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Season 5 (2020)

— 2020 —
Ep. 101 — Season 5 with Bellamy

Source

January 23, 2020

Episode 101 — Season 5 with Bellamy

Since Bellamy was here at the start of The Brilliant project it is great to check
in where he is at regarding the things we are talking and thinking about. Obviously
Bellamy and I have been having similar experiences in the Anarchist Space over the
past few years. This episode is about some dissimilar experiences and what is next
with each of us and our respective media projects.

Transcript

Speaker 1: Welcome to the brilliant podcast. This going to be episode 101 and
it’s going to be the first episode in what we’re going to call season five of the Burn
podcast. So season five begins in 2020 and I today am with Bellamy Hi.

Speaker 2: Hello Aragorn, it’s always a pleasure to talk.

Speaker 1: With you yeah, nice to hear from you now that you’re in the country
and you’ve been there a believable period of time, you're no, you're no longer one of.
The city people .

Speaker 2: Yeah, I know and. And actually the familiar phenomenon of easily
falling into a sort of bubble universe is well upon me now.

Speaker 1: Right, but. Very much a different universe. Than the one that I live
in, so. Why don’t we? Begin by talking about some anarchist projects as in ours and
then.

Speaker 3: Just follow up with people on what we’ve.

Speaker 1: Been up to the last 6. Months or so since. We've really talked. And
then we’re going to talk about 2020. And what lie? Ahead, so I guess the big project
that people haven’t heard much from you about is backwards #2.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, it’s true I. Yeah, I guess I haven’t. I don’t think I've been
on your show since that since it was released. Yeah, and. Yeah, I think. I'm getting.
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Different responses from. Backwards one in one sense. For example the piece that I
wrote in backwards one, an invitation to desertion. I got a very very positive response
from that. Think I actually got. A more a louder and more numerous positive response
from that thany single bit of media that I’ve ever done. And I even had several people
say to me they think that it should be seen as a kind of anti SIV 101 text which was.

Speaker 1: A nice compliment.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I'm not very good at accepting compliments. So yeah, I mean I
would.

Speaker 1: Call the biggest compliment, the fact that there have been at least two,
maybe three different scene versions of it. Like people were so excited about it as a
tax that.

Speaker 2: OK, I

Speaker 1: They made it their own.

Speaker 2: I actually did not know. That so maybe later on you can.

Speaker 1: Yeah, it’s a big deal.

Speaker 2: Tell me where where?

Unknown Speaker: To find it.

Speaker 2: And where they are, yeah. And then with backwards 2, the response to
my big essay, and that was instead. I didn’t really understand what you were going for
and or sort of I did have some positive responses, but a lot of people thought said that
they thought it was very obscure or they didn’t. They didn’t see how it tied in with
the rest of the journal, one person said. Something like it’s a bit dense and I didn’t see
the point or like something like that. So I one has highs and lows I guess and, but I
did get the main thing that people enjoyed with that was the letters section.

Speaker 1: Yes, right?

Speaker 2: So I thought that was, yeah, I thought that was good. I wasn’t as happy
with printing. We had a different printer and it kind of it. It didn’t. Didn’t quite come
out how I was hoping, whereas with the first one by our friends of the now absorbed
enemy combatant, I thought the printing was very nicely. Done with number. UM, But
yeah, did you? Have specific questions about it, I'm not sure.

Speaker 3: No no 1.

Speaker 1: Mean mostly, I just wanted to sort of hear how the process went and
what? What to expect from the project from the perspective of the projects arc and
then. And then obviously to hear what you. Have to say about #3. Like, do you have
a similar epic essay?

Speaker 2: Right?

Speaker 1: That you intend for #3 and. Will it be on I guess? If we’ve, if you've
done politics and religion. I guess Next up is.

Speaker 2: Social life or something?

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I'm not sure.

Speaker 2: No, actually I wanted to. Take a step back because the first two I wrote
the long buy for the longest pieces and both one and two. And in this third one. We’re
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going to have. I have a more a shorter essay that’s sort of a review essay, as in not just a
review, but sort of review and commentary on. Jacques Ellul’s the technological society.
And David scherbina Book the Metaphysics of technology and it’s sort of reviewing
both of those. In as if in dialogue with each other, and that’s to set up the fact that
I then have an interview with David Scherbina David Scherbina. For those who don’t
know, is. He’s a professor of philosophy at the University of. Michigan, I believe, and
he is. Known out so he writes academic philosophy works, but he’s also known for
being a long time. Correspondent of the Unabomber, Ted Kaczynski and he.

Speaker 1: Oh yeah, I think that’s all.

Speaker 3: He edited.

Speaker 1: Mainstream article.

Speaker 2: Right, and so he edited and helped to publish Ted’s book. That’s a
collection of Ted’s essays called Technological Slavery.

Speaker 1: The Ferrell House books.

Speaker 2: Which was Feral house and. David Gabina wrote I what I think is
extremely interesting book about technology, and unlike most academics, he actually
just comes out very strongly. Luddite in the book, I think it’s a it’s an excellent book
and I basically interviewed him about that. And he is. He’s interesting in that he. Is
essentially calling for a. I actually I actually mentioned this on anarchy bank where
I. Called in he. Is calling for a return to a sort of medieval level of technology like a
euro medieval level? So he’s not full. Primitivist, he’s more. I guess you could say just
strictly antIndustrial kind of guy. And yeah, I'm looking forward to it. We’ll have a
letter section again as well and then. There will be. A few other essays in there and.
But you did mention actually, when were, I don’t mean to put you on spot too much
here, but we did mention you did mention when were speaking just before recording
that you seem to have some area of disagreement or push back with #2.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah. Well, I mean.

Speaker 2: And we don’t. We don’t have to get into a whole. Debate about I'm
just.

Speaker 1: Curious what the well again, it’s been long enough since I’ve engaged
with it. That I'm not hot about. Anything right now, but I was very hot. When I read
your interview with Leila.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s right yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: I basically thought it was one of the most unethical and ****** things
I’d sort of seen anarchist project do since the old days when GA did a similar move
around their. I think it was around their class issue, but anyways. The point being that
what you. Did and this for people who haven’t really met. The issue yet is that. That
you had sort of a series of tense back and forths in their conversation with Leela like
it was clear that people were getting getting their rank her up and then the interview
ended and then. Someone, someone then essentially wrote. A trash like they. Trashed
Laylat the end of the interview with Layland. Rather than sort of say, those things
maybe as a Part 2 of the interview or maybe as here’s an essay out of my feelings
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about the interview. If you’d like to respond, I'm going to include this essay in the
issue. Anyways, it was just one of those classic things where. Where not only. Did you
sort of like win the argument by speaking last and with the power of publishing the
magazine but and? And I'm not saying I didn’t agree with you. I just I. Just think that
I’'m perhaps old school enough that I believe that the rules for like doing things like a
magazine or a paper are different than than the rules for like having this conversation
Reddit or something. So, so that was what I was upset about.

Speaker 2: Sure, yeah, yeah no.

Speaker 1: When we got.

Speaker 2: Actually, I but. I yeah, I knew that because you phoned me when you
read this and essentially gave me a sort of semi formal dressing down over the over
the telephone about why and actually so did. One of your fellow black seed editors.
And yeah, I understand why. I understand why someone could see that as being in bad
faith, but to me it was not because I, I wrote her saying, hey, I, I feel like we didn’t
actually unpack this all the way and I didn’t want to derail my entire interview by.
Getting into a big debate with you, I wanted you to be able to talk about your project
and not just have an argument with me, because this was not a debate. It was an
interview. But I do think some of the issues that we touched on have to be addressed
and I have these thoughts and I welcome a response from you and she declined. And
Even so I put in my little postscript, which was written by me, of course. That Invite
her to respond, and I think. To me I'm enough of a neurasthenic creature that I have
to point out when someone is that I have to point out when someone is engaging in
logical fallacies for the benefit of posterity.

Speaker 1: That’s $5 word. God, you can’t even. When you live self after saying
something like that.

Speaker 2: It’s a good life. It’s a comfortable life. But no, I appreciate that. I
mean, I, I did. I did shop around the ideand I got. I got mixed responses. Some people
said, Oh yeah, you definitely have to do this. And then others took your view. So I I
don’t know but.

Speaker 3: Well, I mean.

Speaker 1: There’s a couple of things that I will say not exactly in your defense,
but that do remind me of this topic enough to mentione is that I have done several
interviews in the context of the brilliant where I didn’t go after the throat of the
person I was talking to. And as and as a result, the interview, the interview was more
boring one and then point. Two after there was no consequence after the interview,
and consequence is an is an interesting thing because as an example I really went after
the throat of this person named Nathan June, who is not a person I necessarily should
be interacting with or politically is relevant in the context of the brilliant. But by
demonstrating sort of like what a nihilistic approach was to someone who was very
much not that kind of person as a matter of fact, who just finished writing a book
that just got released more or less defining. Anarchism, in such a way that it. Could
only sort of fall in line. With enlightenment, values like demonstrating. Like what the .
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Proper response to that was made the interview much more interesting and the logical
fallacies that you’re referring to. I mean, I would just sort of say like slow thinking.
Sloppy thinking or even different. Thinking like sometimes you just don’t want to.
Get into it. Because you don’t necessarily want your life to be consumed with that
particular argument, and perhaps the blow off conclusion was a way to do that, but it
does, sort of. It is related to the conversation we’re going to have later. In this episode
where we talk about free speech, it does sort of connect to this topic of free speech
and the limits of speech and the limits of. How we relate to each other and why we
relate to each other? And obviously in Laelae’s. Particular approach, like they’re sure
there may be a primitivist, but their general interest is not anarcho primitivism. Their
interest is elsewhere.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and go go ahead.

Speaker 1: No, that’s fine.

Speaker 2: No, that’s fine, and I mean, that’s why. As I said, I tried to allow her to
really talk about what she is interested in because I think it. I think it is a genuinely to
be, concerned with stories and especially children’s stories I thought was a genuinely
interesting topic and that’s why I wanted her to be able to speak about it. You know
when I get. Weirdly, personally attacked in a way that is not particularly relevant when
I'm trying to ask a serious question about. This beside these these issues of food and
ethics, I feel that I have to defend myself and I feel that I have to defend myself. Not
because I. I'm so personally wounded, but for this for the sake of argument, because
I take these things seriously and I because the book or say the journal is about what
should we really be doing? What is possible, what is desirable and I.

Speaker 1: And what was their attack? It’s basically the because you're vegan.
You’re not vegan.

Speaker 2: It [ mean. I don’t know that I want to get into it that much, but it was,
yeah. It’s this sort of. You know it. It was these sorts of things about veganism and
these sort of. Woester red herring arguments about. Issues of access to food, but they.
They were, they were all they were all just repeatedly red herring arguments and I.
Am such I am so concerned with. The degradation of reason that is happening at this
particular moment because it has real consequences in the way that people think and
try to act as anarchists and other radicals that I feel the need to really just. Drag it out
as much as is necessary to allow the truth to shine forth, and that’s what happened.
And even if T have to be kind of * **** to do that, I'm. Fine with.

Speaker 1: That, well, . I mean, I can to repeat my point. I feel like it’s totally
unfair.

Speaker 3: For you to have done it.

Speaker 1: Not like whether or not you’re , is more or less irrelevant to me,
but I will say that the greater concern for me is the idea that you’re holding yourself
to be this paragon of reason. That to me feels. Very scary.

Speaker 2: Well, I think in that case I was at least OK. So what about you? How
are you feeling about black? Seed at the moment.

k) kokokok
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Speaker 3: Well, so we tried to do something pretty aggressive which was.

Speaker 1: You know, so this amazing thing happened in August, which was an
event called the indigenous Anarchist Convergence happened. Of course in Flagstaff
the talaugon. Infoshop and those? There were like quite a few fallouts. Of course from
the event it was. More or less amazing, sort of the kind of thing that just couldn’t have
happened 10 days ago 10 years ago and so on. That level, it was like we, we tried to
hurry up and finish another issue of black seed IE black seed. Right, and, that we try
to finish it by the end of the year. But, we don’t ******* need the man’s calendar. So,
so it’ll it’ll happen.

Speaker 2: You're on the Julian calendar.

Speaker 1: Exactly so it’ll it’ll be.

Speaker 2: So you have another two weeks.

Speaker 1: You know it’ll happen early 2020. UM? Part of like when you think
about a project like a publishing project, you always have like certain strengths and
weaknesses and. So one strength that we have which is sort of an amazing strength is
that our business model works. Meaning we never have money be the issue as to why
we haven’t published another issue like. You know, because. This black seat is directly
fed by the Little Black Car project and the Little Black Black Car Project has so few
expenses and continues to sort of be successful as a capitalist enterprise. You know
were just totally ready for #8 to happen on the logistics side, which is what. In fact
do spend a lot of my time to. Working on and. But ? The other thing that we’re trying
to do with the with #8 was sort of implement a new and innovative editorial process
which involved new people and that of course went much slower than we hoped. So
#8 will be surprising for a lot of people, and probably. Welcome for them. Because
the new editorial team has more of like a what are positively say is an on the ground.
Feel to it and what I would negatively say has an activist feel to it. OK, sure,.

Speaker 3: So it will.

Speaker 1: Happen soon it and maybe we’ll do two issues in 2020. It’s just funny
to think that the thing that limited us from doing two issues in 2019 was not money,
which normally that is the sort of thing.

Speaker 2: Yeah, instead of you're saying essentially was the sort of wonders and
travails of collective decision making. And yeah. Yeah, yeah. I I recently I'm afraid
I can’t reference it, but I recently read a study about how academic mathematicians
actually when they are trying to solve problems individually versus in Group conver-
sations with each other. They perform worse as a group.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah, right. Of course. Yeah, and there’s. This weird thing about
doing projects in the Internet way. You know where people are not necessarily sitting
in a room and doing much of anything together and instead using some sort of tool
and then of course the tool ends up being what cripples you and what turns you into
lunatics.

Speaker 2: Yeah and yeah.

Speaker 3: So one the other project.

11



Speaker 1: That’s worth mentioned from 2019. Which I thought was a totally
worthwhile effort, and obviously there’s. There is some material result of that effort,
but it didn’t exactly go the way that I thought it was going to is the anarchy. Bank
project.

Speaker 2: MHMM MHMM

Speaker 1: Which energy bank for people who don’t realize this, sort of like was
a type of extension of the current project? But the big difference was that it was
intended to be a weekly podcast and with the facility and the connection to call in
and partially. Of course, this was motivated by John Suzanne’s kind of assertion that.
A call in format would somehow eliminate the problems of technology.

Speaker 3: You know?

Speaker 2: I haven’t heard him say that.

Speaker 1: Yeah, but it well. It’s been decades since he said. It because he’s been
on the radio. For . 2 decades.

Speaker 3: But ? It was a. It was an effort to sort of see.

Speaker 1: What was good and bad about that weekly format and that and that
sort of call in style? I will say. That the end of the day, one of the positive lessons
that came out of the project was that. The having multiple people call in the project
ended up being really smooth. Once we realized that it was pretty easy to just stay
on the phone the whole time. So we had. We would have three or four people who
would more less call in and just stay on the phone for the whole hour and or two hours.
And speak up occasionally, but not dominate the conversation. Or, sort of do. The
thing that. Wacky callers do, which is sort of like totally not pay attention and change
the topic and do what it is that they want. Do and. Yeah, anyways, the technology
actually enabled us to have up to 6 plus people. On the line. Talk talking and it and
it that was kind of amazing. You would have like. Three or four people in the studio
and then six people on the line. It was like, wow.

Speaker 2: Right, right? And So what? Why why bring it to an end?

Speaker 1: I committed to doing it for a year and in my head I was going to get a
job last year which was going to make make the project sort of more time sensitive for
me. You know with the idea of being working Monday through Friday and then sort
of like preparing for it. On Saturday and then Sunday doing it.

Speaker 3: I didn’t get a job.

Speaker 1: As it turned out, so it was, it was fine to just have the one one to one
1 1/2 days a week where I sort of. Did stuff with the project, but. It definitely told
me that like now that I'm getting older now that other things are changing. I was not
going to want to do it. On top of a full time job, so that was sort of the primary reason
for stopping also the bill was coming due. So it was. Like do I pay to keep it going
another year or do I wrap it up so?

Speaker 2: This the bill for the technology involved with.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah exactly. And then, secondarily, there was just this sort of
sense. And this. This hard to. I'm not trying to make a critique, I'm just saying that
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like. This was. An air going from beginning, middle and end kind of project, which I'm
not super excited about doing and I do find more emotionally and mentally exhausting
than if it were something where I could be a little bit more. Behind the scenes.

Speaker 2: Yeah, sure, of course.

Speaker 1: So of course it was very much airborne personality, airborne content,
and then airborne keeping the show going.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and you have to be on all the time.

Speaker 1: Very much.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and it yeah you have the issue with. To what extent should a
personality drive a project where it’s hard?

Speaker 1: Yeah, right?

Speaker 2: It depends on the project.

Speaker 1: Yeah, well, and more pointedly like. I want to be able to play around
with it more and in this case was not able to and I'm not sure how that would look
moving forward.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I will say I thought one of the strengths of the project was that
obviously you get a lot of **** Thrown at you, and it did. Doing something like this
did mean rising to the occasion of saying, OK, well if you have criticisms of me as a
person or how I do my projects or that sort of thing, you can just call in and you can.
You can **** ** yp. live on air, and so I thought that was a very positive aspect of it.
As far as responding to critics.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean that’s a that opens up a big huge conversation because
of course nobody did. Did and.

Unknown Speaker: Right, yeah?

Speaker 2: Or at least not in any serious way. I mean you had you had.

Speaker 1: Trolls yeah, yeah we had trolls for sure, but they but they literally
could be people who agreed with me about everything but they just were going to troll
me. Anyways, yeah, that’s

Speaker 2: True, yeah, we have no idea, yeah?

Speaker 1: Well, we do have one idea because one thing that did come out. Of
that was. A particular troll really shined. They shine more over the first six months.
The second six months, they stopped engaging publicly, but kept on trolling. And that
was a sort of interesting phenomenabout like, what does it look like when you're troll?
I mean they more or less agree with you, but they’re 20. Years younger than you.

Speaker 2: Do you want to? Unpack that or.

Speaker 1: Yeah, sure, I mean. The trolls name is Z and yeah.

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, I know this person. That’s an online person, yeah?

Speaker 1: And they. I think it was short for zakhaev I think it was from. The
name of one of the people. From letters of insurgents. UM? And there’s tons of personal
biographical information that they sort of shared over time, but the punch line for that
for them, for their political position, I guess, is that they were hard, green anarchist
that whatever that means they had formally. Been under this way of Kevin Tucker
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and we’re looking for a harder. Position than that. And so they were so hard that they
would do things like. Show pictures of them with guns and they actually those are very
funny. One that was like their whole arsenal and then my book in the. Middle of it.
You know which is like one of those?

Speaker 2: Well, this. It’s a bit odd, yeah?

Speaker 1: It just says. That, like they’re aiming their guns in.

Unknown Speaker: No, no, I understand.

Speaker 1: The right direction.

Speaker 2: I understand, I understand.

Speaker 1: No, I'm Not saying like.

Speaker 2: It’s the yeah.

Speaker 1: Hooray, let’s do that, but.

Speaker 3: But it’s.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I believe this the same person who called in. I'm not. I may be
wrong about this. The one who called in and tried to drag me by saying. My project
isn’t really that cool because I'm growing plants and therefore I'm still a domesticated
or something like I should just be going full.

Speaker 1: Oh, that’s funny, that’s.

Speaker 2: You know, full hunter gatherer. Otherwise, it’s just reformism I guess,
or something.

Speaker 1: I mean, that’s a classic,, Kevin. Tucker type dish.

Speaker 2: Oh yes, like yeah.

Speaker 1: Like you’re doing horticulture man. Yeah like.

Speaker 2: Yeah Kevin Tucker. Once compared it to. In conversation with me
through e-mail, he once compared it to the Marxist, the Orthodox Marxist idea of
taking over the state and using the state as a transition form. You know, I'm not going
to do any kind of horticulture, even if it’s a transition, because I don’t believe in tran-
sitions like. I guess one day you’re gardening the next week, a whole red bureaucracy
has formed. That’s going to oppress you, I mean.

Speaker 1: I mean what’s so great about that? Is 1, it’s absolutely a parody of
a sort of leftism. But two, it’s like it’s like have we have we actually agreed on what
we how we think revolution happens or transitions of any sort. So Z ended up doing
some really funny stuff that just, the whole. Anarchy Bang Community will we’ll call
it. Which is about. There are at least. 30 very active people who we’re just making
fun of every aspect of it. Because of course. Anytime you add a militant spin, within
the American context it’s. It says, oh it’s so strange and wacky. It’s like they were
referring to. Can’t remember the exact name, but basically the guerrillarmy in Africa
that is ending shells rain. Petrochemical Nigerian.

Speaker 2: Yeah, it’s movement for the emancipation of the Niger Delta.

Speaker 1: Yeah right. So anyways they were sort of heavily referencing this group
as being the group that also holds their position and and just all this like hyper
hyperbolic young man gun wielding and of course they scared some people because
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they did successfully. Some people at particular moments. And I refer to the pictures
of them with guns. They essentially implied that they were going to meet the person
while they were taking a vacation at wherever it is that they were going, and they were
bringing a gun with them. So it’s like it’s like a little funny. A little not so funny and.
So that happened.

Speaker 2: Yeah, sure I. I don’t want to do too. Much drama so we.

Speaker 1: Can yeah and that’s part of the thing. It’s like, yeah, very little content,
high dramand high Internet drama you. Know so like.

Speaker 2: Yes, it’s a. It’s a very Internet kind of happening, yeah?

Speaker 1: Very much so. And, figuring out that boundary is really interesting
and hard too, it’s. Anyways, I very much could. Pick up the Anarchy project in the
future, but there’s there are some personal logistics as to how. To do it. Like a couple
of years from now, and Intend to be more on the road. Well is does that. Mean it’s
better to do a project like this? Or is it worse and ?

Speaker 2: Yeah, I think the idea.

Speaker 1: That’s your future question.

Speaker 2: Of having a little. Hiatus and then bringing it back is a is. A good one,
yeah?

Speaker 3: And all the all the.

Speaker 1: Archives exist, . You can go to anarchybang.com and find out everything
that I'm talking about.

Speaker 2: Right, right? And so we’re talking about.

Speaker 1: Projects from 2019.

Speaker 2: Right, we’re talking. Of course, we're talking about projects from 2019.
One of the big themes I thought of the past year. Is both in the anarchist subculture
context, and in the broader culture context? Increasing attack on free speech and free
expression. However, we define those we can maybe. Talk about what? We mean by
that, but and one of those things has been. The kind of continuing saga of. LBC being
besieged by people who. Essentially claim to be. Radicals who want a wonderfully
liberated and open world dramatically different from ours, but who also. In a schizoid
manner, really want to suppress the just open exchange of ideas within their own little
micro environment.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean, there’s a couple of different shortcut terms to talk about.
This one is what happens when what happened when cancel culture came to energy
land.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, I think it that is a good way of putting it. Cancel culture,
yeah.

Speaker 1: The because of course, nobody in cancel culture would describe it the
way that you just described it.

Speaker 2: No no.

Speaker 1: But whereas they. Might be willing to identify with cancel culture.

Speaker 2: That’s funny because. Well, no, go ahead, go ahead.
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Speaker 1: I mean, of course It’s this. It’s a strange wicked because almost none
of the people who are so incensed about the particular crimes of whoever. Seems to
be doing much. In the way of building something. They very much just seem to be
interested in some type of destruction, and so I'd also think. That we have. To map
what that destruction looks like compared to, let’s say, the nihilistic destruction of the
existing, world writ large. I don’t know. I mean obviously I have lots of a huge bundle
of ideas of how to talk about this, and I'm not exactly sure. Sort of who I'm talking to.
What I'm saying it, it’s like. I think most of the people who listen to this podcast in
particular, they’re already on board with whatever it is that we’re going to say. Like in
other words, they’re with us and they think that the kind of things that we’re talking
about cancer culture about. They’re with us.

Speaker 2: Maybe I don’t know, I mean. Any episode that? That we do gets
a certain amount. Of negative feedback. So obviously people are listening just to.
Experience hatred toward evil, right so? But I think, yeah, I think most people listening
are more or less on board.

Speaker 3: Well, OK.

Speaker 1: [ mean, let’s start. Slow and talk about what you mean when you talk
about the free and open exchange of ideas. Because I think that’s an interesting topic
like some people think they talking about child sexuality while not being for it is OK.

Unknown Speaker: Right?

Speaker 1: Some people think that the topic is triggering and damaging to young
people who might pass by the speakers.

Speaker 2: Right, sure so. When I am. One of the interesting things I think is.
That many anarchists, including people who are mutual friends of ours, will say, Oh
no, I’'m not for quote UN quote free speech because what free speech really means is a
relationship between. It’s a term that describes a relationship between governed people
and their government, so it’s this inherently sort of statist idea. OK, that’s fine, as far
as it goes, but what I mean when I say I am for free speech, which I absolutely am, is
that I believe. We need. To have. A more or less free and open exchange of ideas. 1st
for ethical reasons, because it is a foundational principle for human freedom in general.
Second, for I guess you say logistical reasons because I think once you start to cut
yourself off from criticism and feedback. You will tend to get worse and worse results
in whatever group endeavor that you're trying to accomplish. And 3rd for. I guess I
would say. The human is a fallen creature, reasons, which means that as soon as you
let in the idea that you can sometimes. Physically coerce or intimidate people or deep
platform them or what have you. As soon as you let in the idea that is sometimes OK
to do it is just so easy for it to slide into more and more suppression, and therefore we
have to for the same reasons that I’'m against some people having state power because
I am pessimistic. Human morality human tendencies. For the same reason I am for free
speech because I think as soon as you start allowing censorship of some kind and it
will just get toxic. Very fast. And so. This idea that. You know, somehow it’s cool and
heroic and just to intimidate or punch or get people censored online because of things
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that they’re saying, I just. I think it’s deeply toxic. I think it’s anti anarchist and I
think it is playing into the hands of the state because we're seeing now in the United
States more and more push in this way. I mean even just a few weeks ago. The New
York Times ran opinion piece entitled free speech is killing us. Free speech is killing us.
That’s the way that the dialogue is going. And I don’t think I think America should
be completely pushing back against them.

Speaker 1: So this so well, part of the reason why these are challenging conversa-
tions because it’s very. Hard to agree on terms. When, when? So in the story that you
just told you didn’t mention Nazis and of course we know that. Sort of like the first.
Step in the sort of criticism of free speech. Is that’s where Nazis hide out and. And
basically that in this argument the argument for. Sort of. On hesitant free speech? How
do we deal with the Nazi problem and? I almost think that this an argument about
specialization. Because most people. Aren’t excited about arguing about something
like free. Speech in other. Words like can people say terrible things and that be OK.
Yes, because of course . We know many, many people think that you shouldn’t say
terrible things, and that if you do it should be suppressed on some level.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and I think that’s a totally authoritarian attitude. And the
way that people. Usually go with. This Oh well, what if they make these ridiculous
arguments like Oh well? What if someone is just following you around and spouting
invective at you? It’s like, OK, well clearly that’s harassment. Like if if I. And being
followed and harangued by someone or someone coming into my home and doing these
things. That’s not a speech issue. That’s that’s just a sort of basic boundaries issue.
But the point is that any any society, unless it’s very small, like Dunbar number sized
which is how I think it should be. But any society larger than that is going to have some
kind of public forum or public fora, whether it’s publications or a literal sort of town.
Square or a? Internet channels of the Internet and I think yes, in those public fora it
needs to be open dialogue and if you don’t like it then you can criticize it or respond
to it or ignore it or whatever and that includes the Nazis and if you. If someone’s
response is if we let the Nazis start talking, Nazism will catch on OK. First of all, who
really is a Nazi like? I would. Draw the definition of fascism or what have you smaller
than I think many people would, but the second is if you think that. People are so
vulnerable and so pliable that they hear a speech or two and they’re going to go. You
know, full. Genocide or fully genocidal on you. Then what does that say about your
view of humans in general and to me we can talk about this later or not. If you think
you can’t even live with. Human beings without protecting them. Sort of dangerous
ideas that will make them instantly flip into being monsters. Why would you want
any kind of mass society? Doesn’t that mean that you have such pessimism about the
people around you that you think that they could become dangerous to you almost
immediately and?

Speaker 1: Well, this where this where this position becomes a liberal position
almost immediately, because it never the this conversation never leads in that direction
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against mass society. It in fact leads in the direction that mass society will protect us
as long as we do XYZ.

Speaker 2: Yeah, although I mean it depends on your definition of liberal. I mean
the classical liberal position would be for free speech, right? I mean someone like. Noam
Chomsky would say yes, of course you have to let the Nazis speak. He’s still saying
that, and he wants to defend a certain type of enlightenment society. Where, yes, you
protect free and open exchange of ideas, but I think. Many of our Antifa type friends,
they’re anti liberal in the classical sense, and they’re for some kind of authoritarian
pseudo anarchism where you just beat the **** out of people that you don’t like and
somehow at some point you win right? You just you. Fight evil until you win and
somehow you don’t transform into an authoritarian mess in the process.

Speaker 1: I, I think that. The common use of liberal and. The tradition of the
traditional. Thing are not very far apart. I do think it’s worth reflecting on the moment
of like again, many anti pop people are crowing. About the defeat of Milo, a single
individual.

