ ‌revolution?‌‌ ‌  
and‌ ‌how‌ ‌do‌ ‌we‌ ‌get‌ ‌rid‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌pollution?‌‌ ‌  
when‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌that‌ ‌there’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌problem‌‌ ‌  
but‌ ‌nobody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌solution?‌‌ ‌  
waiting‌ ‌gets‌ ‌old‌ ‌so‌ ‌let’s‌ ‌change‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌right‌ ‌now.‌‌ ‌  
if‌ ‌there’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌will‌ ‌there’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌way,‌ ‌if‌ ‌there’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌why‌ ‌there’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌how.‌‌ ‌  
painting‌ ‌my‌ ‌soul‌ ‌on‌ ‌every‌ ‌day‌ ‌makes‌ ‌me‌ ‌feel‌ ‌like‌ ‌a‌ ‌slave‌‌ ‌  
and‌ ‌I‌ ‌won’t‌ ‌do‌ ‌it‌ ‌again.‌ ‌ 
—‌ ‌“Don’t‌ ‌Wait”‌ ‌by‌ ‌Bob!‌ ‌Loudly,‌ ‌a‌ ‌family‌ ‌friend‌ ‌and‌ ‌Dustbin‌ ‌veteran‌ ‌ 

‌ 
We‌ ‌should‌ ‌take‌ ‌into‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌the‌ ‌issues‌ ‌people‌ ‌face‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey‌ ‌towards‌ ‌a‌‌                           

conscious‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌perspective.‌ ‌There‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌doubt‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌reserves‌ ‌an‌ ‌important‌‌                         
place‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌story‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌My‌‌personal‌‌experience‌‌with‌‌it‌‌began‌‌in‌‌middle‌‌school.‌‌My‌‌                               
family‌ ‌lived‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌dirty‌ ‌broken-down‌ ‌house‌ ‌in‌ ‌Boise,‌ ‌Idaho,‌ ‌which‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌summer‌ ‌of‌ ‌2012‌‌                               
evolved‌ ‌into‌‌a‌‌shelter‌‌for‌‌borderline‌‌homeless‌‌punk‌‌rockers.‌‌People‌‌called‌‌us‌‌“the‌‌Dustbin”—‌‌                           
which‌ ‌was‌ ‌coined‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌psychedelic‌ ‌punk‌ ‌band‌ ‌Mind‌ ‌Drips,‌ ‌who‌ ‌performed‌ ‌there‌ ‌on‌‌                           
occasion—or‌ ‌“Dirty-6th”‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌‌our‌‌location‌‌on‌‌36th‌‌Street.‌‌One‌‌year,‌‌over‌‌a‌‌dozen‌‌dirty‌‌                             
teenagers‌ ‌crashed‌ ‌there‌ ‌at‌ ‌once.‌ ‌Most‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌were‌ ‌friends‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌older‌ ‌sister,‌ ‌others‌ ‌were‌‌                               
strangers.‌ ‌Practically‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌were‌ ‌self-described‌ ‌anarchists.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌political‌ ‌values‌ ‌of‌ ‌punk‌ ‌thus‌ ‌became‌ ‌a‌ ‌significant‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌upbringing.‌ ‌The‌‌                           
general‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌to‌ ‌materialism‌ ‌and‌‌hierarchy‌‌appealed‌‌to‌‌me.‌‌An‌‌important‌‌soundtrack‌‌I‌‌                         
heard‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌time‌ ‌came‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌scratched‌ ‌CD‌ ‌labeled‌ ‌folk-punk.‌ ‌It‌ ‌included‌ ‌songs‌ ‌by‌‌                             
various‌ ‌well-known‌ ‌anarcho-punk‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌including‌ ‌Ramshackle‌ ‌Glory,‌ ‌AJJ,‌ ‌Days‌ ‌N'‌ ‌Daze,‌‌                     
Mischief‌‌Brew‌‌and‌‌others.‌‌They‌‌covered‌‌the‌‌topics‌‌of‌‌homelessness,‌‌train-hopping,‌‌addiction,‌‌                       
nihilism,‌ ‌the‌ ‌spectacle‌1‌,‌ ‌and‌ ‌especially‌ ‌anarchism.‌ ‌It‌ ‌would‌ ‌take‌ ‌years‌ ‌before‌ ‌I‌ ‌understood‌‌                         

1 ‌‌In‌ ‌‌Comments‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌Society‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Spectacle‌,‌ ‌Guy‌‌Dubord‌‌defined‌‌the‌‌spectacle‌‌as‌‌"the‌‌autocratic‌‌reign‌‌of‌ ‌the‌‌market‌‌                                         
economy‌ ‌which‌ ‌had‌ ‌acceded‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌irresponsible‌ ‌sovereignty,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌totality‌ ‌of‌ ‌new‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌‌                               
which‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌this‌ ‌reign.”‌ ‌ 



‌ 

anarchy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌developed‌ ‌socio-political‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌Regardless,‌‌I‌‌began‌‌to‌‌associate‌‌the‌‌word‌‌with‌‌                           
feelings‌ ‌of‌ ‌angst‌ ‌and‌ ‌alienation‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌imposing‌ ‌society.‌ ‌ 

If‌ ‌you‌ ‌were‌ ‌to‌ ‌ask‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌‌were‌‌there,‌‌they‌‌would‌‌describe‌‌the‌‌Dustbin‌‌as‌‌a‌‌time‌‌of‌‌                                   
individualism‌ ‌and‌ ‌fraternity.‌ ‌I‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌lying‌ ‌if‌ ‌I‌ ‌said‌ ‌I‌ ‌didn’t‌ ‌romanticize‌ ‌it‌ ‌similarly.‌‌                             
However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌young‌ ‌teenager,‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌not‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌experience‌ ‌it‌ ‌quite‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌way.‌ ‌To‌ ‌some‌‌                                   
extent,‌ ‌it‌ ‌robbed‌ ‌me‌ ‌of‌ ‌security‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌time‌ ‌when‌ ‌I‌ ‌needed‌ ‌it.‌ ‌Chaos‌ ‌filled‌ ‌the‌ ‌house,‌ ‌and‌ ‌our‌‌                                     
mother's‌‌depression‌‌kept‌‌her‌‌from‌‌being‌‌fully‌‌present‌‌most‌‌of‌‌the‌‌time.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌I‌‌                                 
was‌‌provided‌‌a‌‌great‌‌deal‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌for‌‌someone‌‌my‌‌age.‌‌I‌‌was‌‌able‌‌to‌‌leave‌‌the‌‌house‌‌at‌‌any‌‌                                       
time‌‌and‌‌roam‌‌freely‌‌around‌‌the‌‌city.‌‌When‌‌people‌‌spoke‌‌to‌‌me,‌‌they‌‌treated‌‌me‌‌like‌‌an‌‌adult.‌‌                                   
Things‌ ‌this‌ ‌simple‌ ‌taught‌ ‌me‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌handle‌ ‌and‌ ‌appreciate‌ ‌independence.‌ ‌That‌ ‌which‌‌                         
threatened‌ ‌my‌ ‌personal‌ ‌autonomy‌ ‌became‌ ‌a‌ ‌lifelong‌ ‌concern.‌ ‌ 

At‌ ‌the‌ ‌age‌ ‌of‌ ‌fourteen,‌ ‌I‌ ‌moved‌ ‌north‌ ‌to‌ ‌Council‌ ‌Valley‌ ‌to‌ ‌live‌ ‌with‌ ‌my‌ ‌hippie‌‌                               
grandmother.‌ ‌Council,‌ ‌Idaho‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌tiny,‌ ‌impoverished‌ ‌towns‌ ‌where‌ ‌organized‌‌                       
religion‌‌and‌‌alcohol‌‌are‌‌the‌‌top‌‌industries,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌only‌‌pastimes‌‌besides‌‌drinking‌‌are‌‌gossip‌‌                             
and‌‌hate.‌‌The‌‌main‌‌source‌‌of‌‌excitement‌‌for‌‌folks‌‌under‌‌21‌‌was‌‌therefore‌‌limited‌‌to‌‌a‌‌lifestyle‌‌                                 
of‌ ‌delinquency‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌‌no‌‌exception.‌‌My‌‌relationship‌‌with‌‌the‌‌local‌‌sheriff's‌‌office‌‌quickly‌‌                             
turned‌ ‌antagonistic.‌ ‌Bored,‌ ‌brutish‌ ‌bastards,‌ ‌their‌ ‌ranks‌ ‌consisted‌ ‌of‌ ‌officers‌ ‌who‌‌relocated‌‌                       
from‌ ‌neighboring‌ ‌states‌ ‌for‌ ‌behavioral‌ ‌problems.‌ ‌Like‌ ‌most‌ ‌police,‌ ‌they‌ ‌did‌ ‌not‌ ‌care‌ ‌about‌‌                           
your‌ ‌concerns‌ ‌or‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌help‌ ‌you.‌‌Their‌‌lack‌‌of‌‌stimulation‌‌and‌‌unchallenged‌‌authority‌‌led‌‌                             
them‌‌to‌‌act‌‌aggressively‌‌and‌‌abuse‌‌locals.‌‌Just‌‌months‌‌before‌‌I‌‌arrived,‌‌two‌‌deputies‌‌murdered‌‌                             
the‌ ‌rancher‌ ‌Jack‌ ‌Yantis.‌ ‌My‌ ‌mother‌ ‌moved‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌area‌ ‌soon‌ ‌after‌ ‌and‌ ‌became‌ ‌an‌ ‌organizer‌‌                               
with‌ ‌the‌ ‌Justice‌ ‌for‌ ‌Jack‌ ‌campaign,‌‌calling‌‌for‌‌police‌‌accountability.‌‌This‌‌branded‌‌our‌‌family‌‌                           
permanent‌ ‌enemies‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌department,‌ ‌who‌ ‌ended‌ ‌up‌ ‌harassing‌ ‌us‌ ‌for‌ ‌years.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌swine‌ ‌grew‌ ‌to‌ ‌hate‌ ‌me‌ ‌especially‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌trouble-making‌ ‌and‌ ‌open‌‌                         
disrespect‌‌towards‌‌them.‌‌They‌‌would‌‌circle‌‌our‌‌block,‌‌enter‌‌our‌‌home‌‌without‌‌warrants,‌‌and‌‌                           
stop‌ ‌me‌ ‌nearly‌ ‌every‌ ‌time‌ ‌we‌ ‌crossed‌ ‌paths.‌ ‌I‌ ‌returned‌ ‌the‌ ‌favor‌ ‌with‌ ‌targeted‌ ‌vandalism,‌‌                             
trespassing,‌‌resisting‌‌arrest,‌‌and‌‌on‌‌one‌‌occasion‌‌stealing‌‌a‌‌bulletproof‌‌vest‌‌and‌‌ammo‌‌out‌‌of‌‌                             
a‌ ‌police‌ ‌shed.‌ ‌Mostly‌ ‌this‌ ‌was‌ ‌to‌ ‌alleviate‌ ‌my‌ ‌existential‌ ‌boredom,‌ ‌but‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌always‌ ‌an‌‌                               
unconscious‌ ‌political‌ ‌motive.‌ ‌I‌ ‌considered‌ ‌them‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌gang‌ ‌of‌ ‌kidnappers‌‌                         
whose‌ ‌actions‌ ‌were‌ ‌not‌ ‌vindicated‌ ‌by‌ ‌any‌ ‌empty‌ ‌sentiment‌ ‌of‌ ‌justice.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌my‌‌school,‌‌which‌‌was‌‌among‌‌the‌‌least‌‌funded‌‌and‌‌possibly‌‌the‌‌most‌‌conservative‌‌in‌‌                             
the‌ ‌country,‌ ‌I‌ ‌noticed‌ ‌authoritarian‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌always‌ ‌thrived‌ ‌in‌‌environments‌‌where‌‌                         
I’m‌‌left‌‌to‌‌manage‌‌myself‌‌without‌‌authority‌‌figures‌‌breathing‌‌down‌‌my‌‌neck.‌‌I‌‌don’t‌‌think‌‌I’m‌‌                               
alone‌ ‌in‌ ‌this.‌ ‌Meanwhile,‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌education‌‌system‌‌goes‌‌to‌‌great‌‌lengths‌‌to‌‌suppress‌‌natural‌‌                             
curiosity‌‌and‌‌promote‌‌conformity‌‌and‌‌obedience.‌‌I‌‌was‌‌prevented‌‌from‌‌pursuing‌‌my‌‌interests‌‌                         
while‌ ‌forced‌ ‌to‌ ‌accept‌ ‌nationalist‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌against‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌terms.‌‌ ‌  

It‌ ‌wasn’t‌ ‌a‌ ‌place‌ ‌to‌ ‌grow,‌ ‌but‌ ‌a‌ ‌place‌‌to‌‌be‌‌molded‌‌into‌‌a‌‌passive‌‌drone,‌‌an‌‌institution‌‌                                   
bastardized‌ ‌by‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌practices‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌name‌ ‌of‌ ‌spreading‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌with‌ ‌little‌‌                         

 



‌ 

concern‌‌for‌‌individuality,‌‌growth,‌‌or‌‌truth.‌‌Stand‌‌up‌‌for‌‌the‌‌special‌‌flag‌‌and‌‌never‌‌for‌‌yourself,‌‌                               
tell‌ ‌us‌ ‌why‌ ‌America‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌harbinger‌ ‌of‌ ‌goodness.‌ ‌I‌ ‌resisted‌ ‌everything‌ ‌I‌ ‌disagreed‌ ‌with‌ ‌and‌‌                               
many‌‌teachers‌‌hated‌‌me.‌‌In‌‌retrospect,‌‌I‌‌probably‌‌would‌‌have‌‌preferred‌‌something‌‌similar‌‌to‌‌                           
Spanish‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌Francisco‌ ‌Ferrer’s‌ ‌model,‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌ ‌classroom‌ ‌is‌ ‌structured‌ ‌horizontally‌‌                     
and‌‌inquiry‌‌is‌‌encouraged.‌‌It‌‌became‌‌clear‌‌that‌‌the‌‌institution‌‌was‌‌a‌‌waste‌‌of‌‌time‌‌and‌‌I‌‌had‌‌to‌‌                                     
take‌ ‌responsibility‌ ‌for‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌education.‌ ‌At‌ ‌sixteen,‌ ‌I‌ ‌finally‌ ‌dropped‌ ‌out.‌‌ ‌  

Writing‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌easiest‌ ‌and‌ ‌most‌ ‌effective‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-educate.‌ ‌I‌ ‌would‌‌                         
research‌ ‌topics—especially‌ ‌history‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy—and‌ ‌type‌ ‌out‌ ‌essays‌ ‌accordingly.‌ ‌Some‌‌                   
days‌‌I‌‌would‌‌get‌‌stoned‌‌and‌‌write‌‌dozens‌‌of‌‌pages‌‌just‌‌for‌‌fun.‌‌I‌‌learned‌‌more‌‌in‌‌one‌‌year‌‌than‌‌                                       
in‌ ‌my‌ ‌entire‌ ‌public‌ ‌school‌‌experience.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌only‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌time‌‌before‌‌I‌‌considered‌‌doing‌‌                                 
this‌ ‌professionally.‌ ‌Not‌ ‌long‌ ‌before‌ ‌I‌ ‌turned‌ ‌seventeen,‌ ‌I‌ ‌printed‌ ‌my‌ ‌first‌ ‌article‌ ‌with‌‌                           
Adbusters,‌ ‌the‌‌Situationist-inspired‌‌magazine‌‌famously‌‌responsible‌‌for‌‌sparking‌‌the‌‌Occupy‌‌                   
Wall‌‌Street‌‌movement.‌‌I‌‌became‌‌a‌‌regular‌‌follower‌‌of‌‌their‌‌work‌‌(at‌‌least‌‌as‌‌much‌‌as‌‌I‌‌could),‌‌                                   
which‌ ‌pulled‌ ‌me‌ ‌even‌ ‌more‌ ‌towards‌ ‌an‌ ‌anti-establishment‌ ‌direction.‌‌  