Speaker 2: I mean Milo, like. Honestly, he is not far removed at all in his actual
views from just the sort of establishment Conservative Inc type of guy. I mean he. All
he did all he did was sort of. You know Ben Shapiro type talking points mixed in with
some vulgarity and like I'm like super flaming gay and I just like the idea that he was
some kind of. Some sort of yeah is ridiculous. Like there’s nothing about him. That is
the least that NazIn any of his actual policy positions.

Speaker 1: I guess though what I'm trying to get at. Isn’t sort of the.

Speaker 3: The spectacle of all.

Speaker 1: Of this, because it’s true that Antifa sort of like everyone else in the
mainstream ***FFFHEEX reality consensus reality. They’re all playing the same game.
They’re playing for cameras. They’re not playing for content that there’s no content
here, but that said, we, as in the critical anarchist position, still lost in this in this
moment. And how could we have? How could that have happened differently?

Speaker 2: Well, OK, you mean we lost in the sense that.

Speaker 1: Anarchists and anti farm more broadly have not demonstrated them-
selves to be critical engaged. Counter cultural phenomena.

Speaker 2: Or, I'm a little bit alarmed because it sounds like you're trying to
present yourself as a paragon of reason and. No. I agree with. You I agree with you
and I. I mean this. One of the. This one of the issues that makes me have these really
stupid conversations with my partner where I go and say to her, I just don’t know if I
can call myself anarchist anymore because of what’s happening and she goes, oh, give
it a rest like you’re anarchist but.

Unknown Speaker: Sure, sure.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I don’t know what to do. About that except essentially say. That
anarchists need to be for freedom of speech against the idea that you that it’s wonderful
and cool to use physical coercion to stop ideas that you don’t like, because actually
that’s the fast track to some species of authoritarian leftism. And if you. You disagree
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with that. You have to come up with a better argument than just but what about the
Nazis? But what about the Nazis, right? But what about the Nazis? There’s a, a Nazi
under every manhole and hiding under every bed in spite of the fact that these people
have no institutional power. They are reviled by every major center of power, Academia,
Hollywood, the state. They're deep platformed constantly on YouTube, they’'re deep
platformed constantly on Twitter, they’re. The Rolling Stones said yes, it’s great and
wonderful if you punch a Nazi and the New York Times is saying yes, we need to shut
down the speech of these evil people, right? They are hated by every center of power
and the idea that somehow they’re moments away from taking over is ridiculous.

Speaker 1: It reminds me of. I think it was one of Adam Curtis’s documentaries
where he talks about when Reagan era Star Wars.

Speaker 3: Programs were coming into into.

Speaker 1: The technological possibility part of the conversation was like the reason
why we have to do this, is because the Soviet Union’s power is so great that they don’t
even have to test it.

Speaker 2: Anymore, right right? Yes yeah, yeah.

Unknown Speaker: It’s like.

Speaker 2: Well, It’s like. It’s also like the recent Hillary Clinton thing where she
was saying Tulsi Gabbard was an agent of the Kremlin, and when there was pushback
against this the chattering classes who are loyal to the Clinton Democrat power Nexus
say. Oh well, . You don’t actually have to be in communication with Russia to be a
Russian agent. Actually, don’t even. You don’t even have to. Know that you are a
Russian, right like.

Speaker 3: So you could. You don’t, you don’t.

Speaker 2: Have to actually even believe in fascism or white supremacy to be a
Nazi. You know, if you’re just doing things that are useful to them, like criticizing
Antifa, that makes you a Nazi.

Speaker 1: 11 just I want to end this. Sort of thing that we’re talking about right
now by saying that. I desperately wish that anarchism were an open that anarchists
were an open conversation with each other about this. But the. Craziest thing that
seems like a conclusion. To take from. The last couple of years has been that. Stupid
mainstream attitudes about how it is that you engage with people you disagree with
seem to have infected the anarchist space and it’s wildly disappointing and. And yeah,
and it, it’s sort of like this a moment to just really take pause in this, and perhaps to
speak more by way of the essay or whatever. The **** to how it is that this happened
and how it is that. Yeah, that. How it is that this happened I just?

Speaker 3: Had a pretty.

Speaker 1: Serious conflict with somebody that’s I guess, luckily private. But where
the punchline to it was that I'm a terrible person, blah blah blah. And the reason I'm
a terrible person is because I provided an environment where these conversations can
happen publicly that they basically claimed that several of their friends. I had to go
into hiding because they were public conversations about criminal activity that they
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were involved in, which of course. I think is sort of well. I don’t want. To be accused of
being against criminal activity. Quite the opposite, but the idea being that by having
open conversations in an open platform to have these conversations that basically I
put individual people in jeopardy and our whole little anarchist. Base in. In the crisis.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I might be suffering from some kind of cognitive block. I don’t
even quite understand what the what you allegedly did wrong, so just the mere fact
that you.

Speaker 1: Anarchist news.

Speaker 2: Right, OK, so the mere fact that you.

Speaker 1: 15 years of anarchist news, yeah.

Speaker 2: OK, the mere fact that you. Host this platform where. People using
the platform who are not. You could say things that endangered, hypothetically en-
dangered, others. Merely providing that space you did something bad.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean they’re the more specific accusation would be that. That
like that ID solved all the problems.

Speaker 2: By I'm sorry.

Speaker 1: By there being no comments.

Unknown Speaker: OK, that’s what I thought, yeah.

Speaker 1: In other words, all content on IG D has been vetted by some collective
body that has confirmed that’s appropriate to be shared publicly and there’s no, there’s
no off topic conversation happening.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, that’s. Yeah, I mean this this the same kind. Of it’s actually.
It’s kind of a similar ethical framework to the free speech thing, by allowing a space
right that where something might happen that I don’t like, merely you providing that
space you're therefore countenancing evil doing. So, but it is.

Speaker 1: Worth mentioning that this does exist in the context. In other words,
like anarchists and anarchists in the United States in particular, have particular cul-
tural constructs and. May or may. Not challenge them, but this might be a great time
for you to talk about the fact that you saw crime, think recently and crime. Think of
course does live in a different cultural and contextual space than we do.

Speaker 2: Yeah, nice semi coercive segue.

Unknown Speaker: It was on our track list.

Speaker 1: Thank you very.

Speaker 2: Much, I guess it’s. It sort of dovetails with free speech issue, and then
I guess it can go. It can take us eventually to. What would we? What would we? Like
to see in 20207 So yeah, this was. Oh geez, this was probably. I think it was this past
May. It was around the beginning of it was around springtime this past year and they
came doing a. For their book from Democracy to freedom.

Speaker 1: Oh wow Ken.

Speaker 2: And there were two of the representatives there. Their talk was, was
fine talking about. You know the idea of democracy, either on a large scale or. On
a small scale, in terms of decision making in. Activist groups and that kind of thing
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and how democracy can be. Certain forms of authoritarianism, a foothold, which I'm
totally fine with. I mean, I. Don’t think that democracy, either direct or representative,
has much of anything to do with anarchism, and so that was all kind of fine and dandy,
but. You know one thing that’s kept happening in the conversation was they both of
them repeatedly referred to. You know the far right this the far right that the far right
is doing this and I. Right, right and. I think we’ve talked about this on this show before,
and I know I’'ve talked about it on the. Other projects have done this idea of what I
call world domination anarchism, where the implicit premise never stated almost never
stated behind. This way of thinking and talking and acting out anarchism is that some
point we’re going to win. And we are essentially going to. Create this new world society
where? Apparently everyone is anarchist. Everyone is super woke and we have created
this kind of universal culture where everyone’s going to think the same way and have
similar life ways. You know, maybe we're all going to be queer, some all this. Kind
of this weird way of looking at things that what freedom looks like is I replace all
ideas and life ways with mine and then we live happily ever after. And so I during
the Q&A did some sort of pushback where. I said You know, I ask questions. That
essentially communicated what I just said in a nicer, more respectful way of do you
really think that’s? Like does anarchism look like a new world society to you or does
it instead look like radical decentralization, which is what I would like and also what I
think is the only real, sane way to imagine a world that I would like to see and. And I
got a response from one of the speakers there. The other one was notably quiet. And
this person said essentially, what? What anarchism, what the triumph of anarchism
would look like to them would be this kind of. Federations within federations within
federations, all the way up to a world society. Although this person didn’t use the term
world society, and I again sort of pushed back saying I. I don’t see that as practical
for a number of reasons, but I also think you keep talking about the far right, the
far right and. Relative to what? Imagine your point of view. Is the far right. By the
definitions that I'm imagining. You have would be billions of people and what is it
that you’re going to do with all of these people? If, let’s say we had were an incredible
explosion of worldwide insurrections. And states started crumbling the world over.
These people with ideas and lifeways different from you are going to want to form
communities different from yours, and if you push against them, they are going to
push back and that will lead to escalating aggression until we reach the point of what
are you going to do are. You going to take all these people line them? Up and shoot
them. Are you going to send them to reeducation camps until they get super woke and
agree that biological sex doesn’t exist and everyone should celebrate. Diversity and
inclusiveness. Are you going to? Like what level of force are you willing to inflict on
these people and why? And where does it lead? Or are you instead going to accept a
radically decentralized world where we don’t live under a horrible leviathan States and
we instead? Live in small autonomous communities where people have significantly
different values, different life ways and agree to mutual non interference pacts. Mutual
defense pacts having as friendly relations as you can. In spite of disagreement allowing
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for, as much as possible free movement of people so that they can find the communities
that they would. And if that means that all the white nationalists get together in
racially homogeneous communities or whatever like I'm fine with that. And so I said
this and. Four people in there were probably 1520 people at this gathering who would
come to see them speak. Four people reacted so viscerally it was if Satan himself had
manifested. In the room. And one of them immediately responded, saying. In a in a
shaking, literally shaking voice,, I just have such a problem with what you said that
I don’t know where to start. I mean would I want to shoot all these people I mean. I
hope it wouldn’t come to that, but I. Just think this astonishing, I mean.

Unknown Speaker: You.

Speaker 2: Are you're such a? Jacobin that you’re already ready to. Talk about
mass executions and I just.

Unknown Speaker: I.

Speaker 2: Anyway, I have other things to say about this, but I talked for a bit so
you. Should give me some feedback.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean I don’t think. Part of the problem with any of these
conversations, especially in a room of strangers, is.

Speaker 2: Yes, and they. These were except for the two friends I went with. I
didn’t know any of these. People like.

Speaker 1: Ultimately, a lot of people would like to see their click win yes, and if
we want to talk like just as I mean, I want to, I’ll just say what I feel about the. Little
black cart. Situation as bluntly as possible in this context, because to some extent,
many people. Who are allied or who share the point of view that you’re referring to
about it? My click lost and that’s the click of critical post left. Nihilistic anarchists
are not good at making friends and at doing the thing and at doing the thing that it
takes to sort of like stay cool in that room because that person. If they knew some of
your work, if they knew things about you, they very well might like you quite a bit.
You know. Might even be like a big fan. Or something but.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I think that is.

Speaker 1: Possible, but in fact to the extent to which like and again well and to
the but to the extent to which you’re. Referring to the fact that like. Click Victory is
not actually a great a great way for anarchists to think about their about their work
and. And it’s definitely not how the world works, broadly stated. Like there’s some,
there’s some problems ahead and those.

Speaker 3: Problems do have to do.

Speaker 1: With some of these types of questions I hate to sort of. Like being an.
Old mand talk about history, but . 1012 years ago there was this very explicit visceral
critique of crime. Think that involved throwing people’s backpacks out the window and
eventually involved crime thing, sort of like kicking out the traveler kids. That was
essentially a critique that boiled down to your group is a white group that pretends
to be bigger and but pretends to be broader and you’re really not and the way that
crime think addressed it was by taking it totally, seriously and totally missing the
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point. Meaning that they essentially became a radical journalism project. They wrote
like crazy on this topic. They wrung their hands viscerally like in such a way that we
could hear it on the other on the other coast, and. And basically lamented the fact
that they were that the that the criticism was true, even if it was sort of bucked up
and inappropriate and all the rest and didn’t change a thing about why the criticism
was true because what they what they sort of succeeded at was sort of to say. This
the definition of the click. This what inside and outside that click looks like and we’re
going to do something that’s more that. That absolutely addresses the shallowness the
shallow part of the critique and doesn’t address at all the. Fact that like. You totally
yes, what you say is true. We are these people. We only have the capacity to do this.
Which, like they didn’t quote UN quote, become different people and I don’t blame
them for this. I blame the way in which people think that a good criticism means. Like
that you. Like lose your mind or like .

Speaker 3: You totally changed.

Speaker 1: Your actions, like I think it’s totally fine for crime thing to say like,
we’re countercultural. We’re sort of like we’'re wrestling with the issues of race in the
exact same way that other American non radical groups are are are dealing with the
same types of issues. And we’d like to throw this open. And to A to a thing that
a broader set of people can get involved in talking about rather than just our set of
people talking about. Anyways, I think about that a lot when. I when I sort of. See like
crime thing does amazing journalistic type work and I don’t. Feel like those. People get
nearly enough credit for the for the work that they do because. It all ends up getting
cold crime thing.

Speaker 2: MHMM MHM Yeah, and so. The outcome of the meeting that I de-
scribed was that we had a tense back and forth for a bit in the Q and I a friend of mine
who was there brought up Bolo’bolo which actually I didn’t mention to you earlier. I
have finally. Read Bolo’bolo.

Speaker 1: Oh, good.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and I thought it was very well done and I agreed with most of it
and this friend of mine said, look. Basically what Bellamy is talking about is. Is is this
kind of model and I agree with him, that’s it’s the one of the few. Big picture, strategic,
practical sorts of things that could be done at this point and. It’s kept escalating to
the point that’s one of the people in attendance. What, not someone with crime thing
but one of the people in the. In spite of the fact that I was just calmly responding to
this person, I seriously thought he was going to deck. Me before I got, yeah. And it’s
and. And It’s one of these sort of depressing things about when you walk through the
world as a paragon of reason and. Virtue, and you’re just. Sorry, you're just constantly.
Finding you can’t actually have a human conversation. It. It’s sad to me that I feel
like when I talk to some sort of normal person in a bar I can have. In many ways, a
more sane political conversation than at a crime. Think event when the mere fact that
I say hey, people. Live and do and think in ways that you really don’t like. Are going
to be here whether you like it or not, and it’s better if you find a way that you can
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strategically get rid of the worse things about our world. Like insane state violence
and mass incarceration and. Runaway industrialism destroying the planet. And if you
could sort of. Agree about the biggest things. You don’t like about the world and then
agree to sort of. Separate as much as possible and you have to live with just knowing
that there are people on the planet that are doing things that you don’t like and the
response from a so-called anarchist. They would never put it this way, but the response
really what it means from a so-called anarchist person is. Actually, I can just destroy
all of those people. Yeah, that’s. I mean yes, that’s a non starter.

Speaker 1: I think you I. You’re being hysterical in how you’re framing it, but .
But of course what you’re saying is true, which is that we never have conversations
about what. What framing do we choose together instead? The position tends to be
we know what’s right.

Speaker 2: We know it’s right and we can force it upon others, and if they don’t
like it then we’re going to use escalating levels of violence against them until they just,
put up with it or die.

Speaker 1: Well, but that’s the truth of the matter, which is that we are talking
about. Like this. Why revolutionary movements in my opinion. Are suppressed so easily
is that. Most of the time, the order of operations has more to do with deciding how
much violence 11 can control and wants to start implementing, and that’s when you
get caught.

Speaker 2: Right? But it I you're saying I’'m being hysterical in the way I'm framing
it. You know, obviously I'm. Having a bit of fun and everything but. When people. Get
this upset that they don’t even want to have a conversation with you about it or that
they, feel that you’re some sort of demon by even bringing it up. When they do that
in the context of the fact that leftist revolutionary movements have a bad record when
it comes to mass killing mass execution, brutality toward people who don’t want to go
along with the social revolution, it just makes. Me think . You are the type of person
that if the situation in the United States were to change. And some sort of. Left wing
revolutionary movement. Where to ? Somehow take hold in the United. States you
would. Be OK, it seems. With the next round of mass killings and or at the very least
you aren’t acting in a way that demonstrates to me that you necessarily wouldn’t.
You know, maybe when the **** really hit the. Fan you think? Oh **** T'm totally
not OK with this. I don’t want to act like, I could see into the souls of these people,
obviously. But the way that they’re talking, at least is. Yeah so and. It makes me. It
makes me. Sad about the subculture and that’s why my. My next projects that I want
to do I. Am going to. Really be trying to reach out of the subculture and sort of put
my money where my mouth is. And say, OK, you. Know tell me you're saying that
you're? You're fine with having a dialogue and agreement with these sort of various
types of malcontents that you might have disagreements with, so I'm going to actually
try to do that. And I think it’s an interesting time. For it, because we do have on the
global scale. These signs of discontent with the sort of reigning. You know globalist
sort, of power elite. There’s discontent coming from all sorts of different corners. And
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so I think it’s a good time actually for this sort of pan secessionist Bolo’bolo type of
idea to maybe find fertile ground. You know we see everything from. You know various
nationalist movements in Europe you have. In the United States, this kind of tension
over. Gun rights issues happening in Virginiand other places in the US. You have you
I. Guess it feels like there’s a lot of. Discontent coming from different places, and that
those places might be open to a kind of. Idea of, well, what about decentralization?
What about reducing the reach and power of giant states? What about more local or
regional autonomy? And I think there’s a lot of that in the air right now.

Speaker 1: Well, OK.

Unknown Speaker: I mean this.

Speaker 3: Is a great.

Speaker 1: Transition sort of what I wanted to close this conversation with is what
do we want to do and talk about in 2020. So obviously you’re leaving that with some
language. And you're definitely, you're crafting some language that is inoffensive to
a couple of audiences that you obviously are targeting. I'm curious and ultimately I
think that you need your own word. I mean to some extent the good thing about the
magazine is that it sort of had its own heft, and I really think that you probably want
a word that. Can be used. In a similar way to the way. In which the word rewelding is
used. It is more of a sort of sociological. Aspect to it or something.

Speaker 2: Right, OK, so there was some implicit criticism there. And then there
was. There was some explicit criticism there. My point just to clarify, was I7 I think that
the. Encroachment of increasingly global governance. The encroachment of increasing
cultural homogenization and the ecological pressures of technology. Together will act to
make more and more people who whatever they think however much I might. Disagree
with them. They won’t like what’s happening. They won’t like being forced into a
global society, and so I think that there’s a ripeness. In this moment for. Promulgating
the idea of radical decentralization to whomever will listen so that maybe clarifies what
I was talking about in a roundabout way, as I was freewheeling in the last section there,
and I think the I think the word is hand secessionism I know it’s a. It’s a technical
term. I know, but so is it uncharismatic is that the problem?

Speaker 1: In my response to you, I was. I was basically going to say that what
you’re missing. In all of that. Verbiage is essentially a post situationist analysis. Mean-
ing that the way in which we have become a spectacular rized has to be part of anything.
That you're talking about, but obviously.

Speaker 3: Yeah, yeah, sure.

Speaker 1: But obviously doesn’t have. An audience in the same way that you're
using it. That said, the left very much thinks that there’s a global uprising happening
right now, and amongst the kind of leftists that talk about it the most are people who
also refer to themselves. As a type of secessionist and I'm referring to the group that
calls itself ARM and that uses race trader type language. Anyway, it’s the point is
that. That perspective is starting to build its own infrastructure within the radical left
in space.

25



Speaker 2: That’s fine, though.

Speaker 1: I'm I'm let me just.

Speaker 2: They can be included. In the umbrella.

Speaker 1: Finish my point, which is that their website is like a MW worldwide or
something like that and they and the reason that I mentioned them in that perspective
is like.

Speaker 3: Your like the language you're.

Speaker 1: Using sounds to me like a secular right wing language, so it’s like not,
not right. Wing doesn’t call itself right wing, but talks about the sensibilities of the
right like TE. You referred to being anti state and you didn’t refer to capitalism. And
the sort of complication, which is of course also the situation as point I made earlier.
I guess again what I'm what I'm referring to. The word that you’re. That’s missing
it. What I'm referring. To about it is the fact that. Like you also want. To articulate
your perspective as a practical perspective. Yes, rather like and that’s why I mentioned
rewilding rather than other things, because rewilding ultimately, if reloading doesn’t
involve some talk about like how you put some sticks together and make a nuclear
missile, then it’s. It’s not, it’s It’s ultimately a practical. Philosophical perspective
and you, of all people, know that your. Philosophical perspective is going to dominate
unless you're really conscious about.

Speaker 2: Something else, yeah sure. OK, I like that I'm getting critical feedback,
so I didn’t say anti capitalist because capitalism, has at least three definitions, maybe
even more. If people want to secede from the dominant society and. Have some sort
of market. Society, I'm totally fine with that. Is, I mean the point with as I'm on this.
Yeah, so the point with this sort of pensionist umbrella idea is that I want to include
as many people as possible, including these people that you briefly described who are
talking about secession. I think that’s. You know, that’s great.

Speaker 1: From a rights perspective, yeah.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s great. Great and I'm actually talking to. I’ve been hanging
out with them. People who did the inhabits.

Speaker 1: Oh, really.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and I've been talking to them about it and saying, let’s let having
basically having this the same sorts of conversations that I was trying to have at the
crime thing thing. Except these people are reasonable and don’t act like they want to
assault me because they say something that they disagree with. So it’s.

Speaker 1: Their audience might.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s fine, but I. Mean if people are, consider. Anti state com-
munist type people and they want to secede to try to create the socialist utopia. Great
go for it great we just have to agree that the common. There are certain common
enemies that are going to stop anyone from doing self organized organic communities,
and we should recognize those sorts of common enemies and that is. I think. At the
moment the most fertile way of looking at things that I see. The common enemies are
the are the, the large scale global industrial system, the major state or sort of deep
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state or global state. Sort of powers. They are the sort of this like corporate cultural
homogenization that is. Is going to. Extinguish any kind of organic lifeway because
you just, the more you can wipe out anything non consumerist, the more consumerism
can go like this. These are the problems the mass media.

Speaker 1: I share my criticism not because I'm trying to suppress your thing. But
is really to help your thing be more successful.

Speaker 2:, no, I understand that.

Speaker 1: And well, sometimes people don’t,, and so you hope to do this by way
of like.

Speaker 2: It’s going to be an online thing.

Speaker 1: An online thing, yeah?

Speaker 2: It’s going to be an online thing I'm going. Back to. The Internet.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I've heard good things about it. So this that.

Speaker 2: There’s a lot of stuff on.

Speaker 3: That Internet

Speaker 1: So In fact totally disagree with this as a project for 2020 because I
basically don’t think anybody is powerful enough. To Outshout electoral politics, and
I think that 2020 is basically a wasted year and that this a year to recharge your
batteries and to and to really think about.

Speaker 2: Ohh I see sure yeah.

Speaker 1: Let’s say whatever it is that you're doing so that come 2021 you’re
ready to launch, you're ready to do your thing because. I'm serious.

Speaker 2: That is a good criticism that.

Speaker 1: 2020 is awash and yeah, yeah.

Speaker 2: No, that’s a good point. I should talk to my. The primary person. I'm
doing this with about that yeah, it’s going to be. It’s going to be so ridiculous it. I
mean it already is. I don’t know if you’ve been.

Speaker 1: It already is.

Speaker 2: Paying attention, yeah.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I really like comedy and I really desperately want late night
comedians to entertain me with things I call laughter and they’re just not doing it at
all anymore because they can’t stop talking about this ******* gtupid sideshow.

Speaker 2: Yeah. Well. I mean we have. To defeat evil in 2020, right that’s.

Speaker 1: Yes, yes indeed yeah.

Speaker 2: OK. So OK, do you? So you’ve said what you think cannot happen in
2020. Do you want to talk about what you would like to see in 207 20 or what?

Speaker 1: Well, in terms of my own projects, I mean I'm feeling like I have been
like if my click is lost, what does that mean for me? And so that’s very much my
thought for 2020 is. To really retreat. And to think and write, and to and to start.
Planning for some future projects. I feel like I'm not enough people to sort of outshout
the idiot voices of the anarchist. Anarchists and activists left and, and I'm feeling tired
of being the punching bag.
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Speaker 2: Sure, sure, yeah. I mean so. We kind of. We sort of already talked
about the free speech thing. I don’t know if you want to resurrect that to talk about
it. In the.

Speaker 1: I'm to you. Asking, but I guess I just I don’t have a lot of energy
meaning like I don’t have much to say like the click will call it the. Anarchist activist
click has shut my publishing project. Little Black heart out of another event. Just
having a.

Unknown Speaker: Couple weeks

Speaker 1: Let’s go all of the art like the Queen quote reasons to which I. Got which
was very. Little were total weaksauce right? They were something about akassand
something about the fact that like we make cheap.

Speaker 2: It’s actually very. It’s actually very similar to the accusations against
Socrates, right? You were accused of corrupting the youth.

Speaker 1: Exactly and like. The amount of energy I have to summon to pretend
like I care. So much about a toss of the like the idea that I corrupt the youth is it?
That’s wonderful. That’s ecstatic, no publisher. Would want more.

Speaker 3: But we’re not really.

Speaker 1: Talking about that like we're talking, we're talking about something
else entirely. That isn’t about me or us, or anything that we’ve done and so the idea
that I have to throw myself in front of a bullet. I didn’t fire. You know, I.

Speaker 2: Just it’s really become this albatross that you. Never really asked for.
I mean, at no point in spite of what some people. Continue to claim to the contrary,
neither you nor I ever said, Oh yeah, eco extremism. That’s totally. What we’re for?
That’s totally, what we would like to see. We never, never once said that, and I've,
challenged our critics. Find me one quote from either us where we ever said that and
no one has. The silliest criticism we ever got from a now defunct podcast was in the
within the space of 10 minutes. They first claimed that we said we had problems with
their actions. But their theory is super great. And then a few minutes later, the person
claimed that we said there are problems with their theory, but at least they’re doing
something clearly. You know, if both those things cannot be true, and in fact neither
of them are. And it’s unfortunate that I don’t know like is this just sort of a human
nature issue that. Something like this. That the subculture is so incapable of go.

Unknown Speaker: Well other.

Speaker 1: Ahead, I mean the other part of this that for many people this nothing
to do about Atassa. Atassa was just a way it was a vector to use to basically attack
me in a non critical way. IE without. Yeah, it was a way to sort of say **** Aragorn.
I've disliked him for years. Here’s a mechanism by which I can get rid. Of him You
know, so it’s like to the extent to which that’s true. It’s about clicks. It’s just about
sort of social being social stuff and I've never took a shine to it in such a way. That
I was going to go to a party. With people who I found boring and who were doing
boring **** for long enough to make to make a human connection with a bunch of
people who I don’t give a **** about. And that’s this, is the hard part. It’s like.
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Speaker 3: How do you?

Speaker 1: How do you get into it with people who you don’t have a relationship
with and who very much do not want to? Get into it with you.

Speaker 2: Right, so see, This why pan secessionism is the only sleep.

Speaker 1: I don’t even know what that means.

Speaker 3: If we if we.

Speaker 1: I mean I. Hate pants.

Speaker 2: Could all bullow bolo right? If Bolo’bolo pants sessions, them could be
this sort of overarching strategic goal of anarchism then we can just agree to disagree
but. Like all this stuff, it’s like. It’s about like sentimentality. It’s about sort of, like
what is an appropriate. Thing to say and it’s almost like what is an appropriate thing
to say in polite company. How do we? How do we navigate? The intimacies of social
relations. You know all the stuff I feel like, can that can be worked out in your dunbars
number group of people. It’s not. It’s not a broad scale anarchist. Strategic issue,
whether.

Speaker 1: Well, I'm going to take this in a very different direction, which is to
say that I’ve been a super fan of Bolo’bolo for 25 years. I really, really love this book
and I've, I’ve done as much as a single person can do to promote this book as sort
of a thing that we talk about in America. Yes, that said, the first half of that book
I've always said to people avoid don’t look at it. Don’t talk about it because the first
half of the book is exactly the part of the book that you’re talking about right now,
which is that the first half of the book sort of says this how we can get there. And I'm
not saying I’'m right, I’'m saying that it is worthwhile for us to sort of re sit down and
reconsider that first half of the book, perhaps to see what we agree and what we don’t
agree with. About it, because perhaps it is arguing for exactly the thing that you’re
arguing for right now, a pan secessionist movement. I always read it is basically saying
if we keep on working on the counterculture we will make it grow and I’'m not sure
that’s what I would say that it’s trying to say today.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I think the. The procedural strategic questions are certainly up
for debate, and I think they’re going to look. They're going to look different in each
region and locality where they play out, but I think that the overall projection of where
we want to go is basically right, except for there’s some weird stuff at the end where.

Speaker 1: They try to bring bring the market back.

Speaker 2: Well, like it’s like this. Sort of like we could have a like sort of global
governance type agreements through this whole representative system, . I mean, you
want to basically leave each other alone as much as possible and get along as much
as possible to the extent to which you interact. But the idea that we should be. That
the culmination of the anarchist macro political project would look like radical decen-
tralization and autonomy. Separatist autonomy at the smallest level possible. I mean,
ideally even all the way down to the individual. That is the. Goal and it should be
something that. A wide range of people could agree on even if they disagreed about so
many other things. Yes, that’s my stump speech.
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Speaker 1: But the but the point is, is that it. There is a whole program about
how we get from here to there in that book that is worth sort of like maybe even just
writing a criticism of with your own perspective thrown in.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, I agree with you. Yeah right, that is something that I
should do.