Around‌‌this‌‌same‌‌time,‌‌a‌‌series‌‌of‌‌coincidences‌‌led‌‌me‌‌to‌‌a‌‌book‌‌that‌‌inspires‌‌me‌‌to‌‌this‌‌                                   
day.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌a‌‌copy‌‌of‌‌‌Anarchism‌‌‌and‌‌‌Other‌‌‌Essays‌‌by‌‌Emma‌‌Goldman‌‌in‌‌worn‌‌DIY‌‌binding,‌‌given‌‌                                   
to‌ ‌me‌ ‌by‌ ‌my‌ ‌older‌ ‌sister‌ ‌when‌‌she‌‌was‌‌visiting‌‌from‌‌Portland.‌‌I‌‌became‌‌instantly‌‌infatuated‌‌                               
with‌‌her‌‌work.‌‌What‌‌struck‌‌me‌‌most‌‌of‌‌all‌‌was‌‌her‌‌relevance.‌‌Before‌‌reading‌‌her‌‌biography,‌‌I‌‌                                 
thought‌ ‌she‌ ‌belonged‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌New‌ ‌Left‌ ‌movements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌1960s‌ ‌and‌ ‌1970s.‌ ‌It‌ ‌shows‌ ‌how‌‌                               
anarchism‌‌is‌‌just‌‌as‌‌pertinent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌human‌‌condition‌‌today‌‌as‌‌it‌‌was‌‌a‌‌century‌‌ago.‌‌This‌‌stood‌‌                                   
out‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌1917‌ ‌essay‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌‌Psychology‌ ‌‌of‌ ‌‌Political‌ ‌‌Violence‌:‌ ‌“A‌ ‌free‌ ‌Republic!‌ ‌How‌ ‌a‌ ‌myth‌ ‌will‌‌                                 
maintain‌ ‌itself,‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌ ‌will‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌deceive,‌ ‌to‌ ‌dupe,‌ ‌and‌ ‌blind‌ ‌even‌ ‌the‌ ‌comparatively‌‌                             
intelligent‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌monstrous‌ ‌absurdities.‌ ‌A‌ ‌free‌ ‌Republic!‌ ‌And‌ ‌yet‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌little‌ ‌over‌ ‌thirty‌‌                             
years‌ ‌a‌ ‌small‌ ‌band‌ ‌of‌‌parasites‌‌have‌‌successfully‌‌robbed‌‌the‌‌American‌‌people,‌‌and‌‌trampled‌‌                           
upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌principles,‌ ‌laid‌ ‌down‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌fathers‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌country,‌ ‌guaranteeing‌ ‌to‌‌                           
every‌ ‌man,‌ ‌woman,‌ ‌and‌ ‌child‌ ‌‘life,‌ ‌liberty,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌pursuit‌ ‌of‌ ‌happiness.’”‌ ‌ 

In‌‌‌A‌‌New‌‌Declaration‌‌of‌‌Independence,‌‌she‌‌described‌‌the‌‌American‌‌state‌‌of‌‌affairs,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                             
not‌ ‌unlike‌ ‌what‌ ‌we‌ ‌see‌ ‌today:‌ ‌“The‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌American‌‌kings‌‌of‌‌capital‌‌and‌‌authority‌‌is‌‌                                 
the‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌ ‌repeated‌ ‌crimes,‌ ‌injustice,‌ ‌oppression,‌ ‌outrage,‌ ‌and‌ ‌abuse,‌ ‌all‌ ‌aiming‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌                           
suppression‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌liberties‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌exploitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌people.‌ ‌A‌ ‌vast‌ ‌country,‌ ‌rich‌‌                           
enough‌‌to‌‌supply‌‌all‌‌her‌‌children‌‌with‌‌all‌‌possible‌‌comforts,‌‌and‌‌insure‌‌well-being‌‌to‌‌all,‌‌is‌‌in‌‌                                 
the‌‌hands‌‌of‌‌a‌‌few,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌nameless‌‌millions‌‌are‌‌at‌‌the‌‌mercy‌‌of‌‌ruthless‌‌wealth‌‌gatherers,‌‌                                 
unscrupulous‌ ‌lawmakers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌corrupt‌ ‌politicians.‌ ‌.‌ ‌.‌ ‌.‌ ‌The‌ ‌reign‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌kings‌ ‌is‌ ‌holding‌‌                             
mankind‌‌in‌‌slavery,‌‌perpetuating‌‌poverty‌‌and‌‌disease,‌‌maintaining‌‌crime‌‌and‌‌corruption;‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                         
fettering‌ ‌the‌ ‌spirit‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberty,‌ ‌throttling‌ ‌the‌ ‌voice‌ ‌of‌ ‌justice,‌ ‌and‌ ‌degrading‌ ‌and‌ ‌oppressing‌‌                           
humanity.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌engaged‌ ‌in‌ ‌continual‌ ‌war‌ ‌and‌ ‌slaughter,‌ ‌devastating‌ ‌the‌ ‌country‌ ‌and‌‌                         
destroying‌ ‌the‌ ‌best‌ ‌and‌ ‌finest‌ ‌qualities‌ ‌of‌‌man;‌‌it‌‌nurtures‌‌superstition‌‌and‌‌ignorance,‌‌sows‌‌                           
prejudice‌ ‌and‌ ‌strife,‌ ‌and‌ ‌turns‌ ‌the‌ ‌human‌ ‌family‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌camp‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ishmaelites.”‌ ‌ 

 



‌ 

I‌ ‌saw‌ ‌her‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌expert‌ ‌when‌ ‌it‌ ‌came‌ ‌to‌ ‌locating‌ ‌and‌ ‌dissecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌problems‌ ‌in‌ ‌our‌‌                                 
society.‌ ‌My‌ ‌natural‌ ‌skepticism‌ ‌of‌ ‌authority‌ ‌drew‌ ‌me‌ ‌to‌‌her‌‌views‌‌on‌‌political‌‌alienation‌‌and‌‌                             
the‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌property‌‌and‌‌bureaucracy.‌‌However,‌‌at‌‌the‌‌time‌‌I‌‌thought‌‌her‌‌solution,‌‌anarchy,‌‌                             
went‌‌in‌‌the‌‌opposite‌‌direction.‌‌This‌‌conclusion‌‌was‌‌influenced‌‌by‌‌her‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌anarchism‌‌                           
as‌ ‌the‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌to‌ ‌government,‌ ‌society,‌‌and‌‌man-made‌‌law.‌‌I‌‌mistook‌‌this‌‌as‌‌opposition‌‌to‌‌                             
all‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌organization,‌ ‌when‌ ‌she‌ ‌meant‌ ‌administrative‌ ‌monopoly,‌ ‌social‌ ‌influence‌ ‌over‌‌                       
individual‌ ‌thought‌ ‌and‌ ‌expression,‌ ‌and‌ ‌oppressive‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌maintaining‌ ‌order.‌ ‌I‌ ‌didn’t‌‌                       
consider‌‌government‌‌as‌‌something‌‌alien‌‌to‌‌a‌‌system‌‌of‌‌doing‌‌things.‌‌In‌‌my‌‌mind,‌‌even‌‌private‌‌                               
enterprise‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌government.‌ ‌As‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌wasn't‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌point,‌ ‌I‌ ‌fell‌ ‌into‌‌saying‌‌“but‌‌                                     
humans‌ ‌are‌ ‌inherently‌ ‌social,‌ ‌so‌ ‌we‌ ‌will‌ ‌always‌ ‌form‌ ‌government.”‌ ‌ 

I‌ ‌hadn’t‌ ‌overcome‌ ‌the‌ ‌misconception‌ ‌that‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌‌systems‌‌and‌‌                         
order.‌ ‌The‌ ‌highly‌ ‌functional‌ ‌anarchistic‌ ‌societies‌ ‌in‌ ‌Catalonia‌ ‌and‌ ‌today’s‌ ‌Rojava,‌ ‌let‌ ‌alone‌‌                         
how‌ ‌they‌‌ran,‌‌were‌‌unknown‌‌to‌‌me.‌‌I‌‌would‌‌need‌‌to‌‌know‌‌what‌‌it‌‌might‌‌look‌‌like‌‌in‌‌practice‌‌                                     
before‌ ‌I‌ ‌could‌ ‌consider‌ ‌it,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Goldman‌ ‌never‌ ‌attempted‌ ‌to‌ ‌champion‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌from‌‌that‌‌                           
angle.‌ ‌She‌ ‌even‌ ‌explained‌ ‌why‌ ‌she‌ ‌did‌ ‌this,‌ ‌saying‌ ‌she‌ ‌didn’t‌ ‌believe‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌could‌‌                           
“consistently‌ ‌impose‌ ‌an‌ ‌iron-clad‌ ‌program‌ ‌or‌ ‌method‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌future,”‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌different‌‌                         
systems‌ ‌were‌ ‌unique‌ ‌to‌ ‌different‌ ‌situations.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌though‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌probably‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                         
appropriate‌ ‌stance,‌ ‌it‌ ‌still‌ ‌wasn’t‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌needed.‌ ‌I‌ ‌now‌ ‌realize‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌just‌ ‌isn’t‌ ‌a‌ ‌good‌‌                                 
introduction‌ ‌for‌ ‌some‌ ‌people,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌she’s‌ ‌perfect‌ ‌for‌ ‌others.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌months‌ ‌following‌ ‌my‌ ‌eighteenth‌ ‌birthday,‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌forced‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌between‌‌                         
staying‌‌in‌‌Council‌‌as‌‌a‌‌fiscal‌‌burden‌‌or‌‌becoming‌‌homeless‌‌with‌‌my‌‌sibling‌‌in‌‌Portland.‌‌I‌‌had‌‌                                 
no‌‌doubt‌‌about‌‌my‌‌decision.‌‌I’d‌‌read‌‌the‌‌Communist‌‌Manifesto‌‌by‌‌then‌‌and‌‌was‌‌curious‌‌about‌‌                               
Marxism,‌ ‌so‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌excited‌ ‌to‌‌learn‌‌that‌‌Portland‌‌was‌‌a‌‌hub‌‌for‌‌activism‌‌and‌‌radical‌‌thought.‌‌                                 
Spending‌ ‌my‌ ‌nights‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌shelter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌surrounded‌ ‌myself‌ ‌with‌ ‌eccentrics‌ ‌and‌ ‌street‌ ‌kid‌‌                           
philosophers.‌ ‌Most‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌evenings‌ ‌were‌ ‌spent‌ ‌reading‌ ‌downtown,‌ ‌hopping‌ ‌transit‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                         
advocate‌‌of‌‌the‌‌“Never‌‌Pay”‌‌movement,‌‌stealing‌‌vitamins‌‌and‌‌alcohol‌‌to‌‌give‌‌to‌‌the‌‌homeless,‌‌                             
and‌‌wandering‌‌from‌‌drop-in‌‌to‌‌drop-in‌‌across‌‌the‌‌city.‌‌The‌‌experience‌‌was‌‌similar‌‌to‌‌college,‌‌                             
except‌ ‌with‌ ‌debilitating‌ ‌poverty‌ ‌and‌ ‌violent‌ ‌police‌ ‌sweeps.‌ ‌One‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌closest‌ ‌friends‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌‌                             
Neo-Luxemburgist‌ ‌I‌ ‌met‌ ‌at‌ ‌shelter.‌ ‌She‌ ‌was‌ ‌always‌ ‌concerned‌ ‌with‌ ‌showing‌ ‌me‌ ‌new‌‌                         
perspectives‌‌and‌‌theory.‌‌Once‌‌she‌‌gave‌‌me‌‌two‌‌books‌‌she‌‌found‌‌at‌‌a‌‌shelter‌‌in‌‌Washington:‌‌a‌‌                                 
USSR-issued‌ ‌collection‌ ‌of‌ ‌V.‌ ‌I.‌ ‌Lenin‌ ‌and‌ ‌“On‌ ‌Anarchism”‌ ‌by‌ ‌Noam‌ ‌Chomsky.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌chose‌‌to‌‌begin‌‌with‌‌Lenin‌‌because‌‌of‌‌his‌‌political‌‌influence.‌‌It‌‌didn’t‌‌take‌‌long‌‌before‌‌I‌‌                                 
regarded‌ ‌his‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌as‌ ‌antithetical‌ ‌to‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌had‌ ‌previously‌‌seen‌‌in‌‌socialism.‌‌I‌‌already‌‌knew‌‌                               
that‌ ‌Marxists‌ ‌considered‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌often‌ ‌party‌ ‌dictatorship‌ ‌legitimate‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌‌                       
ownership.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌because‌‌they‌‌view‌‌the‌‌state‌‌as‌‌an‌‌institution‌‌any‌‌class‌‌can‌‌use‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌                                 
power‌ ‌over‌ ‌society.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Marxist‌ ‌theory,‌ ‌socialism‌ ‌can‌ ‌only‌ ‌be‌ ‌achieved‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌state‌‌                             
apparatus‌‌that‌‌dominates‌‌society‌‌and‌‌the‌‌bourgeoisie,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌supposed‌‌to‌‌“wither‌‌away”‌‌into‌‌                           
the‌ ‌equal‌ ‌distribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌wealth‌ ‌and‌ ‌power‌ ‌(communism).‌ ‌This‌ ‌state‌ ‌is‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                             

 



‌ 

dictatorship‌ ‌‌of‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌‌proletariat‌.‌‌Since‌‌Marxism‌‌is‌‌loose‌‌with‌‌its‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌the‌‌state,‌‌this‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                                 
interpreted‌ ‌as‌ ‌minarchist‌ ‌and‌ ‌even‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌in‌ ‌nature.‌ ‌From‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning,‌ ‌I‌‌considered‌‌it‌‌                           
practically‌ ‌synonymous‌ ‌with‌ ‌democracy‌ ‌and‌ ‌unionism.‌ ‌Leninism,‌ ‌meanwhile,‌ ‌advocates‌‌                 
party‌ ‌dictatorship‌ ‌meant‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌on‌ ‌behalf‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proletariat.‌ ‌They‌ ‌do‌ ‌this‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌flawed‌‌                               
conception‌‌that‌‌liberated‌‌democracy‌‌and‌‌free‌‌association‌‌is‌‌more‌‌prone‌‌to‌‌opportunism‌‌than‌‌                         
top-down‌‌authority.‌‌I‌‌recognized‌‌that‌‌they‌‌put‌‌too‌‌much‌‌faith‌‌in‌‌the‌‌rights‌‌and‌‌virtue‌‌of‌‌party‌‌                                 
elites‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌enough‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌intelligence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌working-class.‌ ‌ 

I‌ ‌could‌ ‌not‌ ‌understand‌ ‌how‌ ‌a‌ ‌community‌ ‌so‌ ‌against‌ ‌classism‌ ‌could‌ ‌resonate‌ ‌with‌                         
Lenin’s‌‌words.‌‌In‌‌‌What‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌‌be‌ ‌‌Done?,‌ ‌he‌‌asserted‌‌that‌‌workers‌‌are‌‌incapable‌‌of‌‌self-liberation‌‌                               
and‌ ‌needed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌led‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌‌bourgeois‌ ‌‌intelligentsia‌,‌ ‌“educated‌ ‌representatives‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌propertied‌‌                           
classes.”‌ ‌In‌ ‌‌Against‌ ‌‌Revisionism‌,‌ ‌he‌ ‌condemned‌ ‌unorthodoxy‌ ‌and‌ ‌free‌ ‌criticism,‌ ‌treating‌ ‌his‌‌                       
own‌ ‌revisions‌ ‌as‌‌sacred‌‌doctrine‌‌meant‌‌to‌‌replace‌‌all‌‌others.‌‌Demonizing‌‌aside,‌‌it’s‌‌true‌‌that‌‌                             
Leninism‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌variations—characterized‌ ‌by‌ ‌centralization,‌ ‌bureaucratic-collectivization,‌‌             
and‌ ‌a‌ ‌vanguard‌ ‌party—have‌ ‌never‌ ‌inherently‌ ‌been‌ ‌against‌ ‌certain‌ ‌democratic‌ ‌principles.‌‌                     
None‌‌of‌‌this‌‌matters,‌‌though,‌‌when‌‌decisions‌‌must‌‌be‌‌approved‌‌by‌‌a‌‌totalitarian‌‌party‌‌whose‌‌                             
fundamental‌‌purpose‌‌is‌‌to‌‌limit‌‌democracy‌‌in‌‌the‌‌name‌‌of‌‌rigid‌‌ideology.‌‌Time‌‌and‌‌time‌‌again,‌‌                               
these‌ ‌views‌ ‌have‌ ‌created‌ ‌organized‌ ‌violence‌ ‌that‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌be‌ ‌easily‌ ‌restrained‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌masses;‌‌                           
consistently‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌undermined‌ ‌human‌ ‌needs‌ ‌and‌ ‌potential.‌‌ ‌  

Political‌ ‌parties‌ ‌and‌ ‌central‌ ‌administration‌ ‌always‌ ‌end‌ ‌up‌ ‌creating‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌class,‌‌                       
their‌ ‌own‌ ‌bourgeoisie,‌ ‌which‌ ‌tramples‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌rights‌ ‌of‌ ‌ordinary‌ ‌people.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌in‌ ‌labor,‌‌                           
capitalist‌ ‌bosses‌‌are‌‌merely‌‌replaced‌‌by‌‌bureaucrats,‌‌and‌‌workers’‌‌unions‌‌are‌‌often‌‌met‌‌with‌‌                           
the‌ ‌same‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌hostility‌ ‌as‌ ‌under‌ ‌capitalism.‌ ‌When‌ ‌you‌ ‌go‌ ‌to‌ ‌Leninists‌ ‌about‌ ‌these‌‌                             
problems,‌‌you‌‌see‌‌how‌‌they‌‌are‌‌often‌‌unable‌‌to‌‌differentiate‌‌between‌‌society,‌‌individuals,‌‌and‌‌                           
the‌‌state.‌‌It’s‌‌confusing‌‌to‌‌them‌‌that‌‌what’s‌‌good‌‌for‌‌the‌‌state‌‌wouldn’t‌‌automatically‌‌be‌‌good‌‌                               
for‌ ‌the‌ ‌people;‌ ‌despite‌ ‌everything‌ ‌they‌ ‌believe‌ ‌about‌ ‌capitalism,‌ ‌they‌ ‌refuse‌ ‌to‌ ‌see‌ ‌how‌‌                           
hierarchical‌ ‌administration‌ ‌and‌ ‌ideological‌ ‌worship‌‌can‌‌produce‌‌negative‌‌results.‌‌I‌‌began‌‌to‌‌                       
understand‌ ‌a‌ ‌sentiment‌ ‌that‌ ‌Mikhail‌ ‌Bakunin‌ ‌put‌ ‌like‌ ‌this:‌ ‌“When‌ ‌the‌ ‌people‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌‌                           
beaten‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌stick,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌much‌ ‌happier‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌called‌ ‌‘the‌ ‌People’s‌ ‌Stick’.”‌‌ ‌  

My‌‌brush‌‌with‌‌Leninism‌‌was‌‌my‌‌first‌‌push‌‌towards‌‌eventually‌‌breaking‌‌with‌‌the‌‌word‌‌                           
socialism‌‌and‌‌other‌‌identities,‌‌including‌‌anarchism‌‌in‌‌some‌‌contexts,‌‌with‌‌a‌‌conscious‌‌fear‌‌of‌‌                           
what‌ ‌Max‌ ‌Stirner‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌‌as‌‌“sacredness”‌‌and‌‌“sacred‌‌socialism”.‌‌This‌‌occurs‌‌when‌‌social‌‌                           
constructs,‌ ‌or‌ ‌“spooks”‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌called‌ ‌them,‌ ‌are‌‌internalized‌‌to‌‌the‌‌point‌‌where‌‌they‌‌lose‌‌their‌‌                               
original‌ ‌meaning‌‌and‌‌usefulness.‌‌For‌‌a‌‌long‌‌time,‌‌my‌‌mind‌‌was‌‌haunted‌‌by‌‌these‌‌constructs,‌‌                             
and‌ ‌I‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌a‌ ‌dangerous‌ ‌separation‌ ‌from‌ ‌myself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌result.‌ ‌It‌ ‌seemed‌ ‌that‌ ‌many‌‌                             
leftists—and‌ ‌most‌ ‌political‌ ‌positions‌ ‌for‌ ‌that‌ ‌matter—were‌ ‌indifferent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌core‌ ‌values‌‌of‌‌                         
what‌ ‌they‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌to‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in.‌ ‌Many‌ ‌self-described‌ ‌socialists‌ ‌proved‌ ‌they‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌just‌ ‌as‌‌                             
elitist‌ ‌and‌ ‌hero-worshiping‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌reactionaries‌ ‌they‌ ‌criticize,‌ ‌aggressively‌ ‌worshiping‌‌                   
leaders‌ ‌and‌ ‌flags‌ ‌just‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌religious‌ ‌often‌ ‌do‌ ‌with‌ ‌symbols‌ ‌of‌ ‌God‌ ‌and‌ ‌piousness.‌ ‌ 

 



‌ 

Chomsky‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌on‌ ‌my‌ ‌list.‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌familiar‌ ‌with‌ ‌him‌‌as‌‌a‌‌social‌‌critic‌‌but‌‌didn't‌‌                                   
know‌ ‌he‌ ‌was‌ ‌an‌ ‌anarchist.‌ ‌His‌ ‌book’s‌ ‌introduction‌ ‌by‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌Schneider‌ ‌was‌ ‌almost‌‌                         
convincing‌‌enough‌‌on‌‌its‌‌own.‌‌It‌‌began‌‌by‌‌discussing‌‌the‌‌Occupy‌‌movement‌‌and‌‌its‌‌flirtation‌‌                             
with‌‌anarchist‌‌principles,‌‌how‌‌they‌‌came‌‌to‌‌adopt‌‌the‌‌word‌‌“horizontalism”‌‌in‌‌place‌‌of‌‌terms‌‌                             
like‌‌anarchism‌‌and‌‌socialism‌‌which‌‌were‌‌rendered‌‌unusable‌‌by‌‌propaganda.‌‌I‌‌was‌‌unaware‌‌of‌‌                           
how‌‌much‌‌they‌‌and‌‌similar‌‌movements‌‌acknowledged‌‌the‌‌distinction‌‌between‌‌hierarchy‌‌and‌‌                       
leadership,‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌ ‌made‌ ‌clear‌ ‌in‌ ‌genuine‌ ‌social‌ ‌movements.‌ ‌There‌ ‌was‌‌                           
mention‌‌of‌‌the‌‌spokes‌‌councils‌‌behind‌‌the‌‌1999‌‌anti-globalist‌‌riots‌‌in‌‌Seattle:‌‌anarchists‌‌from‌‌                           
Eugene,‌ ‌Portland,‌ ‌and‌‌Seattle‌‌who‌‌came‌‌together‌‌to‌‌devise‌‌a‌‌comprehensive‌‌plan‌‌against‌‌the‌‌                           
World‌‌Trade‌‌Organization‌‌and‌‌other‌‌transnational‌‌institutions.‌‌Sometimes‌‌referred‌‌to‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                       
“Battle‌ ‌in‌ ‌Seattle”,‌ ‌it‌ ‌popularized‌ ‌the‌ ‌anti-globalist‌ ‌and‌ ‌anti-corporate‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌that‌ ‌dominate‌‌                       
modern‌ ‌anti-establishment‌ ‌discourse,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌black‌ ‌bloc‌ ‌tactic‌ ‌that’s‌ ‌still‌ ‌widely‌‌                         
practiced‌‌today.‌‌Schneider‌‌linked‌‌the‌‌“amnesia”‌‌over‌‌these‌‌events‌‌to‌‌the‌‌particularly‌‌vehement‌‌                         
crusade‌ ‌against‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌thought‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌resulting‌ ‌misconceptions.‌ ‌ 

Getting‌ ‌deeper‌‌into‌‌the‌‌book,‌‌I‌‌discovered‌‌a‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌anarchism‌‌that‌‌was‌‌hard‌‌not‌‌                             
to‌ ‌accept.‌ ‌Essentially,‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌belief‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌are‌ ‌undesirable‌ ‌and‌ ‌dangerous,‌‌                           
and‌ ‌that‌ ‌we‌ ‌should‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌replace‌ ‌unjustifiable‌ ‌hierarchical‌ ‌and‌ ‌coercive‌ ‌systems‌ ‌with‌‌                         
bottom-up‌ ‌alternatives.‌ ‌Combining‌‌communal‌‌solidarity‌‌with‌‌individual‌‌liberty,‌‌it’s‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌                     
that‌ ‌society‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌structured‌ ‌so‌ ‌authority‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌bottom‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌greatest‌‌extent‌‌                             
possible,‌‌establishing‌‌a‌‌network‌‌of‌‌municipalities‌‌and‌‌workplaces‌‌on‌‌the‌‌principles‌‌of‌‌mutual‌‌                         
aid,‌ ‌decentralization,‌ ‌individual‌ ‌sovereignty,‌ ‌and‌ ‌direct‌ ‌democracy.‌‌ ‌  

While‌ ‌all‌‌anarchists‌‌share‌‌these‌‌common‌‌values,‌‌the‌‌motives‌‌and‌‌praxis‌‌are‌‌unique‌‌to‌‌                           
each‌ ‌person.‌ ‌Anarchism‌ ‌then‌ ‌splits‌ ‌into‌ ‌individualist‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌positions.‌ ‌Individualist‌‌                     
anarchists‌ ‌tend‌ ‌to‌ ‌place‌ ‌greater‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌on‌ ‌personal‌ ‌autonomy‌ ‌while‌ ‌social‌ ‌anarchists‌‌                       
emphasize‌‌cooperation.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌division‌‌between‌‌them‌‌is‌‌mostly‌‌false,‌‌and‌‌values‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                           
borrowed‌ ‌from‌ ‌all‌ ‌corners‌ ‌of‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌thought.‌ ‌Community-planning‌ ‌can‌ ‌co-exist‌ ‌with‌‌                     
markets;‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌social‌‌forces‌‌and‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌antisocial‌‌forces‌‌are‌‌only‌‌two‌‌sides‌‌                           
of‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌struggle‌ ‌for‌ ‌self-representation.‌ ‌If‌ ‌authority‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌bottom‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌large‌‌                             
enough‌ ‌degree,‌ ‌a‌ ‌marketplace‌ ‌of‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌ ‌trial‌ ‌and‌ ‌error‌ ‌can‌ ‌guide‌ ‌us‌ ‌towards‌‌                             
where‌‌we‌‌need‌‌to‌‌be.‌‌And‌‌as‌‌a‌‌general‌‌principle‌‌for‌‌adaptation‌‌and‌‌personal‌‌health,‌‌we‌‌should‌‌                                 
consider‌‌all‌‌ideologies,‌‌philosophies,‌‌systems,‌‌etc.,‌‌nothing‌‌more‌‌than‌‌tools‌‌for‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌                         
use‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌ ‌please.‌ ‌Acting‌ ‌otherwise‌ ‌is‌ ‌both‌ ‌dangerous‌ ‌and‌ ‌unhelpful.‌ ‌ 

Anarchism‌‌is‌‌generally‌‌regarded‌‌as‌‌synonymous‌‌with‌‌libertarian‌‌socialism,‌‌sometimes‌‌                   
described‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌individualist‌ ‌wing‌ ‌of‌ ‌socialism.‌ ‌Many‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌would‌ ‌prefer‌ ‌to‌ ‌distance‌‌                         
themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌leftism,‌ ‌but‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌generally‌ ‌true‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌shares‌ ‌similar‌ ‌egalitarian‌ ‌values.‌ ‌As‌‌                           
such,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌anti-capitalist‌ ‌ideology,‌ ‌thus‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌some‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌ownership.‌ ‌The‌‌                           
difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌capitalism‌ ‌and‌ ‌markets,‌ ‌for‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌don't‌ ‌know,‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌markets‌ ‌are‌‌                           
characterized‌‌by‌‌decentralized‌‌and‌‌competitive‌‌industry,‌‌while‌‌capitalism‌‌is‌‌characterized‌‌by‌‌                     

 



‌ 

private,‌‌central‌‌control‌‌over‌‌production,‌‌land,‌‌and‌‌profits.‌‌The‌‌larger‌‌the‌‌monopoly,‌‌the‌‌more‌‌                           
true‌‌this‌‌is.‌‌But‌‌anarchists,‌‌unlike‌‌both‌‌statists‌‌and‌‌capitalists,‌‌understand‌‌that‌‌workers‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                             
own‌‌the‌‌means‌‌of‌‌production‌‌unless‌‌they‌‌fully‌‌possess‌‌the‌‌right‌‌to‌‌control‌‌it‌‌as‌‌they‌‌please.‌‌By‌‌                                   
its‌ ‌very‌ ‌nature,‌ ‌bureaucracies‌ ‌exclude‌ ‌workers,‌ ‌sometimes‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌capitalism,‌ ‌from‌‌                     
participating‌ ‌in‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌or‌ ‌receiving‌ ‌the‌‌full‌‌amount‌‌they‌‌are‌‌entitled‌‌to.‌‌Because‌‌of‌‌this,‌‌a‌‌                               
lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌put‌ ‌into‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌apply‌ ‌horizontalism‌ ‌in‌ ‌economics.‌ ‌ 

Being‌ ‌opposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌private‌ ‌property—which‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌as‌ ‌personal‌ ‌property—‌‌                       
doesn’t‌ ‌necessarily‌ ‌mean‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌is‌ ‌always‌ ‌anti-market.‌ ‌Proudhonian‌ ‌anarchism,‌ ‌for‌‌                   
instance,‌ ‌is‌ ‌both‌ ‌pro-market‌ ‌and‌ ‌anti-capitalist,‌ ‌famously‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌use‌ ‌and‌ ‌occupation‌‌                     
property‌ ‌norms‌ ‌and‌ ‌collective‌ ‌planning‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌community‌ ‌bank‌ ‌that‌ ‌lends‌ ‌at‌ ‌minimal‌‌                         
interest‌ ‌rates.‌ ‌Proudhon‌ ‌objected‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌of‌ ‌capitalism,‌ ‌viewing‌ ‌it‌ ‌as‌‌                         
neo-feudalistic‌‌and‌‌prone‌‌to‌‌monopoly,‌‌but‌‌he‌‌also‌‌argued‌‌that‌‌this‌‌was‌‌avoidable‌‌if‌‌property‌‌                             
could‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌hoarded‌ ‌and‌ ‌workers‌ ‌had‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌ ‌free‌ ‌credit‌ ‌under‌ ‌directly‌ ‌democratic‌‌                           
conditions.‌ ‌He‌ ‌envisioned‌ ‌a‌ ‌cooperative‌ ‌society‌ ‌designed‌ ‌to‌ ‌prevent‌ ‌the‌ ‌accumulation‌ ‌of‌‌                       
market‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌ ‌leverage,‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌called‌ ‌mutualism.‌2‌ ‌ 

Social‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌are‌ ‌different‌ ‌because‌ ‌they‌ ‌reject‌ ‌the‌ ‌market‌ ‌economy‌ ‌altogether.‌‌                     
Instead,‌ ‌they‌ ‌suggest‌ ‌we‌ ‌should‌ ‌socially‌ ‌own‌ ‌the‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌production‌ ‌through‌ ‌large‌‌                         
democratic‌ ‌networks,‌ ‌which‌ ‌federate‌ ‌into‌ ‌communities,‌ ‌into‌ ‌municipalities,‌ ‌districts‌ ‌and‌‌                   
eventually‌ ‌the‌ ‌entire‌ ‌world.‌ ‌But‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌differences‌ ‌in‌ ‌how‌ ‌they‌ ‌think‌ ‌we‌ ‌should‌ ‌handle‌                             
distribution.‌ ‌Anarcho-collectivists,‌ ‌like‌ ‌Mikhail‌ ‌Bakunin,‌ ‌think‌ ‌we‌ ‌should‌ ‌still‌ ‌use‌‌a‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                         
currency,‌ ‌sometimes‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌labor‌ ‌notes,‌ ‌corresponding‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌amount‌ ‌of‌ ‌work‌ ‌each‌‌                             
worker‌‌puts‌‌into‌‌the‌‌organization.‌‌Anarcho-communists,‌‌like‌‌Petr‌‌Kropotkin,‌‌think‌‌we‌‌should‌‌                       
instead‌ ‌distribute‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌need‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌gift‌ ‌economy.‌‌ ‌  