Speaker 3: And by the way.

Speaker 1: The end part that you're talking about that I totally agree is nonsense
and ridiculous really comes out of the fact that like first of all there were communist
and anarchist type people in the 80s who are already thinking about the consequences
of computer network. Technology basically long before the Internet that those people
also had a very utopian ideas to how it was going to play out.

Speaker 2: Right?

Speaker 1: And really, what you're seeing in there is that an example of what that
utopianism looks like.

Speaker 2: Yeah, it just.

Unknown Speaker: It seemed.

Speaker 2: It seems like. Three steps forward. 2 Steps back because he makes this
whole push against the idea of a global society and then serves as well. But maybe
we could have like kind of a loosey Goosey global society, but it would be, really non
binding, and so why, like . What why? Just just let it? Be what it is I mean. No one,
no one wants it.

Speaker 1: It’s hard to argue against information.

Speaker 2: What’s that?

Speaker 1: It’s hard to argue against information in. In other words, it’s very easy
to decide the information is neutral.

Speaker 2: Yeah yeah.

Speaker 1: I mean basically it’s the anti William Gillis argument also.

Speaker 2: Yeah, sure sure.

Unknown Speaker: How do you do that?

Speaker 1: Well, I feel like the like we have reached a natural conclusion or at least
an ending.

Speaker 2: Sure, sure.

Speaker 1: So let’s end this for now. Obviously we’ll do this again three months
or so. That would be great. Yeah, it’s always a pleasure, and. Yeah, thank you very
much, thank you.
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Ep. 100 — Revisiting (anarchist)Nihilism
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Episode 100 — Revisiting (anarchist)Nihilism

Ultimately I am not a nihilist but this might be a de jure vs de facto kind of
distinction that people hate hearing people drone...

Transcript

Speaker 1: Welcome to The Boring podcast. If things turn out as I anticipate this
will be episode 100, so an excellent theme comes up. Given that we’re 100 episodes
in, we’ll see how it plays out. I mean, I'm hearing conversation with Nev, who will
describe themselves. Throughout throughout the course of the conversation. Today
we are going to talk. We’re going to. Do a sort of reassessment. Of nilas, for those
of you who know. 1520 years ago. I wrote a series of essays about nihilism. To some
extent. I feel like I coined the term as it was used for a little while anticolonialism.
And then other people demonstrated a different sort of definition and sensibility about
naturalism. Those people are mostly in Europe and then here in the last five years
in the United States, there is a new crew of people who are describing themselves as
novelists. That I basically do not recognize in any way, shape or form. So we’ll talk
about all of these things and we’ll talk about criticisms and not of nihilism. And we’ll
sort of do a. A temperature check. About what it is, what does it mean to be a novelist
in 20207 How’s it going, man?

Speaker 2: It’s going well glad to be here. Nihilism is always kind of one of these
fraught issues. I’'m curious, you just mentioned these sort of three kind of the old school.
Of course, Russian nihilists sort of where where this all sort of starts from and then
sort of the.

Speaker 1: Sure, sure.

Speaker 2: Conspiracy sells of fire. Euro nihilism that was around or still is, I guess
around. But what was the US like? Who would you characterize in that last category?

Speaker 1: Warzone distro?

Speaker 2: OK, and so like how does their? I'm not really familiar with them. How
does their nihilists ethics or how their nihilism different from other nihilism’s?
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Speaker 1: Well, I went to this book fair of people who were describing themselves
as. Green nihilists

Speaker 2: I heard about this yeah. Move it again.

Speaker 1: It was called it called itself the green scare.

Speaker 2: That was.

Speaker 1: It book Fair, which of course is. So it’s there’s. It boggles the mind as
to why they call themselves that. Why would you name yourself after a government
program? Repressing anarchists 15 years ago?

Speaker 2: Good question.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah no. And that and.

Speaker 1: That’s actually the point is that this new wave of nihilists will call
them. And it. Is important to mention that I never really called myself a novelist
exactly like I. I thought it was interesting. I thought it was worth discovering. Worth
sort of exploring. I thought it. It was a valid anarchist perspective. But I was sort
of looking for a conversation like in the same way that insurrectionary anarchists are,
sort of. Often times the first thing that you’ll hear from a new group of insurrectionary,
insurrectionary anarchists will be their manifesto. I was sort of looking for people to
introduce themselves to each other and. To me, by way of that. And that didn’t happen,
at least in the US.

Speaker 2: Context, yeah, it seems a little strange to treat nihilism as just sort
of like any other political sort of identity, something that you can just kind of like
appropriate. Take on for yourself. I am a nihilist. Just like you could be a Social
Democrat or a whenever a fascist or something.

Speaker 1: Right, right exactly exactly.

Speaker 2: Because it is, I think more of a perspective or a kind of a. I sometimes
describe it as like a radical skepticism to any idea that sort of has traditionally has
been given meaning, so yeah. I mean that sort of goes against it being an identity and
more of sort of a perspective that people should like. You said engage in conversations
to try to figure out where we, where this could take us and how we could act from this
perspective.

Speaker 1: And that and. All of that is exactly was my thought. You know in 2003
or whatever. Whenever the **** all this was happening, the. So the take away? That
I got from these. These quote UN quote this new crowd is ultimately like. Intensely
ahistorical. Which is sort of another way of saying,. Kids who don’t know **** Or
kids who like. **** you dad.

Speaker 2: Is this a? Historical kind of coming from like a Pearlman sort of ideabout
history and as it relates to civilization.

Speaker 1: Well, I'm the obvious first example would be the fact that they called
their event. The green scare had a good book fair that it that I mean. That you
couldn’t. Give a better example of like what does a historical look like? This what it
looks like.

Unknown Speaker: I mean, this what it looks.
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Speaker 1: Yeah, like. Like and then. Then the next thing that’s sort of like in
my experience. And in describing this, this group of whatever this youth culture will
say, is that my first experience of the event was. Like I did everything in my table to
have everything in my. Power to make sure that I had a table and that I was going
to be sort of like part of this event that happened. I walked into the. Room about 15
minutes after 10 in the morning, every table had a pile of material on it in the in the
event and no and no one was sitting behind any of the tables.

Speaker 2: What on Earth were they? Just not? What is that? Where were?

Speaker 1: They it, I would say it was not exactly a tightly organized event.

Speaker 2: Oh wow.

Speaker 1: And most of the people who had put stuff on the tables had done. It
like the night before. Or even several days before.

Speaker 2: Oh, so they just left it there and didn’t weren’t there at. All weren’t
doubling at all.

Speaker 1: Yeah, they still they were still sleeping or.

Speaker 2: See yeah, and that to me like the main reasone of the main reasons to
do a book fair is to be able to interface directly with these people that. You otherwise
have to. You know, usually sort of see through the Internet or through some other kind
of mediation. So I mean. Well, this was a this was.

Speaker 1: Actually, on this level I'll give them, give them a compliment, which is
that this event in fact was not really an open public book fair.

Speaker 2: OK.

Speaker 1: It was intended for a set of friends. Who more or less already knew
each other and those friends would mostly be described by outsiders as Eagles? And it
was basically like a party for their friends, the Eagles but the. But what was strange
for me was like I did so much to make sure that we had a table. There were actually
even three different groups. Who who had. Committed to going to the event. Who
then couldn’t go to the event. So I talked to all three of. Those events all. Three of
those different tables, and was like it. Well, do you mind if I. Take your table instead,
sure. And of course, but I did all this outside of the power of the organizer. The of the
book Fair, so the organizer, the book Fair both. Was totally did not control the event.
Did not sort of announce things to the audience like workshops or anything like that.
As a matter of fact, I believe there were no workshops at the event but in but after the
kK talking that happened after the event happened, they were like. No, we organize
we self organized workshops and just in such a way that no one in the center room
knew. That they were happening. Or that you meeting me? Didn’t know they were.

Speaker 2: Happy you were part of the privileged group that was invited to.

Speaker 1: Exactly, yeah wow. And then. The next sort of strain. So anyways I
have no table, they’re all like you're not even supposed to be here. Sort of attitude
and so eventually I set myself up at these couches on the side of the room and set set
up, essentially what’s like our books. And then. The main like the first. Set of Googles
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that were there. Did not talk to me at all. They just walked by the table videotaping
it.

Speaker 2: For Twitter, for Twitter. Googles on Twitter. I follow many of them
and.

Speaker 1: It’s super strange, yeah? Anyways, I won’t go. Through all the nitty
gritty, suffice it to say, by the time I left the event, they had claimed to pepper spray
my tent. They had claimed to, or they in fact stuffed my gas tank with debris and then.
And then made it very clear they wanted essentially nothing to do with our project.

Unknown Speaker: Oh my God.

Speaker 1: And none of them came to me to ask me questions or sort of even
engaged with.

Speaker 2: Me was wondering like what was their? Did they give you? Any like?
Was it because of like Atassa or? Was it yeah?

Speaker 1: Like it was a yeah they stole a pile of tosses and burned them and
again that was shared on Twitter.

Speaker 2: Ohh specifically Atassa. Well, I guess you could look at eco extremism
as yeah, another kind of strain of nihilism. But I kind of I guess I kind of see what
you're saying. This a. I mean, I don’t know really how to characterize it from the way
you’re describing it, but it sounds sort of like. A nihilism that’s kind of. I don’t know
divorced from any sort of like philosophical understanding of the term, and it’s more
just sort of this lived kind of like. I don’t give a **** kind of attitude which right
can look different ways. Some people that could be really hostile and for other people.
Maybe that’s like just sort. Of the vibetween them and their friends or whatever. But
yeah, I can see what you mean.

Speaker 1: And again, like. It would be something else entirely. If this were like a
punk rock, or like a kind of nihilism. But the fact that they engage with the task. And
the way that they did. Makes it really sort of again a historical like. They basically
align themselves with the moralist faction within the anarchist space are calling that
nihilism and using it against LBC.

Speaker 2: So would you then say historical?

Speaker 1: Would you store?

Speaker 2: Would you say then the history in some sense? Has some sort of meaning
or some sort of value for a? I mean, obviously we want to reject it and it’s sort of the
way it sort of reifies our experience is the way that one person or one group gets to
write history, usually to the detriment of the. The poor, the indigenous peoples. All
the people that are are the target. Of it, but. I don’t know like how would you say
history in this. In that sense is like has some value for anarchists or for. Nihilists well.

Speaker 1: I guess. You know the best way to make an. Argument against history
requires. An awful lot have an awful lot of knowledge about history, and that’s one of
the one of the problems with sort of nihilistic. Like world views is that is that to do
them well you more or less need to be couched in some sort. Of context, right?
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Speaker 2: You have to understand the things that you’re critiquing and then
ultimately rejecting, yeah.

Speaker 1: And so I would. I would love to say that like. That is, alism is something
that I'm sort of like envious of. Or like. But I very much feel like I'm. On the outside,
and it’s. More of a generational sounds like. A thing than it is anything else. It’s it
really is.

Speaker 2: you, or even just like a clique kind of thing like a group of friends
that you and I don’t. Belong to so that’s yeah.

Speaker 1: Exactly exactly and so and so with. That said, it. Is worth reflecting
on the fact that perhaps this the generation that. Sort of learned these lessons, or as
are practicing these lessons and on that level I just don’t recognize them at all.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean I guess. If I wasn’t sort of already kind of implicitly
interested in history and in the things that I would sure be. Willing to. Admit have
a lot of ways that they’re used that are oppressive and that serve authority, but I
can. I can see, going through. Especially the US public education system and kind of
coming out with this sort of almost antIntellectual. It sounds like attitude that you're
describing. And which, yeah, I mean, I'm all for like again, critiquing intellectualism.
As a form of. Specialization and the roles and the Academy that implies but. I also love.
Exercising my intellect and using it on these things that kind of. Have a dual. Dual
meaning. So yeah, I don’t know. I I kind of would be torn as to. Whether . History or
something like that is, totally meaningless. If we’re going to look at it from a nihilist
perspective, but I guess it with that is kind of how things most things are with nihilism.
It’s not so much about rejecting these ideas or these. Thought formations or whatever
we want to call these things entirely, but more about. Like identifying the parts of them
that are useful to me as an enemy of society, authority, whatever. And not allowing
myself to be Co opted by the other elements about how they’re used to serve authority
in the state, whatever else, so.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean this of course so the initial set of essays that I wrote.
Which are packaged in this pamphlet called Anarchy Now as I'm in the 21st century.
In that piece, sort of. The biggest article, which was incredibly difficult to write and
mostly plagiarized of course, was sort of how to reconcile a sense of what nihilism
means today, with what nihilism meant for the 19th century Russians. And it’s worth
reflecting on the fact that, like. Ultimately, the people who did not self describe but
were described by mediat the time, as well as the people who essentially assassinated
the tsar. Those people I don’t have a lot in common with them. The severity of them,
the severity of how? They were trying. To live out their ideas and the severity of like
putting ideas into practice that were utterly hostile to the society. I definitely have a
lot. I mean, I share an awful lot. That, but ultimately, and really you read this the
most clearly in the book. Fathers and sons. Is this idea of like how do you do science?
Like if science is being clear to the fact that physical reality is not the ideology, that
it’s that we’re told it is. That to me was very striking about the original nose. Because
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of course, we wouldn’t use the word science. We would use the word antldeology or.
Or how do you be clear minded about about these? Things, yeah so.

Speaker 2: For them it was they were still kind of more kind of caught up in the
Enlightenment. You're saying they were still very much like kind of seeing rationalism
and scientism as a sort of revolt against the sort of, yeah, exactly.

Speaker 1: The mysticism of centralized religions. And so, like. They use the word
science so obviously we can’t accept what it is that they’re saying because they were
positing it against the mystification. But ultimately they were trying to do though the
early steps of this sort of thing that we're doing when we’re. Talking about ideology.
So on that. Level like I think it’s they’re well within the Canon. We should very much
be taking them seriously. Just, don’t use the word. But with that said, I'm not sure
if the quote UN quote. Natural sciences. Are the way in which any of us are going to
solve like what we call human problems? Sure, like the way that a frog is composed
doesn’t have a lot to do with the way that a. Society is composed well.

Speaker 2: And I yeah, I mean like probably the best text, that kind. Of speaks
to. That for what it means today would probably be desert. I would think as to. Sort
of like. Cause for me, science is maybe the main way that it sort of pervades us. Our
society is through technology and so that text that I'm wondering was that a text that
you had? You had seen sort of circulated in this kind of nihilist. American group that
you were talking about. Or have they? Are they kind of like engaging? With that text
at all. Or not at all, OK?

Speaker 1: 1 don’t see them. Engage with texts at all.

Speaker 2: With any with any tax OK?

Speaker 1: OK, I mean again, Twitter. No it no, it’s important.

Speaker 2: Enough said really, yeah.

Speaker 1: When we talk about technology and how is the technology infects? Sort
of the conversation. It’s worth just sitting and resting in. The fact that, like Those who
use Twitter. Are really limited by the by the. The format by the context of it. The just
as to stay in the 19th. Century a little bit. I think that. To refer to ourselves as nihilists
. Again we have to we have to live with the fact that those people themselves at that
time called themselves like socialists. Sure, they did not call themselves nationalists.

Speaker 2: That was still a legitimately radical. Term at the time. You know
communism hadn’t even really come into into being as a distinction from socialism
yet, so yeah.

Speaker 1: Exact yes, correct? Yeah, and by and large like the reason why they’re
important to sort of reflect on today is all the things that they have in common with the
things that we do today that we. Considered to be part and parcel of being anarchist
or part and parcel being radical. And in fact. We’re part and parcel being a radical. For
them then, to in the 19th century. But that are not sort of the same as like what the
normies do, so by and large these are people who are sharing resources living together
and. Just trying to figure out like a quiet. Little way to live in a world that was very
much attempting to be repressive towards them so. You know it’s so It’s like. We can
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talk about the that history and really it’s a history of like counterculture in the 19th
century. And the fact that there has been a very similar counterculture, now for 100.
And 20 years 1.

Speaker 2: Wonder if you would also characterize. Although they he and the people
that were after him didn’t use the term nihilist. But if Scherner and the individualist
anarchists who took up his ideas after him, would also for you be as part of this
nihilist sort of strain of the 19th century, because for me, definitely like to sterners’s
egoist method is. Essentially nihilism, just with a different kind of name and a different
facade put on in front of it. But and other people have taken up the idea. There’s a
book written in the 19th. I think it’s James Walker’s maxner, the nihilistic egoist, or
something like that, and then the Japanese philosopher Keiji Nishitani, who’s. Written
extensively about nihilism has many long chapter in one of his books about sterners
egoism as nihilism. So I'm wondering if that resonates. For you if. You see those as
kind of distinct?

Speaker 1: Well, I mean they are distinct in the sense that we are talking about
different countries, different mostly poor people who did not have the facilities to be
interacting. With each other at. All so on that level, no connection. On the level of like
what? How were people trying to grapple with late Enlightenment ideas with how do
you reconcile the individual in the society and against the society? I mean, obviously
all of this part part of a package of ideas that. You should understand. But it does.
This where the history part is sort of important. Like every historian has a judgment,
especially on these questions that I just brought up. And by and large, like at the end
of the day, most of them are pro society. They are you. Know more or less sort of
hostile to. To the idea of another culture that is in opposition to the one that we’re
in and so. Finding out the truth and the weakness and the lies and the all of this is a
huge challenge for anyone who'’s just trying to figure ****. Out and so I think that it’s.
It’s this where we’re. Looking it’s based I'm talking. About the genre of ideas that.
Today we would call sort of the individual anarchist cannon or something and. The
difference, I think, is that the nihilists, I feel like they were less individualistic. There’s
the waves like it. It feels like they mostly live together in little communal sort of sort of
setups, how they’re associated with the current is because. They’re associated with the
illegalise current on the level of like trying to assassinate the Tsar. I mean like that is
more or less sort of seen as a bifurcation from the general socialist current that wasn’t
so much into assassinations and sort of like murder and mayhem. And again, like for
me, this a topic totally worth studying. I don’t feel like I have enough knowledge to
be done or complete on this and that. And I do think that there are little bits written
in sort of like broader histories of Russiand all the rest, because like this idea that.
Most overthrowing of any leader in the history of ******* kings and leaders looks like
a palace coup, yeah? So what?

Speaker 2: A military uprising or something?

Speaker 1: Like basically it’s something from the inside, Evo Morales who just got
bounced out of Bolivia.

37



Unknown Speaker: Sure, yeah, great exam.

Speaker 1: Like very clearly palace.

Speaker 2: Coup it’s not like a proletarian uprising.

Speaker 1: It was not, and it. Was not a conspiracy of cells of.

Unknown Speaker: Fire, ?

Speaker 1: Sure, not like it was not. Brilliant people who made **** happen in a
world that the in a world gone mad or something. And so in the. The way the nihilists
are very different. Than what we call what we refer. To as the Russian nihilists are
very different, like in fact they kept on trying until they did.

Speaker 2: It very much.

Speaker 1: Yeah, like that’s crazy. Like that doesn’t, doesn’t map to any. Sort of
reality we’ve. Ever experienced so to me? To the extent to which we’re talking about,
like. What would it look like? Totally transform it or upend this. This world that we
live in, like the fact that the nihilists in fact are a different kind of story. That is very
Russian. Whatever Russian culture, whatever that means. And are not Palace coup
like and they’re not essentially a revolutionary like they’re not like a hunta. They're
not like che and Castro, coming out up down from the mountains like they did their
thing. They all got either murdered. Or like killed? And then the. Culture got cleansed.
You know, like and then 20. Years later, there was a regular style revolution like that’s.
Some pretty crazy ****. And I just, like I don’t feel like I have the talent too. But it’s
like this a way in which we are connecting something to a historical thing. But then.
It’s worth. You know the next part of that has to be that the philosophical concepts
around realism that we’re going to, probably talk about for most of the next half hour,
have nothing to do with any. Because ultimately on some level they were in the in the
Russian.

Speaker 2: That’s true.

Speaker 1: Sorry Soviet communist terminology. They were adventure, adventure
and adventure neering or something like they had no no. The people did not support
them, they did not know how to reach or talk to the people. It ended up that there
was more of a mask group. After them so.

Speaker 2: You're saying is they were all they were all about living an incendiary
life against authority and it had nothing to do with trying to with ideas. I one hand,
or trying to appeal to some populist impulse or something.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I think all that’s fair.

Speaker 1: So I, in the context of talking about why we should use this terminology
today. You know it’s worth mentioning these people that the media the press called
nihilists, but in point of fact, were just socialists. But of a type that we sort of don’t
understand because we’re not really part of Russian. Culture and the way in which
what it is that they did was an expression of that cultural set of values more than
it was of like a. And antisocial, individualistic perspective referring to the rest of
the movement? Of that type. I mean, I mean even like. When you talk. About these
elements that come out of like, let’s say Eastern Europe or sorry East Asia. [ mean, my
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sensibility is that there was more of a philosophical tradition there of like why these
ideas were worth thinking and talking about, and so in that way, like I think the part
that you’re getting at the sort of philosophy of nihilism live more there than it did in.

Speaker 2: Russia yeah very well might have.

Speaker 1: But it’s worth mentioning the fact that the Russians actually killed
some people right right? And this of course brings us to the moralism of this conversa-
tion. Any time we have it in the context of a red or social anarchism. That always talks
about sort of the terrible and pathetic thing about Russian idealism is that it never
meant a mass movement for a better world or a better society. It always meant sort of
like invention. I'm looking for the right word. It’s like a when you as a revolutionary.
Talking about the people. Were who are failing a revolution, but trying really hard
you refer to them as adventure. It’s like adventure, adventure, earning you something
like.

Speaker 2: I think I get it. You're getting out with it. Yeah, take basically that
they’re. They're sitting around having conversations and debating meaningless issues.
You'’re going to take it into your hands to actually do something. About it and to
strike authority in a in a real individual, kind of.

Speaker 1: Way well, yeah, I mean I mean. Part of the point of it is. But oftentimes
it might better to sit around the sit around the table and keep on talking, because
you might ruin the revolutionary spirit, and in fact is, the people are ready, but you
FAAFAE 1t up by killing the jar you.

Speaker 2: Perhaps yes.

Speaker 1: Know yeah, two weeks before. The masters.

Speaker 2: Were ready here right? But sounds like you’re almost. Gesturing to like
a sort of like a practical tradition of nihilism, if we could call it that with the Russian
nihilists. And maybe we could. Sort of extend that into like people like novatore or
degiovanni or people like that and then sort of a philosophical side where we could
look at. Nietzsche Stirner through Nietzsche through Heidegger and kind of up until
the day and sort of like I, I’'m not too sure about like the term nihilism being used in
the 20th century before groups like the CF and whatever. But it has there been any
sort of like nihilist tradition other than these sort of? Individualist, anarchist sort of
things in the in the 20th century that you.

Speaker 1: Would identify I mean I would very much point to the fact that van.
Again, more or less quoted Nietzsche to refer to active versus passive nihilism as sort
of like a central question, and that start Heidegger and sort of those people are more
or less pointed to and referred to as being the passive nihilist tendency that sit around
and sit around and. Talk **** rather than do essentially the construction as it was
articulated by Nietzsche and then again is that acting, nihilism good passive nihilism
bad? But of course there aren’t a lot of examples of active nihilism that look like much.
First of all, It’s not exactly a flag that it feels appropriate to it to wave, and I think
that. That’s been true for. 100 years in other words. It’s like. I think it’s it makes
perfect sense for there to be even. A social group. Of people who sort of are talking
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through what active nihilism, what the consequences are, what they are in life, what
they are in a social movement and beyond. But once you’re actually like, let’s say
talking about, killing a local police officer, which was something that was a bit more
common to do 100 years ago. Like, would you put the flag of nihilism that that and
that seems a little strange.

Speaker 2: So you mean are you kind of saying that like part of the reason maybe
that we can’t identify so much of it is just that because like not only is nihilism sort of
a set of ideas that? Focuses more on the way I can live my life and the way I can, and
not so much on changing things in a way that would make it. You know noticeable
and part of history and sort of. I mean, is that kind of like where. You’re getting at
going.

Speaker 1: Out with this sort of saying that. It makes sense as anarchist, even anti
social non movement anarchist. To say that I want to transform the world. In such a
way as. That we would call that world. That we have transformed anarchist world like
the form of government. In this future, world would. Would be anarchism. Whereas
nihilism is much more of a philosophical orientation, it doesn’t. Have a flag. And so
it doesn’t say that like. My hatred for society and for the standing social order is so
great that I. Want to destroy? It, which maybe I share with the. Anarchists, but then
It’s. There, there’s no conversation. No follow up conversation with an with analyst.

Speaker 2: About what comes.

Speaker 1: Of about what comes next and nihilism, more or less. Sort of. Addresses
maybe this? Current situation with no passion at all. For our future.

Speaker 2: Particularly, and I think that’s to me kind of like where nihilism is
interesting to me as anarchist is sort of like taking on an idea of anarchism that is
not only what we kind of have already had from an individualist tradition that’s not
focused on creating social or political change, but also that sort of.

Speaker 1: Where is the appeal, yeah.

Speaker 2: Maybe anarchism? That kind of sees itself as being impossible almost,
but that doesn’t look like quietism or fatalism, or defeatism or anything like that. But
that sort of recognizes that not only is. The idea of, like you said, anarchist world or
government under anarchist principles. Totally undesirable. But it’s totally impossible
and that sort. Of acts from that and, and to me, that’s much more interesting, because
it sort of, I guess represents the endpoint of. What do we? What things look like when
we stop. Granting ourselves towards the people or towards the society and sort of turn
inward, and so I don’t know. That’s to me what exactly how it’s kind of informing my
anarchism in recent years.

Speaker 1: Well, I will say that it’s still worth reflecting on the fact that the
majority of self-described anarchy. This see anarchism is the self-expression of the
working class that’s true, and so if the day of days comes. We now have to sit with
each other, look each other in the eyes and figure out what the **** is the difference
between between the thing we desire and the thing that they desire like. Again, to just
to say it like I accept the criticism that for those who believe that the that anarchism
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is itself expression of the working class, that they sort of have the plan now it’s still a.
Plan that. That assumes that the that the basic human. Activity is production. So I
think that they’re going to. There’s a pretty some pretty big illusions there that they
have that they’re going. To have to work through.

Speaker 2: And I think it’s also assumes that like at some point we need to
use authority and force to control the behavior and activity of some people. I think
most social anarchists, as they would maybe described if you kind of press the point
eventually they are going to sanction some idea of prisons. Or some idea of a proletarian
police or something like this. Because that’s really the difference between a societally
oriented anarchism and one that’s antisocial. Is that a societal one at some point?
Unless you're just going to completely ignore the consequences of trying to create a
society, any society is going to require something to hold it. Some kind of force to hold
it together, and to me that totally goes against the. You know originary impulse of
anarchism. So yeah, I don’t know to me. That’s why I. I really have no interest in
dealing with most of those people, and I almost kind. I feel like It’s it would better
to talk about them, as almost libertarian socialists or something like that, as opposed
to anarchists. Obviously, that’s just me redefining the terms and they if they want to
use those terms. Obviously I’'m not. They’re not going to be able to stop them from
doing so, but I don’t know. It really does feel much more like part of the socialist.
Like the Historical socialist movement. Whereas what we’re doing here and the way
we’re talking about anarchism, I think, is completely antithetical to what that socialist
movement has always been trying to achieve.

Speaker 1: My main concern with the prospect of your sharing. Is that I have
been subject for the past couple of years to the anarchist equivalent of cancel culture
and I feel like what you're articulating is some variant of cancel culture, which is
this idea that some point our disagreements are or. How do we talk about where our
disagreements are? And I don’t accept the fact that we like essentially, especially with
the term like anarchism. I want to sit at the table with people who do disagree with
me and so come the day of days. I feel like I would be perfectly happy to sit at the
table with the mediocrities. Of all stripes that call themselves anarchists, I accept the
premise of what you're saying, which is that we so deeply disagree that many of us
will walk away from the table, and I think some of them. Some people will be perfectly
happy to call themselves libertarian socialists. And be done with. I also don’t think
that by and large our perspectives are,, a great way to organize this society, which is
why I. Have them.

Unknown Speaker: I mean right like.

Speaker 1: In other words, the point is. I want to keep on smashing though the
social organization of 360 million people. Until such point is that it’s human size. And
what does that look? Like and that’s the table I'll T'll stay.

Speaker 2: At and that look that for you. Looks like continuing to. Converse
interact, discuss with people that are. More socially or societally oriented.
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Speaker 1: Yeah, for sure. I mean I mean, but again, like that’s such an imaginary
conversation because of course, like we still live in a world of *****¥* ¢ops.

Speaker 2: Absolutely, it’s gonna. It would take enormous unthinkable amount
of change for us to get to the positions that we're kind of. Talking about and. All
the ATR kind of conversations really are just are just. People kind of living out their
fantasies and that and that can be, fun and playful, whatever but.

Speaker 1: Yes, yeah. Yeah, I mean when I was a. Preteen I played a lot of.

Speaker 2: It’s not a bad analogy.

Speaker 1: Some people just wanna.

Unknown Speaker: Keep on playing. I get it.

Speaker 1: I mean, those CNT outfits are very cute. OK, so.

Unknown Speaker: To come back.

Speaker 1: Around to the to the specific thing right now is. I do want to. Talk
about this fundamental criticism that someone made of, sort of like the anarcho Stuff
as constructed by me. 15 plus years ago and that is ultimately that the Europeans
who sort of use the same language you mentioned, CF. But there were a couple others
IFF and some other output groups. Those peoples practice in this person’s evaluation
and again the people who are the most engaged with the nihilism stuff were associ-
ated with insurrectionary anarchism, which again. If there were a spectrum, obviously
insurrectionary anarchism much larger than idealism, but And not so far away.

Speaker 2: Very much in the same individualist antisocial kind of grouping. Yeah,
yeah, so.

Speaker 1: So more so, more or less, they critiqued my thing as being. An American
intellectual exercise rather than. What it should be, which was a sort. Of group that
attacked more vigorously. I mean my first response, which of course did not endear
me. To a lot. Of people was to basically pause and say most of your attacking isn’t
attacking the thing you’re saying it is, and it’s kind, it’s. A waste of time. Especially
like there are two different kinds of kinds of attacks, some in the modern context. It’s
like there’s there are attacks that are where you’re safe when you do them. It’s a smash
a window and then run home. Or it? That’s something that’s sort of M arier. Scarier
fire, the gunplay that’s both happening. Greece and in New Mexico. But most most
insurrectionary attack most sort of things called attack are, smash and grab and run
home and again like I'm all about. People not getting caught. But be honest with
yourself about what you're doing, what you’re accomplishing, even what your goals
are. Because like in the atmosphere of attack. Like that was more or less what a lot
of insurrection at their best. That’s what the insurrection anarchists were creating,
where they’re being a couple towns that had atmospheres of attack and. You know,
and again like a noble task, but not an existential threat.

Speaker 2: Perhaps though, yeah, something that might make your as especially
as an insurrection anarchist your life in that community more pleasant. And it might
because more people are opening up and two words attack might give you greater
opportunities to do, more dramatic forms? Contact that you might. Not be able to.
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Do if it was just you and a couple of friends doing it so. But yeah, I mean. Certainly
not something. That’s going to provoke an existential crisis, as you said, for the state.

Speaker 1: But the so the criticism of my stuff was more or less like. That I wasn’t
exemplifying a way to put it into practice in the way that insurrectionary anarchists.

Speaker 2: Were so they wanted like a guide of like how to make Molotov cocktails
or something like something very practically oriented like that.

Speaker 1: I mean, I think really what they were trying to say was that we’re
just when the Americans who are so safe that we’re not even smashing. Window and
whereas in Europe they're real. Yeah, and that and that. Of course to me was sort of the
like a lot of anarchists, a lot of insurrectionary anarchists like it’s an Italian idea that
barely makes sense in the UK. Whereas it’s like there is an aspect, especially because of
passive nihilism. Where there is a checkout of politics in general that is very American
that is actually worth thinking about. Like why does it work? Why does it make sense
for people to do that with their life rather than sort of this adventurous adventurism
which is? Which is essentially pretending, like the political context exists for. Let’s
say an. Attack against the firmament of the society like. As an example, a bunch of
our friends got popped with pretty serious charges during May Day events in Seattle
because they actually did some regular black bloc activity around the federal building,
and because of the nature of our legal system by their laws, all or sorry. Their crimes
all went from misdemeanor *****¥*** charges to federal charges because they attacked
this building. And in my sense is that it just happened because of circumstance, not
because they in fact were trying. To attack the. Federal building, like they weren’t
attempting a federal crime.

Speaker 2: They just happened to be there and the police saw the opportunity to
charge.

Speaker 1: It is happening exactly.

Speaker 2: Them with more. Serious crime now.

Speaker 1: So, so that brings me to the to the point of like if you were going to
make the case that individuals with batons and or whatever and the **** is the way in
which we're going to March from. From what we’re doing now total anarchy’s **#*##*
triumph. If I were going to make that argument, perhaps I would sort of say that like
every town, everywhere should be attacking the federal buildings. Just to scale that
down just one step, like most people live in a town like ours where or a couple 100,000
people and the city center. We're not millions of people, it’s anyways. Attacking a city
building is a is a. I mean it’s hard because on the one hand the idea of attacking a
city building as a way to sort of like build a hostile force against existing society. In
my opinion, is moronic and like as an example during Occupy there was a time where
people got inside the Oakland City Hall. You know and. And what they did was not
inspiring, yeah well.

Speaker 2: Cause it’s important to use that word inspiring because the entire
logic behind the this idea insurrection or anarchism is that not only more recently, it’s
kind of been involved into like doing this for my own reasons and whatever. But if
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like going back like. Propaganda of the deed. Yeah, like it’s this idea that by showing
that you can strike at the mechanisms of authority you show others. That they don’t
have to continue to live this passive way, and they too can strike at them. So yeah,
it’s important to use that term inspirational. Cause yeah, there’s absolutely nothing
inspirational about seeing somebody drop a banner from the top. Of a. A building that
they’re then holed. Out of by the police. An hour later or something.

Speaker 1: And that’s sort of part of my problem. With a lot of. Insurrectionary
rhetoric and sort of thought processes like,, they're in fact. Insurrection by and large
has become is now used in the exact same way that revolution was used before, and
people aren’t sort of like paying attention to the fact that they’re talking through
acting as if they are revolutionaries, and they’re not. Especially if they’re if they're
paying any attention to bananos writings or whatever the **** which they don’t have
to. But in fact It’s sort of speaking on the same stage as the Maoists and the **###x*
Communists and. So it’s like. How do we? Talk about our disdain of the world that
we live in without more or less starting a conversation with the ******* people. We're
never who are our enemies and to me that’s an important response to the initial
criticism, which is basically that. Is is an intellectual exercise? And yeah, so I guess |
sort of land I end. Up landing there. But of course, because the yeah anyways?

Speaker 2: I don’t know it’s like. I, I think what I don’t like also about people
calling it an intellectual exercise is that I think in some sense that just implies kind
of not thinking deeply about. You know how? How this all plays out and sort of just
accepting these sort of stock narrative that. You know these revolutionary activities
are worth doing for their own just because they’re revolutionary activities and not like
really looking at how. If we if we say that our goal is to attack to strike immediately
without waiting at the mechanisms of authority. How do we do that in the most
effective way? How do we do that in the way that keeps? Us the safest, and that
prevents police and other problems from coming into our scene and that to me implies.
Intellectualizing it I suppose. I mean, sure, the intellectualism as it’s as I said earlier,
when it’s becomes this ossified thing can certainly be something to destroy, but in
this context it feels really like they’re just. Like a very superficial critique that really
doesn’t. Say like did they. Did they go on anymore about like why your particular text
struck them as overly intellectual?

Speaker 1: Well, I think it’s a fair criticism insofar is like one of the tensions
between what you’re saying or how you’re framing things and how. I frame things.
Ultimately, you’re talking about nihilism as a practice that’s very recognizable from
egoism. Meaning that. Like the intellectual argument says, how can we both? Despise
and attack the existing order and be safe. Obviously we can’t sure so. The egoist
response is how do we that we? I don’t want to say. Maintain the rhetoric, but like.
That we. Live life pleasurably And any opportunity we have, we attack the existing
order.

Speaker 2: I don’t know. I mean I would. I wouldn’t say any opportunity we
have to our to our detriment like to take massive risk. Just because an opportunity
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presents itself, I don’t think that ego is an egoistic or an illegalise kind of approach
would necessarily imply that, but certainly, foregrounding. Attacking and that will
obviously implies risk and sort of the weighing, weighing the equation as so far. That
I would. Rather live a brilliant, intense, but maybe short or maybe fraught life than to
live the passive, comfortable domesticated existence. That means foregoing attack and
foregoing insurrection is. But to me this also just like all this, this the idea of like your
piece being too intellectual or something is just speaks of the same kind of like fake
dichotomy between theory and practice that somehow like because you’re thinking and
this all supposedly in the realm of.

Speaker 1: Right, yeah, yeah of course.

Speaker 2: Thought that there’s no real practical. Right, consequences from from
the things that you’re writing, so I don’t know. I'm just always suspicious of anything
like that. Obviously probably wasn’t a great a great critique to begin with, .

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean. I guess I often devote a lot more energy to critique
just because it’s a kind of engagement, which oftentimes is so. Difficult to get. Any
meaningful engagement in the modern anarchist space. There was another response
that was sort of directed at. At the anachronous perspective that was written by Jasper
Burns. That was it’s. In the title it had something. About Barrowby and yeah, and
essentially.

Unknown Speaker: Hmm ohh 1.

Speaker 2: Think I read.

Speaker 1: It’s essentially. The critique of quietism sure which more or less I
would expect, but anyway it’s good to go back to this more traditional insurrectionary
response. You know, like. I don’t just want to insult and search in their perspective as
being. As exoticizing, a European tendency that has nothing to do with the world that
we live in, or as just being sort of like wishful wishful thinking, which is largely what .
It’s like let’s blame the nihilist for the. Fact that like. The United States doesn’t have
a social movement.

Speaker 2: Right, but we’re all failing it.

Speaker 1: And yeah, yeah, I mean. But I also want to take to. Heart, the fact
that like. Ultimately, the practice that I advocate for is put yourself in the middle of
conflict, like I basically have been in the middle of conflict within the anarchist space
for 25 plus years. And like I. Don’t want to. Yeah ******* and say you should do it
too. But ultimately, that is really a I. It’s all I really have to offer is to is is that like
what you do with your body and what you do with your sort of person? That’s how
you're going to be measured, and I will definitely be measured as someone who’s been
an K In the middle of things for an awful long time, but. That’s not a social
revolution either, like. It’s like perhaps I've become. The new man through this process,
but it’s. But it’s lonely. It’s not. I wouldn’t like. It’s very hard for me to. Advocate for
it. Right and I can imagine people who have. Way better social skills than I do who
could have done a much better. Job of it and not come out of every. Conflict they’'ve
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ever been a part of. As like a *¥#¥Hkx Hokdkik which that I can very I can advocate
very well for that.

Speaker 2: Well, I mean, but I think there’s something to be said to defend you a
little bit here. I think the yeah, sure, maybe you’ve kind. Of been a kind of conflictual
force in. Some people’s eyes. But you've also opened up a tremendous. Amount of
ideas and conversations to people with your projects that they otherwise wouldn’t
or maybe would have had a much more difficult time discovering. So I mean, it. It’s
kind of like a sure, maybe the A more ideal person could have done those things, but
you were the one who did it, so for better or for. Worse, I think that’s. While, but
what I was also going to ask you, you were talking earlier about how the sort of euro
insurrectionary approach is unthinkable in the US context. And I totally agree that it is
but. What would you sort of ascribe that? To is it just. The European countries having
a much stronger tradition of anarchism and therefore of. The legalist insurrectionary
anarchisms, or is it something about the US kind of like our attitude towards socialism
and Communism post McCarthy or I’'m curious what plays? Into that in your.

Speaker 1: Mind yeah I would. I would definitely. Not say that it’s a greater history
of anarchism. Oh, that’s one thing you really get cured of when you’re there. There is
that sense that there is necessarily rich, anarchist, tradition, the rich anarchist tradition
that there is decades old, not 100 years old. So to the extent to which anyone even
recognize it, recognize that illegal illegalism exists in their town or whatever the ****
that’s a broken history. But that said. There being a social movement. Whatever in
the **** that. Has always existed pretty much most places, sure. Europe, I mean. Less
in Scandinavia, less in other places. Especially in the South of. Spain, France, where
anarchism has a much stronger tradition since World War Two at least. But the fact
that a social a social history exists. So for instance, when we when we talk about like
we oftentimes joke around about this person who’s who is from the Bay Area named
Kevin Keating, who basically says that the answer to every problem is sort of like a
fare hike. In other words, that we., in the context of our social of our train services,
either in the city proper or the Bart system or whatever that basically our social
movement can begin there and in the in the US context, that just sounds so insane
and idiotic we’ve met. We’'ve we have no history. Of there being like a Proletarianized
employees employee body right with any of our train systems. You know there might be
minor, minor and local acts of solidarity, but there’s no nothing that looks like a social
anything around. Our fair system. Whereas in most of especially southern Europe, but
most of Europe, there is some story you can tell that’s the Dutch train drivers doing
things like. So those stories exist in every city in Europe. They just do. They’re just,
they’re just and they and they. They’re multi generational stories, from the 60s to the
70s to the 80s. And yeah, that’s just there’s just nothing like that here and. So what
would it look? Like for that to begin to happen, looks like. Kevin Keating’s dream,
which is essentially to go to. The to the to the train station and talking to people. And
like the idea of like that kind of interaction. The idea of walking to a stranger and
starting our political conversation with them and the American imagination. It just
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doesn’t exist, it’s it. It’s a foreign and I'm not saying like. It’s impossible to do that.
Or like whatever but. The idea that we’re going to jump from. All of a sudden. All
that all those conversations have been that have been had, and we’ve convinced these
workers to then what would be necessary for those workers to start to interact and
engage outside and.

Speaker 2: To be willing to start risking their bodies and their, yeah, exactly and
not to mention.

Speaker 1: And their jobs.

Speaker 2: Just the economic realities of this country where it’s. I mean, I don’t
know specifically a lot about the European workers protection, but I mean certainly
in this country there’s always an attitude of like we can get another person very easily,
especially for a Union job that has benefits and other things like that so. Yeah, I guess
that definitely is true, because when I think about the Europeanarchist, stuff that has
the longest kind of continuous presence. It’s very, I guess you could say conservative
anarchist bodies like exist in Spain and France as opposed to sort of things. That which
would already be hostile to any sort of insurrectionary illegal list. Individualist kind of
stance so. I guess that’s probably a pretty good explanation, or at least part of.

Speaker 1: The reason before we started you sent me a little note that more or less
explained some of your ideas. So what you wanted to talk about some of the language
of that was really strong. So if you have it, could you read that for us as sort of like?
To wrap this up, because I really felt. Like what you? Were trying to get at was more
or less. Like how do. We talk about these nihilistic ideas moving forward. It seemed.
Like you had some good thoughts.

Speaker 2: Yeah, let me find it. All right, so I wrote that I'd like to look past the
reflex dismissals of the one camp and empty platitudes from the other to ask what
the relevance of nihilism is for anarchists with similar sympathies as my own. Just
let’s also dispose of vagaries like negation. And total refuse to look at the way the
tension between different kinds of nihilism. Diagnostic, critical Hammer, Bartleby and
quietism radical, heterodoxy, etc. And the world. Plays out in our projects, relations,
attitudes, lives.

Speaker 1: So let’s pause there for a little bit. There’s a lot in there, so I think that
the idea of referring to the fact that there are a couple different categories of nihilism,
or what people’s interest is in them. Is there’s a lot to. Say there certainly. The thing
I’'m sort of referring to the most is that I think. For many people, the people who are.
Initially really excited about nihilistic idea. Is they were mostly excited about it as the
idea of like an unfettered insurrectionary perspective.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah totally.

Speaker 1: There was actually a sort of infamous moment that happened at a book
fair where someone who was kind of speaking from a they were like representing an out
of this position and they more or less were describing like. Extreme insurrection and.
And that was hard, it was. Hard because they got called on it. And it was a little silly, a
little embarrassing. It’s also worth mentioning, and this totally total rumor mongering
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is that person. I just heard a rumor that person is now representing themselves as a
communist.

Speaker 2: Oh wow.

Speaker 1: Now and maybe even like a hammer and sickle communist, and that
to me is actually not a huge surprise on the level of people who tend toward extreme
position. Tend to do them all overtime. Yeah, and really what they’re what they’re
attracted to is the extremeness of the position, not the position itself.

Speaker 2: Yeah, it’s similar with people. A lot of people. It seems like they’re
looking for the political ideology with the greatest efficacy or at. Least what they
seem.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 2: To think is the most effective and so that leads people straight to tanky
positions because it yeah, it’s like, well, that is the most effective way to. You know,
control everybody and get everybody behind. Your project is to use the army and the
police. So yeah, I would agree with that.

Speaker 1: So can you further describe what you see as the different categories of?
Now that’s personal.

Speaker 2: Well, when I said diagnostic I was kind of. Talking about Nietzsche. ’s
sort of attitude of passive nihilism as sort of this, like looking at the kind of way that
on their own or through modernity. Or through civilizations? Progress like these ideas
that one. Had some sort of value or meaning for people have gradually whether I mean
like with in the era of Trump. You know you could I think even people who are fairly
middle liberal conservative kind of positions have already begun to sort of like lose any
faith or belief in the state as this sort of like sacred institution. Worthy of veneration or
something, so that’s kind of what I meant by that as like a critical hammer that’s sort
of maybe like Nietzsche’s own kind of idea of nihilism, or of active nihilism, but more
more in a sort of sense of. Looking at these ideas and these constructions of human
thought that are usually seen as worthwhile, meaningful or whatever, and breaking
them down and then kind of the quietistic attitude that we talked about before that
you were talking about in Jasper’s piece, which certainly that exists, and I think part
of like. Accepting or moving to an individualist anarchist or a nihilist perspective
is coming to terms. With like not, not necessarily being hostile towards a quietistic
attitude and recognizing that like for everybody there, there’s a completely different
path and a completely different idea of like what is implied by you, know the sort
of radical openness that these ideas imply and that. Means sort of. Not needing to.
To make everybody to be doing something necessarily that’s really active or whatever.
Because to me that immediately starts to reek of like Bookchin and lifestyle anarchism.
If we're going to, treat people who are preferring towards a more introverted, quietistic
attitude. If we’re going to treat them like somehow. That’s not also a. Worthy way
to sort of put these ideas into practice and then the last one I said. Radical radical
heterodoxy and that’s kind of what I what I've sort of been talking about about my
own idea of nihilism throughout this, which is sort of like. Again, kind of like the
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critical hammer approach. Treating all these things that are traditionally ascribed to
have meaning as if they don’t, and to play with what that looks like, or at least being
able to break up certain aspects of say something like ethics or morality that I do want
to keep and that I do want to keep using. As a weapon in my toolbox and the ones
that I want to abandon because they’re too stifling or something like.

Speaker 1: That what’s your best example of like what you what you’d like to be,
heterodoxy?

Speaker 2: For me, like I really trying to explore what it like being against any kind
of closure or. Intelligibility means in my life like I've really started to think in recent
years that like it is impossible for us as human beings to either like understand each
other fully or to be understood. Fully and so because that breaks down, and because
there’s never a possibility of like finding a meaning to life, a truth, a ethics, a morality
that is like absolute and fulfilling and. You know, does what. We're always kind of
looking for these things to do. It’s sort of an approach that not only recognizes that
the possibility of closing or fully realizing or fully understanding either any of these
things. Anything in our world or each other is impossible, but sort of refusing to try
to create those closures or try to create those. I don’t know if any of this making any
sense, but basically It’s an approach that takes the kind of classic. I think it’s Hassan
Essabar statement. Nothing is true, everything is permitted as a sort of. Ontological
approach to thinking and to living and so that’s kind of what I what I mean by that is
and. And to me, that’s what anarchy really has started to mean. Is this sort of refusal
to give any final absolute answers or I ascribe any identity final absolute identity to
myself? Or to others and sort of? What does that mean for interacting with people?

Speaker 1: I think then the next decade of thinking about this stuff is probably
going to be some reconciliation with these ideas that you’re talking about. I mean,
I’'m definitely very taken by this particular European tradition that you’re referring
to, that’s. Sort of a. Spiritual tradition and obviously we have friends with practice
practitioners of it, many of. You might remember. Lou, who’s both been on the program
podcast and also on Anarchy Bang. Episode 99 of the Brand podcast also included
another woman who is a priestess in this discipline. I am I’'m of course taken by the.
The everything is permitted thing. I do pause. And recognize the fact that we now
live in this different time and to some extent. To the extent to which there is a store
of ideologies that. Are sort of like come and get out. A lot of people are really into
for. Like for their language identity politics, a lot of people listen to this conversation
and they hear two men talking. How does? How does one? Open up the conversation
to include at least the open minded and the interesting people from that camp who
are influenced by these ideas. When they hear the everything is true or whatever,
everything is permitted statement, which I again I I love the sensibility of. It, but it
feels pretty rapey.

Speaker 2: No I will, I mean. I totally AM. Try try to be aware of, like the way
that like you’re saying people for whom their identity is very much a liberatory. Any
aspect of their existence, or is something that they feel exists in revolt or in conflict
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with white supremacy? Say I can totally understand somebody who has a completely
different relationship to their ancestry than I do as a ostensibly white male person, .
And I absolutely despise the concept of whiteness and whatever. Whereas I can see
somebody who doesn’t come from my, background having a very different relationship
to it. So I think it’s less that identity or where I kind of have come, come to the point of
is it’s less that identity is. Like meaningless entirely because I think like just to interact
with other people, we have to like in some way, crystallize or ossify our identity into
something that’s like concrete and like enough for somebody to understand, and that
doesn’t necessarily mean that like we have to cling to it, it doesn’t mean that like it’s
something that we can’t. Change, but I can see, I think it leaves room. For people
to. Really value aspects of their identity, such as their ethnicity or their gender or
whatever. But it also, I think, implies that like a lot of people who play that identity
politics game. You know, reduce everybody that is a member of a particular class to a
particular thing in a very similar way that a fascist does. You know It’s. It’s a process
of like because you have this physical trait or whatever that you are. You know, this
you represent this and that. You know, of course does away with individual difference.
It does away with people who don’t fit quite into those. You know, rigid categories.
And so I think it just implies being. Willing to sort of. Use identity as a something
to play with and to perhaps give great meaning to for myself, but also allowing other
people around me to perhaps completely, reject these sort of static identities that we
like to use to try to understand each other, because that is really the only way we
understand each other is by at least for a moment. Trying to become something static
or something recognizable to another person, and so I think it just implies being willing
to play with that a little bit more.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I'm not sure that really answers the question I recognize it’s
a big hard question. I'm bringing a bunch of things that I don’t necessarily believe,
but I, but I'm sort of willing to like use other people’s language. I think most people
experience the world is gigantic. And unknowable. And so I totally agree, that identity
oftentimes lives in that space. It’s like, how can I pretend to be known to be known
when I am unknowable, but more import? Like because I perceive that I know you. I'd
like to keep things simple like I'd like to put. You in a box. Thank you very much. And
so I guess where I'm going when I’'m sort of referring to the rapidness of like a satanic
holvey or something is that it’s. I guess as I'm going further along, I'm less interested
in meeting with meeting everyone.

Speaker 2: Hmm yeah.

Speaker 1: And sometimes identity politics is useful for that. You know, it’s like the
world’s complex. How can I still survive, right? And think about this in the context
of blacksite, because we’re trying to talk about how indigeneity in the context of
anarchism. Is not identity politics or at least for me.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: I'm hoping I'm hoping to come to that conclusion, but it’s a challenging
because ultimately we would like to get more native people involved in the project as
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an indigenous anarchist journal. So it’s like. Most of the way in which people join or
feel like joining is appropriate is because of identity related topics.

Speaker 2: Oh sure, sure.

Speaker 1: So anyways, It’s a big question and I.

Speaker 2: I'm curious though.

Unknown Speaker: I don’t have a.

Speaker 2: Like what is it? Because I agree there is obviously something that
separates like the struggles of indigenous peoples or whatever from identity politics.
What is it like that you kind of? Brings those two. On different sides like.

Speaker 1: Well, I mean for me I guess just to speak to. My own like totally totally
my own trip. I have never met a radical like when I growing up in Michigan around.
Indian people, native people. I never met someone who had any connection at all to
radical politics in the way that I’ve understood it since then. Other words, I went from
living essentially like in a small American city to moving to the Bay Area because I
wanted to be. Around the freaks. OK, several decades go by. I all also. I don’t want
to forget about where I come from and if anything I would like. To make it bigger.
And more interesting, in the way that I chose when I came to the Bay Area in the in
the first place. In other words, like. But there are, there are still no there. There’s still
not really any presence of radical politics in the initial space other than in Canada.
Essentially, Ontario would be the better place for me to live than the Bay Area, if that
were my goal. 30 years ago. That said, pretty much anytime I'm in a circle of native
people, I enjoy that circle. I find a lot of things in common. This summer. We had this
gathering called the Indigenous Anarchist Conference. And some people came with
heavy identity politics that was shocking to me. They sort of were not that indigenous.
They were mostly urban people, but who wanted there to be a strong line in the sand
between. Basically, like the work we do and the people we deal with and the other and
at the end of it, one strong motive motive for energy. That came out of it, which is
reflected in the new issue of black seed, that we’re just about to. English is some people
wanting to articulate a denay anarchism as opposed to an indigenous anarchism?

Speaker 2: I'm not familiar with the term denay.

Speaker 1: Denay is the same thing as Navajo.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: OK, so in other words, they’re making the more accurate point. That
their perspective and the one that they want to share with others is also a perspective.
That’s about their people. The people that they’ve.

Speaker 2: Right, as opposed to some like massive like.

Speaker 1: Always been around.

Speaker 2: Concept of indigenous maybe?

Speaker 1: Exactly exactly.

Speaker 2: Which kind of? Also like ropes, everybody in and reduces them to one
thing instead of having these individual beautifully distinct traditions right that.

Unknown Speaker: You will right?
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Speaker 1: Makes sense, and so this. This an. Existential question that we can
answer right now because it’s a small number of people having the conversation, but
to the extent to which we hope for a large, larger group of people at some point, sure,
it’s sort of a relevant conversation to have now, because by and large most of the
people who came with a deep identity identity politics sort of focus. Had very little to
say about their particular people because by and large they could name their people,
but their people are mostly gone. Their people are mostly genocider and I can more
or less say the same. Thing as a US a nation of Bay whose Ottawa it’s a very small
number of people. So the idea that I could say my interest is in a Dawanarchism. It
would be very difficult to talk about. When there were hundreds of Ottawa people
living together, cutting trees, hunting Beaver. That world is very far from this world,
right? And there are very few people who could identify with it today. Even if they
were to. Whereas Denais still have 10s of thousands of people, they still exist as an
intact, coherent language. And like I believe the language might be 100,000.

Speaker 2: People speak the language, so you’re because you don’t have neces-
sarily other. Anarchists in your sort of like indigenous community to connect with.
You're looking to other communities to broaden and to deepen what that means,
right? Whereas these people who are coming from a very rich community with others
who share their ideas so they wanna kind of be. More insular.

Speaker 1: And it brings up all the tight questions about what is identity, what,
what does it do well for people?

Unknown Speaker: Makes sense.

Speaker 1: What does it do terribly for people? You know, like obviously when we
talk about identity politics, we're almost always talking about the negative aspects of
the social environment that looks like an identity. But obviously there’s a lot of things.
That people get out of it. Anyways, we're not going to solve the. This particular
problem today I. Just wanted to bring it up as like an example of how is it that we
reconcile any like for minimalism?, as I use it in any sort of actual thought processes
like how do you clean these moments? How do you sever?, should be things from good
things and. And this to me is a big open question that we’re sort of just answering
and that we just begin the conversation in the next issue, black seat. I think you have
you read all the. The from your piece yeah.

Speaker 2: It was a little bit more, but.

Unknown Speaker: Let me get that up.

Speaker 2: So, I said Stroner might come up, as might nishitani Suji, June or
others. But I'm going to try to keep corpses from my mouth and instead try to carve
out how a nihilist method can be of inestimable, inestimable import for those with
affinity for insurrectionary post left and egoist anarchist approaches.

Speaker 1: So the only thing I'll say there. And this I'm not. I don’t mean this as.
As much of an homage as it’s going to sound like. I'm not sure nihilism. Ever is going
to make sense to people it has too many aspects of it. It has this deep historical aspect.
It has this conceptual thing that we’ve only really talked to a bit about, like we haven’t
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actually got into what I think are some of the deeper aspects. So as an example. I don’t
think negation. Is that interesting or relevant to nationalism? But in fact, the fact that
we haven’t mentioned it means that we’ve left all the sort of popular. All the popular
people who’ve sort of been playing with nihilism, mostly what they’re talking about
is negation, which, in my opinion sort of is a reconciliation with Marx and Marxism.
But IE negative dialectics. But the but the. Character, I'm actually going to bring.
Up is that I'm not sure how much. We gain using that particular term. Just using the
term critical anarchism, by which I mean Jason Mcquinn’s very clear written text on
critical anarchism says an awful lot of what it is that we’re talking about. Absolutely,
and the reason I don’t use it up till now is more or less because like I like all the things
that are connotated and that are sort of on the underbelly of this conversation. When
we use nihilism and sort of more pointedly saying like niche needs to be part of our
anarchism, whereas Jason. Ultimately, like as a writer, he is an American writer like.
Like I, T mean, I hate to say it that way. He does not fetishize Europe and anything
he writes in a in a way that sometimes bothers me about anything that I write and
about.

Unknown Speaker: No, not at all.

Speaker 1: Sort of, anyone who tries to be philosophical or whatever the just
seems to love Europe. And I don’t love Europe. That said, of course the dig on Jason
is that. You know he’s like writing to be read like what the **** like? He’s like saying
what he means and like . Like I'm a. Line of flight like you can’t ******* capture me
and so it is worth reflecting the fact that the reason I'm still a post left anarchist and
I haven’t like so strongly divorced myself from that. History is. Because I honor the
fact that like that Jason writes really clearly and. He gets at least. I would say 90% of
the of what we’re talking about here in that text.