We‌ ‌can‌ ‌see‌ ‌here‌ ‌that‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌put‌ ‌too‌ ‌much‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌what‌ ‌horizontal‌ ‌government‌‌                           
would‌ ‌look‌ ‌like‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌anti-government‌ ‌in‌ ‌its‌ ‌most‌ ‌literal‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌The‌ ‌notorious‌ ‌Circle-A,‌‌                           
popularized‌ ‌by‌ ‌punk‌ ‌culture‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌New‌ ‌Left,‌‌symbolizes‌‌“Order‌‌in‌‌Anarchy”,‌‌based‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             
quote‌ ‌by‌ ‌Proudhon,‌ ‌“as‌ ‌man‌ ‌seeks‌ ‌justice‌ ‌in‌ ‌equality,‌ ‌so‌ ‌society‌ ‌seeks‌ ‌order‌ ‌in‌ ‌anarchy.”‌ ‌In‌‌                               
other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌pursues‌ ‌balance‌ ‌and‌ ‌harmony‌ ‌by‌ ‌replacing‌ ‌monopolistic‌ ‌hierarchy‌‌                     
with‌ ‌democracy.‌ ‌Still,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ideology‌ ‌remains‌ ‌falsely‌ ‌associated‌‌with‌‌disorder,‌‌which‌‌has‌‌been‌‌                         
its‌ ‌biggest‌ ‌obstacle‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌nineteenth‌ ‌century.‌ ‌Frankly,‌ ‌it‌ ‌could‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌avoided‌ ‌by‌‌                           
finding‌ ‌a‌ ‌less‌ ‌edgy‌ ‌word—nevertheless,‌ ‌here‌ ‌we‌ ‌are.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌his‌ ‌manifesto,‌ ‌‌Anarchy‌,‌ ‌Errico‌ ‌Malatesta‌ ‌describes‌ ‌this‌ ‌issue‌ ‌exactly‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌today:‌‌                           
“Before‌‌[anarchism]‌‌had‌‌begun‌‌to‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌both‌‌possible‌‌and‌‌desirable‌‌by‌‌a‌‌whole‌‌school‌‌                             

2 ‌‌In‌‌his‌‌controversial‌ ‌book‌‌“What‌‌is‌‌Property?”‌‌(Qu’est-ce‌‌que‌‌la‌‌propriété?)‌‌Proudhon‌‌described‌‌mutualism‌‌as‌‌“a‌‌                                 
synthesis‌‌of‌ ‌communism‌‌and‌‌property”,‌ ‌going‌‌on‌‌to‌‌say:‌‌“Property,‌‌acting‌‌by‌‌exclusion‌‌and‌‌encroachment,‌‌while‌‌                               
population‌‌was‌‌increasing,‌‌has‌‌been‌‌the‌‌life-principle‌‌and‌‌definitive‌‌cause‌‌of‌‌all‌‌revolutions.‌‌Religious‌‌wars,‌‌and‌‌                               
wars‌ ‌of‌ ‌conquest,‌ ‌when‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌stopped‌ ‌short‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌extermination‌ ‌of‌ ‌races,‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌only‌ ‌accidental‌‌                                 
disturbances,‌ ‌soon‌ ‌repaired‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌mathematical‌ ‌progression‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌life‌‌of‌ ‌nations.‌ ‌The‌‌downfall‌ ‌and‌‌death‌‌of‌‌                                 
societies‌ ‌are‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌accumulation‌ ‌possessed‌ ‌by‌ ‌property.”‌ ‌ 

 



‌ 

of‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌and‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌objective‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌party,‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌ ‌now‌ ‌become‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌most‌                                   
important‌‌factors‌‌in‌‌the‌‌social‌‌struggles‌‌of‌‌our‌‌time,‌‌the‌‌word‌‌anarchy‌‌was‌‌universally‌‌used‌‌in‌‌                               
the‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌disorder‌‌and‌‌confusion;‌‌and‌‌it‌‌is‌‌to‌‌this‌‌day‌‌used‌‌in‌‌that‌‌sense‌‌by‌‌the‌‌uninformed‌‌                                     
as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌by‌ ‌political‌ ‌opponents‌ ‌with‌ ‌an‌ ‌interest‌ ‌in‌ ‌distorting‌ ‌the‌ ‌truth.”‌ ‌ 

Chomsky‌ ‌explores‌ ‌this‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌anarchy‌ ‌and‌ ‌chaos‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌interview‌ ‌that‌‌                       
appears‌ ‌a‌ ‌couple‌ ‌dozen‌ ‌pages‌ ‌into‌ ‌On‌ ‌Anarchism.‌ ‌“Yeah,‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌a‌ ‌bum‌ ‌rap,‌ ‌basically,”‌ ‌he‌ ‌said,‌‌                               
“—it’s‌ ‌like‌ ‌referring‌‌to‌‌Soviet-style‌‌bureaucracy‌‌as‌‌‘socialism,’‌‌or‌‌any‌‌other‌‌term‌‌of‌‌discourse‌‌                           
that’s‌‌been‌‌given‌‌a‌‌second‌‌meaning‌‌for‌‌the‌‌purpose‌‌of‌‌ideological‌‌warfare.‌‌I‌‌mean,‌‌‘chaos’‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                                 
meaning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌word,‌‌but‌‌it’s‌‌not‌‌a‌‌meaning‌‌that‌‌has‌‌any‌‌relevance‌‌to‌‌social‌‌thought.‌‌Anarchy‌‌                                 
as‌‌a‌‌social‌‌philosophy‌‌has‌‌never‌‌meant‌‌‘chaos’—in‌‌fact,‌‌anarchists‌‌have‌‌typically‌‌believed‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                             
highly‌ ‌organized‌ ‌society,‌ ‌just‌‌one‌‌that’s‌‌organized‌‌democratically‌‌from‌‌below.”‌‌As‌‌proof‌‌that‌‌                         
this‌ ‌isn’t‌ ‌an‌ ‌academic‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌ ‌removed‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌motives‌ ‌of‌ ‌“black‌ ‌bloc‌‌                             
thugs”,‌‌a‌‌random‌‌anarchist‌‌paraphrased‌‌this‌‌to‌‌me‌‌at‌‌a‌‌2020‌‌riot‌‌I‌‌attended‌‌in‌‌Portland.‌‌They‌‌                                 
said,‌ ‌“People‌ ‌think‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌about‌ ‌chaos‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌but‌ ‌all‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌is‌ ‌is‌‌                               
authority—actual‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌masses!”‌ ‌ 

With‌ ‌the‌ ‌feeling‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌taking‌ ‌a‌ ‌step‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌right‌ ‌direction,‌ ‌I‌ ‌sought‌ ‌out‌ ‌more‌‌                               
perspectives‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌subject.‌ ‌Among‌ ‌the‌ ‌ones‌ ‌I‌ ‌think‌ ‌are‌ ‌worth‌ ‌mentioning‌ ‌were‌ ‌Petr‌‌                           
Kropotkin,‌ ‌Max‌ ‌Stirner,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌communalists‌ ‌Abdullah‌ ‌Öcalan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Murray‌ ‌Bookchin.‌‌                     
Besides‌ ‌Goldman,‌ ‌Kropotkin’s‌ ‌sociobiological‌ ‌book‌ ‌on‌ ‌mutual‌ ‌aid‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌classical‌‌                       
anarchist‌ ‌theory‌ ‌I‌ ‌read.‌ ‌It‌ ‌provided‌ ‌an‌ ‌articulate‌ ‌argument‌ ‌that‌‌our‌‌natural‌‌state,‌‌especially‌                           
when‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌shackles‌ ‌of‌ ‌hierarchy,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌social‌ ‌one,‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌solidarity‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌‌                                 
source‌‌of‌‌fulfillment,‌‌security,‌‌and‌‌freedom.‌‌He‌‌showed‌‌the‌‌benefits‌‌of‌‌mutualism‌‌and‌‌mutual‌‌                           
aid,‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌in‌ ‌humans‌ ‌but‌ ‌the‌ ‌entire‌ ‌animal‌ ‌kingdom,‌ ‌and‌ ‌why‌ ‌incorporating‌ ‌it‌ ‌in‌ ‌social‌‌                               
organization‌ ‌is‌ ‌complementary‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌human‌ ‌spirit.‌ ‌This‌ ‌was‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌favorite‌ ‌passages‌‌                           
from‌ ‌the‌ ‌book,‌ ‌which‌ ‌helped‌ ‌restore‌ ‌my‌ ‌faith‌ ‌in‌ ‌human‌ ‌potential:‌‌ ‌  

“It‌‌is‌‌not‌‌love‌‌to‌‌my‌‌neighbor—whom‌‌I‌‌often‌‌do‌‌not‌‌know‌‌at‌‌all—which‌‌induces‌‌me‌‌to‌‌                                 
seize‌ ‌a‌ ‌pail‌ ‌of‌ ‌water‌ ‌and‌ ‌rush‌ ‌towards‌ ‌his‌ ‌house‌ ‌when‌ ‌I‌ ‌see‌ ‌it‌ ‌on‌ ‌fire;‌ ‌it‌‌is‌‌a‌‌far‌‌wider,‌‌even‌‌                                           
though‌‌more‌‌vague‌‌feeling‌‌or‌‌instinct‌‌of‌‌human‌‌solidarity‌‌or‌‌sociobility‌‌which‌‌moves‌‌me.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌                               
not‌ ‌love,‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌even‌ ‌sympathy‌ ‌(understood‌ ‌in‌ ‌its‌ ‌proper‌ ‌sense)‌ ‌which‌ ‌induces‌ ‌a‌ ‌herd‌ ‌of‌‌                               
ruminants‌‌or‌‌of‌‌horses‌‌to‌‌form‌‌a‌‌ring‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌resist‌‌an‌‌attack‌‌of‌‌wolves.‌‌.‌‌.‌‌.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌not‌‌love‌‌and‌‌                                               
not‌‌even‌‌sympathy‌‌upon‌‌which‌‌society‌‌is‌‌based‌‌in‌‌mankind.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌the‌‌conscience—be‌‌it‌‌only‌‌at‌‌                                 
the‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌instinct—of‌ ‌human‌ ‌solidarity.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌force‌‌                             
that‌‌is‌‌borrowed‌‌by‌‌each‌‌man‌‌from‌‌the‌‌practice‌‌of‌‌mutual‌‌aid;‌‌of‌‌the‌‌close‌‌dependence‌‌of‌‌every‌‌                                   
one’s‌ ‌happiness‌ ‌upon‌‌the‌‌happiness‌‌of‌‌all;‌‌and‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌justice,‌‌or‌‌equity‌‌which‌‌brings‌‌                                 
the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌ ‌rights‌‌of‌‌every‌‌other‌‌individual‌‌as‌‌equal‌‌to‌‌his‌‌own.‌‌Upon‌‌this‌‌                                 
broad‌ ‌and‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌the‌ ‌still‌ ‌higher‌ ‌moral‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌are‌ ‌developed.”‌ ‌ 

Stirner‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌of‌ ‌Egoism‌ ‌provided‌ ‌the‌ ‌reminder‌ ‌that—mutual‌ ‌aid‌‌                     
considered—we‌ ‌are‌ ‌still‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌we‌ ‌aren’t‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌our‌ ‌own‌ ‌cause‌ ‌then‌ ‌we’re‌‌                             

 



‌ 

likely‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌cause‌ ‌of‌ ‌someone‌ ‌else.‌ ‌This‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌negate‌ ‌the‌ ‌importance‌ ‌of‌‌                             
altruism—I’d‌‌argue‌‌a‌‌strong‌‌community,‌‌self-government,‌‌and‌‌direct‌‌democracy‌‌is‌‌necessary‌‌                     
for‌ ‌the‌ ‌personal‌ ‌fulfillment‌ ‌of‌ ‌every‌ ‌individual.‌ ‌Kropotkin’s‌ ‌theory‌ ‌on‌ ‌mutual‌ ‌aid‌ ‌and‌‌                         
Stirner’s‌ ‌individualism‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌contradicting.‌ ‌In‌ ‌fact,‌ ‌they‌ ‌reinforce‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌‌                           
survival‌‌of‌‌the‌‌fittest.‌‌As‌‌inherent‌‌individuals,‌‌self-preservation‌‌is‌‌our‌‌strongest‌‌instinct,‌‌and‌‌                         
over‌ ‌our‌ ‌evolution‌ ‌this‌ ‌instinct‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌most‌ ‌successful‌ ‌with‌ ‌solidarity.‌‌ ‌  

Authorities‌ ‌have‌ ‌always‌ ‌used‌ ‌divide‌ ‌and‌ ‌conquer‌ ‌tactics‌ ‌that‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌‌                         
public‌ ‌experiencing‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌identity.‌ ‌“Patriot”,‌ ‌“Communist”,‌‌                     
“Christian”,‌ ‌etc.,‌ ‌whether‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌oneself‌ ‌or‌ ‌another‌ ‌group,‌ ‌are‌ ‌only‌ ‌vague‌ ‌labels‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                             
purpose‌ ‌of‌ ‌propaganda;‌ ‌they‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌exist‌ ‌so‌ ‌rulers‌ ‌can‌ ‌keep‌ ‌us‌ ‌submissive,‌ ‌distracted,‌‌                           
and‌ ‌easy‌ ‌to‌ ‌mobilize‌ ‌against‌ ‌political‌ ‌enemies.‌ ‌This‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌mean‌ ‌there‌ ‌aren’t‌ ‌good‌ ‌values‌‌                           
associated‌‌with‌‌certain‌‌terms—the‌‌issue‌‌is‌‌that‌‌we‌‌use‌‌them‌‌to‌‌replace‌‌our‌‌identity,‌‌turning‌‌to‌‌                               
authorities‌‌and‌‌sectarian‌‌principles‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌ourselves.‌‌We‌‌are‌‌significantly‌‌less‌‌susceptible‌‌                       
to‌ ‌this‌ ‌when‌ ‌we‌‌avoid‌‌identifying‌‌with‌‌anything‌‌but‌‌ourselves‌‌and‌‌consciously‌‌act‌‌according‌‌                           
to‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌right‌ ‌for‌ ‌us,‌‌not‌‌a‌‌political‌‌party,‌‌not‌‌an‌‌ideology,‌‌not‌‌a‌‌nation-state.‌‌We‌‌shouldn’t‌‌                                   
internalize‌‌constructs‌‌intended—at‌‌the‌‌best‌‌of‌‌times—to‌‌help‌‌us‌‌navigate‌‌the‌‌objective‌‌world;‌‌                         
it’s‌‌healthier‌‌to‌‌view‌‌them‌‌as‌‌tools‌‌to‌‌better‌‌ourselves‌‌and‌‌our‌‌environments.‌‌Ironically,‌‌to‌‌best‌‌                               
utilize‌ ‌Stirner’s‌ ‌Egoism‌ ‌you‌ ‌also‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌ ‌eliminate‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌definition‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ego,‌ ‌i.e.,‌‌what‌‌we‌‌                               
create‌ ‌around‌ ‌who‌ ‌we‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌psychic‌ ‌defense‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌world.‌‌ ‌  