Speaker 2: It’s a great a great pamphlet we're talking about. I think the panel is
just called. Critical self theory. By Jason Mcquinn and yeah basically yeah. I mean,
I think the idea of post leftism really does kind of imply. Insurrectionary, egoist, and
sort, of nihilist. And because of those being the sort of things that leftism would have,
the problem with in anarchism. So yeah, no, that’s a. That’s a great a great text and
he does. I think a good job of writing not to. I mean, I guess you could still accuse it
of being a kind of an intellectual exercise, but he does a really. Good job of writing in
a very like. Non philosophical way about. Like what does it mean to sort of construct
an idea of myself from the ideas implied by Schur and then to kind? Take that into the
world. And what does it mean to confront others and have them being influencing my
life according to that method. So yeah, I mean that’s a great text. If anybody hasn’t
read it, they definitely. Should check that out, yeah?

Speaker 1: I mean, I mean, I guess more pointedly. It’s like. Nationalism written
by me would focus more on maybe criticism as attack. Like in lieu of being able to
RO get the skl i the room and put a put some lead in them.

Speaker 2: Well, yeah, you I was gonna bring that up earlier because like were
talking about your critique of somebody critiquing you of being too intellectual. Sup-
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posedly different from being practical or something right that . The idea of attack.
Normally when we think of it, we’re talking about, physical. Kind of actions, but re-
ally, writing and developing ideas is absolutely a form of attack. If it’s used, . Against
the structure of authority. But then there’s this other way in which it can certainly be
seen as kind of a way of., I don’t know. Taking the easy the path of least resistance
or something because it is, implicitly safer and full of less, less risks so that I think
means it has to be a little bit less incendiary or something.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I don’t know how much you pay attention to Derek Jensen, but
part of his his program is that. He does not. He is against horizontal hostility. Which
is basically attacking him.

Speaker 2: OK, vertical hostility only then OK.

Speaker 1: This that funny thing where it’s like what does attack mean? Yeah,
right, like does attack mean I just smashed windows from McDonald’s? T mean, OK,
what? What are you saying?

Speaker 2: Well, it’s I think. It’s you have Bonanno and people kind of writing
after him. Have done a pretty. Good job of kind of distinguishing it. From . Like
political parliamentary right, action socially oriented action. But yeah, I mean, there’s
really whenever whenever we speak about it, we always just kind of go back to the.
And images that we all have of you smashing a Starbucks window or turning over a
mailbox. Or maybe throwing some sort of a Molotov or something, but there has to
be something more than that in order for it. Obviously the just the idea that we can, .
Wage a physical. Attack on the instruments of state power. Is ridiculous, but there has
to also be a some kind of a deeper. Dimension to it and yeah, no, not. A lot of people
have ever really written about how things other than that kind of group of activities
we always think of as attack can still be a form of insurrection, so.

Speaker 1: Thank you very much.

Speaker 2: Yeah, thanks for having me good to be here.

Ep. 99 — Carrie, Thelema, Anarchy

Source

January 1, 2020

Episode 99 — Carrie, Thelema, Anarchy

Among the people I met in the Berkeley Anarchist Study Group (aka BASTARD)
are people I should have met more generally. I'm referring to the...

Continue ReadingEpisode 99 — Carrie, Thelema, Anarchy
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— 2019 —
Ep. 98 — Green Anarchy vs Black Seed

Source

June 21, 2019

Episode 98 — Green Anarchy vs Black Seed

I was a big supporter of Green Anarchy back in the day. Even today I host a
remembrance site for them, am close friends with the old editorial team (except for
the Z who has feelings), and am part of the Black Seed editorial group that was deeply
inspired by GA. This conversation is between the GA team and I and concerns Black
Seed #7 which they review and we discuss.

This conversation is very much “in the weeds.” We go through the project article by
article. We frame out Black Seed by context, order, and authorship.

You can get access to Black Seed via LBC

email us at thebrilliant@thebrilliant.org if you have questions, concerns, or whatever

Transcript

Speaker 1: Into the brilliant, this episode 98 and we’re coming up on 100 which is
really exciting. We are going to have a conversation about the current issue of black
seed, which issue seven with the editors of Green Anarchy magazine. They’ve sort of
risen from the dead, although I guess John couldn’t make it tonight. But John.

Speaker 2: Has arisen from the.

Speaker 1: They have risen from the dead, and we’re going to have a conversation
about green anarchism. About the black seed and probably other gossipy things that
are happening in June of 2019 when we’re recording this so. I’'m here with disgust.
And rotten.

Speaker 2: Hey, and I'm anxious to get straight to the gossipy things.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: OK, well let’s blaze through the usual black seed and then then we’ll
get to the gossip. Yeah so anyways, so black seed is running. It’s sort of like a once
a year operation. Where, of course we tried to make it twice a year when we started,
but we didn’t get along well enough to do that. What do y’all think?

Speaker 2: Well, I've been impressed with black seed since. Issue 2 for sure. Issue
one | felt showed tremendous promise and I know what it’s like starting a journal.
You'’re trying to find your footing, but I think from 2 on every issue has gotten pro-
gressively better. I like the byline and the last issues, songs of creation and destruction.
I think you should incorporate that, but no, thissue is phenomenal. When you ap-
proached us last night, it seemed like. You wanted. To try to frame this discussion as
some kind of like a conflictual. You know debate green anarchy versus black seed and.
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Unknown Speaker: You know, I'm. That’s going to happen.

Speaker 2: Not, I'm not. I'm not feeling antagonistic towards. Black seed. Yeah, I
feel like I have a high degree of respect for what you all are doing. But yeah, I'll throw
in my 2 cents when I feel.

Speaker 4: Like well, yeah you.

Speaker 3: Rolled into Southern Oregon last night, dropping off some bundles of
black seed and I was able to get about. Half of it. Consumed today in between my
various off the grid, wild stuff of Southern Oregon and overall definitely impressed
airborne. And we can talk about some of the differences between this and GA. Overall
though, I would say this. Has continued the legacy of green anarchy far more thanything
that has come out of the. Primitive this quarter. You know, by any stretch of the
imagination and so. So that is clear, especially after reading sitting down and reading
almost the whole.

Speaker 1: Issue right? I mean obviously the reason that I want to sit down and
talk with the two of you in particular is because the domain of the contents of black
seed and the domain of the contents of GA. You know? I mean, obviously intentionally
overlap. But really, for us is sort of this question about to what extent has the politics
moved. What’s what sort of advanced, what’s not and how do we think about the
future? You know, because by and large it seems like. There isn’t a healthy green
anarchist tendency prowling the earth. But it yeah, and so to what extent are we
responsible for that?

Speaker 4: Or not, and I was.

Speaker 3: Thinking about this? This morning the question of green anarchy and
black seed and where they are and. The thing that kept coming back to in my mind
was the context that we’re in, and I started writing down some of the context were in
GA when we started in 2000. It was sort of the anarchist renaissance of sorts.

Speaker 1: Sure was right after 19.

Speaker 3: You know the IT was, it was back big, Seattle was fresh. Anarchists
were attacking everywhere. The LF was attacking weekly, getting away with it right.
Even the Greek anarchists were looking over here and saying.

Speaker 1: Well, we didn’t know much about them, and so every everything we
heard. Was like Oh my.

Speaker 3: God and they were like contacting us and happy about the making total
destruction that was going on in North America. All it I'd go to people’s houses and
Ted Kaczynski posters would. Be on the. Wall things were in. Anarchy was not only
back but it. Looked like it was. It was coming back green. And so that was exciting.
And that was the context were. Yeah, putting out a project in like it was this. Up
swell of anarchist activity and specifically anti civilization anarchist activity and that
informed what was in the pages of. GA In a lot of ways.

Speaker 1: Definitely informed the enthusiasm.

Speaker 3: The enthusiasm the hyper optimism. You know the cockiness, the self
righteousness, like all those things that. Are for better or for worse.
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Speaker 1: We're definitely part of the project.

Speaker 3: Yeah, where now it’s like this dismal reality we’re living in.

Speaker 2: No one has to ask themselves why. Hope yeah.

Speaker 4: And so, like I would not.

Speaker 3: Want to put out? A project right now it would be too. Hard and so I
give you credit for to be able to put out. Something that’s. Relevant and vital in this
dismal period we're in.

Speaker 1: I mean there’s a whole bunch of stuff to talk about in that context,
mostly the. The idea that. In 2000 it was possible to believe that anarchism was yet
to be written, and today it feels like not like a lot of the anarchist problem is that
we’re carrying these burdens. You know and. And for a lot of our language, but the
burden of Occupy, the burden of Ferguson. And whether or not in a Black Lives Matter
moments, it’s appropriate for not black people to do anything at all. And of course, to
feel like we have no influence.

Speaker 3: Where, where, where at our period it was? There wasn’t much before
there was some punk punk anarchy, but nothing really. the Renaissance of Anarchy
hadn’t really.

Speaker 1: Yeah no, I mean 99 you? Know, yeah, overshadow the decade before
the decade after. So let’s let’s go through a little bit and talk about the editorial. And
again, let’s focus on the content. Obviously, contextual stuff will come up. At theart
of the editorial is this provocation that perhaps the language that we’ve been relying
on using the terminology of green, that perhaps we need to sort of, maybe revisit that.
You know, this actually a heyday of climate. Books, right. Climate change books, . One
of the one of the reviewed in the in the in the current issue, but, but like there’s one
coming out and another NPR author every every other month, basically right now.

Speaker 2: The review.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Talking about, just how dire and wringing their hands loudly about
what’s next. And I do feel like that continues the legacy of green. Whatever in the
XK you want to call it. But a green. Politic that’s hand wringing that’s like it’s like
humans, consciousness. And maybe even the memory and or and it’s like talking about
environmental science.

Speaker 3: Yeah, green was always a weird one for me like I understood.

Speaker 1: Degrees and **** like that.

Speaker 3: Why it was used? I mean we inherited. It in a lot. Of ways from from
the English version.

Unknown Speaker: Right?

Speaker 3: Green anarchist and I got where it was coming from, but it always felt
a little weird. Especially in Eugene, where the town was filled with these environmental
hippies, yeah.

Speaker 1: Right, everyone agrees right? And what does it mean for us from the
anarchist position trying to. Articulate like what is special. About a green. Anarchism,
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when basically we all the Liberals are not in their head along with the tune and on some
level nothing’s happening. Yeah, so definitely I think for issue a just that provocation
of like what do we? Do with this. Thing that’s tied around her leg.

Unknown Speaker: MHM MHM

Speaker 2: Yeah, I don’t. I don’t know what to do about the problematic nature of
the word green. I think you’re asking the right questions so and I definitely appreciate
your exploratory approach to it. You know, just trying to find a better way to articulate
and conceptualize this particular anarchist vision. I mean, this an improvement, a
Journal of Indigenous Anarchy.

Speaker 3: That right there I would say is the big difference between green anarchy
and this in this project.

Speaker 1: No of. Course, yeah.

Speaker 3: Like for me just looking reading.

Unknown Speaker: Of it.

Speaker 3: It allows you a much more solid, grounded place to stand from.

Speaker 4: Where, where, where?

Speaker 1: Right?

Speaker 3: Green, where green anarchy was like a collage kind of feeling.

Speaker 1: I mean, in my critique of and of course we’ve talked about this for a
long time. At some point, rewilding became the language that was used to. Trying to
solve this and probably if you were still publishing the same paper today, it would be
something around anticolonial like you’d be sort of forced into that trap and you’ll be
submitting articles like crazy in that direction.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: And yeah, so I'm at level like. It’s an.

Speaker 3: Improvement, yeah, I mean I, I envy that’s a position y’all can work
from that. That we always felt. Yeah struggling, struggling with yes exactly.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean were. Were surrounded by ideologues and chose to work
with ideologues so. One thing about. Black seed that seems really fresh is that you're.
You are approaching it as if this all still unwritten, it’s being discovered, so there’s
a sense of discovery going on in every page of black seed. I just think working with
more ideologically driven and ideologically rigid people, you, you do become, confined
to certain ways of conceptualizing things like rewilding was something I got burned
out on after about six months. Not the practice of rewilding, but. The rhetoric around
it.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean it had an origin story, right rewelding as it ended up
getting used. In G like there. Was a book or two on it, I think during.

Speaker 4: That time period? Well, I remember.

Speaker 3: Tamarack was big and in a lot what lot.

Speaker 1: Yes, which let’s explain what Tamarack is.

Speaker 3: Of people were talking about.

Speaker 1: It’s a person.
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Speaker 4: Right, it’s a person, Minnesota, possibly Minnesota, living living.

Speaker 1: Yeah, but it was a living art.

Speaker 2: Concept and yeah.

Speaker 3: Yeah, watching drums? Yeah people would go there and do their six
months of learning how to live in that place and using the old ways. It is what he
would call. Which there was always some weirdness to it.

Speaker 1: No, no, of course this this.

Speaker 2: I mean there was kind of the wild roots connection which we had a
little more directly with some of those people.

Speaker 1: Is actually awesome.

Speaker 3: They were more anarchistic.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 3: You know the in North Carolina. But yeah, the tamarack thing was
always a little. Not only did he capitalize every other word he wrote, he wrote, which
was always an odd one.

Speaker 1: Oh, you published some of his writing.

Speaker 4: We post a.

Speaker 3: Couple, but not too many, but a lot of people who are interested in
the rewilding. Area of Green Anarchy magazine would often go there and they had a
connection to.

Speaker 1: Them well, I mean, this also speaks to that age thing because of course
like black seed. It might seem open and naive, but of course like I'm an old experienced
publisher and so this represents the fact that I've decades of experience. You know,
whereas GA you all were competent in terms of doing it, but you were you were newer
to it and what are the consequences of that? Was that you allowed a lot more like
in fact he was a guru of a thing, but more pointedly, a lot of the articles read like
they were written by someone who was two years out of college, and that’s less true
for black seed, which obviously is to our advantage. But of course we miss that. The
enthusiastic firebrands who are speaking nonsense but sometimes nonsense is OK.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean I think of. I mean that was part of the problem for
welding, is that it? It seemed to echo that traveling person mid 20s and they’re going
to go to a place that teaches skills because they didn’t get any skills in college.

Speaker 3: And in fact, the first article, the revolution of fungal life. Reminded
me of some of that in a way. Just the way it was written.

Speaker 1: Right?

Speaker 3: The subject matter on some level, but also the way it was written. I
did find that an interesting article. I mean there was. Definitely 1. I love the idea of
the derive almost the rewilding bereave. Yeah, that was. That was an interesting way
of looking at it.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I'm surprised it was actually gone there before because obviously
this. He used to be the post situation. His ideas were common.
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Speaker 3: Are they, I mean being? Removed from the anarchist world pretty
much.

Speaker 1: Not removed, but Tycoon has so supplanted the SIn terms of people’s
imagination of her French theory.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 3: It’s theirs now.

Speaker 1: Yes, it’s theirs.

Speaker 4: Isn’t that what they do? Grab stuff and brand it?

Speaker 1: Yes, yes they do, yeah.

Speaker 4: From what I from what I know.

Speaker 1: Well, definitely the Americans do. Yeah, . Yeah, I mean that article
is interesting because. They decided at some point to rewrite it entirely and the time
frame didn’t work and so. So it was published under Anon rather than their authorial
name, and to me, that’s always an interesting process, and that sort of thing where, like
obviously any magazine like ours. You're you're desperate for content and sometimes
you would rather go fast and .

Speaker 3: I was wondering why it was anonymous. Because it wasn’t. Like the
material matter was sketchy in any way.

Speaker 1: Well, I mean, I think that. You know, I mean obviously us us as. A
publisher publisher. Really like, there’s lots of reasons why people don’t want to be
assigned to their to their articles. I think that yeah, I agree with you. This pretty
innocuous but this person hasn’t written enough to have like a. Pen name so.

Speaker 3: I mean it did. It even had the reminiscent. Feel of the. Weeds growing
in the cracks. Kind of imagery of the of the late 90s early 2000s so.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah. I mean that would actually be another criticism I have of
green. Right? Like Green isn’t always like. You know with the weeds and the concrete
and, and eventually we’re going to win with more authority and green tends towards
that. That sort of like secular Christian.

Speaker 2: Yeah, green could be gangrene too.

Speaker 1: I would definitely have to work on my metaphors of like you. Know
medical wasting of gangrene.

Speaker 3: I did like the idea of addressing. The idea that there’s more than four.
And that was. An interesting way to look at that there’s hundreds of seasons that if
you just can look around and see like today is the day we harvest this. Or today is the
day. We deal with this process.

Speaker 1: Right? You know it. It does remind me a little bit of that, Alejandro. I'd
say green nihilism and I believe it was in this. Say but, but there was that essay where
he basically said that there’s, like there’s a position that’s sort of like. Like a liberal
position which allows for sort of many options like or maybe a postmodern position
and that the negation position is sort of, like the most challenging of all, because to
actually practice it and then do it like there’s no. So wrote that all.
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Speaker 3: Like and everyone’s going to hate you. And that comes, I forget which
article it was, but I loved when it we’ll get to it, I guess. But being optimistic wins.
Your friends being pessimistic doesn’t.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah. Yeah, I'm not sure. I mean, . Again, like I'm in the early
stages of thinking about how to talk about green and what its implications are, and
I’'m not sure I want to map those two things together. Because of course it’s me coming
to find myself and yet another unpopular position right now and super excited about
doing that.

Speaker 4: Yeah, I mean I think throwing green out.

Speaker 3: The window works for me. I mean it’s easier to get rid of that thanarchy,
and anarchy is half out the window. So anarchism, at least. I mean they can take the
word anarchism all they want.

Speaker 1: So since we’re going page by page. Let’s talk about veganism.

Speaker 4: Yes, let’s I. I was expecting a little more.

Speaker 3: Jabs at the vegans.

Speaker 4: I expect a little more humor. But basically.

Speaker 3: I just saw it as antldeological piece.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah, so that would totally need attention.

Speaker 3: Yeah, which was great. I thought I thought that was well done and you
used that venue venue. Of veganism, to also get out your own personal story.

Speaker 1: Yeah, which I didn’t go into that much I.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: Think that.

Speaker 4: A little more of that.

Speaker 3: Would have been good.

Speaker 1: I you. Know of course, right now in particular, I'm very hesitant to
expose myself to an audience of strangers who like who may despise me. And also it’s.
Like there’s this challenge of how do you do? A paper like this I. Mean like you got,
you use so many. Different pen names. That someone would really have to be paying
attention to your tone and sound to. Know, sort of. Who wrote what? And like this
article and. More and more I'm. I'm inclined towards some depending but. You know,
I continue to use my name in the in the, perhaps naive belief that I'm going to have
good relationships with people who develop that over time and most people, of course.
Who are ever going to read this article are going to probably read it on the anarchist
library or something like that, rather than in the paper, so it’s sort of that. Hard
question of like. I also wanted this to be a like. I didn’t want to put my body on the
line necessarily in the story, but I wanted to sort of talk about veganism like an adult
human being rather than like as an ideologue.

Speaker 2: Well, you were putting your body on the. Line all all those years you
were vegan for sure. It’s amazing you emerge from that with your health intact.

Speaker 1: I would definitely attribute my diabetes to carbohydrates. Doubt about
it. Well, I've always been. Addicted to sugar.
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Speaker 3: And processed stuff.

Speaker 1: I've always been addicted to. Sugar like straight up sugar. But the
problem is that is that when you get to the ore part of that, I don’t really have
a good ore like I like a lot of other people did go go keto and I just I don’t think
that’s like necessarily a *****¥*** " Alternative to veganism., like? And so. Being post
ideological about something that’s so personal like your diet Mm-hmm. For me that’s
a big challenge. It’s really hard.

Speaker 4: I'm glad to see that.

Speaker 3: You gained your chill though.

Speaker 1: I've always had chat. Even when I was a vegan.

Speaker 3: I've known that.

Speaker 4: But there is a matureness to the.

Speaker 1: Article yeah, which was obviously part of the goal.

Speaker 3: And the recognition that you can have your personal choices. But when
people make those personal choices political, that’s when we start to get.

Speaker 1: Into trouble well there is a new breed of. Essentially Straight edge
veganarchists who were just, I mean, obviously there’s a big excerpt in this article.
They’re they’re just like they’re mind boggling that they can say the things that
they’re saying in 2019 like that, they can believe the things that. They believe in
20. 19 There’s like It’s as if they just don’t listen to. And or talk to anybody who
disagrees with them, like they have not been beat up beyond the schoolyard. Enough
that is absolutely clear and. And even more clear, having. Met some of them but like
the. When you when you read their argumentation. Yeah, with the native argument
around veganism it. Was it’s like preposterous like you. Know it, it really sounded like
they just never. Talked to another living human being.

Speaker 3: Well, there’s interesting too, because there. Was this idea that? Personal
choices also exist within the group that we’re with and that we make decisions together
and that was interesting too. This concept of where freedom does join up with I don’t
want to use the term collectivism or anything like that, but or community or but the
people you care about and the people. You have affinity with your BOLO.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean . I really identify with that aspect of where they’re.
Coming from like. Like I remember to the extent to which I’ve been in gang type forms
in my life, like those connections felt basically more real thany other relationships I've
had in my life, where, like that sense of being next to somebody who. There is a fight
about to happen and this person is. With me And that’s that sense of closeness or
whatever, like, I'm not going to little by calling it community or ******* a]] these other
FHRIAHER margarine words. You know, I'm instead going to say that like I mean, that’s
one of the reasons why. And we’ve actually been talking about this quite a bit like.
Middle-aged people stop having. Making new friends and they more or less have a very
small circle especially, middle-aged men. They just they’'re their social world clothes
off. Partially this because of things like. That coming of age thing like the people who
I came of age with, I still think of them as the best friends I ever had. Even though I
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go back and visit them. And they’re largely really mediocre. People who have nothing
in common with me now, but man, I don’t know and so there’s something about the
crew which is sort of this mythology figure in the straight edge world that I get it like
I understand why people are motivated by that and why that sort of drives.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: A lot of this discourse, but It’s basically in a separate category and
things like anarchy. You know? And I don’t think that actually. Egoism, as an example,
reconciles this in a satisfactory way, which obviously I was taking some jabs at that,
but it was subtle.

Speaker 3: Well, and then the next article was that towards anthropology of science
fiction was one of my.

Speaker 1: Favorites, I'm surprised and, and of course the closest thing to a criti-
cism of.

Speaker 4: Yes, well, a certain certain.

Speaker 2: Prominent voice with Benji.

Speaker 1: I mean, It’s specifically. A criticism of Suzanne and more pointedly.
And actually. This had been changed since the last time I saw it, but like this author
really has an appreciation for Gerald Bozner and for people who don’t know who
Gerald Bozner is, he was this. He was a native. He was an academic. He was also like
could pass for white. He is a nation Abe, which both Dominique and I, our nation Abe.
So that’s sort of like, that doesn’t hurt. But Dominique clearly really identifies with
visitor and. In the framing of the piece, like John’s aunt has a critique of Joe Visner
and it comes off looking exactly like you would expect it to look. You know, we’re just
John doesn’t understand what the **** is going on with this guy and some calls calls
him the names that we’ve all heard him called Tom.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah so.

Speaker 1: **** and.

Speaker 3: But Dominique did it in such a cool handed way that it doesn’t come
off vicious. I think I'd like to. I’d like all primitives to read it. Sadly with an open mind,
I’d like them to, but I don’t think most of them are even gonna read it. Yeah, which
is the sad part. And Dominique address is that they don’t. There’s not this they don’t
want to learn from it, they’ve. Decided what’s up.

Speaker 2: I really appreciate it. Dominique’s discussion of the trickster figure too
and. Zuzanna’s profound misunderstanding of the complexity of the trickster figure
and what visitor is doing.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I thought there was there was an interesting quote and abhorrence
towards metanarratives is another way to say that hunt to say there’s hundreds of oral
traditions and I thought that was a great way to put it in different languages and
settings. They’re preferable to Latin, the Latin one church, the true one church which.
Exactly and how anarchists green anarchists can’t see that still buggy. Of my mind
and he talks about the imaginative failure of primitivism. The point is not to adopt the
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mostly passe assumptions of postmodernism, but to embrace ambiguity and playfulness
as inherently valuable. That was perfect.

Speaker 1: There is an article that just came out this week by one of the only
other primitivists that is currently active named Ria Ria something and it. It was a
submission that she made to wild resistance and it was she essentially is trying to make
a vegan intervention into.

Speaker 4: Oh yeah.

Speaker 1: There’s lots to say about it, but the hostility that she is receiving
from the editor of World Resistance is really, sort of remarkable because it’s like if
primitivism doesn’t change, it’s just going to, it’s just going to end with two men
standing on a. You know?

Speaker 3: Yeah, declaring everyone else, yeah, sinners.

Speaker 2: Well yeah, I mean to those two prophets and there are a handful of
followers. That is the one true church. I mean, that’s the problem right there. Whereas
what I-11 of many things I appreciate about about black seed is and it relates to. That
line that was just quoted about. The preferability of hundreds of oral traditions I. I
just think you’re allowing for a lot of voices and you’re allowing people to express
themselves in their own language and. The primitive his church doesn’t really allow
for that.

Speaker 3: And another great quote from it was the problem with primitivism is
not that it draws inspiration from the other, but its fixation knowing the final true.
They’re about what living in this world means, and that hit right on thead. And
I’'m not saying this to make enemies with John and Kevin. I love those guys, I think.
They’ve contributed. Especially John has tribute and Dominique gives him props at
the beginning. It’s not that they don’t have or haven’t offered credible stuff. It’s where
they stop. That’s the problem. And another part of the when they talk about. When
they set out with the hunter gatherers, these ideal hunter gatherers, I thought it was
great how he painted as conflict free proto liberals.

Speaker 4: That hunter gatherers were that. You know, I thought when I.

Speaker 3: Read that I was just like exactly like because it has nothing. You know
there aren’t. Humans aren’t ideal.

Unknown Speaker: Right?

Speaker 3: And toe that line is so problematic. You know, like I think Hunter
gatherer existence. I wish I lived in that context. But a lot of. It has to do with the
material.

Speaker 1: Situations, the context in which.

Speaker 3: The context exactly. Not that there’s this purity that has been polluted.

Speaker 1: So yeah, yeah, I mean, obviously we. We’ve been negotiating how to
interact with Antico primitivism after they’ve, sort of been so silent towards. The
critique that we represent, and this was really nice. This was actually. Were going. To
do a pamphlet, basically like a lot of people submit John’s and critiques to us, but
most of that stuff isn’t new. And more pointedly like. You know some of the unfair

64



stuff . I just don’t want. To publish, yeah. And so how do you? How do you negotiate
with someone who are who, I guess is an ideological opponent, but really, It’s. It’s like
just this very different approach. You know, wild resistance for whatever criticisms I
might might make, like. If you're a budding. Anthropologist, like that’s the magazine
for. You like. I just don’t think that there are that many people around us in the
anarchist space who are budding anthropologists. Or who want to be like amateur
anthropologists?

Speaker 3: And we don’t need a little green book.

Speaker 4: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 3: No, and the fact that they can’t see that. Really makes me question
their being them being anarchists.

Speaker 1: Well, this by the way is a bigger issue that I kind of preferred what
GA did to what we end up having to do, which is that GA did publish a wide array
of disagreeing positions. And a lot of it was because they were more open not just to
submissions but to submissions from people who were really new. And so part of the
problem with doing a paper like black seed is that is that we’re basically like coming
up with a position at the same time that we're inviting feedback and trying to grow
our messaging or whatever the **** But not many people can reach the level. And
that’s a ***#*** Huge huge problem.

Speaker 3: And challenge, it’s almost like I don’t know if you ever been to these
meetings or discussions where they have the dry erase board and people just throw
stuff out. Yes, and brainstorming sessions.

Speaker 1: Butcher papering as we.

Speaker 3: Butcher papering and I feel almost like in a way, green anarchy was
doing that.

Speaker 1: Caught it. Yes, yeah, that’s true.

Speaker 3: And now ten years later. You all have been able to look at the butcher
paper, cross stuff out, circle stuff, added a few. New things, and I mean in.

Speaker 1: Issue one or two. We did reprint. The wood is green anarchy and when
we did it, it was like. As an editorial body, were sitting down and sort of saying trying
to answer the question like would we write this today or like? To what extent should
We have a manifesto and you. Know would it be? This and of course you guys wrote
that sort of halfway through your run right like towards.

Speaker 3: We did one and then we redid a. We did a smaller one and.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I advised it later.

Speaker 3: Did a bigger. More important, one which I would write my parts
differently completely.

Speaker 1: No, no, of course. Of course. I mean, you're also much much older, but
part of part of that question is like, is the manifesto the right way to articulate what it
is we're trying to do and that sort of speaks to the question of. Green too like. Green
anarchy, green ecology. Begs for a manifesto mm-hmm and that way of communicating
ideas that’s tired, mm-hmm and. And I mean, I have for years been trying to sort of
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like strain against that where where it’s like I give people a language to understand
it, but then I try to explode it so that they understand that it’s more complicated
than that. But frankly. As nihilism has demonstrated, I have totally failed at that
particular mission because by and large people who take on the term natalism as their
own I more or less despise them all. Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 2: I haven’t seen. A good manifest, though in a while the Dark Mountain
manifest that was pretty interesting.

Speaker 1: That was a good one, yeah? But it doesn’t hurt that they are right.
They are writers before they’re anything else. And that’s of course, the downside to it.
Is that ultimately the content of a lot of the dark Mountain stuff is liberal claptrap?

Speaker 2: You know it. It makes me wonder though, would the. Orthodox primi-
tivist camp Appreciate what those people are doing. Would they? Do they view them
as another? Voice against civilization? Or are they also to be stamped out as?

Speaker 1: Yeah, I would answer that in two ways.

Speaker 2: Unbelievers, I mean.

Speaker 1: I would say on the one hand, because Kingsnorth has been in the New
York Times quite. A few times they probably. Really appreciate that.

Unknown Speaker: There is a.

Speaker 2: Certain validation that’s from the New York Times. Yeah, it seems
really efficient.

Speaker 1: But on the on the flip side. Of course, they’re pessimistic outlook and
they’re anti activist outlook, .

Speaker 4: Well, in this in this.

Speaker 3: Context were talking last night about the letters in anarchy. Being a
place where these kind of discussions could happen. And I think that’s sorely missing.
Yeah, and I think if John was more back to where he was back then, where he could
actually. Write letters to people that discuss in depth what his position is. These
hostilities wouldn’t be here. I mean they would be, but they wouldn’t be as dismissive
as.

Speaker 1: They are, I think that there is very little motivation for John to do
anything like that, because by and large he is the most famous anarchist in North
America because he’s willing to talk to and has. And then he was like the New York
Times, and he essentially doesn’t want anyone else. To join him at the at the mountain
top of media notoriety.

Speaker 3: We're getting off off topic, and that’s a shame that is, well, the next
section was one of. My favorites.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I love this.

Speaker 2: Posting in a person.

Speaker 3: Oh yes.

Speaker 1: Yeah, so this Dominique second piece. In the in the issue. And he
definitely had been working on this. What what is strange and this? A generational
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thing? He mostly wrote this on cell phone. Well, like he’d be sitting at work writing
this on the cell phone, which just Can you imagine. I just.

Speaker 4: I mean I'm a sucker for fragments. Yeah, for.

Speaker 1: A little for the.

Speaker 3: For the aphorism, for just little spurts that overall have a general
coherence, but are going in different directions.

Speaker 1: Come on.

Speaker 3: There were some great ones. I mean I couldn’t. I wanted to pick out
my favorite for tonight and I couldn’t because I kept reading.

Unknown Speaker: Oh, really.

Speaker 3: More and more.

Speaker 1: Oh no, there’s A couple of actually made me laugh out.

Speaker 4: What’s your favorite?

Speaker 1: Loud and yeah, I'm probably not. Going to find it right now, but.

Speaker 3: Discussed what was. Do you have a favorite?

Speaker 2: You know I'm going back to it now asking that the inheritors of genocide
stay optimistic is in poor taste. Yeah, that’s a good one.

Speaker 1: But we should all stay positive. I mean come on, we all agree.

Speaker 3: With that I like the mixed Bloods will be buried as deep as their
white blood. Full Bloods will levitate, levitate in a sacred dance at the tree lines.
Anthropologists will be buried upside down with their toes exposed like mushrooms.

Speaker 1: It’s a great imagery. Yeah, that actually is sort of a reference to a Gerald
Vizenor concept. Gerald visner. Both is responsible for the concept of post Indian, but
he’s also really talks a lot about mixed blood and I mean, as you all can. Like when we
when we have these conversations, one of the goals of black seed from the onset was to
dispel the essential category of the indigenous person. As as being so in touch with the
Earth and like looking towards the sun, and obviously that’s where we're we're, we're
we're. A reasonable person who wants anarchism to be a fixed. Thing can could easily
get upset because we’re basically saying not only is anarchy not a fixed thing. But 7
These these native people that you think are are are planted and. Roses are also. Other
next thing, but in that context like natives. A lot of natives have a lot of investment in
the in the crumbs that they get by being full blood. And by and by basically adding
that mystical component to their to their story and so, like, how do you engage with
that as mixed blood people as people who live in several worlds? Which of course we
all do, but the way in which of course the tenor of what? That looks like in the context
of. Blood Mm-hmm blood is a mystical category right? Anyways, so that’s so visner
really, really speaks a lot to that. You know Visner is a. Visner is the Sherman Alexie
of his. Time, like he wrote, a lot of fiction. He has tons of essays . And again, it was
an academic at the same time, because of course most writers have to make a living,
yeah?

Unknown Speaker: Pay the bills.
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Speaker 1: Yeah, so this actually dominating. Attempting to point people towards
visioner.

Speaker 3: OK. I also like decolonized. Eugenics will be used to spread bronze skin
and high cheekbones. Syphilis will do the rest. Yeah, good job Dominique.

Speaker 1: Yeah, Dominique is. Also, the Co host of the. The podcast that I do,
he’s on every other week. The podcast is called Anarchy bank.com for people who have
not been down in with it, which probably you have since you listened to a podcast.

Speaker 4: Well, the two.

Speaker 3: Interviews were I did. I haven’t gotten fully into them yet. The first
one, the poem due to collective interview I read in the book.

Speaker 1: Yeah, definitely. Pieces of it were in the book, but I think this will be
the full thing over 222 issues. It was a fantastic. It was really and I think I said this in
the book and. So this the. Book the fight for Triple Island. This was like my favorite
interview, mostly because it was two people and so there was a bit more dynamic
energy and they have a mission like, like you can sort of hear it in the in some of. The
work that they. Do, but like they, they weren’t being interviewed as much as sort of
they were. Interviewing me. Yeah, that was really nice.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I know and I'm really want to find out more about I’'m. I'm sure
I'm going to butcher the name Inqua Dutta, the Dakota warrior.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah. Yeah you can. You can actually find a little bit of an online.
But their version of the story is much nicer. Yeah, I mean just the way in which the
Indian wars looked on the ground where where people survived. And kept on fighting.
Like beautiful, yeah, and it’s very different than sort of the way with which we imagine
it where we just imagine like a meat grinder blazing through native people. And in
fact, when the weapons were, when they were rifles and horses on both sides of the
sudden.

Speaker 4: Oh yeah.

Speaker 1: Changed because of course like white people had no idea. What was
going on? And yeah, bareness.

Speaker 3: Well and. The flux and cross pollination through the different cultures
and the blending of the movement of peoples because of colonization and being squished
together and the conflicts that were created and what they allude to. And some of that
was really interesting.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I think that stuff really points towards the way in which an-
archism hasn’t done enough theorizing, because we pretend like so many things are
essential fixed categories. Yeah, we don’t actually open ourselves. To the fact. That
like. If civilization were to collapse in and were alive and participating in that collapse.
Yeah, what would? That look like. Yeah, like what would it look like to basically like
OK? We’re more focused on taking down dams and you are more focused on taking
down electric grid in general. You know what does that interface look like? Because
and by and large. Right it all looks. Like genocide still even today because genocidal
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thinking is thinking. That says I only associate with people who are entirely correct
and anyone who’s wrong has to die, sorry.

Speaker 3: MM.

Speaker 1: I'll pray for you afterwards and. What we’re seeing right now, right?
Is that by and large anarchist behavior is genocidal and in its orientation, and a great
example of that. Today on the Internet, is that a big article came out today accusing
Wolfie of Things that are appropriate because of an article written 32 years ago. And
like that is the opposite of, like the kind of life that I want to live with other animals.
Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 3: And the second interview I didn’t get to that, but I look. Forward to
reading that.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean more or less, this just a way to culturally contextualize
that uncertain conflict and just, the general sort of blockades against pipelines and
how. How do we think about them and frame them and they obviously have a lot
more personal stories of their involvement there, and that that of course is still. An
active conflict and. We have a piece later on that sort of updates that situation today.
It’s very much this summer will be the time when a lot of **** happens.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, it seems.

Speaker 1: Like it, yeah? And allegedly there’s some other pipeline blockades are
happening in can in BC, but I don’t know. The details.

Speaker 3: I mean just a brief glance at some of what was written in the interview.
Or the? Going back to living with understanding and protecting. And as Indigenizing
was seemed really a potent kind of.

Speaker 1: Yeah, and of course this one of those places where we have a really hard
time because a lot of times native people talk about their conflicts in a whitewashed
way so that they can get white people to basically help out and donate money and
their bodies and sometimes that. Like what we want is to sort of get past that sort of
curtain. You know we’ll call that white the whitewash curtain or something.

Speaker 3: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: And I feel like that we did that interviewer is a little newer and I would
have liked to have of course gone more. In that direction.

Speaker 3: And always great to see critiques technology. We have nothing to say
technology and the. At economizing of communication.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I want to get into that piece. I didn’t have time to read it, but
yeah. I saw the you’ll. In for your references, yeah, yeah looks really good.

Speaker 1: Right yes yes yes yes. Yeah, I mean this an interesting piece. This
basically our newest editor. I don’t know him. That well goat goat. But my hope for
them is that they sort of just bring that new energy like, they’re kind of coming up to
speed with stuff and they’re trying to reconcile. Like a whole bunch of material that
we know has all this like context and essentially this an article context. You know, it’s
interesting to think. About like what is the role or like? So . Obviously for us coming of
age did involve reading books like why? Why technology against technology and that

69



sort of like essay length approach towards technology. Part of the problem. Is that there
isn’t a bigger tax around technology, partially because it doesn’t necessarily lend itself
to a docs capital. But there are so many things to talk about about technology that I
feel like are missing, not the least of which are what I would call existential issues. You
know, like. You know we now call the children that are around us. You know cripples
because they’re so reliant on these screen based devices. Yeah, well, I mean like how
do we get past the sort of like the anti TV arguments like how do we? How do we
really deeply examine the way in which we have become dependent? On these outside
things and. Most anti tech arguments are wholly. They unfazed. People who yes. Who
use cell phones? For instance? Because they’re, they’re like, do you understand how
useful this device is? Yeah, essentially, like this a device that can. I can do everything
from being entertained to translate in real time conversations in Chinese or something
like the arguments. Four, if you're going to. Make a four and. Con caves they’re very
strong, and they’re very strong. If you accept. Mean, like the logic of living in this
society.

Unknown Speaker: Sure, sure.

Speaker 1: So I feel like anti tech arguments have by and large sort of like made
circumspect points, but that more or less are like written from a different generation
and they really.

Speaker 3: And they often almost come off more or less.

Speaker 1: Need to be modern. Yeah, yeah, yeah they absolutely come off.

Speaker 3: Fast yeah.

Speaker 1: So to me, that’s a problem that I I've tried to think about it a couple
of times and. It’s like because I make so many arguments in my life that are about
not exactly efficiency, but about being equalitarian. It’s like. Anti tech arguments in
this world are basically saying like if you don’t shoot in your left foot, it’s a good idea.
Then you should shoot your. Right one yeah.

Speaker 3: Yeah, you come off looking like the crazy guy in the corner. Yeah,
saying the world is is ending and . It is.

Speaker 1: And that’s exactly the point. Like so much what we would call anarchist
common sense. You know you’re just you're called a crazy person. And because we
don’t have a clear model of like what social change looks like, looks like in what we
desire. We're basically saying no, no, but there’s a better way to be. But and.

Speaker 4: Well, people can always come to my compound where we don’t have
cell phones.

Speaker 1: You mean service service?

Speaker 4: Or cell phone, yeah.

Speaker 3: It is it, yeah. I mean, it’s one of the reasons I've gotten more nihilistic
is just how it seems like. Everyone around me has just given up to this to this next
step.

Unknown Speaker: That have been.

Speaker 1: In human evolution.
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Speaker 3: In human evolution exactly well, even . And some people say there’s
nothing we can do. They made the rules. You know this, the same primitive as we
talked about earlier, has said. What am I going to do not? Communicate this stuff out.
I mean they made they made the rules.

Speaker 1: Right, yeah?

Speaker 3: I have to play by. Them, well, that’s kind of a. Weak argument in my
mind, yeah.

Speaker 1: Definitely not one. I would say out loud.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I feel like 1. Of the best ways to. Reach people who. Aren’t
fully assimilated into like the technological matrix at this point is? Pointing out the
cognitive effects of all this technology. The problem is. Those cognitive effects seem
seem to me as an outsider to. Be comparable to. A really good and really addictive
drug high. I mean so it seems like once those cognitive. Shifts start to occur. With
most people, there’s no going back.

Unknown Speaker: With the.

Speaker 2: I think there is there is kind of a point in no return. I mean for what
I what I see I see it’s spreading. In that way, yeah, it’s funny, I'm.

Speaker 1: Going to make a different argument. That conversation, which I think
is a great one and sort of, is the one that I would rely on, is essentially a classist
argument. Meaning, like Steve Jobs other like Texas CEQ’s, they raise their children
without technological gadgets. Those gadgets are more or less intended for the peasants.
They’re intended to entertain you to death. And people who essentially are intended
to rule us are trained in an entirely different way.

Speaker 2: How how do ? This about like Steve Jobs, yeah?

Speaker 1: Oh, it’s totally recorded. That his. Children were not getting gadgets,
they were not. And has he ever publicly explained why? Been dead for a while. Yeah,
there’s tons of people in that like the tech entrepreneur, CEO type people who have
who have said I mean.

Speaker 2: Aware of what they were unleashing on the world.

Speaker 1: Well, the way in which they put. It no the. The peasant thing is
my construction, but they’re articulation is basically like they want to make sure
their children have the basics before they give them. The devices. And I, and I think
that’s something really that’s worth worthwhile to look at to sort of say which class
orientation are you going to choose for yourself and your children and, and that’s, 1
think that those arguments actually are super effective, but most people of course have
made the choice. In which they’ve. Actually made in other words, they have chosen to
be a consumer. They have chosen the passivity nowadays, right? Like interacting in
public in like a. City it is phenomenal to see how people how accepting people are of
what really looks like a sheep like. You know I, I would take these vigorous morning
walks and walk by a whole bunch of bus stops with people trying to get to work. And
it was like. I was knocking people over, because.

Speaker 3: Nobody’s talking to anyone. No, absolutely.
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Speaker 1: I mean. Yeah, obviously there’s tons.

Speaker 3: There’s a gaze that, yeah, they’re in and they’ll even get these news
reports on the radio or the magazines they read.

Speaker 1: Of fall out of that.

Speaker 3: How unhealthy it is for them. But it doesn’t seem to. Faze them, yeah,
they’re so committed to. This new direction but.

Speaker 1: But again, I don’t like arguments that basically end up calling people
idiots or sheep like they're.

Speaker 4: What if they earn?

Speaker 1: Well, they are easy.

Speaker 2: Do you do you feel there’s a neurological reconfiguration that’s occur-
ring? Like the more you interact with this so like?

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 2: Point, it almost ceases to be like a class issue. It’s just like. Something
has occurred, It’s more like a physical possession or a.

Speaker 1: No, it’s both because.

Speaker 2: Yeah, an invasion of the mind.

Speaker 1: Yeah, but it’s a class issue because basically like you get like to the
extent to which we're all categorized by, like the conspiracy, into certain modes like
this part. Of what that looks like. You know which is obviously like why it’s important
to recognize that there are some people sitting in that bus who are reading a book.
There are some people who are doing something different, and if you were going to
start a conversation with people, those are clue of the people that you would start
with.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, Oh yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: You know, because most of this stuff is so unconscious like being
a passive. Consumer is something that we all sort of did until that day in which
something clicked. I don’t know. I mean you. Know like I’'m not trying to be overly
prescriptive here other than to say that like I just feel like the way in which we’ve
approached this stuff ends up coming off as moralizing and blaming the victim. And
how to fight that? How to struggle against that to me is more interesting.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I tend to find myself. I just feel aloof to really a lot of this. I
mean, I can’t help it. I mean, I try to empathize with. The situation people are in with
their connection to technology and I just can’t. I mean, yeah, It’s hard for me to. Put
myself in their shoes.

Speaker 2: I mean, I think I just have more of a. Survivalist orientation towards
it or survival related questions like how do I see that this hive expanding and growing
in numbers every day and I just question like how do I survive it? Like how do I
remainvisible to this ever expanding hive, and what am I going to do when they
constitute the majority of the population? Then what where do I hide?

Speaker 1: It is worth mentioning this another aspect of black seed. That sort
of existed in GAnd I think less so exists in black seed. In other words, like there is
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a didactic element to this where we’re. Like and. I in fact wish that we had, more
intelligence or technology. But we don’t have very many articles that sort of are like
against cell phones. Yeah, yeah. Which in fact I kind of wish we did like we yeah. I
mean, we spent a lot of time on this image that we did that ended up being on the
cover of the blast, which was this one off that we did the. That sort of played around
with the way in which spectacular society, and so it was a scale.

Speaker 3: Just yeah.

Speaker 1: It was a big Photoshop job, . I just I don’t know I I still think there’s a
lot to say from my perspective about cell phones and yeah, and the way in which it’s
totally, really, since early before GA changed to our social dynamics and especially to
the younger people.

Speaker 3: They know no other way. And I'm not just talking cell phone versus a
phone or a letter, just it goes beyond the medium.

Speaker 1: Yes, yeah. But again, like. There’s a danger there sounding like old
fogies Would ? My guess is a listener right now is was very much think think that of
the three of us I'm the only one that does live in the world with a screen phone. But
you don’t really see me. Pull it out. But yeah, that’s a hard line because it’s not paying
the bill. It’s not like not living in the world. That is some to some extent constrained
by that phone, sure. So I guess what we’re really talking about is the uninhabitable
Earth.

Speaker 2: That was actually the only other piece I was able to get through. Was
the review of that book.

Speaker 3: Thanks, well discussed.

Speaker 2: Yeah so.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I.

Speaker 2: Feel I don’t I. Don’t know if this really the starkest most strident. Cry
in the wilderness. I mean I think there’s been quite a few like in the. Last 30 or 40 years.
You know, I don’t know why this book is being singled out for, like, just all the hype
and mediattention it’s getting at the moment, but. I think a review of it. A lengthy
review. Like this a good. Way to just discuss the larger problem. Like where we’re at.
Environmentally the unraveling of the biosphere. And yeah, I don’t. I don’t have answer
to that one. You know, I’'m just I'm expecting it to continue, intensify, accelerate and.
My concern about that is also tied in with my concern about how. Domesticated people.
How increasingly domesticated people are coming becoming with all this technology
and how much uglier that’s going to make environmental collapse, the inability to
adapt whatsoever. How much more challenging it’s? It’s going to make it for those of
us who. Might want to try to survive and.

Speaker 4: You know when there’s.

Speaker 3: Cell phones don’t work anymore. Their iPhones. They won’t be able
to identify the plant. The mushroom that’s on the. Ground for them to eat.

Speaker 1: So whether it’s edible.

Speaker 3: Whether it’s edible or not.
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Unknown Speaker: You know, I do.

Speaker 1: You know, for me, this conversation is so closely linked to how. I un-
derstand humanism, which is human good, more human better yeah. And . Obviously
that’s an unfair definition of humanism. But I don’t ******* care because I see hu-
manists. Do things that. Confirm my definition. Yeah, I don’t see humanism as this
glorious evolution of thought around. What people are capable of.

Speaker 3: Unleashing human potential.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah, Instead see it as some version of stacking cord. Wood, and
. Like my interest is not to talk. Or die off or any of the rest? I feel like that’s. Going
to resolve. Itself, yeah, but I do feel as though like science fiction, talks about this in
a way that I find quite satisfying. Which it more or less says that at some point they
commit to the idea that like. People are so good that we just need to ******* gtuff.
This planet full of them and so they build these things called not artifacts. Our colleges
and arcologies essentially are giant skyscrapers filled with humans. And it’s where they
live. It’s where they work. It’s where they play and there is. There is an argument that
sort of like a quantifiable argument that you could basically replace every city with an
arcology and you, you literally could put the bulk of you, know, eight 8 billion or 12
billion people into 1% of the land mass of the planet and. And if you did that correctly,
you basically all this. Land would, would there essentially would be a verdant utopia
outside these ******* hellholes.

Speaker 3: So with these tall skyscrapers of people, where does? The box cutter
come in. Anyway, SOrry, sorry Sorry.

Speaker 1: But anyways, the. I regress the point of sort of our colleges is to sort of
say that like if the basis of all of. This humanism, yeah. You might as well stack them
like cord wood, which is in fact what they are.

Speaker 3: Totally totally. I I did like the idea of the cult of optimism, that keeps
it going and that ties into the humanism thing. Like, we’re just, we’re reaching which
is why I tend to despise progressives more than even conservatives at this point in
my life, because conservatives are generally just a bunch of old diamond white dudes.
We’re the progressives. They’re leading us down this path to these skyscrapers of hell.
Yeah, and with iPhones, not even iPhones anymore. Whatever the next thing is.

Speaker 1: Probably give me the bamboo.

Speaker 3: Well reviews I'm I was glad to see the review because we always like
doing reviews in green because I feel felt like it was a really potent way to flesh out
certain ideas, especially on the fringe of different perspectives and.

Speaker 1: Yeah for sure for sure.

Speaker 3: So I'm glad to see. That I would like to see.

Speaker 4: Some letters.

Speaker 1: Yeah, It’s interesting to say that we basically received no correspon-
dence and maybe there might be a couple of different reasons why that’s the case, but
it is in fact true.

Speaker 4: In black
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Speaker 1: We’d probably publish them if. We got them. I think.

Speaker 4: If you just get letters.

Speaker 3: Versnick yeah.

Speaker 1: All of. Our packages seem to be ticking.

Speaker 4: Aesthetically, I'm not a big fan of the tabloid format. I like the, the
magazine or scene, but overall.

Speaker 1: Well, the bottom line, the motivation for tablet format is cause yes,
it’s not even a question. Magazine format is so expensive, and what do you get mean?
Obviously this. There’s a lot to do with, like why we can keep on doing this. Why
will we will keep on doing this? Everyone tells us no. How many 5000 which we have
lowered it a little bit, but frankly were. We just have too many issues, but I want.

Unknown Speaker: To talk about.

Speaker 1: The final article, which which actually nobody. Has given me any
comments about and noticing something. Quite interesting in it. That I at least want
to point out. You will. The Twitter so right the point is that there is a Twitter account
that calls itself the Indigenous Anarchist Federation. So it in fact like is a thing or like
sounds like a thing.

Speaker 4: Are they claiming more than what they are?

Speaker 1: There’s a whole bunch of complexity to it that obviously it’s talked
about in the article itself, but I want to get to the part of this that’s that. Basically
nobody has talked to me about yet and so I just want to float past.

Speaker 3: You and I've heard about Twitter.

Speaker 1: So one of the reasons why indigeneity is that is an essential category is
because some people benefit from it. Yeah, like some native people, but other people
too. You know, they’re still is poverty, pimping, and things like this. So I'm just going
to read a little bit from this Twitter article. On orientalism. Buried in here are a number
of issues that are hard to access. If I were to indict the news, support, entertainment
complex, it would begin with an examination of who we are versus who we cover.
If we’re part of a movement to attack and change the world, then sharing stories
of strangers who use our terminology, wear our clothes and. And our food doesn’t
seem particularly problematic. What if our stories are actually stories of other people
who we don’t, who we don’t and can’t talk to? Where do our stories become their
stories? And then I give a definition of Orientalism from Wikipedia. Orientalism is a
term used by art historians and literary and cultural studies scholars for the imitation
or depiction of aspects. Of the eastern world, these depictions are usually done by
writers, designers and artists from the West. In the universe that measures people by
how racist, sexist, transphobic and generally ****** ** pegple are to be orientalist is
pretty bad. It is among the worst kind of othering, and it often is taken to be the
final word on a person. Being Orientalist is also central to the colonial project, and to
every project that has otherwise been described as a support project up till now. It’s
the patronizing idea that we by any definition of we. Know how to help people better
than they can help themselves and it has a whiff of being true as oftentimes we as

75



colonized subject who also colonize have more resources money than we. Helping as
Jesus said in Luke 620 to 21, blessed are you who are poor for yours is the Kingdom
of God. Blessed are you who are hungry, for you will be filled. Blessed are you who
weep, now, for you will laugh. He said a bunch of other assertive **** about how
great the poor are, but I think you get the point. Christians, and by extension the
West, Draw a line between us and them, and it has a lot of strange and terrible
implications. Sorry for the long preface because this actually one that I wanted to
get to. I want to use the term Orientalist to describe these implications that get to
a point that isn’t particularly friendly to many, many people who would otherwise
describe as friends as much as I find anarchist security culture, which essentially can
be described as an arrogance about how important we are as individuals annoying, I
basically agree with it to the extent. That our representation should be controlled by
us collectively and individually and not by them. Systems of control that usually are
state agencies. Selfies are selfies, not fixed cameras. But how we choose to represent
ourselves, especially in our media, is nightmarishly terrible. The same Twitter search
I referenced earlier, i.e., Indigenous, is a case in point representations of natives of
either are either as performers in traditional regalia or members of bourgeois culture.
Proper clean clothes at bill signings and whatnot. Paper dowels only. Barely only
very rarely with a third dimension. But media, even in especially our media, is even
worse. Again, nothing new here. I've been railing against the orientalism of natives
by the left for decades, as have more articulate voices than mine. The newer point
is this. In our fight against Orientalism, we have chosen to create an empty space
where representation would otherwise exist, and our yearning to not unfairly portray
our subjects. We have generally chosen to say nothing when given the choice, we have
been vague, Sir, Forzas. And that has allowed our position to be misrepresented by
those who have no compunction about Orientalizing everything around them. I think
I’'m talking about rather than articulating a charismatic position that contradicts the
orientalist one, we have seemed to hedge. The IAF is not a bad actor here. The Twitter
account. The website is a better yeah. So anyways. I feel. Like that, that point is sort
of central to. We're trying to publish here. Which is which is. Part of the problem that
we have. Had in black seed. And meet me more generally that. Oftentimes articulating
a position puts you in a box being, but Orientalism does allow you to explain the world
clearly. Anyways, that’s actually a really good article.

Speaker 4: Yeah, I heard that.

Speaker 1: That no one read yet because.

Speaker 3: Why is it in the back?

Speaker 4: Could you switch it with the mushroom article?

Speaker 1: Well, it’s in the review. Section, So what can you do?

Speaker 3: Yeah, yeah, yeah, so you're reviewing the Twitter site, the Twitter site.
What they call them sites.

Speaker 1: Twitter accounts.
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Speaker 3: Twitter accounts yeah, no you can. It’s easy to articulate yourself if
you're. Putting out these generalized, yeah nothing. But if you live in the world of.
Intricacies and nuances as we all do. Which standardization and wants to erase which
all the stuff wants to erase? It’s hard to articulate yourself.

Speaker 1: With the review. Sort of consumed and discussed by us. What do we?
What we’re saying, at least right now, is saying about where the anarchist in this
position is right now.

Speaker 2: You know, I feel like. When were publishing. Green anarchy, I mean it
was. You know the context was everything and we already discussed that earlier, but
I feel it was like. Reflective of that period of time. But if we had continued publishing,
I mean. It would have. It would have had to evolve. And there would have. Needed to
it, it would have needed to. Develop and then. Would have needed to be a deepening
of like a lot of the questioning and explorations that were going on in GA. So for
example for me. Developments that were encouraging to me after I stopped working
on GA. And I know this. Going to be controversial, but. The first generation ITS when
they when they first appeared, when it. Was this really interesting synthesis of like
Ted Kaczynskinspired anti. Technological perspectives and. Egoists and individualist
anarchist perspectives their critiques of. Humanism within anarchist thought. I mean,
I thought that was definitely a step in the right direction. I'm not defending what they
later evolved.

Unknown Speaker: Into sure.

Speaker 2: But that was encouraging to me. I think like. You know towards. To-
wards the end of our run with GA. A lot of nihilist perspectives began to appear in
the paper, and you were instrumental in articulating a lot of those perspectives and
getting them out there at that period of time. That was encouraging to me when. That
material began to appear. I'm trying to think of what else has has been encouraging
to me since then. The book Desert, so there are. There are things that have come on,
but then black seed and what? What you're doing with this paper. The exploration
that you’ve undertaken. I feel that like GA would have had to have headed in a similar
direction to remain relevant. So I do see this as like. A continuation, although it’s en-
tirely it’s own autonomous thing. But yeah, I feel mini edge there like there’s a there’s
a thread.

Speaker 3: We would have had to take the butcher paper down. But if we wanted
to. Continue doing what?

Unknown Speaker: Were doing.

Speaker 1: Yeah, right, and that would have been very hard because. No, because
a lot of. People came through. Yeah, they’re whatever our people come to you within
the anarchist space from many of those people, the brightest. Frankly, they wrote their
manifesto in GA.

Speaker 2: Yeah, or we might have had to have started butchering ideologues just
to. Have a little more freedom?

Speaker 4: But I agree with you about.

77



Speaker 2: To talk about this.

Speaker 3: The I'TS phenomenon when it first came out because to me it reinspired
me. It was it was. It was naive, at least in what in the written statements there was
a honest assessment of the world we lived in. We live in. And what? Even a speck of
what needed to happen. If our words. Actually had any real relevance to them.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I, I think that the problem is that I'TS became orientalized right
away and that’s basically one of my big biggest criticisms of the way in which people
have treated Atassatossa. Was definitely guilty of Orientalism, no doubt, but it was
also trying to engage with the material. And, if I were to have redone it to us and
actually been involved in editing it, which I. Was not I would have focused more on
like rewriting the communicates so they were understandable. You know, because so
much of them were bravado. Were really long and so many words for what seemed
like no reason and poorly translated. Like for someone to have rewritten them for the
punchy parts or like to be comprehensible by the Twitter generation or something that
really would have been a worthwhile project, yeah?

Speaker 3: But as far as 2019, the anarchist world, I really little interest outside
of a few projects like this.

Speaker 1: One, do you feel like there’s any so?

Speaker 3: And someone last night was talking about the youth and how we need
to connect to the youth with the youth. And I have two kids, so I connect with the
youth every day. But I'm not, I'm not going to give them false hope about any of this
like I think the most grounded thing we can do is. Be as real as Poss. About their
hopelessness.