Öcalan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bookchin‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌me‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌Social‌ ‌Ecology‌ ‌and‌ ‌an‌ ‌active‌‌                           
example‌ ‌of‌ ‌grassroots‌ ‌government.‌ ‌Bookchin‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌voice‌ ‌I‌ ‌found‌ ‌who‌ ‌connected‌ ‌the‌‌                           
importance‌‌of‌‌anarchism‌‌with‌‌green‌‌politics.‌‌In‌‌his‌‌book‌‌‌Post-Scarcity‌ ‌‌Anarchism‌,‌‌he‌‌wrote:‌‌“It‌‌                           
cannot‌ ‌be‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌too‌ ‌strongly‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌balanced‌ ‌community,‌ ‌a‌‌                           
face-to-face‌ ‌democracy,‌ ‌a‌ ‌humanistic‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌decentralized‌ ‌society—these‌ ‌rich‌‌                   
libertarian‌‌concepts—are‌‌not‌‌only‌‌desirable,‌‌they‌‌are‌‌also‌‌necessary.‌‌They‌‌belong‌‌not‌‌only‌‌to‌‌                           
the‌ ‌great‌‌visions‌‌of‌‌man’s‌‌future,‌‌they‌‌now‌‌constitute‌‌the‌‌preconditions‌‌for‌‌human‌‌survival.”‌‌                           
The‌ ‌Kurdish‌ ‌project‌ ‌and‌ ‌Öcalan’s‌ ‌Bookchin-inspired‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌democratic‌ ‌‌confederalism‌3‌ ‌were‌‌                     
what‌ ‌finally‌ ‌convinced‌ ‌me‌ ‌that‌ ‌horizontal‌ ‌direct‌ ‌democracy‌ ‌is‌ ‌possible‌ ‌even‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                           
uncertain‌‌environments.‌‌The‌‌more‌‌I‌‌learned,‌‌the‌‌easier‌‌it‌‌was‌‌to‌‌conceptualize‌‌anarchist‌‌logic.‌‌                           
The‌ ‌more‌ ‌confident‌ ‌I‌ ‌became‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌could‌ ‌work,‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌I‌ ‌came‌ ‌to‌ ‌defend‌ ‌it‌ ‌openly.‌‌ ‌  

It’s‌‌important‌‌to‌‌view‌‌anarchism‌‌from‌‌its‌‌relationship‌‌to‌‌democracy.‌‌The‌‌etymology‌‌of‌‌                         
democracy‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from‌ ‌Latin‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌literal‌ ‌definition‌ ‌is‌ ‌“rule‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌people”.‌ ‌This‌ ‌makes‌‌                             
anarchy—which‌ ‌translates‌ ‌from‌‌ancient‌‌Greek‌‌to‌‌“without‌‌a‌‌master”—the‌‌purest‌‌democratic‌‌                     

3 ‌The‌‌political‌‌theory‌‌adopted‌‌(though‌‌not‌‌fully‌‌implemented)‌‌by‌‌the‌‌Autonomous‌‌Administration‌‌of‌‌North‌‌and‌‌East‌‌                                 
Syria,‌ ‌also‌‌known‌‌as‌‌Rojava‌‌and‌‌Kurdistan,‌‌which‌‌was‌‌organized‌‌with‌‌the‌‌visionary‌‌help‌‌of‌‌Murray‌‌Bookchin‌‌and‌‌                                   
Abdullah‌‌Öcalan,‌‌who‌‌was‌‌brought‌‌to‌‌anarchism‌‌from‌‌Stalinism‌‌after‌‌discovering‌‌Bookchin’s‌‌work‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Turkish‌‌                               
prison‌ ‌where‌ ‌he‌ ‌remains‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌day.‌ ‌Despite‌‌constant‌‌war‌‌from‌‌multiple‌‌directions,‌ ‌the‌‌Kurds‌‌have‌‌consistently‌‌                                 
pushed‌‌advancements‌‌in‌‌participative‌‌democracy,‌‌feminism‌‌and‌‌plurality,‌‌environmentalism,‌‌communal‌‌property,‌‌                     
restorative‌ ‌justice,‌ ‌and‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌just‌ ‌to‌ ‌name‌ ‌a‌ ‌few.‌ ‌ 
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idea.‌‌Anarchism‌‌adheres‌‌to‌‌a‌‌participatory‌‌vision‌‌of‌‌self-government‌‌where‌‌communities‌‌and‌‌                       
individuals‌ ‌can‌ ‌directly‌ ‌influence‌ ‌legislation,‌ ‌giving‌ ‌people‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌elections.‌‌                       
Swedish‌ ‌political‌ ‌scientist‌ ‌Jörgen‌ ‌Westerståhl‌ ‌identified‌ ‌four‌ ‌manifestations‌ ‌of‌ ‌political‌‌                   
participation:‌ ‌electoral‌ ‌participation,‌‌referendum,‌‌district‌‌councils‌‌and‌‌local‌‌assemblies,‌‌and‌                   
participation‌ ‌based‌‌on‌‌knowledge‌‌and‌‌interest‌‌in‌‌politics.‌‌None‌‌of‌‌these‌‌have‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exclusive,‌‌                             
and‌ ‌the‌ ‌healthiest‌ ‌democracies‌ ‌would‌ ‌need‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌them.‌‌ ‌  

Expertise‌‌and‌‌delegation‌‌can‌‌still‌‌exist‌‌in‌‌a‌‌completely‌‌direct‌‌democracy.‌‌‌Abolition‌‌‌of‌‌‌the‌‌                           
politician‌ ‌is‌‌a‌‌common‌‌sentiment‌‌heard‌‌in‌‌some‌‌way‌‌or‌‌another‌‌in‌‌anarchist‌‌communities.‌‌This‌‌                             
doesn’t‌ ‌mean‌ ‌the‌ ‌abolition‌ ‌of‌ ‌delegation‌ ‌or‌ ‌management;‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌abolition‌ ‌of‌ ‌special‌‌                         
monopolistic‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌replacing‌ ‌certain‌ ‌roles‌ ‌with‌ ‌grassroots‌ ‌systems.‌ ‌Politicians‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌‌                     
anarchist‌‌society‌‌are‌‌delegates‌‌who‌‌act‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌decisions‌‌made‌‌and‌‌approved‌‌from‌‌                           
the‌ ‌bottom‌ ‌using‌ ‌general‌ ‌assembly,‌ ‌imperative‌ ‌mandates,‌ ‌and‌ ‌referendums.‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌factor‌ ‌of‌ ‌community‌ ‌consent‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌for‌ ‌social‌ ‌revolution.‌ ‌People‌ ‌don’t‌ ‌even‌‌                         
need‌ ‌to‌ ‌understand‌ ‌socialist‌ ‌theory‌ ‌to‌ ‌understand‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌interests.‌ ‌When‌ ‌I‌ ‌was‌ ‌doing‌‌                           
contracting,‌ ‌a‌ ‌fiercely‌ ‌anti-socialist‌ ‌co-worker‌ ‌of‌ ‌mine‌ ‌once‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌a‌ ‌side-job‌ ‌and‌‌                       
distributing‌‌the‌‌pay‌‌equally‌‌on‌‌top‌‌of‌‌an‌‌additional‌‌amount‌‌based‌‌on‌‌contribution.‌‌He‌‌thought‌‌                             
up‌ ‌socialism‌ ‌on‌ ‌instinct.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌average‌ ‌person‌ ‌had‌ ‌a‌ ‌direct‌ ‌say‌ ‌in‌ ‌grassroots‌‌                             
democracy.‌‌You‌‌don’t‌‌even‌‌need‌‌a‌‌great‌‌deal‌‌of‌‌inner-working‌‌knowledge‌‌to‌‌participate.‌‌That’s‌‌                           
what‌‌the‌‌delegates‌‌and‌‌experts‌‌are‌‌for.‌‌You‌‌just‌‌need‌‌to‌‌know‌‌what‌‌you‌‌want.‌‌Decisions‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                                   
formed‌‌on‌‌a‌‌communal‌‌level‌‌between‌‌citizens‌‌and‌‌elected‌‌delegates,‌‌and‌‌then‌‌passed‌‌by‌‌direct‌                             
public‌ ‌mandates‌ ‌and‌ ‌referendum‌ ‌to‌ ‌ensure‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌organized‌ ‌consent.‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                           
organized‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌massive‌ ‌decentralized‌ ‌scale,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌federation‌ ‌of‌ ‌municipal‌ ‌councils,‌ ‌regional‌‌                         
parliaments,‌ ‌and‌ ‌general‌ ‌congresses,‌ ‌allowing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌communities‌ ‌to‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌a‌‌                     
direct‌ ‌influence‌ ‌over‌ ‌their‌ ‌shared‌ ‌environment‌ ‌and‌ ‌day-to-day‌ ‌life.‌ ‌ 

When‌ ‌it‌ ‌comes‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌it,‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌ ‌argument‌ ‌against‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌society‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌‌                               
humans‌ ‌are‌ ‌incapable‌ ‌of‌ ‌cooperation.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌some‌ ‌might‌‌argue‌‌that‌‌human‌‌organization‌‌                       
would‌‌be‌‌impossible‌‌if‌‌not‌‌for‌‌our‌‌innate‌‌social‌‌instincts,‌‌that‌‌society‌‌would‌‌collapse‌‌if‌‌not‌‌for‌‌                                 
everyday‌ ‌communism‌ ‌underpinning‌ ‌the‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌strong-armed‌ ‌and‌ ‌inherited‌‌                   
their‌‌way‌‌to‌‌the‌‌top‌‌regularly‌‌exploit.‌‌Additionally,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌rooted‌‌in‌‌elitism,‌‌the‌‌belief‌‌that‌‌other‌                                 
people‌‌are‌‌too‌‌stupid‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌say‌‌so‌‌it’s‌‌better‌‌to‌‌impose‌‌your‌‌own‌‌views‌‌indirectly‌‌through‌‌                                   
tyrannical‌ ‌institutions.‌ ‌This‌ ‌argument‌ ‌disintegrates‌ ‌when‌ ‌you‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌social‌‌                     
conflict,‌‌the‌‌murder‌‌of‌‌the‌‌planet‌‌and‌‌its‌‌resources,‌‌the‌‌mismanagement‌‌of‌‌wealth,‌‌weapons,‌‌                           
and‌ ‌materials,‌ ‌all‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌demonstrating‌ ‌that‌ ‌politicians‌ ‌and‌ ‌CEOs‌ ‌are‌ ‌consciously‌‌                         
resistant‌‌to‌‌the‌‌interests‌‌of‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌the‌‌ones‌‌making‌‌the‌‌“wrong‌‌decisions”‌‌while‌‌                               
dragging‌‌the‌‌rest‌‌of‌‌the‌‌world‌‌into‌‌their‌‌insanity.‌‌Instead‌‌of‌‌getting‌‌to‌‌the‌‌root‌‌of‌‌the‌‌problem,‌‌                                   
statists‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌advocate‌ ‌exclusion‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌that‌ ‌affect‌ ‌us.‌‌ ‌  

It‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌argued‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌our‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌problems‌‌ultimately‌‌stem‌‌from‌‌top-down‌‌                             
administration,‌ ‌the‌ ‌state,‌ ‌which‌ ‌gives‌ ‌destructive‌ ‌values‌ ‌a‌‌monopoly.‌‌I‌‌honestly‌‌think‌‌that‌‌a‌‌                           

 



‌ 

directly‌‌democratic‌‌society‌‌would‌‌allow‌‌us‌‌to‌‌govern‌‌based‌‌on‌‌core‌‌human‌‌values,‌‌and‌‌certain‌‌                             
reactionary‌ ‌views‌ ‌that‌ ‌only‌ ‌benefit‌ ‌the‌ ‌elite‌ ‌would‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌hard‌ ‌time‌ ‌sustaining‌ ‌themselves.‌‌                           
Everyone‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌communist‌ ‌without‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌telling‌ ‌them‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be,‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌good‌‌                                 
enough‌ ‌extent‌ ‌to‌ ‌work‌ ‌with.‌ ‌Most‌ ‌people‌ ‌care‌ ‌about‌ ‌their‌ ‌community,‌‌especially‌‌when‌‌they‌‌                           
are‌ ‌not‌ ‌experiencing‌ ‌alienation.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌if‌ ‌this‌ ‌weren’t‌ ‌the‌ ‌case,‌ ‌society‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌organized‌ ‌so‌‌                             
decisions‌ ‌are‌ ‌confined‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌areas.‌ ‌We‌ ‌should‌‌also‌‌remember‌‌that‌‌a‌‌good‌‌majority‌‌of‌‌                               
people‌‌in‌‌communities‌‌would‌‌have‌‌to‌‌be‌‌ready‌‌for‌‌this‌‌before‌‌they‌‌would‌‌ever‌‌fight‌‌for‌‌it.‌‌And‌‌                                   
if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌consenting‌ ‌to‌ ‌power‌ ‌over‌ ‌their‌ ‌environment,‌ ‌other‌ ‌things‌‌have‌‌probably‌‌                           
changed‌‌too.‌‌That‌‌said,‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌that‌‌some‌‌places‌‌will‌‌take‌‌larger‌‌steps‌‌than‌‌others,‌‌but‌‌                               
refusing‌ ‌to‌ ‌fight‌ ‌for‌ ‌individual‌ ‌and‌ ‌community‌ ‌rights‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌‌propaganda‌‌has‌‌made‌‌us‌‌                           
distrust‌ ‌one‌ ‌another‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌death‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌prospect‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌better‌ ‌life.‌‌ ‌  

Top-down‌ ‌administration‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌entail‌ ‌better‌ ‌decisions.‌ ‌It‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌represent‌ ‌any‌‌                     
individual.‌ ‌All‌ ‌states‌ ‌are‌ ‌founded‌ ‌on‌ ‌monopoly‌ ‌and‌ ‌power,‌ ‌and‌ ‌like‌ ‌all‌ ‌monopolies,‌ ‌they‌‌                           
undermine‌‌the‌‌rights‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌as‌‌they‌‌stray‌‌towards‌‌centralism‌‌and‌‌globalism‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                             
gluttonous‌ ‌pursuit‌ ‌for‌ ‌wealth.‌ ‌Once‌ ‌a‌ ‌monopoly‌ ‌has‌ ‌concentrated‌ ‌enough‌ ‌power‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌top,‌‌                           
once‌ ‌it‌ ‌uses‌ ‌its‌ ‌power‌‌to‌‌betray‌‌any‌‌possible‌‌image‌‌of‌‌its‌‌goodness,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌doomed‌‌to‌‌fall‌‌apart.‌‌                                     
This‌‌has‌‌been‌‌clear‌‌in‌‌every‌‌case‌‌from‌‌the‌‌Romans‌‌to‌‌the‌‌USSR.‌‌Too‌‌much‌‌violence,‌‌too‌‌much‌‌                                   
alienation,‌‌and‌‌too‌‌much‌‌corruption‌‌are‌‌the‌‌rightful‌‌nail‌‌in‌‌the‌‌coffin‌‌for‌‌every‌‌state.‌‌But‌‌even‌‌                                 
then,‌ ‌this‌ ‌same‌ ‌trend‌ ‌will‌ ‌survive‌ ‌unless‌‌change‌‌is‌‌forced‌‌alongside‌‌social‌‌revolution.‌‌Power‌‌                           
doesn’t‌ ‌give‌ ‌up‌ ‌power,‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌acquires‌ ‌more‌ ‌at‌ ‌every‌ ‌opportunity‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌ ‌the‌ ‌cost.‌ ‌It‌ ‌will‌‌                                 
continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌exist‌ ‌this‌ ‌way‌ ‌until‌ ‌one‌ ‌way‌ ‌or‌ ‌another‌ ‌the‌ ‌monopoly‌ ‌is‌ ‌dismantled.‌ ‌ 