Speaker 2: Yeah, and youth is some kind of essentialist category. Too, like.

Speaker 1: Like, yeah, it is worth mentioning. I don’t know who the author of the
Waterfront Statler column was.

Speaker 3: He was some ***¥¥**¥* hyt,

Speaker 1: I will say. That you 2 have become the personification. Of water, so 1
guess now is the time for you to admit that you wrote that.

Speaker 4: Were not well off from stattler.

Speaker 1: They've just become more exceller. We're talking.

Speaker 2: I take it as a high compliment that we’re. On the list. Of suspects.

Speaker 4: Yeah I do. I do miss writing.

Speaker 3: Reviews I have to say. I got a lot of my. Angst out in those.

Speaker 1: Yeah, you definitely should have.

Speaker 3: They deserved it.

Speaker 4: Who you gonna defend Eric going who you gonna?

Speaker 1: Defend I’'m not going to defend mentioning that they’re nice people.

Speaker 4: Yeah, nice people. The road to hell is paved with nice people.

Unknown Speaker: Might be nice. It would be.

Speaker 4: Nice, we can get my feet dirty.

Speaker 3: Well, stepping on them would be dirty, but anyway.
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Speaker 1: So yeah.

Speaker 3: Well thanks Aragorn for staying in touch and doing what you're doing.

Speaker 1: Thank you very much for staying focused and having this conversation
with me.

Ep. 97 — Duane Rousselle

Source

June 20, 2019

Duane and I have known each other for a number of years. (At least 12!) He was
one of the first people who found the...
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Episode 94 — Kill All Normies
Angela Nagle’s book was released at exactly the right time, with a perfect title, and
great marketing. It is a leftist take on the Trump...

Transcript

Speaker 1: With the brilliant podcast. I believe this might be episode 9594. Some-
where in there anyways, the point of this episode of The Brent podcast is that we
are going to have a discussion and by we in this in this context I mean chisel and I
we’re going to talk about Angela Nagels book Kill all normies The sub. Title is online
culture wars from 4 Chand Tumblr to Trump and the Alt right. And so this book was
published in 2017. So two years ago and so in some ways it almost feels dated. I guess
just. As a, preliminary conversation, a large part of the reason why we want to read
this book and why we have read this book is to talk about the ways in which it. This
a very trendy conversation and think through how this relevant to anarchists. I think
that this conversation is mostly going to be led. By chisel, because chisel has written
a ton. Of notes

Speaker 3: Yeah, per usual, I want to start out by saying that the title of this
well kill all normies is a brilliant title, but the subtitle is stupid and irrelevant. This
she does three things in this book. It is a left feminist take on Internet troll culture. It
identifies various players, and it’s a history of how some events played out.

Speaker 1: So it’s worth mentioning and. And of course I. I do tend to prefer a
kind of metanalysis. This book is derived from Angela Nagel’s PhD dissertation and.

Speaker 3: Yeah, exactly no. Totally, it seems like exactly that.

Speaker 1: And I think that the I probably my guess would be that the first
half of the book was written later. Because her dissertation was basically about how
online feminist discourse has happened, and especially how anti feminist discourse has
happened and the last two chapters of the book are specifically about that. And really,
it’s thread through. The whole thing. In other words, it’s clear that she is like what
we would call like. A left feminist.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: Actually, one of the places where she’s written before is Jacobin, which
is the magazine that commune is sort of like trying to respond to. But Jacobin is like
a united left. UM? Not party, but something like something like Communist, Marxist
and pointedly. I think that she is quoted from Rosa Luxemburg. Either I saw somehow
that she was making some quote about Rosa Luxemburg. Who is very clearly? Like a
left communist and a major figure. And yeah, an icon and if you’re into Germany 100
years ago, like.

Speaker 3: Yeah, my frustration with the title is definitely that it does not mention
feminism at all, and she’s this. Feminism is clearly, yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: It’s almost disingenuous.
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Speaker 3: And it’s almost disrespectful to the other. Issues that happen online.
But that’s fine.

Speaker 1: Because it’s so clearly part of her project and either the editors of the
book itself.

Speaker 3: Right, right?

Speaker 1: Decided to remove all all traces of that or.

Speaker 3: It’s not good marketing, yeah?

Speaker 1: She decided to somehow not.

Speaker 3: Try to broaden the appeal in some way and it’s yeah she yeah it’s false.
I have big points to talk about about the book and I have little points to talk about
the book and I'm and I'm tempted to start with little points and I’'m not sure why
that is, but. Yeah, I think. That I won’t. I will think I will start with the big points
which. I think that Internet culture is a huge. Brand new thing and. And the this.

Speaker 1: And we’re just getting started to even think to like organize our
thoughts around how to even think about it.

Speaker 3: Oh, totally like absolutely.

Speaker 1: And mostly it’s derogatory what people are saying.

Speaker 3: Yes, and I and will all of those things are what I'm going to say right
now, which is that she this book and many people I'm sure, but I'm reviewing this
book now, does a disservice to this brand new big thing by talking about by freezing
it at a particular. On a particular topic and acting like that’s what it is and.

Speaker 2: Right?

Speaker 3: And there’s some irony in that because so much, I think of what?
People are responding to online. Is this sense of finally getting a voice finally being
able to talk to large groups of people or to have your voice resonate? So, so the way
that she’s sort of mimicking mainstream mediand what the role that mainstream media
has played up until now is part of what online culture, what real, what I would call
online culture is responding to. Yeah, so let me. What is the first point? My first note
says that there’s an artificial slash arbitrary. To where? This lens is looking or like
where where the Internet is getting frozen. UM? In other words, it’s a process. There
is a like. The things that are going on in the world are all interacting with each other
and they’re all responding to each other and there’s. And there’s the way that people
will freeze something and say this what I'm going to look at right now. I'm reading
basically reading the point that. Yeah, that she’s taking a specific thing making that
the only thing that’s going on. It’s a bad thing, so we should be alarmed. So there’s
also that.

Speaker 1: Well, but OK, but let’s talk about what that thing is, because often-
times when I think about people’s political analysis, I think of them as a string of
like freeze frames. So as an example, in this case, the freeze frame is like. How do we
talk about the fight against Trump? But that’s a stupid conversation or it? It’s just
a conversation the level of affect or on the level of like political tactics. So how do
we deepen that analysis? I guess the point that I'm getting at is that. Like there’s
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a starting place that’s on the on the. Level of like. Everyone’s talking about Trump.
Everyone’s talking about the alt right online. Everyone’s talking about these sort of
like shallow things, and they’re talking about it in a shallow way, and I feel like Nagle
who was in grad school during this time period was like. How do I deepen this? And
so for me it feels like a series of snapshots. That’s like there’s a topical conversation.
My research has been on the Internet. I’ve been obsessed with how the Internet is
churning through this content. How do I tie them together? This book comes out of
that process, sure.

Speaker 3: Yeah, so one of the another one of the bigger things to talk about about
the book is how not anarchist she is and about how like so. The two main things. That
she critiques the Internet for is its leaderless Ness and its decentralization and it’s free.
The freedom of its speech so not to say that freedom of speech is anarchist thing but
free association and like these. Yeah, the and decentralization I would say are totally
anarchist things and I believe she explicitly says too much. Freedom is bad and like
not in so many words, but like that this that this too much. And I mean just I go into.
The world that I live in expecting people to be sucked up expecting everybody to be
racist, expecting everybody to be sexist, expecting everybody to be classist, expecting
everybody to like, have these cops in their heads. And so none of this particularly
surprising to me. And that’s sort of 1 thread of my reaction and the other reaction I
mean that is juxtaposed and somehow overlaid with this. Idea that she’s only looking
at us very specific. Part of what’s going? On and how her looking at this very specific
part of what’s going on is really very much In Sync with the problems that already
existed and that the Internet is responding to. You know I'm going to end up repeating
that point, probably over and over. Again, because. Because it I guess. I think it is the
most interesting point, like the idea that the Internet is this brand new thing that is.
Never, never like this this new. This a new thing and there’s not very many new things
and. And trying to only see the bad in it or emphasize the bad in it, or emphasize the
ways that it already that it reflects things that we think we already know about who
people are and how they interact or something is really doing a disservice to all. Of us.
And T think that there are plenty of bad things about the Internet for I'm totally not.
Saying that all. I'm just saying I'd like to be open to what good there is also.

Speaker 1: Since this book has come out, the main way in which Nagol has come
back into media representation is that they wrote an article and I swear to you, it’s
for the American Affairs Journal. Called the left case against open borders, so in this
way. She has placed herself as. And anti neoliberal? Right and basically I mean it’s
like there’s a way in which maybe I wouldn’t disagree with the with the position, but
just to state the conclusion. Members of the open borders left, May try to convince
themselves that they are adopting a radical position, but in practice they are just
replacing the pursuit of economic equality with the politics of big business masquerad-
ing as a virtuous identitarianism, America is still one of the richest countries in the
world. Should be able to provide not just full employment. But a living wage for all
of its. People including in jobs. Including in jobs which open borders, advocates claim
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America won’t do, or Americans won’t do. Employees who would exploit migrants for
cheap labor illegally at great risk to the migrants themselves should be blamed, not the
migrants who. Are simply doing what? People have always done when facing economic
adversity. By providing inadvertent cover for the ruling elites, business interests, the
left risks a significant existential crisis as more and more ordinary people defect to far
right parties at this moment of crisis, the stakes are too high to keep getting it wrong.
Well, the reason why this useful is because this position does relate to her take on the
Internet in general and really like when I think about this book. The reason? Why
we’re reading this? Book is that this book is putting a lot of Antifa politics. Into a
more theoretical context. But there’s still this underlying liberal. What we would call
maybe classical liberal assumption that has to do with. What are ordinary people?
How do they react? And basically, how does one examine politics in a? In the in the.
Political sense of the word like. In other words, she is trying to. To look out fordinary
people. Her perspective of the left, how she’s defining the left is that’s what the roles
the left should be, and that, and so she’s critiquing leftists that are neoliberal.

Speaker 3: Like what ordinary?

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Meaning that thinks that global trade basically where liberals get on
board with. With global trade is believing that global trade means that we don’t go
to war? With each other. Right and so now we’re in this in sort of attention where
what we would use to what we used to call like labor. Politics has more or less been
destroyed or dismantled in the way in which labor is now seen as this fungible resource.
But it’s also a nationalistic resource, like this a sort of return. A closed border because
a closed border is. The only way in. Which, let’s say the United States is going to
return return to full employment and take care of its workers, so.

Speaker 3: Take care of its workers, yeah.

Speaker 1: There’s a huge mishmash of like old school leftism versus new school
leftism that Nagel is basically taking the side of old school leftism. Yeah, and the
question really like the reason why we’re entering this book at all is because of Antifa.
And basically because of like the rise of the old ray. In other words, the old right
appears to be using the Internet in a nimble. Like neoliberal wave, maybe perhaps,
and so Nagle comes down against it in the same way that she comes down.

Speaker 3: She’s coming down this yeah, yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Against orders, I'm sorry to jump ahead, but I just felt.

Speaker 2: No, no, that’s fine.

Speaker 1: Like that was a way like.

Speaker 2: We're going to be jumping all over the place in this book because, yeah,
that’s how it works.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I mean that brings up a related but different point for me,
which is one of the interesting things that I got out of a brief paragraph or page or
something. And the book is the challenge of calling the alt right right at all and I think
that she doesn’t go into it very much, and I wish that she I mean well, I found myself
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periodically wishing that she was writing a different book, but I'm not totally fair to.
I’'m not criticizing her on that, but. But this idea that calling the Alt right I mean. It
is. And doing the exact thing that I was just talking about where it’s trying to fit a
new thing into the model of an old thing and doing disservice to both of them. I would
not, yeah.

Speaker 1: Can you explain your terms a bit more?

Speaker 3: I mean, one of the things she does totally talk about how the alt right
is very different from the old, right? I meand you hear this talked about on popular
news programs all the time about. How what’s known as the old Republican Party
thinks that Trump is terrible. You know it’s like all they’re. They are conservative in
a very different way from people like Milo, who is, pro transcript OK. And then we’ll
get to transgression as a whole new whole other big part of the topic.

Speaker 1: We spend the whole chapter on that so.

Speaker 3: But the alt right are very. Liberal in many what? Would yeah liberals
in other vague words.

Speaker 1: Actually let me side by this and say so Nagel is in the tortured space
between being a journalist and being an academic. And as an academic, they have
served their masters well by coming up with a new jargon term. Which is called alt
light. This their term and it’s their term to sort of describe the way in which. These
people are not traditional. They’re not traditionally part of the right. What is described
as the alt right are the people who are more or less part of the traditional right in that
they are explicitly racist.

Speaker 3: Yeah, it’s all about, yeah.

Speaker 1: Whereas the old light is more like the Milo. Yannopoulos figure who is
much more about transgression than they are about.

Speaker 3: You're not, you're not close. Any specific thing?

Speaker 1: Old, especially old school values. Of right or left. It’s also relevant, I
think, that we are having this conversation just a day after the New Zealand massacre
and the two mosques.

Speaker 3: Massacre in the mosque. Oh ****,

Speaker 1: And so I'll probably be referring to that again. So go back to what?
We're saying about the right.

Speaker 3: Yeah so. My understanding of her calling the group all light was more
the periphery of what people they’re calling all be all right. But maybe I didn’t read
that. As carefully as you. Did so we can move on to the idea of transgression and how
she really challenges. Which is another way that seemed. Anyway, she really challenges
the idea of transgression as being something that is has was initially claimed by leftists
and promoted by leftists, and that, I know, is of strong thread in the anarchists who
I tend to hang out with. And joy, and saying that is one of the things that these new.
Alt whatever people 1.

Speaker 1: The old light.
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Speaker 3: I almost don’t want to go with her word, but that’s fine. Have adopted
and have owned. Unlike are owning more than the left is right now. If you accept
the left as Tumblr culture stereotypes where they’re and Antifa who are. Generally
extremely rigid and dogmatic and protectionist and.

Speaker 1: I mean just to play out an example, as many people know, we have
an IRC server which is a place where more or less post left anarchist type people can
sit around and chat with each other. And I just watched for an hour while while a
half dozen of the IRC people. We’re basically having a quote, UN quote, transgressive
conversation around the New Zealand massacre. And it couldn’t be more what Nagel
was talking about.

Speaker 3: Sounded like yeah.

Unknown Speaker: Exactly, yeah.

Speaker 1: Matter of fact like I. Was really feeling my Spidey sense like tingle.
Yeah, as to like what? What was the difference between this ostensible group of anar-
chists talking about New Zealand the transgressive Chan culture has the exact same
conversation because they basically think. It would have looked identical.

Speaker 3: Exactly the same, exactly the same.

Speaker 1: But literally, people were talk. About being effective at killing people
at their feelings while watching the video. Because of course, these are the kind of
people who immediately go and watch the video, which there’s like a whole underbelly
of the Internet. That’s that’s all about, like, like there’s a. It’s like called gratuitous
violence or something like the website, but.

Speaker 3: You're watching people die. The subreddit think it just got cancelled,
yeah?

Speaker 1: Or no, but the point being that the mainstream Internet, like Reddit,
even though Nagle was talking about it as if. It’s transgressive, yeah? But that Reddit
represents the main.

Speaker 3: Mainstream part of that same well, it’s got to spread, but.

Speaker 1: Right?

Speaker 3: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: No, but the point being that like if you really want to be in on the on
the dirt and the transgressive side of it, you have to find these more niche websites and
again it was really shocking to me to see that there was, like the anarchism disappeared.

Speaker 3: You fine you five yeah.

Speaker 1: You know, amongst these these people. Have varying degrees of anar-
chist pedigrees that disappeared in their fascination with what I would call the most
like boring and gratuitous parts and absolutely it felt like a room of adolescent men
talking about things that fascinate them, like . Gun gear and. And being hard and
doing what it takes to be done. And every once in a while people would drop refer-
ences to Ted Kaczynski, who of course is the grandfather of this side of the anarchist
equation of. This kind of culture, which of course he would be rolling his graves to
watch. Basically, these technical, techno alienated.
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Speaker 3: If he were dead, which he’s not. Doesn’t mean he’s dead anyway, yeah.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I.

Speaker 3: Mean that’s exactly that’s exactly right. And. One of the things.

Unknown Speaker: You know, like the book.

Speaker 3: That she didn’t write has. To do with. Why are people fascinated by
these? You know where does this come from? What is this about? And that’s totally
valid that’s not what this book is about, but. But this idea that people egg each other
on and that they don’t. Well, that’s just getting back to the media thing and about
and the forced moralism and about how we’re all supposed to have the same kind
of response to these events. And when we don’t have them, then we feel. A variety
of things probably, but among the things we feel are bad and like there’s something
wrong with us, and so then finding other people who don’t feel the way that they're
supposed to feel or who don’t respond and externally as if they're feeling the way you’re
supposed to feel. Then it then is this huge bonding as much more of a bonding than it
would be otherwise and anyway. Yeah, sort of. Yeah, so the idea that this so much. A
study in a reaction to this monolithic force of. I guess I'm calling the corporate media.
And T want to time part of one of the threads. Of this, both Nagel’s book and. And
corporate media I guess is something. About celebrity so. One of the where does she
talk about it? There’s a thing about. People, oh, it’s part of the call out culture, so it’s
part of the Tumblr conversation is that people get very excited when somebody has
has done something bad. I can’t use the word transgressed now because it’s getting to
be used too much, but and that. And that the tendency in general is for people to say,
well, why are? Why are people getting so upset? And my. Take, I think is to say why
is all the upsetness centered on a single person. So in other words, I see it much more
as a reflection of celebrity culture that like that, that there are such a few number of
people who are supposed to carry such a huge burden of this social psychological angst.
That is that’s the problem. Or that’s at least as much of a problem as people getting
freaked out. That somebody said a bad word or something.

Speaker 1: Can you talk about the symptoms of what you’re talking about? A
little more? Because I'm not here you. Seem to be focusing on the sores or the.

Speaker 3: Maybe let me see if I can find something. In my notes, so the example
would be on the Leslie Jones. The fact that she makes a note, Nagel makes a note that
Harambe was referenced by harassers in the hate. Campaign led against Ghostbusters
star Leslie Jones with largely anonymous threats and comparisons to her **** anyway
and my. Yeah my point. My point, the note that I wrote for that was the issue is not
that people are mean or rude or. Insensitive the issue.

Speaker 1: Even though they are.

Speaker 3: Is that they totally are of course the issue is that too few people come
to mean too much. It’s that people care too much about people they have not met
and. Will never meet. And also obviously sexism, racism and also of course. People are
sexist and racist, and **F**HFHR* Jike those. Those that goes without saying.
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Speaker 1: So yeah, It’s interesting to sort of transition from this book, which
which the one thing I will say about Nagel. Mad props. Her sentence density is very
high and her fluidity with using all of these Internet tropes and all these sort of like.
You know, I basically was. With her 3/4 of the time and then 1/4 of the time she totally
lost me, which I appreciate in a book like this which this really is a book. That’s a
snapshot and like this what the culture is today.

Speaker 3: Right now, yeah.

Speaker 1: It attempts to try to be more theoretical, but mostly sales but it does
a great job of.

Speaker 3: Fails, yeah.

Speaker 1: Of painting a picture of like in 10 years.

Speaker 3: Yes, absolutely.

Speaker 1: This book will feel very dated. You know, just two years after its
publication, it already feels like it’s all.

Speaker 3: Almost stated yeah.

Speaker 1: Stated but that’s not a criticism, I mean, I mean like, it was written
to be 2017 boom and a lot of what she talked about was actually like.

Speaker 3: No, it’s not.

Speaker 2: There it.

Speaker 3: Is yeah.

Speaker 1: Made more sense in 2018 than in 2017, like she really did a great job. I
mean, obviously I know she spent years working on it, but like it was really relevant for
its day in the sense of talking about. In the in the very introduction, which again I'm
sure she wrote last, she’s talking about this Internet campaign against Leslie Jones,
who, if you're not aware of who she is, she is basically one of the few older African
American comedians who’s ever been part of setting their lives and who has. It was
part of the female reboot of Ghostbusters movie and as one can imagine, like to the
extent to which we’re talking about online culture and the Alt right in online culture.
We're talking about a bunch of boys who. Opinions about stupid ****, not the least of
which is their upsetness and the fact that the world has decided that there’s a need for
these female reboots and obviously we could have a conversation about what’s good
and bad about that and about the Me too movement in that context. But the main
point is, is that, like. In the conversation that these boys had very loudly about Leslie
Jones, they were talking about her in comparison to Harambe, which which is the
name of a gorilla who died in the Columbus Zoo. And like this, is a huge semiotically
dense.

Speaker 3: Who was killed?

Speaker 1: Who was killed?

Speaker 3: Because because, no, no the kid fell into the pen and they killed the
gorilla to make sure that the kid.

Speaker 1: They hurt somebody, right?

Speaker 3: Didn’t get hurt.
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Speaker 1: The point is like this a semiotically dense set of set of cultural moments
that again 2022 all have forgotten except for the fact that Harambe has sort of been
this strange rallying cry for.

Speaker 3: Yes, very dense.

Speaker 1: Something that has nothing to do with Mr. Jones in any way.

Speaker 3: Probably many things. I mean, that’s probably that’s part of the point
is that there’s a. Lot of different things going on.

Speaker 1: Yeah, and Nagle does a great job of sort of talking about and touching
on and really, even explaining how these these more or less. Unmoored to reality
Internet, only cultural constructs are floating and colliding and yeah.

Speaker 3: It’s true, it’s true. Part of my frustration with. The fact that. Like she
does a really good job of setting it up. She does touch on all of the different things and
the fact that there’s multiple layers of every of almost every single Internet controversy
slash event that happens, . But then she’s but so then it’s even more frustrating. I
think that when. She when she. Gets shallow again her in her sort of assessment of
what it means. Her talking about the way that she talks about. The significance of
it or something, or what she decides to pay attention to, but anyway. Yeah, well, the
thing that.

Speaker 1: I would say that would be the. I mean I, I guess, to the extent to
which I'm trying to integrate some of this into anarchist conversation. For Nagel, it’s
extremely important to see cause and effect. And ultimately, her political analysis has
to do with cause and effect.

Speaker 3: All right, yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: And that’s why I connect this to Antifa. That also is very concerned
with cause and effect, like right now on Facebook all I'm seeing are conversations about
basically the New Zealand shooter.

Speaker 3: Positive yeah.

Speaker 1: The manifesto in this manifesto they draw. I mean, it’s like terrifyingly
American. What they draw on and they basically like. They might as well. Be wearing
a maga. Hat which the idea that you live in New Zealand like? It’s so strange and
bizarre that. It only could. Be the Internet that would allow this to be lubricant, but
I think that it’s a very anarchist conclusion that cause and effect is not so.

Speaker 3: To pull this together, yeah, yeah. Tightly bound.

Speaker 1: Right that, but, but perhaps this really easy for us to see, because this
analysis we’ve been talking about for over a decade. You know, perhaps because of
earlier feelings that we’ve had about the Internet, but it is worth sort of talking about
the fact that, like. People who see the world in terms of cause and effect, and people
who recognize that there’s a that there’s something disjointed happening. I feel like
that distinction was not talked about at all in the book and is something that for me
from anarchist perspective is really important because I mostly don’t see the kind of
like. Especially in Nagles case he Nagel more or less points to solutions, and I don’t
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think that these solutions have almost anything to do with the with the cause and
effect relationship that she would like there to be. She just wants these things.

Speaker 3: To go away.

Speaker 1: Yeah she wants many things to go away but she also like wants these.
Conclusions that she’s articulating and drawing from. She wants them anyways.

Speaker 3: What do you mean giving an example?

Speaker 1: Well, I think that talking about limitations on free speech is a is a
classic example of where this happens, like. I might be exhausted by the young men in
IRC who are talking about the killing in New Zealand. But I'm glad they have a place.
To have that conversation with ostensibly other anarchists, because they like. Yeah, I.

Speaker 3: You think you think we’re a little less likely to go off? The anarchists
are a little bit less likely to freak out.

Speaker 1: I'll put a pin that I think that’s fine to say, but I think It’s more that.

Speaker 3: OK.

Speaker 1: The act of the Act of then thinking that conversation is transgressive
and can only happen in the in the shadow. I think that the that the. Net result of that
is grotheer is creepier is problematic like.

Speaker 3: Thisn’t actually. This not reflecting an argument about *¥#tcstekck

Speaker 1: Yeah, I mean I would actually head in for a direction here, meaning that
there is something about desire and what the difference is when desire is sublimated
versus when it’s allowed to be expressed.

Speaker 3: Right exactly

Speaker 1: And I’'m not saying I necessarily have tons of answers here, but. But
I just feel like when these things get suppressed, it looks more like World War Two.
And what we have today in the postmodern reality where a lot of the same things
are swimming in our intellectual and social spheres. The fact that they’re able to be
expressed, the fact that they’re able to be sort of writ large. I think it. I think it rates is
very different questions than the world world World, World War Two. Era, But that’s
because of the different technological apparatus that we.

Speaker 3: I suddenly got the idea of Freud talking to right and about how like
this.

Speaker 1: Right, yeah?

Speaker 3: We're actually living in a world where right some of what Reich is. Like
we still have all the character armor, but we can talk about things more than yeah, I
don’t know enough about these, but there’s something there.

Speaker 1: Well, no, but this. This also the Communist for Xanarchy fist conver-
sation. Can also be sort of like put on top of here like in other words, this rich versus.
This anarchist versus communist. The Communist is going to have a plan for the en-
tirety of society and is really going to devote a lot of energy to fixing problems in the
in the universal ways.

Speaker 2: Right?
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Speaker 1: Whereas clearly our inclination is to say that. These problems shouldn’t
be solved, and to the extent to which we’re watching the social consequence, I point
the problem at the society aspect of this rather than at the yeah. Next point.

Speaker 3: OK, yeah, I've only gotten OK, so. Yeah, I mean again. So part of
my whole assumption that things are actually very funked up in our society and I
think that’s a fairly common anarchist understanding. There’s a point where Nagel is
criticizing the Tumblr people by saying that so many things we’re seeing is problematic.
From eating noodles to Shakespeare. And of course, that made me more sympathetic
than I’ve ever been to Tumblr people, because of course, there could totally be problems
with eating noodles and there’s absolutely a problem with Shakespeare and so, and
the idea that Nagle thinks that’s ridiculous, which she doesn’t exactly say what she
implies.

Speaker 1: Kosher, yeah?

Speaker 3: Like is again, one of these things where she is a liberal. She’s I mean
she’s that’s just the most liberal thing like. And of course, that doesn’t mean that
the way that the Tumblr people are responding to that is acceptable in any way or
whatever, but that’s about the response. It’s not about the underlying problem. Of
which there are still many so.

Speaker 1: So before I address the nagal part of that, I want to talk about the
fact. That Tumblr culture could be gone in two, two to three years. And the reason
why that’s the case is because in December of 2018, Tumblr removed adult content.
On their service.

Speaker 3: What does that mean?

Speaker 1: It means that all. A lot of there was a lot o

Speaker 3: OK, so adult means pornographic, OK?

Speaker 1: Yeah, usually so, but why that’s relevant is the first numbers have
come out of what their traffic looks like since December, and It’s tainted it’s tainted
tanking it exactly the way that you think it would be tanking, given that one assumes
that HxscRet qrives a lot of the Internet.

Speaker 3: Ohhh ****_htanked.

Speaker 1: But this means that a lot of the vitality of Tumblr and why it was such
this dynamic. Thing is, basically the transformation is also about money or traffic and
money are are connected and of course what to the extent which there’s advertising.
And so Tumblr as a platform did has represented the voice of this generation, and
this might even be like. 8 millennial generation. And whatever the Generation 7 that’s
coming up could actually be somehow impacted by all of this. In other words, like
Tumblr has been what it’s been for about 10. Years, that’s a long time. It is a long
time and. You know, and so obviously when we refer to Tumblr culture, oftentimes
we’re referring to things like furries, and we’re referring to like peak identity, identity
politics, and we're referring to like the most affected teenager coming of age in very,
very public ways. That’s when we talk about couple. That’s what we need, yeah, so
now in Nagels snapshot, and Nagel basically has a chapter on Tumblr in the book.

f. kokoskookookokokok ok k >k on Tumblr.
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They’re basically talking about about these voices and this shyness and this, very like
Smiths writ large. Yeah, right, but post it’s like post.

Speaker 2: E-mail, yeah.

Speaker 1: You know so it has this strange thing now is colliding with this economic
reality of removing their adult content? I just feel like that’s an important like material
way to also try to triangulate and understanding of this yeah?

Speaker 3: Look at what’s going on.

Speaker 2: I don’t know. I’'m done with that, I guess well.

Speaker 3: There’s something in this book about feminism, and about what normal
is. One kind of feminism says that men are not the only normal ones that women are
normal too. Another kind of feminism says that women are special, more attuned to
the world, whatever. Just not special like sexists say we are. Sex is special, frequently
looks like the Madonna Ford dichotomy and those two kinds of feminisms obviously
get in each other’s way. If one expects people who are. If one expects people who are
lonely, devalued voiceless to be funked up to lash out at easy targets because they
don’t think they’re up to more difficult challenges, which has been the case since long
before the Internet, than there’s nothing surprising here in the coming together of a
bunch of social losers along lines that are common, if usually unspoken. So that’s kind
of going back to. I mean, that’s definitely going back to my. Everybody’s *###* H*
and mostly. Have limited ways or of expressing that I combined everything that might
two things that didn’t actually anyway go on.