This‌ ‌is‌ ‌where‌ ‌anarchism’s‌ ‌belief‌ ‌in‌ ‌horizontal‌ ‌government‌ ‌and‌ ‌community‌ ‌decision-‌‌                     
making‌ ‌comes‌ ‌into‌ ‌play.‌ ‌From‌ ‌the‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌imperative‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌human‌‌                           
condition‌ ‌that‌ ‌every‌ ‌individual‌ ‌can‌ ‌directly‌ ‌represent‌ ‌themselves,‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌forced‌ ‌to‌‌                       
cooperate‌ ‌with‌ ‌institutions‌ ‌that‌ ‌impose‌ ‌social,‌ ‌material,‌ ‌and‌ ‌psychological‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                       
natural‌‌violation.‌‌If‌‌the‌‌goal‌‌is‌‌to‌‌give‌‌people‌‌a‌‌voice‌‌to‌‌the‌‌same‌‌degree‌‌they’re‌‌affected,‌‌then‌‌                                   
democracy‌ ‌must‌ ‌occur‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌smallest‌ ‌possible‌ ‌scale.‌ ‌Our‌ ‌communities‌ ‌and‌ ‌workplaces‌‌                       
should‌ ‌be‌ ‌our‌ ‌own‌ ‌spaces,‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌interrupted‌ ‌except‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌human‌ ‌rights.‌‌As‌‌                                 
Bookchin‌ ‌put‌ ‌it:‌ ‌“The‌ ‌overriding‌ ‌problem‌ ‌is‌‌to‌‌change‌‌the‌‌structure‌‌of‌‌society‌‌so‌‌that‌‌people‌‌                               
gain‌ ‌power.‌‌The‌‌best‌‌arena‌‌to‌‌do‌‌that‌‌is‌‌the‌‌municipality—the‌‌city,‌‌town,‌‌and‌‌village—where‌‌                             
we‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌ ‌opportunity‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌face-to-face‌ ‌democracy.”‌ ‌ 

States‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌normal‌ ‌by‌ ‌any‌ ‌means.‌ ‌The‌ ‌majority‌ ‌of‌ ‌anthropologists‌ ‌agree‌ ‌that‌ ‌for‌‌                           
almost‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌human‌ ‌history,‌ ‌until‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Neolithic‌ ‌Age,‌‌human‌‌societies‌‌were‌‌                               
communal‌ ‌and‌ ‌consensus‌ ‌was‌ ‌equivalent‌ ‌to‌ ‌government.‌ ‌Obviously,‌ ‌this‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌‌                     
anarchism‌ ‌is‌ ‌inextricably‌ ‌linked‌ ‌to‌ ‌human‌ ‌nature,‌ ‌probably‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌our‌ ‌egoism.‌‌                       
Sociological‌‌studies‌‌have‌‌found,‌‌for‌‌instance,‌‌that‌‌in‌‌nearly‌‌all‌‌instances‌‌of‌‌crisis‌‌and‌‌natural‌‌                             
disaster‌ ‌mutual‌ ‌aid‌ ‌and‌ ‌solidarity‌ ‌increase,‌‌and‌‌communities‌‌often‌‌respond‌‌more‌‌efficiently‌‌                       
than‌ ‌government.‌ ‌I’ve‌ ‌witnessed‌ ‌this‌ ‌first-hand‌ ‌amidst‌ ‌the‌ ‌riots,‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌pollution,‌ ‌and‌‌                       

 



‌ 

pandemic‌‌in‌‌Portland,‌‌Oregon’s‌‌houseless‌‌community.‌‌Even‌‌after‌‌the‌‌arrival‌‌of‌‌the‌‌state,‌‌there‌‌                           
have‌ ‌been‌ ‌countless‌ ‌large-scale‌ ‌stateless‌ ‌societies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌flourished‌ ‌only‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌destroyed‌‌                         
and‌ ‌white-washed‌ ‌by‌ ‌hegemonic‌ ‌governments‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌ ‌world.‌‌ ‌  

Let‌ ‌us‌ ‌remember‌ ‌that‌‌modern‌‌nation-states‌‌and‌‌capitalism‌‌are‌‌less‌‌than‌‌five‌‌hundred‌‌                         
years‌ ‌old.‌ ‌Highly‌ ‌egalitarian‌ ‌societies‌ ‌existed‌ ‌on‌ ‌American‌ ‌soil‌ ‌until‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌hundred‌‌years‌‌                           
ago,‌ ‌when‌ ‌they‌ ‌were‌ ‌finally‌ ‌destroyed‌ ‌by‌ ‌colonialism‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌genocide‌ ‌of‌‌Manifest‌‌Destiny.‌‌                           
Among‌ ‌them‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌Iroquois‌ ‌Confederation,‌ ‌described‌ ‌by‌ ‌colonial‌ ‌emissary‌ ‌Cadwallader‌‌                     
Colden‌‌as‌‌having‌‌“such‌‌absolute‌‌notions‌‌of‌‌liberty‌‌that‌‌they‌‌allow‌‌of‌‌no‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌superiority‌‌of‌‌                                 
one‌ ‌over‌ ‌another,‌ ‌and‌ ‌banish‌ ‌all‌ ‌servitude‌ ‌from‌ ‌their‌ ‌territories.”‌ ‌Communitarian‌ ‌and‌‌                       
democratic,‌‌the‌‌Iroquois‌‌were‌‌among‌‌the‌‌most‌‌complex‌‌governments‌‌in‌‌the‌‌world‌‌at‌‌the‌‌time,‌‌                             
known‌‌as‌‌the‌‌longest‌‌recorded‌‌example‌‌of‌‌direct‌‌democracy,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌even‌‌longer‌‌considering‌                           
that‌ ‌it‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌tribes‌ ‌for‌ ‌thousands‌ ‌of‌ ‌years.‌ ‌ 

These‌‌same‌‌values‌‌are‌‌no‌‌stranger‌‌to‌‌the‌‌present.‌‌We‌‌see‌‌them‌‌in‌‌action‌‌today‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                                 
Zapatistas‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Kurds.‌‌But‌‌the‌‌most‌‌famous‌‌modern‌‌example‌‌is‌‌Anarchist‌‌Catalonia‌‌during‌‌                           
the‌ ‌Spanish‌ ‌Civil‌ ‌War.‌ ‌The‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌movement‌ ‌in‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌generational‌‌                           
oppression‌ ‌carried‌ ‌out‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌monarchy,‌ ‌capitalist‌‌robber-barons,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Catholic‌‌Church‌4‌,‌‌                       
which‌ ‌pulled‌ ‌peasants‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌urban‌ ‌working-class‌ ‌towards‌ ‌radical‌ ‌thought‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌‌                       
alternative.‌ ‌The‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌of‌ ‌Bakunin,‌ ‌Kropotkin,‌ ‌Marx,‌ ‌Proudhon,‌ ‌Stirner,‌ ‌Élisée‌ ‌Reclus‌ ‌and‌‌                       
others‌ ‌became‌ ‌very‌ ‌popular‌ ‌over‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌decades,‌ ‌especially‌ ‌in‌ ‌Barcelona.‌ ‌By‌ ‌the‌ ‌1920s,‌‌                           
revolutionary‌ ‌trade‌ ‌unions‌ ‌across‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌carried‌ ‌out‌ ‌massive‌ ‌general‌ ‌strikes‌ ‌and‌ ‌sabotage‌‌                       
campaigns‌ ‌at‌ ‌growing‌ ‌numbers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌1931‌ ‌the‌ ‌monarchy‌ ‌was‌ ‌overthrown.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌Spanish‌ ‌population‌ ‌quickly‌ ‌established‌ ‌a‌ ‌democratic‌ ‌republic‌ ‌and‌ ‌began‌ ‌making‌‌                     
progressive‌ ‌reforms.‌ ‌This‌ ‌created‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌alienation‌ ‌among‌ ‌reactionary‌ ‌currents—i.e.,‌‌                     
fascists,‌‌monarchists,‌‌liberal‌‌capitalists.‌‌By‌‌July‌‌1936,‌‌Francisco‌‌Franco,‌‌a‌‌fascist‌‌general‌‌under‌‌                         
the‌‌old‌‌monarchy,‌‌united‌‌these‌‌groups‌‌to‌‌execute‌‌a‌‌coup,‌‌facilitating‌‌his‌‌power‌‌with‌‌the‌‌aid‌‌of‌‌                                 
Nazi‌ ‌and‌ ‌Italian‌ ‌forces.‌ ‌Push-back‌ ‌was‌ ‌higher‌ ‌than‌ ‌anticipated.‌ ‌Those‌ ‌loyal‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                         
Republic—or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌fascists—scrambled‌ ‌to‌ ‌form‌ ‌a‌ ‌resistance.‌ ‌The‌ ‌Republic‌‌                       
became‌ ‌the‌ ‌least‌ ‌influential‌ ‌faction‌ ‌as‌ ‌Marxist‌ ‌and‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌organizations‌ ‌established‌‌                     
territories‌ ‌across‌ ‌northern‌ ‌Spain.‌ ‌Practically‌ ‌overnight‌ ‌the‌ ‌entire‌ ‌region‌ ‌of‌ ‌Catalonia‌ ‌and‌‌                       
Aragon‌ ‌founded‌ ‌a‌ ‌network‌ ‌of‌ ‌free‌ ‌municipalities‌ ‌on‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌principles.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌in‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌wanted‌ ‌to‌ ‌distance‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌bureaucratic‌‌                     
interpretations‌ ‌of‌ ‌socialism‌ ‌and‌ ‌communism.‌ ‌In‌ ‌his‌ ‌book‌ ‌‌After‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌‌Revolution‌,‌ ‌published‌‌                       
shortly‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌uprising,‌ ‌economist‌ ‌Diego‌ ‌Abad‌ ‌de‌ ‌Santillan‌ ‌wrote:‌ ‌“We‌ ‌are‌ ‌guided‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                             
vision‌‌of‌‌a‌‌society‌‌of‌‌free‌‌producers‌‌and‌‌distributors‌‌in‌‌which‌‌no‌‌power‌‌exists‌‌to‌‌remove‌‌from‌‌                                 
them‌‌the‌‌possession‌‌of‌‌the‌‌productive‌‌apparatus.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌Russian‌‌example,‌‌the‌‌State‌‌has‌‌taken‌‌                             
away‌‌from‌‌workers’‌‌associations‌‌and‌‌peasants‌‌the‌‌free‌‌decision‌‌over‌‌everything‌‌relating‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

4 ‌Many‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌opposed‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌Church‌‌were‌‌Catholic‌‌themselves,‌ ‌although‌‌some‌‌people,‌ ‌like‌‌George‌‌Orwell‌ ‌in‌‌                                 
his‌ ‌memoir‌ ‌‌Homage‌ ‌to‌ ‌Catalonia,‌ ‌‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌values‌ ‌replaced‌ ‌Christianity‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌degree.‌ ‌ 
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instruments‌ ‌of‌ ‌labor,‌ ‌production‌ ‌and‌ ‌distribution.‌ ‌The‌ ‌producers‌ ‌there‌ ‌have‌ ‌changed‌ ‌their‌‌                       
masters.‌‌They‌‌do‌‌not‌‌even‌‌own‌‌the‌‌means‌‌of‌‌production‌‌nor‌‌the‌‌goods‌‌they‌‌produce,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                 
wage‌‌earner,‌‌who‌‌is‌‌subjected‌‌to‌‌as‌‌many‌‌inequalities‌‌or‌‌more‌‌than‌‌in‌‌the‌‌capitalistic‌‌society,‌‌                               
is‌ ‌living‌ ‌under‌ ‌an‌ ‌economic‌ ‌order‌ ‌of‌ ‌dependency,‌ ‌servitude‌ ‌and‌ ‌slavery.”‌ ‌ 

Much‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌economy‌ ‌in‌‌Spain‌‌was‌‌collectivized‌‌and‌‌many‌‌resources‌‌were‌‌distributed‌‌                         
on‌ ‌a‌ ‌communal‌ ‌basis.‌‌Workers‌‌and‌‌communities‌‌seized‌‌75%‌‌of‌‌the‌‌economy‌‌in‌‌the‌‌anarchist‌‌                             
stronghold‌ ‌of‌ ‌Barcelona,‌‌most‌‌of‌‌which‌‌in‌‌one‌‌grand‌‌sweep‌‌at‌‌the‌‌very‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌war.‌‌                                 
Since‌‌the‌‌collectivization‌‌was‌‌directly‌‌democratic‌‌in‌‌nature,‌‌workers‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌floor‌‌were‌‌                           
able‌ ‌to‌ ‌personally‌ ‌influence‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique‌ ‌perspectives.‌ ‌Conditions‌ ‌also‌‌                     
improved‌ ‌and‌ ‌changes‌ ‌were‌ ‌made‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌labor‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌welcoming‌ ‌and‌ ‌voluntary‌ ‌task.‌‌                           
According‌‌to‌‌Emma‌‌Goldman,‌‌who‌‌visited‌‌Catalonia‌‌between‌‌1936‌‌and‌‌1937,‌‌productivity‌‌rose‌‌                         
by‌ ‌30–50%‌ ‌across‌ ‌the‌ ‌entire‌ ‌region‌ ‌despite‌ ‌wartime‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌In‌ ‌a‌ ‌publication‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                           
Workers’‌‌ ‌‌Solidarity‌‌ ‌‌Movement‌,‌ ‌Eddie‌ ‌Conlon‌ ‌said‌ ‌this‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌Spanish‌ ‌economy:‌ ‌ 

“Collectivisation‌ ‌was‌ ‌voluntary‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌‌the‌‌forced‌‌‘collectivisation’‌‌in‌‌                     
Russia.‌ ‌Usually‌ ‌a‌ ‌meeting‌ ‌was‌ ‌called‌ ‌and‌ ‌all‌ ‌present‌ ‌would‌ ‌agree‌ ‌to‌ ‌pool‌ ‌together‌‌whatever‌                             
land,‌ ‌tools‌ ‌and‌ ‌animals‌ ‌they‌ ‌had.‌ ‌The‌ ‌land‌ ‌was‌ ‌divided‌ ‌into‌ ‌rational‌ ‌units‌ ‌and‌ ‌groups‌ ‌of‌                               
workers‌‌were‌‌assigned‌‌to‌‌work‌‌them.‌‌Each‌‌group‌‌had‌‌its‌‌delegate‌‌who‌‌represented‌‌their‌‌views‌‌                             
at‌ ‌meetings.‌ ‌A‌ ‌management‌ ‌committee‌ ‌was‌ ‌also‌ ‌elected‌ ‌and‌ ‌was‌ ‌responsible‌ ‌for‌‌the‌‌overall‌‌                           
running‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌collective.‌ ‌Each‌ ‌collective‌ ‌held‌ ‌regular‌ ‌general‌ ‌meetings‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌its‌ ‌participants.‌ ‌ 

“If‌‌you‌‌didn’t‌‌want‌‌to‌‌join‌‌the‌‌collective‌‌you‌‌were‌‌given‌‌some‌‌land‌‌but‌‌only‌‌as‌‌much‌‌as‌‌                                   
you‌ ‌could‌ ‌work‌ ‌yourself.‌ ‌You‌ ‌were‌ ‌not‌ ‌allowed‌ ‌to‌‌employ‌‌workers.‌‌Not‌‌only‌‌production‌‌was‌‌                             
affected,‌ ‌distribution‌ ‌was‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌people‌ ‌needed.‌ ‌In‌ ‌many‌ ‌areas‌ ‌money‌ ‌was‌‌                             
abolished.‌ ‌People‌ ‌come‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌collective‌ ‌store‌ ‌(often‌ ‌churches‌ ‌which‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌ ‌turned‌ ‌into‌‌                           
warehouses)‌ ‌and‌ ‌got‌ ‌what‌ ‌was‌ ‌available.‌ ‌If‌ ‌there‌ ‌were‌ ‌shortages‌ ‌rationing‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌‌                         
introduced‌ ‌to‌ ‌ensure‌ ‌that‌ ‌everyone‌ ‌got‌ ‌their‌ ‌fair‌ ‌share.‌ ‌But‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌usually‌ ‌the‌ ‌case‌ ‌that‌‌                               
increased‌ ‌production‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌system‌ ‌eliminated‌ ‌shortages.‌‌ ‌  

“In‌ ‌agricultural‌ ‌terms‌ ‌the‌ ‌revolution‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌good‌ ‌time.‌ ‌Harvests‌ ‌that‌ ‌were‌‌                         
gathered‌ ‌in‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌sold‌ ‌off‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌big‌ ‌profits‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌landowners‌ ‌were‌ ‌instead‌‌                               
distributed‌ ‌to‌ ‌those‌ ‌in‌ ‌need.‌ ‌Doctors,‌ ‌bakers,‌ ‌barbers,‌ ‌etc.‌ ‌were‌ ‌given‌ ‌what‌ ‌they‌ ‌needed‌ ‌in‌‌                             
return‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌services.‌ ‌Where‌ ‌money‌ ‌was‌ ‌not‌‌abolished‌‌a‌‌‘family‌‌wage’‌‌was‌‌introduced‌‌so‌‌                             
that‌ ‌payment‌ ‌was‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌of‌ ‌need‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌hours‌ ‌worked.‌‌ ‌  

“Production‌ ‌greatly‌ ‌increased.‌ ‌Technicians‌ ‌and‌ ‌agronomists‌ ‌helped‌ ‌the‌ ‌peasants‌ ‌to‌‌                   
make‌ ‌better‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌land.‌ ‌Modern‌ ‌scientific‌ ‌methods‌ ‌were‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌some‌ ‌areas‌‌                             
yields‌‌increased‌‌by‌‌as‌‌much‌‌as‌‌50%.‌‌There‌‌was‌‌enough‌‌to‌‌feed‌‌the‌‌collectivists‌‌and‌‌the‌‌militias‌‌                                 
in‌ ‌their‌ ‌areas.‌ ‌Often‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌enough‌ ‌for‌ ‌exchange‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌collectives‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cities‌ ‌for‌‌                               
machinery.‌ ‌In‌ ‌addition‌ ‌food‌ ‌was‌ ‌handed‌ ‌over‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌supply‌ ‌committees‌ ‌who‌ ‌looked‌ ‌after‌‌                           
distribution‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌urban‌ ‌areas.”‌5‌ ‌ ‌  

5 ‌The‌ ‌Spanish‌ ‌Civil‌ ‌War,‌ ‌Workers‌ ‌Solidarity‌ ‌Movement,‌ ‌1986.‌ ‌ 
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The‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌associations‌ ‌in‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌were‌ ‌not‌ ‌perfect.‌ ‌They‌ ‌were‌ ‌deeply‌ ‌ideological,‌‌                       
suffering‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌habit‌ ‌of‌ ‌fetishizing‌ ‌constructs‌ ‌only‌ ‌present‌ ‌in‌ ‌our‌ ‌minds.‌ ‌As‌ ‌anarchism‌‌                           
replaced‌ ‌the‌ ‌moral‌ ‌authority‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌church,‌ ‌people‌ ‌sacralized‌ ‌it‌ ‌similarly,‌ ‌creating‌ ‌another‌‌                         
conformist‌‌culture‌‌based‌‌on‌‌anarchic‌‌doctrine.‌‌Despite‌‌its‌‌strong‌‌adherence‌‌to‌‌egalitarianism‌‌                       
and‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌to‌ ‌imposed‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌this‌ ‌culture‌ ‌nonetheless‌ ‌had‌ ‌dogmatic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌in‌‌                       
which‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌pressured‌‌by‌‌external‌‌voices‌‌they‌‌mistake‌‌for‌‌themselves.‌‌My‌‌criticism‌‌                         
follows‌ ‌illegalist‌ ‌and‌ ‌egoist-anarchist‌ ‌Renzo‌ ‌Novatore’s‌ ‌point:‌ ‌“Since‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌ ‌human‌‌                       
beings‌ ‌first‌ ‌believed‌ ‌that‌ ‌life‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌duty,‌ ‌a‌ ‌calling,‌ ‌a‌ ‌mission,‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌ ‌meant‌ ‌shame‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌‌                                   
power‌ ‌of‌ ‌being,‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌following‌ ‌phantoms,‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌denied‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌and‌ ‌distanced‌‌                         
themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌real.‌ ‌When‌‌Christ‌‌said‌‌to‌‌human‌‌beings:‌‌‘be‌‌yourselves,‌‌perfection‌‌is‌‌in‌‌                             
you!’‌ ‌he‌ ‌launched‌ ‌a‌ ‌superb‌ ‌phrase‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌supreme‌ ‌synthesis‌ ‌of‌ ‌life.”‌6‌ ‌  

My‌ ‌issue‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌with‌ ‌anarchism‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌even‌ ‌with‌ ‌social‌ ‌anarchism,‌ ‌but‌ ‌with‌ ‌people‌‌                             
losing‌ ‌touch‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌inner‌ ‌authority.‌ ‌The‌ ‌heteronomy‌ ‌in‌ ‌Spain—which‌ ‌harmed‌ ‌the‌                       
individual‌‌psyche‌‌above‌‌all‌‌else—occurred‌‌partly‌‌in‌‌celebration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌revolution,‌‌a‌‌perceived‌‌                         
time‌ ‌of‌ ‌Enlightenment‌ ‌after‌ ‌generations‌ ‌of‌ ‌oppression.‌ ‌There‌ ‌was‌ ‌even‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌‌                         
declining‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌“honeymoon‌ ‌stage”‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌few‌ ‌months,‌ ‌which‌ ‌George‌ ‌Orwell‌‌                         
references‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌memoir‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌war.‌ ‌But‌ ‌even‌ ‌so,‌ ‌this‌ ‌phenomenon‌ ‌was‌ ‌still‌ ‌rooted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                                 
philosophical‌‌and‌‌ecclesiastical‌‌trends‌‌rotting‌‌our‌‌culture‌‌for‌‌thousands‌‌of‌‌years—the‌‌notion‌‌                       
that‌‌legitimacy‌‌comes‌‌from‌‌collective‌‌identity‌‌and‌‌supremacy.‌‌As‌‌much‌‌as‌‌they‌‌stayed‌‌true‌‌to‌‌                             
the‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌spirit‌ ‌and‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌style,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌group‌ ‌they‌ ‌found‌ ‌it‌ ‌difficult‌ ‌to‌ ‌“reject‌‌the‌‌                               
black‌ ‌flag.”‌ ‌This‌ ‌may‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌side-effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌every‌ ‌social‌ ‌movement‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌long‌ ‌time;‌ ‌the‌‌                               
development‌ ‌of‌ ‌better‌ ‌habits‌ ‌for‌ ‌ourselves‌ ‌and‌ ‌our‌ ‌communities‌ ‌begins‌ ‌now.‌‌ ‌  

Apart‌ ‌from‌ ‌these‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌issues,‌ ‌which‌ ‌were‌ ‌still‌ ‌naturally‌ ‌occurring‌ ‌and‌ ‌minimal‌‌                       
compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌state-enforced‌ ‌ideology,‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌still‌ ‌admire‌ ‌the‌ ‌Spanish‌ ‌anarchists’‌‌systems‌‌of‌‌                         
doing‌ ‌things.‌ ‌The‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌organizations‌ ‌in‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌nevertheless‌‌demonstrated‌‌that‌‌freedom‌‌                     
and‌ ‌equality‌ ‌are‌ ‌interdependent‌ ‌and‌ ‌mutually‌ ‌reinforcing‌ ‌goals,‌ ‌that‌ ‌real‌ ‌revolution‌ ‌is‌‌                       
abolishing‌ ‌alienating‌ ‌institutions‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌“seizing‌ ‌control”‌ ‌of‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Everything‌ ‌about‌ ‌their‌‌                       
decentralized,‌ ‌consensus-driven‌ ‌methods‌ ‌proved‌ ‌promising,‌ ‌even‌ ‌considering‌‌the‌‌moments‌‌                 
of‌ ‌confusion‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌revolution.‌ ‌History‌ ‌might‌ ‌have‌ ‌looked‌ ‌considerably‌‌                         
different‌ ‌if‌ ‌Comintern‌ ‌(controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Soviet‌ ‌Union)‌ ‌hadn't‌ ‌threatened‌ ‌to‌ ‌withhold‌‌                       
subsidies‌ ‌if‌ ‌Leninist‌ ‌factions‌ ‌didn’t‌ ‌repress‌ ‌the‌ ‌anarchist‌ ‌communities.‌ ‌Civil‌ ‌war‌ ‌erupted‌‌                       
amidst‌‌civil‌‌war,‌‌making‌‌the‌‌resistance‌‌even‌‌more‌‌vulnerable‌‌to‌‌fascist‌‌forces.‌‌The‌‌anarchists‌‌                           
fell‌‌on‌‌February‌‌10th,‌‌1939,‌‌marking‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌golden‌‌age‌‌of‌‌classical‌‌anarchism.‌‌Franco’s‌‌                               
army‌ ‌took‌ ‌total‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌Spain‌ ‌by‌ ‌April‌ ‌1st,‌ ‌a‌ ‌little‌ ‌under‌ ‌two‌ ‌months‌ ‌later.‌ ‌ 

Many‌ ‌people‌ ‌today‌ ‌would‌ ‌consider‌ ‌their‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌egalitarianism‌ ‌impossible.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌‌                       
United‌ ‌States,‌ ‌although‌ ‌radicalism‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌spreading‌ ‌as‌ ‌our‌ ‌corporatocratic‌ ‌police‌ ‌state‌‌                       
continues‌ ‌to‌ ‌push‌ ‌its‌ ‌luck,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌multitudes‌ ‌of‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌can’t‌ ‌even‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌what‌ ‌a‌‌                               

6 ‌Anarchist‌ ‌Individualism‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Social‌ ‌Revolution,‌ ‌Il‌ ‌Libertario,‌ ‌1919.‌ ‌ 
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minor‌ ‌difference‌ ‌to‌ ‌our‌ ‌model‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌ ‌would‌ ‌look‌ ‌like.‌ ‌Like‌ ‌Emma‌ ‌Goldman‌ ‌wrote:‌‌                           
“Rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌bottom‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌given‌ ‌idea,‌ ‌to‌ ‌examine‌ ‌into‌‌its‌‌origin‌‌and‌‌meaning,‌‌                                   
most‌ ‌people‌ ‌will‌ ‌either‌ ‌condemn‌ ‌it‌ ‌altogether,‌ ‌or‌ ‌rely‌ ‌on‌ ‌some‌ ‌superficial‌ ‌or‌ ‌prejudicial‌‌                           
definition‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-essentials.”‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌largely‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌intertwined‌ ‌with‌ ‌our‌‌                         
culture,‌ ‌in‌ ‌some‌ ‌cases‌ ‌going‌ ‌back‌ ‌thousands‌ ‌of‌ ‌years,‌ ‌barely‌ ‌held‌ ‌back‌ ‌by‌ ‌humanity’s‌‌                           
idiosyncratic‌‌passion‌‌for‌‌love,‌‌investigation,‌‌creativity,‌‌and‌‌liberty.‌‌Anarchism,‌‌perhaps‌‌more‌‌                     
than‌ ‌any‌ ‌other‌ ‌belief‌ ‌system,‌ ‌is‌ ‌subject‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌ugly‌ ‌phenomenon.‌‌ ‌  

For‌‌the‌‌most‌‌part,‌‌many‌‌people‌‌have‌‌moved‌‌on‌‌from‌‌capitalism‌‌and‌‌neoliberal‌‌politics,‌‌                           
and‌‌great‌‌breakthroughs‌‌such‌‌as‌‌ranked-choice‌‌voting‌‌are‌‌becoming‌‌more‌‌accepted.‌‌But‌‌there‌‌                         
are‌ ‌many‌ ‌mistakes‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌make‌ ‌from‌ ‌here,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌placing‌ ‌production‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌hands‌ ‌of‌‌                               
bureaucracy‌ ‌and‌ ‌national‌ ‌powers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌(god‌ ‌forbid)‌ ‌left-wing‌ ‌MMT,‌ ‌which‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌care‌‌                         
whether‌ ‌currency‌ ‌and‌ ‌taxes‌ ‌equate‌‌any‌‌real‌‌value‌‌besides‌‌debt.‌‌People‌‌have‌‌the‌‌social‌‌values‌‌                             
but‌ ‌the‌ ‌tendency‌ ‌towards‌ ‌authoritarianism‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌escape‌ ‌any‌ ‌group‌ ‌in‌‌American‌‌politics.‌‌                         
It’s‌ ‌about‌ ‌time‌ ‌the‌ ‌apparatus‌ ‌of‌ ‌direct‌ ‌democracy‌ ‌is‌ ‌taken‌ ‌seriously.‌ ‌ 

Although‌ ‌on‌ ‌one‌ ‌hand‌ ‌it‌ ‌saw‌ ‌many‌ ‌significant‌ ‌movements‌ ‌and‌ ‌victories,‌ ‌anarchism‌‌                       
struggled‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌20th‌ ‌century.‌ ‌The‌ ‌decades‌ ‌of‌ ‌suppression,‌ ‌deportation,‌ ‌and‌‌                     
humiliation‌ ‌began‌ ‌to‌ ‌take‌ ‌their‌ ‌toll,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌welfare‌ ‌state‌ ‌practically‌ ‌bribed‌ ‌the‌‌                               
public‌‌into‌‌submission‌‌to‌‌keep‌‌the‌‌corporate-capitalist‌‌economy‌‌alive.‌‌Anarchy‌‌mostly‌‌played‌‌                       
underappreciated‌ ‌roles‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌civil‌ ‌rights,‌ ‌anti-war,‌ ‌anti-corporate,‌ ‌environmentalist,‌ ‌and‌‌                   
anti-globalist‌ ‌movements‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌late‌ ‌fifties‌ ‌to‌ ‌present.‌ ‌Social‌ ‌libertarian‌ ‌movements‌‌                     
re-emerged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌1960s‌ ‌and‌‌1970s‌‌in‌‌response‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌corruption,‌‌consumer‌‌culture,‌‌                           
and‌ ‌conformity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌post-war‌ ‌world.‌ ‌Despite‌ ‌not‌ ‌utilizing‌ ‌their‌ ‌full‌ ‌potential,‌ ‌they‌ ‌were‌‌                           
recognized‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌substantial‌ ‌threat‌ ‌to‌ ‌corporations‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌state.‌ ‌But‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                             
anarchists‌ ‌declined‌ ‌over‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌ ‌decades,‌ ‌several‌ ‌long-standing‌ ‌internal‌ ‌problems‌ ‌in‌‌                     
the‌ ‌movement‌ ‌became‌ ‌more‌ ‌challenging.‌ ‌Many‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌began‌ ‌inserting‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌into‌‌                     
rigid‌ ‌categories‌ ‌and‌ ‌arguing‌ ‌over‌ ‌petty‌ ‌and‌ ‌often‌ ‌imaginary‌ ‌differences.‌‌ ‌  

At‌‌times‌‌merely‌‌getting‌‌together‌‌can‌‌feel‌‌like‌‌a‌‌victory.‌‌But‌‌as‌‌a‌‌habit‌‌developed‌‌out‌‌of‌‌                                 
stagnation,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌dying‌‌with‌‌action.‌‌Today‌‌the‌‌community‌‌is‌‌finding‌‌more‌‌and‌‌more‌‌direction,‌‌                             
and‌ ‌minor‌ ‌differences‌ ‌don’t‌ ‌matter‌ ‌as‌ ‌much‌ ‌when‌ ‌you‌‌hit‌‌the‌‌streets.‌‌Platforms‌‌and‌‌mutual‌‌                             
aid‌ ‌groups‌ ‌are‌ ‌popping‌ ‌up‌ ‌in‌ ‌many‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌‌as‌‌worker,‌‌housing,‌‌and‌‌houseless‌‌unions.‌‌                               
Nearly‌‌every‌‌major‌‌city‌‌has‌‌an‌‌anarchist‌‌bookstore‌‌and‌‌collective.‌‌Black‌‌Rose‌‌and‌‌PDX‌‌Radical‌‌                             
Houseless‌ ‌Collective‌ ‌are‌ ‌two‌ ‌groups‌ ‌I‌ ‌know‌‌of‌‌in‌‌Portland‌‌who‌‌work‌‌along‌‌social‌‌libertarian‌‌                             
lines.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌among‌ ‌unconscious‌ ‌anarchists,‌ ‌anti-work‌7‌,‌ ‌anti-policing,‌ ‌decolonization,‌ ‌and‌‌                 
illegalism‌ ‌are‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌more‌ ‌popular‌ ‌in‌ ‌political‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌and‌ ‌activity.‌ ‌People‌ ‌are‌ ‌getting‌‌                         

7 Work‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌thing‌ ‌as‌ ‌labor.‌ ‌Anti-work,‌ ‌an‌ ‌idea‌ ‌which‌ ‌goes‌ ‌back‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ancient‌‌world,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌complete‌‌                                           
opposition‌‌to‌‌compulsory‌‌labor‌‌where‌‌others‌‌own‌‌and‌‌control‌‌what‌‌you‌‌do.‌ ‌In‌‌Bob‌‌Black’s‌‌essay‌‌“The‌‌Abolition‌‌of‌‌                                     
Work”‌ ‌he‌ ‌argues‌ ‌that‌ ‌work‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌greatest‌ ‌source‌ ‌of‌ ‌misery‌‌across‌‌the‌‌world‌‌as‌‌well‌ ‌as‌‌unnecessary,‌ ‌and‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                                         
struggle‌ ‌to‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌involves‌ ‌resisting‌ ‌work‌ ‌to‌ ‌devote‌ ‌time‌ ‌towards‌ ‌what‌ ‌we‌ ‌enjoy‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌under‌ ‌our‌ ‌control.‌ ‌ 
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used‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌of‌ ‌sabotage,‌ ‌black‌ ‌bloc,‌ ‌rioting,‌ ‌grassroots‌ ‌organizing,‌ ‌and‌ ‌spontaneous‌‌                         
general‌ ‌strike.‌ ‌As‌ ‌urgent‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌future‌ ‌seems,‌ ‌it’s‌ ‌easy‌ ‌to‌ ‌lose‌ ‌yourself‌ ‌in‌ ‌hope‌ ‌when‌ ‌you’re‌‌                                 
right‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌thick‌ ‌of‌ ‌things,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌my‌ ‌best‌ ‌advice‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌angry‌ ‌and‌ ‌terrified.‌‌ ‌  

Of‌ ‌course,‌ ‌we‌ ‌first‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌ ‌consider‌ ‌how‌ ‌we‌ ‌would‌ ‌manage‌ ‌to‌ ‌realistically‌ ‌overturn‌‌                           
things‌ ‌under‌ ‌a‌ ‌highly‌ ‌developed‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌state‌ ‌like‌ ‌ours.‌ ‌Centralized,‌ ‌top-down‌ ‌tactics‌‌                       
would‌‌make‌‌us‌‌an‌‌easy‌‌target‌‌in‌‌five‌‌seconds.‌‌Right‌‌now,‌‌the‌‌best‌‌thing‌‌would‌‌be‌‌to‌‌start‌‌from‌‌                                     
the‌‌bottom,‌‌spreading‌‌the‌‌word‌‌and‌‌building‌‌local‌‌affinity‌‌groups—unions,‌‌platforms,‌‌mutual‌‌                       
aid,‌ ‌and‌ ‌insurrectionary‌ ‌militias—to‌ ‌replace‌ ‌the‌ ‌legitimacy‌ ‌of‌ ‌capitalism‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌state.‌‌The‌‌                         
goal‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌organizations‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌putting‌ ‌communities‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌saddle‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌                             
horizontal‌‌government.‌‌“Freedom‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌‘delivered’‌‌to‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌as‌‌the‌‌‘end-product’‌                       
of‌‌a‌‌‘revolution’;‌‌the‌‌assembly‌‌and‌‌community‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌legislated‌‌or‌‌decreed‌‌into‌‌existence,”‌‌                           
said‌ ‌Murray‌ ‌Bookchin.‌ ‌This‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌mean‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌transitory‌ ‌state‌ ‌or‌ ‌a‌ ‌representative‌‌                           
who‌ ‌isn’t‌ ‌ourselves.‌ ‌This‌ ‌means‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌direct‌ ‌democracy‌ ‌and‌ ‌horizontalism.‌ ‌Anything‌‌                       
else‌ ‌is‌ ‌just‌ ‌another‌ ‌transfer‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌over‌ ‌our‌ ‌lives‌ ‌and‌ ‌communities.‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌both‌ ‌a‌ ‌revolutionary‌ ‌and‌ ‌post-revolutionary‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌horizontal‌ ‌participism‌‌                 
would‌ ‌be‌ ‌our‌ ‌method‌ ‌of‌ ‌organization.‌ ‌Decentralized‌ ‌insurrectionary‌ ‌groups‌ ‌have‌ ‌proven‌‌                     
themselves‌ ‌the‌ ‌one‌ ‌thing‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌government‌‌isn’t‌‌skilled‌‌at‌‌destroying.‌‌America’s‌‌defeat‌‌in‌‌                           
Vietnam‌ ‌and‌ ‌Afghanistan‌ ‌was‌ ‌largely‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌difficulty‌ ‌infiltrating,‌ ‌tracking,‌ ‌and‌‌                       
identifying‌ ‌confederal‌ ‌militias.‌ ‌This‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌style‌‌has‌‌shown‌‌potential‌‌in‌‌movements‌‌                     
like‌ ‌Black‌ ‌Lives‌ ‌Matter‌ ‌and‌ ‌Antifa,‌ ‌but‌ ‌alone‌ ‌they‌ ‌will‌ ‌never‌ ‌be‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌significant‌‌                               
changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌world‌ ‌this‌ ‌totalitarian.‌ ‌Not‌ ‌without‌ ‌disciplined‌ ‌commitment‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌better‌‌world.‌‌                           
Not‌ ‌without‌ ‌dropping‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌servitude‌ ‌to‌ ‌build‌ ‌dual‌ ‌power.‌8‌ ‌Not‌ ‌without‌ ‌meaningful‌‌                           
action,‌‌education,‌‌and‌‌adaptation,‌‌nor‌‌without‌‌the‌‌support‌‌of‌‌every‌‌frontline‌‌activist,‌‌diligent‌‌                         
medic,‌‌and‌‌passionate‌‌orator‌‌that‌‌I‌‌am‌‌proud‌‌to‌‌see‌‌in‌‌some‌‌cities.‌‌There‌‌would‌‌also‌‌need‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                     
a‌ ‌surplus‌ ‌of‌ ‌involvement,‌ ‌because‌ ‌support‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cheering‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌sidelines‌ ‌for‌‌a‌‌cause‌‌you've‌‌                               
done‌‌nothing‌‌for.‌‌Take‌‌this‌‌as‌‌an‌‌invitation.‌‌The‌‌experiences‌‌found‌‌in‌‌the‌‌heart‌‌of‌‌community‌‌                               
and‌‌direct‌‌action‌‌are‌‌inspiring,‌‌just‌‌as‌‌much‌‌as‌‌the‌‌reasons‌‌are‌‌often‌‌enraging;‌‌it‌‌makes‌‌it‌‌easy‌‌                                   
to‌ ‌witness‌ ‌the‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌leadership‌ ‌and‌ ‌hierarchy.‌ ‌ 

We‌‌need‌‌to‌‌know‌‌when‌‌to‌‌be‌‌passive‌‌and‌‌when‌‌to‌‌be‌‌assertive,‌‌when‌‌to‌‌break‌‌a‌‌window‌‌                                   
and‌‌when‌‌to‌‌fix‌‌one.‌‌Realistically,‌‌we‌‌need‌‌to‌‌at‌‌least‌‌build‌‌the‌‌foundation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌replacement‌‌                                 
before‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌really‌ ‌get‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌overthrowing‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌quo.‌ ‌Every‌ ‌branch‌ ‌of‌ ‌everything‌‌                             
must‌ ‌be‌ ‌fulfilled‌ ‌by‌ ‌autonomous‌ ‌revolutionary‌ ‌associations,‌ ‌without‌ ‌permission‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                     
government.‌‌It‌‌would‌‌probably‌‌be‌‌pointless‌‌and‌‌even‌‌dangerous‌‌to‌‌put‌‌too‌‌much‌‌faith‌‌into‌‌any‌‌                               

8 ‌Although‌‌dual‌‌power‌‌originally‌‌appeared‌‌in‌‌Marxist-Leninist‌ ‌theory,‌‌besides‌‌some‌‌loosely‌‌similar‌‌theories‌‌from‌‌                             
proto-anarchists‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Charrels‌ ‌Flourier,‌ ‌it‌ ‌quickly‌ ‌became‌ ‌an‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌idea‌ ‌among‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌tactic‌ ‌for‌‌                                 
achieving‌‌a‌‌direct‌‌democratic‌‌society.‌ ‌Dual‌‌power‌‌is‌ ‌the‌‌act‌ ‌of‌ ‌creating‌‌alternative‌‌organizations‌‌to‌‌both‌‌fulfill‌ ‌the‌‌                                   
needs‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌public‌ ‌and‌ ‌seize‌ ‌power‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌bottom-up‌‌in‌‌the‌‌inevitable‌‌case‌‌that‌‌the‌‌state‌‌finds‌‌itself‌ ‌in‌‌crisis.‌‌                                         
Unlike‌ ‌Leninists,‌ ‌dual‌ ‌power‌ ‌for‌ ‌anarchists‌ ‌is‌ ‌meant‌ ‌to‌ ‌adopt‌ ‌a‌ ‌deliberately‌ ‌decentralized‌ ‌model.‌ ‌ 

 



‌ 

one‌‌strategy,‌‌but‌‌whatever‌‌happens‌‌we‌‌need‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌horizontal‌‌and‌‌grassroots‌‌principles‌‌                         
as‌‌much‌‌as‌‌we‌‌can.‌‌Establishing‌‌a‌‌network‌‌of‌‌mutual‌‌aid‌‌groups,‌‌self-defense‌‌militias,‌‌unions,‌‌                             
community‌ ‌services,‌ ‌and‌ ‌underground‌‌co-operatives‌‌would‌‌be‌‌a‌‌good‌‌start.‌‌I‌‌know‌‌there‌‌are‌‌                           
already‌ ‌people‌ ‌on‌ ‌top‌ ‌of‌ ‌this,‌ ‌so‌ ‌we‌ ‌just‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌ ‌find‌ ‌and‌ ‌join‌ ‌them.‌‌ ‌  

These‌‌networks‌‌must‌‌have‌‌a‌‌purpose.‌‌We‌‌gather‌‌support‌‌by‌‌acting,‌‌not‌‌merely‌‌existing.‌‌                           
The‌ ‌situation‌ ‌demands‌ ‌a‌ ‌campaign‌ ‌of‌ ‌direct‌ ‌action,‌ ‌community‌ ‌support,‌ ‌and‌ ‌consistent‌‌                       
provocation,‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌uniting‌ ‌communities‌ ‌from‌ ‌below,‌ ‌waiting‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                       
existing‌‌government‌‌to‌‌find‌‌itself‌‌in‌‌crisis‌‌to‌‌overturn‌‌things‌‌and‌‌institute‌‌a‌‌better‌‌society‌‌on‌‌                               
the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌of‌ ‌participatory‌ ‌and‌ ‌horizontal‌ ‌principles.‌ ‌Some‌ ‌seats‌ ‌in‌ ‌local,‌ ‌non-monopolistic‌‌                       
government‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌filled,‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌sake‌ ‌of‌ ‌finding‌ ‌security‌ ‌in‌ ‌existing‌ ‌structures‌ ‌without‌‌                           
extreme‌ ‌risk‌ ‌of‌ ‌disappointment,‌ ‌but‌ ‌this‌ ‌always‌ ‌requires‌ ‌caution.‌ ‌Once‌ ‌we‌ ‌reach‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌‌                           
level‌‌of‌‌trust,‌‌support,‌‌and‌‌organization,‌‌we‌‌should‌‌let‌‌the‌‌state‌‌act‌‌as‌‌it‌‌will;‌‌at‌‌a‌‌certain‌‌point,‌‌                                     
offensive‌ ‌action‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌understood‌ ‌as‌ ‌defensive‌ ‌action.‌ ‌ 

All‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌relentlessly‌ ‌attacked.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌if‌ ‌completely‌ ‌peaceful‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌way‌‌                           
through,‌‌it‌‌would‌‌be‌‌attacked.‌‌Most‌‌things‌‌worth‌‌doing‌‌are‌‌going‌‌to‌‌be‌‌difficult,‌‌but‌‌remember‌‌                               
that‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌very‌‌least‌‌it‌‌will‌‌help‌‌spark‌‌movements‌‌that‌‌would‌‌inevitably‌‌result‌‌in‌‌progress‌‌if‌‌                                 
careful‌ ‌and‌ ‌consistent‌ ‌enough.‌ ‌Our‌ ‌campaign‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌strong.‌ ‌We‌ ‌can’t‌ ‌hide‌ ‌behind—and‌‌                         
therefore‌‌legitimize—the‌‌violence‌‌of‌‌our‌‌corporatocratic‌‌state.‌‌We‌‌should‌‌never‌‌cheer‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                         
oppression‌ ‌of‌ ‌one‌ ‌group‌ ‌over‌ ‌petty‌ ‌squabbles‌ ‌or‌ ‌prejudice.‌ ‌We‌ ‌should‌ ‌never‌ ‌snitch‌ ‌or‌‌                           
otherwise‌ ‌collaborate‌ ‌with‌ ‌our‌ ‌oppressors.‌ ‌We‌ ‌can‌ ‌never‌ ‌condone‌ ‌it,‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌never‌ ‌condone‌‌                           
others‌ ‌doing‌ ‌it,‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌‌how‌‌they‌‌try‌‌convincing‌‌us‌‌it’s‌‌in‌‌our‌‌best‌‌interest.‌‌This‌‌means‌‌no‌‌                                   
censorship,‌‌no‌‌wars,‌‌no‌‌iron-fist‌‌leaders,‌‌no‌‌imprisonment,‌‌no‌‌interrogation,‌‌no‌‌neglect,‌‌and‌‌                         
no‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌imposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌or‌ ‌against‌ ‌any‌ ‌member‌ ‌of‌ ‌our‌ ‌communities.‌ ‌ 

If‌‌it‌‌has‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌to‌‌threaten‌‌the‌‌status‌‌quo,‌‌authorities‌‌will‌‌ruthlessly‌‌try‌‌to‌‌stomp‌‌                               
it‌‌out‌‌and‌‌prevent‌‌it‌‌from‌‌spreading.‌‌The‌‌anti-police‌‌movement‌‌here‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌for‌‌example,‌‌                               
is‌‌consistently‌‌met‌‌with‌‌violence‌‌whether‌‌protesters‌‌are‌‌peaceful‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌something‌‌we‌‌                             
should‌ ‌expect‌ ‌but‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌use‌ ‌to‌ ‌our‌ ‌advantage.‌ ‌People‌ ‌go‌ ‌to‌ ‌protests‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌intent‌ ‌of‌‌                                 
non-violent‌‌provocation‌‌and‌‌civil‌‌disobedience,‌‌but‌‌they‌‌come‌‌prepared.‌‌They‌‌still‌‌make‌‌sure‌‌                         
to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌plan‌ ‌and‌ ‌defense;‌ ‌ideally‌ ‌they‌ ‌use‌ ‌this‌ ‌experience‌ ‌to‌ ‌practice‌ ‌strategy.‌ ‌Once‌ ‌the‌‌                               
police‌ ‌attack,‌ ‌which‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌looking‌ ‌for‌ ‌any‌ ‌excuse‌ ‌to‌ ‌do,‌ ‌communities‌ ‌make‌ ‌sure‌ ‌to‌ ‌push‌‌                               
back‌‌with‌‌equal‌‌force.‌‌Meanwhile,‌‌independent‌‌press‌‌documents‌‌things‌‌to‌‌show‌‌the‌‌public‌‌the‌‌                           
true‌ ‌purpose‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌state.‌‌At‌‌the‌‌same‌‌time,‌‌these‌‌same‌‌movements‌‌must‌‌be‌‌there‌‌to‌‌support‌‌                                 
their‌ ‌community.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌world,‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌revolution‌ ‌is‌ ‌building,‌ ‌not‌ ‌destroying.‌ ‌This‌‌                             
tactic‌ ‌has‌‌proven‌‌itself‌‌successful‌‌wherever‌‌it’s‌‌been‌‌applied—especially‌‌after‌‌public‌‌support‌‌                       
has‌‌carefully‌‌been‌‌gathered.‌‌It‌‌will‌‌accumulate‌‌more‌‌and‌‌more‌‌support‌‌until‌‌it‌‌becomes‌‌clear‌‌                             
that‌ ‌we‌ ‌possess‌ ‌the‌ ‌momentum‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌we‌ ‌want.‌ ‌ 

 