Speaker 1: You're you're basically implying that there are two kinds of feminism,
one that basically like.

Speaker 3: Extols the virtues of women and the other one says that women are
just people, and people are people.

Speaker 1: OK, so you're saying which one is Nagel?

Speaker 3: I don’t know why I brought that up. Actually I'm not sure.

Speaker 1: OK, OK.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I'm not sure why I talked about the two. Kinds of feminists.

Speaker 1: But you're also trying to. Unpack this in anarchist direction.

Speaker 3: Said that, they. Think that feminists sometimes do try to play both at
the same time. So I'm.

Speaker 1: There’s almost anyone who is part of an essential category does.

Speaker 3: Sure, of course, yeah.

Speaker 1: I'm me and. I'm part of something you can’t question. Well, it’s relevant
in this context, because of course Nagle is very interested in. All this male hostility
towards feminism, and mostly what that hostility is about, is. Why don’t they just
shut? Up and accept that we’re equal. You know or? They have a special thing that
I want. That they’re not letting me get. So the hatred it also has that similar sort of
two formed. End of lens.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I mean, I still don’t remember why I said that first thing, but it
definitely like I guess part of what’s part of what one of the backburners in my brain
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about this book is about her feminism. Because and sort of like going back to the
fact that it’s actually a feminist book, that’s actually seems to be her motivation for
getting into this.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 3: And yet, that’s not explicitly what she says.

Speaker 1: It’s not on the cover.

Speaker 3: It’s not on the cover, and it really should be on the cover because it
is her foundation. It is where she’s coming from and. And there was just. There’s this
one, and this fairly stupid, and maybe this too minor to even get into it, but I was
really surprised at one point. She says these people. These women are complaining
about post traumatic stress disorder when none of them have been in wars. And as
somebody who’s done a lot of work around domestic violence. Women like there is a
big difference in genders and how the two in how women experience PTSD and how
men experience PTSD and women of course can be in wars. So I'm not saying they
can’t get PTSD from war, but most women get post traumatic stress disorder from
living with their abusers. And like that is the common thing. So the idea that she
threw this out there in a way that to me was very glaring was just disorienting. So
again, minor point, but sort of what? Yes, feminism and the questions around feminism
was an ongoing stream for me throughout the book. On page 42, she says the Saudi
and transgressive element of the 60s condemned by conservatives for decades as the
very heart of the destruction of civilization. The degenerate and the nihilistic is not
being challenged by the emergence of this new online right. Instead, the emergence of
this new online right is the full coming to fruition of the transgressive anti moral style.
Its final detachment from any egalitarian philosophy of the left or Christian morality.
Of the right. And my note to that was that. Thank you. This the kind of argument
that liberals will always make against anarchists. That freedom is too hard, too scary,
too messy. And the argument is always made by 1 by taking one instance or category
of instances. That is especially horrible, and making that the thing that has to be
responded to that. Must be stopped.

Speaker 1: But that’s the part that’s also interesting. That’s what the Antifar-
gument is too. I mean, this so, like there’s something subterranean here that where
maybe we would say that liberalism is what links it, but that idea that though that
the scary extremes of the position represent something fundamental to the position.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I feel like the Antifa thing is a little different because. I to the
extent that OK, well, Antifa doesn’t have to be anarchist. Obviously, most Antifare
not anarchist, but the anarchist Antifare the only ones that give a **** about are not
saying that the answer is to have a state that take that limits people. The. Anarchist
antiphone my understanding are saying she’s sucked. Up right now. We have to do
something right now. We are not planning a state to take care of this. We are not.
We’re not saying this control should happen where I do think that she is saying that
she is.
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Speaker 1: So there’s a. So it’s worthwhile mentioning that there is a tech group
that comes out of the anarchist space in New York. Their big project is basically a
software plugin for Chrome so that you can report. Bad material to YouTube. What
we’re talking about is a cybernetic state that basically is encouraging, as is almost
any no platforming sort of vehicle. Sure, it might call itself anarchist, but It’s not
acknowledging what state functions are and. Whether or not humans are necessary
for.

Speaker 3: Sure, I mean, but this basically the same. This the reformist versus
revolution argument, and neither one neither reform nor revolution gets to the society
that you and I are talking about wanting and the and the argument is how much like.
In other words, it’s not it, maybe not. It’s not anarchist to be reformist. But that
doesn’t mean it’s necessarily the wrong thing to do. And I’'m not saying that the we’re
arguing theory here. We’re not. I'm not defending the people who are talking about
calling in YouTube.

Speaker 2: Stop making that face at me or I'll stop.

Speaker 1: Thank no, I'm having an objective.

Speaker 2: You know you would never make a face purely purely intellectual
conversation going on.

Speaker 1: Conversation with you.

Speaker 2: We are two brains in a jar.

Speaker 1: So you're saying something about reform being anarchist?

Speaker 3: No, I am not saying anything.

Speaker 1: Can you clarify?

Speaker 3: I'm saying that we live in the world, all of us make these compromises.
We, I mean, I don’t have to spell this out for you. Stop making that face again. Different
face still problem. Yeah, we all like and there is. It’s absolutely valid to be fighting
racism in the best way that you can in a ****** ** world like that’s not a not. I mean
valid is another empty word, but potentially I'm I am not saying things are anarchist.
Is it only OK to do only anarchist things?

Speaker 1: Well, OK, that is. A deep and painful and painful and painful conver-
sation.

Speaker 3: No, I'm asking don’t you try to go Meadow with me? I'm asking.

Speaker 2: You that question.

Speaker 1: I am meta, I no I. You know, first of all, do I think that much of any of
this fighting racism, and the answer is no. I don’t think these people are are actually
fighting racism. They’re they're turning. They’re basically pushing something to be
subterranean, using the exact same logic that the state uses to do the same things.
They’re creating a black market of racism.

Speaker 3: But it isn’t.

Speaker 1: That’s irrelevant to this.

Speaker 3: It’s not irrelevant because I because it is so much the logic of what she’s
talking about. Like this absolutely part of this book and I guess I don’t know. I guess I
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don’t know like I think that I don’t know what makes people do things and I think that
sometimes something being subterranean. Does keep bad things from happening and
other times something being subterranean makes worse things happening and worse
worse things happen and so.

Speaker 1: Well, just to keep, keep this as centered on the book as possible. I
do want to mention this blurb that’s from the from an editor from Jake Jacob in the
magazine. Because when we’re talking about this subterranean or black market. The
other way to have the same conversation is to talk about politics and politics being
the mechanism by which we exert some sort of pressure or power to get a result. So
the blurb. Which is from, yeah, like I said, unlike much of the left who've grown far
too accustomed to marginalization and defeat, Nagle still believes in politics as the
only way of changing and increasingly brutal, world. She is the writer and social critic
I’ve been waiting for. Now, blurb logic aside that idea of like politics being this hinge
moment like in Natal, basically saying, here’s a here’s a way to be. Effective the other
thing to mention is that Nagel is Irish, which in the in the anarchist sensibility. The
only thing I’ll say about that. Is that like? They are Irish anarchists. Oh, they’re all
basically anarcho syndicalists well.

Speaker 3: Not anarchist at all.

Speaker 1: They’re definitely willing to talk about class logic in a way that seems
really weird, especially to us in the US. But they’re basically. Yeah, they’re red, they’re
clap. Anyways, obviously I'm not trying to complete Nagle andrew Flood and the
WSTAnd.

Speaker 2: Wsa yeah woo no W.

Speaker 3: Whatever, yeah.

Speaker 1: Could be both. Could be other. But the point being that. When we’re
talking about. Politics in this sense. That’s that.

Speaker 2: So she’s actually.

Speaker 3: Irish, she’s not like Irish descent.

Speaker 1: I think no.

Speaker 3: I'm American, OK?

Speaker 1: I think she lives. In Ireland, yeah.

Speaker 2: OK.

Speaker 3: But I mean she’s not trying to be anarchist, so there’s no.

Speaker 1: For sure, for sure, but.

Speaker 2: So it’s.

Speaker 1: But also like.

Speaker 3: Just in terms of the context, she’s coming out of.

Speaker 1: What does it mean to? To argue for politics, like whether you’re anar-
chists or not, because partially what we’re talking about. We’re talking about Tumblr
culture, and we’re talking the Internet, and even no platforming. Is this different way
of attacking problems that have been around for a long long time so in the context of
the me too movement?
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Speaker 3: A no for sure yeah.

Speaker 1: There is both a wing that’s just trying to like grow diversity, but
partially in that wing or a whole bunch of careerist people, of course. And like if that
if the Julian I can’t remember the name, but the person who allegedly. Paid for people
to beat. Beat them up.

Speaker 3: Jessie Jessie Smollett.

Speaker 1: Yeah, if that is about anything, it’s about how does one grow one’s
cachet in Hollywood? And then also the fact that we’re talking about me too as being
a Hollywood experience rather than like, the 99 per cent of the rest of the jobs in the
world.

Speaker 3: God for real.

Speaker 1: And anyways, politics is a big loaded explosive word that, a particular
wing of the anarchist. World is one of the only people. Only sets of people.

Speaker 3: Groups that’s talking about it all.

Speaker 1: That are that are against it.

Speaker 3: Yeah, troubling it at all. Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Anyways, we should try to finish the rest of your points. OK, because
we are, we actually have been talking for 50 minutes.

Speaker 3: So another. One of the things that was a classic thing that people are
talking about with Internet culture, and that she certainly talks about a lot. Also, is
this. The slide from humor and laughing about things to egregious behavior and totally
disrespectful. Blah blah blah blah blah. So the note about that. Humor and not humor
are. Insufficient for our purposes, the argument gets made as insufficient words for our
purposes or insufficient concepts. The argument gets made that making fun of hard,
painful things is bad when it is a life saving tactic for people who have lived through
AKX to engage humor in a political conversation, we have to have a more sophisticated
way to talk about it. As the multilayered contradictory thing it is for people in this
book or is it is for people this book, like most media representations of the new stuff,
alludes vaguely to the depth which we talked about before of all the different layers of
all the different like. Pieces of that are going into any any specific instance of Internet
eruption. But always within the framework of look, what humor has allowed to happen
as if controlling it is better.

Speaker 1: So when I say that you these notes are really tightly packed, you’re
actually referring to some specific things that you’re not mentioning because they’re
because in your head. This a shortcut, so let me just say something explicit. When
we talk about the humor of Jews who have been through the Holocaust or Native
Americans who have been through the genocide of their people, those are cultures
that embed humor as central parts of like what entry into those cultures look like.
What understanding what the worldview of those cultures look like and to talk about
that humor in the same breath as to talk about the humor of. You know the alt right
okl who’s making fun of a female female body? Like in the case of Leslie Jones,
like these are. Qualitatively, different definitions of humor, and we almost do ourselves
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a disservice to use the same word to describe them, except they are the same and that
is much more complicated thanyone’s talking about, and I'm not sure that like the
answer is, is for us to come up with a science of humor, or if the answer is.

Speaker 3: Right?

Speaker 1: For us to engage in all of this irreverent. Currently, or is the answer
to only talk about all this stuff in the in a dead serious way? And we know. We see
like what we’re talking about when we talk about the transgression of the left and the
60s, versus the transgression of. The right and the. And, and the nanos this partially
what we’re talking about. We’re talking about how humor is it. Is a central part of
this conversation, but it’s dealt with shallowly.

Speaker 3: Absolutely, and I would say that like you, you chose the Jewish and
the Indian. The Native American thing are very. Like they’re broad people, but there’s
also. There’s also people who are disabled who have to deal with, like, yeah, like humor
just covers an insanely a huge amount of territory and it reflects off of it. Like what
you said, like it both is the same thing and isn’t the same thing. And to talk about
humor seriously, or to talk like reminds me of or talking about militant joy. You know,
like where they are trying to take this thing very seriously, even at the same time that
there’s that what they’re talking about, I would say is not a serious thing. Is a light
hearted thing and so.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah, that’s.

Speaker 3: You know the easy sort of inclusive response to that is, well, we need
all of the different ways of approaching these things, but that is sort of too democratic.

Speaker 1: To try.

Speaker 3: Or yeah, it’s. Like **** *** whoever wants to say that was never me.
I never. Wanted to say that.

Speaker 2: OK, you want to pause it again for a second.

Speaker 3: So on page 60 I have this note that says she’s making the same point
over and over again, which is the transgression metric can be used in any direction.
Here she calls it anti conformism, but it’s the same message. But what’s the larger
message that any tool can be used against its creator? The interesting direction to
take that, then is how to turn the tools that work for our enemies.

Speaker 1: Well, what you should read what that’s referring to?

Speaker 3: I should read what I just wrote.

Speaker 1: Because I don’t understand, you can close it.

Speaker 3: Oh yeah, that makes sense. OK. Goes too fast. Trillings adversary cul-
ture. An idea that preoccupied the right at the time meant a political or intellectual
culture that sought to counter and subvert the existing order and smash that which
went before often through irreverence and transgression for transgression’s sake. And
later in the more respectable world of academia, though it became a term to describe
the post 60s. Academic takeover it is remarkably similar. To how you’re not pull it.
Thanks for helping me how Yannopoulos himself was described as he rose to promi-
nence, transgressive, subversive speaking truth to power, exposing lies, et cetera. Even
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as he identified Academ as the problem at the root of millennial cultural liberalism.
So that’s the.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, so that I mean.

Speaker 3: To me it riffs off of the Audrey Lord slogan that I'm not even sure is
used the way that Audrey Lord meant it or something. Which is that the masters tools
will never just mental the Masters house. You know, if we take that seriously, where
do we go with that or something?

Speaker 1: We have. I mean, I guess on. Some level we’re. Talking in this. Context
about effectiveness and. And hear me out, the one thing that the right does consistently
better than the left. In my time. Is messaging they sum up what it is that they have to
say in a really nice, pithy way. Eventually you can unpack it to mean a whole bunch of
other stuff, but, but generally speaking, death, tax and all the different ways in which,
like a lot of thinking goes into naming stuff and.

Speaker 3: Sound bites.

Speaker 1: And sound bites. So in the. Case of Audrey Lorde. Logan this was when
the left was more effective at this particular set of problems and. One of the conclusions
is that it was used for too long. The Masters tools cannot disable dismantle the master.
’s house first of all, that’s not true.

Speaker 3: No, that’s right exactly.

Speaker 1: Second of all is the is the question of what do you mean by this? Like
are you meaning physical infrastructure? Are you meaning the mental cages that were
locked in?

Speaker 3: Constructs champions.

Speaker 1: Like is a key part of the? Cage that we're in. Or is it not part of the key
that we're that we’re in? Is the key that the people’s? Knowledge of something and so
like. Like the so the problem with the left of the pass is that it’s so geared really well,
but of course all these metaphors basically got tortured and used. For too long. And
there hasn’t been a reexamination. There hasn’t been like our let’s sit down and talk
about the personal. Is the political. Right, which is another slogan that is basically
like, 20 years past its due date.

Speaker 3: And does absolutely get used in the opposite way of what it was
originally intended for.

Speaker 1: Sure, so. For the past 20 years at least, the right has done a much
better job of packaging their ship and when they’re referring to cultural Marxism and
the critique of Foucault and Audrey, Lord in the in the Academy and obviously like
our a person who I like. Quite a bit. What, whatever or just all the voices of the of
the left that. Have sort of risen and. That and that fill this particular moment. But
most of those like you have to read a lot to understand what the ***** ig, Trying
to say. You know there are very few pithy things that come out. Of bouquet other
than saying biopower is everywhere, 7 So anyway, so like so there’s some ebb and flow
there, and you’re talking about what the right and the left are good at and to what
extent. Is there something useful in either in either sort of like yeah? So I really like. I
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mean, ultimately, I think I agree with Nagel’s point about transgression in that It’s a
overloaded operator. But I don’t see. A solution to it other than maybe like.

Speaker 3: Right?

Speaker 1: Some people on the left sitting down. There’s an academic who’s actu-
ally UC Berkeley. Don’t think of an elephant, I think. Is there the one of?

Speaker 3: Lakey Lakey I think George Lakey.

Speaker 1: The few people who I think talks about this from a quote, UN quote
left perspective. But I hate him. I mean like the content.

Speaker 2: Every possible.

Speaker 1: Yeah, like I think that point is a fair point, but. You know, like. But
he leveraged it to try to get Clinton elected anyways.

Speaker 3: So I talked before about how these are like it’s a misnomer to call the
people that these people they all right. And this. This more along that line. This a
quotation off of page 68. The rise of Milo Trump and the Alt right are not evidence
of the return of the conservatism, but instead of the absolute hegemony of the culture
of non conformism self-expression. Transgression and irreverence for its own sake and
aesthetic. That suits those who. Believe in nothing but the liberation of the individual
and the ID’s, whether they’re on the left or the right, the principal free. Idea of coun-
terculture did not go away, it has just become the style of the new right, and then she
goes back to calling them the new right which but anyway so this. Is yeah.

Speaker 1: Yeah, that’s interesting. I’'m not sure I'm quite there because I more or
less work of the assumption that the Internet has killed subculture. And what I mean
by that is, I, T guess I mean subculture in a in a positive sense, because. Whatever,
when I was coming of. Age it took five. Years to understand ******** music and to.

Speaker 2: OK granddaddy Oh my Lord.

Speaker 1: Well, but really. What I mean by that is that. I had to. Put blood in
to get below the out.

Speaker 3: Yeah, no, no right, right, right and now you don’t have. To do anything.

Speaker 1: And more pointedly. The information that I achieved was layered.

Unknown Speaker: Right?

Speaker 1: It happened in the matrix of a of a whole life that was lived within this
space and I, that’s because in my childhood. Punk rock was mapped to a particular
location where I would go after a school Oregon during vacations and it was really
meaningful that like my life was in this location where all the other punks went and
that we found each other there and we listened to music there. We could text a lot
of that music there. We're talking about it while it was playing and. And again, it
was years of doing this that made me like made this part of who I was. It was a rich
tapestry that I could choose instead of the of the other life that looked like going
to high school and conforming whatever the ****. Whereas the Internet, because the
Internet is so the opposite of that. It’s so, like I just went in, I got the information. I
knew everything there was to know about. About Straight edge ******** from 87 to
91.
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Speaker 3: Well, also, you're saying that you made a choice that precluded, or
at least severely limited, other choices which the Internet you don’t have to choose
between. Things you the, you, the, the, the illusion is that you can have.

Speaker 1: He’s gonna have it all, yeah.

Speaker 3: It all, yeah, and that’s a huge. I mean, that’s so deep in terms of like
the US mythology about being able to be anything and about like all. Context free,
it’s all. OK.

Speaker 1: But the point is that is that. So for me, subculture has been destroyed
by the Internet. Here she’s talking about a kind of subculture that I would basically
perhaps call a shallow.

Speaker 3: Or maybe needs another word, yeah?

Speaker 1: Yeah, right, right like of course like come 8788 we experienced the kind
of people who would like go to hot topic and come come. Out a punk. But it but it
was clear that what they were doing was a really different thing, and that’s what she
means by the. Subculture and so. You know, in this case we’re going to say.

Speaker 3: Niche niche or niche niche niche is not us, not a simple.

Speaker 1: Counterculture versus? Yeah, the language.

Speaker 3: Me think you want.

Speaker 1: We've used was counterculture versus subculture.

Speaker 3: Yeah, except that the to me it’s culture. Like I. I guess I'm now at this
moment arguing for defending the word culture as meaning something that’s actually
layered and relevant, and that a niche market is not a subculture, is how I would talk.

Unknown Speaker: About it

Speaker 1: Yeah, that’s fair, but I'm not sure how much that exists on the Internet
is. Part of the reason why this why our definitions are different here because.

Speaker 3: OK.

Speaker 1: A lot of people who do everything they do on the Internet part of that
is not paying for anything.

Speaker 3: Yeah, but it doesn’t make him not a market.

Speaker 1: It does.

Speaker 3: That is it. That’s it, yeah. I would say that it doesn’t. Yeah, because
yeah., I mean, I guess there’s a there’s like a implicit.

Speaker 1: The anarchist version of this did crime think? Who grew the popularity
of shoplifting and turned shoplifting into a into a type of counterculture or actually a
subculture? Was that consumerism?

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah, that’s.

Speaker 3: Part of the question for sure. Can it? Yeah can? What things exist
outside of capitalism and what thing, yeah, whatever, and this another big I want to.
There’s one ending point that I have that’s fairly minor, but I want to reiterate the
things that I said at the beginning about what this book does. It’s the left slash maybe
center of feminist take on the Internet. It identifies various players in that culture, and
it’s a history of how some events played out, so that continues to be my sense of what
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the book is. And my minor point about the book, but not necessarily a minor point
in general, is. That she consistently uses the metaphor of virtue as an economy, and I
really get that. That’s catchy, but it really bugs me along. Sort of, maybe these similar
lines of, like how deep does capitalism like? Is it the only metaphor that makes sense
to people, or that that grabs people’s? Attention or something. Virtue is not a scarce
resource, and. And yeah.

Speaker 1: And maybe explain what she means when she says it.

Speaker 3: She is talking oh God. You have to make me find the page again and
I don’t know I didn’t write it down.

Speaker 1: Why do they bother you?

Speaker 3: Because economic metaphors bother me because it doesn’t work. I
don’t think it’s apt. I think like, OK. So no, it comes up when. In the Tumblr Tumblr
scenario where people call each other out and they aggrandize their own social status,
It’s a social cred. There’s a lot of similarity to the social cred argument where you
downplay other peoples. Credibility and virtue so that yours is higher. I believe that’s
and. Obviously that happens, but using the metaphor of an economy. Flattens out, I
think, and simplifies what’s going on it. It redirects attention to the. To a capitalist
framework in a way. That I don’t think is helpful, it doesn’t.

Speaker 1: How does this differ?

Speaker 2: What’s going on?

Speaker 1: So there’s a prominent anarchist. Who has called me out on multiple
occasions for having social capital? And basically me being bad because I have social
capital I.

Speaker 3: She’s calling you because. You're doing bad things in order to get social
capital or something, or you’re doing bad things with your. Social capital isn’t that
more what it is.

Speaker 1: I don’t know, but I feel like it’s the same criticism that you’re making.

Speaker 2: OK.

Speaker 1: Virtual capital or. Virtual economy is the same thing as social capital.

Speaker 3: Yeah, when I said Social Credit I was I was meaning social capital. 1
was referring to that to that to those interactions. Yeah, and social capital is something
that I had not heard before I heard him use it, and now I've definitely heard it more
so. Yeah, it’s a it’s. A similar issue for sure, like.

Speaker 1: So, so your problem is that when you refer to something economically,
you're referring to it as if there’s something in here that has a limit, perhaps even a
hard limit, and that and that.

Speaker 3: Hnm hmm.

Speaker 1: Basically, people are going back and forth.

Speaker 3: And that we know how to interact with it the way because we will
interact with it the same way we do with buying and selling any other product like
the. In other words, that.
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Speaker 1: It constrains our imagination to right, whereas your quick intervention
would be wait. These things have no limits, you're base. Treating something economi-
cally or as a limited thing when it in fact is.

Speaker 3: When it is not. Yeah, yeah, and that’s my off the cuff, and because I
haven’t thought about it more than that so I don’t have a more thought out response,
but.

Speaker 1: Not, I think.

Speaker 3: Yeah, it’s. Like treating everything like.

Speaker 1: So there’s infinite, there’s infinite virtue, there’s infinite ability and so
the idea that one would constrain that with the metaphor space of economics.

Speaker 3: A market is locked up. Sociability, yeah?

Speaker 1: Yeah, I think that’s I totally. Agree with that. Especially the idea of
intervening before people get too deep into these metaphors. Because these metaphors
are the definition of imagination killers. Yes, exactly, and of course that’s the problem
with this book. Ultimately is that this book has a very is not imaginative at all. It
grounds the phenomena of Internet culture and it tries to ground it in leftist political
discourse. Both feminism and Marxists, ultimately.

Speaker 2: OK.

Speaker 3: I didn’t notice the Marxism, but yeah, I don’t always.

Speaker 1: Wow, she wrote for Jacob and she mentioned Rothenberg. It perhaps
is a more.

Speaker 3: Yeah, it’s hidden. You had you, you had your you had your magnifying
glass on while you were reading and.

Speaker 1: It’s been watch. TV Yeah it’s been watched to her academic experience,
yeah?

Speaker 3: I did not.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: Thank you very much, you're welcome.
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Speaker 1: Welcome to Episode 92 of the Brilliant podcast. I am sitting here with
chisel and we are going to have. A we’re going to do. Something a little different. My
goal. This year is to be a bit more, I guess. Integrated in the content in the anarchist
space that is not necessarily specifically about the content that. That is published by
Little Black Cart, which is the publishing project that I’'m involved in so today. We're
going to do a. Review of a book that was published by AK Press and also I guess on the
imprint the IS imprint which is Institute for Anarchist Studies. So the book is called
joyful militancy and I guess we begin with the background information about the about
the publishing itself. So I guess it was ten years ago when AK Press gave the I sort
of like the run of publishing a book here. So maybe it’s only been seven years because
this the 7th collaborative publication, and of course from the outside. It’s difficult to
imagine how they divide up the work and. But I will say that for this project they
have done a really amazing job of putting a. Lot of care. Into the title. There’s a lot
that I'm going to say about that has to do with like the specifics of publishing books,
but I guess before we begin, let’s talk a little bit about our toy. Both children, both
children and I, are probably known by most people as being really critical people, and
so it might seem surprising that would even talk. About a book from from the AK
Press crew. But I think we’re going to try to. To really to not do that, especially in the
context of this book, largely by engaging. With this book for so long. Part of the goal
is to,. Not exactly end the. Like the seeming. Hostility between us and them because
first of all, that would be naive to. Think that. It’s gone, but. This book in particular is
a. It’s a movement book, and to the extent to which we are part of the same movement
that the left anarchists are a part of, this book is also about us. And one of the core
conceits of the book is this idea of the sad militant and I think to some greater, lesser
extent. There is a highly critical aspect of this book that perhaps is pointed at us and
people like us. So obviously we want to engage in that, and in that sort of like, yeah,
the context of that. What does it mean for AK Press to, they’ve now published since
we’ve been active about six books that could be described as hostile books towards us.
But of course we're not. Exactly cited, we’re not exactly named, and there’s plenty of
people that have problems with the quote UN quote extreme position that we tend to
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represent than just AK Press. And then couple that whatever I don’t want to give a
big speech here in the beginning, sort of. Thing I want to. Say the preface.

Speaker 2: No, the stuff that I want to say is going to come. Out more, I think in
the as we go through the book. So I guess I'm I. Guess I'm struck that you take this. I
think that the audience, the people that they’re pointing fingers at is fairly broad and
that we are in fact a small in this particular book, and it’s unclear to me how much
you're talking about a press when you were just saying that or how much. You talking
about this book in particular so.

Speaker 1: Well, I think that the figure of the Fed militants. I think that is abso-
lutely. I don’t think that. That makes this a small finger in their in. Their criticism, I
think it’s actually.

Speaker 2: Just well, except that they actually explicitly say they changed from
being talking about said militants to talking about rigid radicals, and that I think. I
mean, sure, we can be called. I mean, anybody could be called a rigid radical, but I
don’t think that I would not call that our biggest problem.

Speaker 1: So yeah, before we go into the topic of language, I do want to talk
about the topic of. Rather than call it intention, let’s talk about who the audience
is for this book, and that is a great way to frame out what this book is trying to
accomplish. Who is trying to accomplish it with and for. Do you want? To start back.

Speaker 3: That out, yeah, I think that.

Speaker 2: I think that they’re attempting to have their audience be very broad
to be basically all anarchists and, and I don’t think that is. I don’t think they did a
good job of that, although it’s not a terrible effort in that direction. It’s just it took
me a long time to get to a place in the book. Where I felt like they were actually talk.
They were talking to me like in terms of what the issues that I have or something like
what my problems are and how I’'m how I'm rigid or how the people like who are like.
Me or rigid but. And one of the mostly the book did not **** me off once I got past
the knee. Jerk this AK press. This not going to be speaking to me reaction. But the
thing that probably seemed the most disingenuous to me was them saying that they
were not that the authors were not coming from a position of 1 particular. Kind of
anarchist or another because that just seemed totally full. They are. They definitely
seem like they’re movement anarchists. They’re speaking to left is what I would call
leftist anarchists, and that just seemed like that was the case and it was part of the
issue I had with the book. Was that it? I don’t consider my like they were speaking to
a set of values and in a in a with a bunch of words that would make more sense to a
different. Person than me so.

Speaker 1: Right, what? I don’t actually think. That they’re the goal. They did not
demonstrate what I would call an openness to other forms of or to anarchist positions
that were not their own. They just cited so many sources that, like it was clear. How
does one work with other people and I'm actually entirely going to complement them
because they did a bang up job of.

Speaker 2: Yes, we did a fantastic job.
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Speaker 1: It wasn’t an illusion, but it was like they the sources they cited their
focus in. In my opinion, that’s who their audience was. So Ashanti Cindy millstein

Speaker 2: Sylvia Federici

Speaker 1: Lots of federici’s stuff.

Speaker 2: Who is not anarchist.

Speaker 1: Right, and that’s Actually, why I would be hesitant like.

Speaker 2: To say that they’re just speaking to interests?

Speaker 1: Well, I think they as they as.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s fair.

Speaker 1: Two people who also did a very good job of. I had no idea who said
what and where, but so they as two people did a did did a fair job of being 1 voice. But
it was clear that they were a voice that was like that wanted to say something to a big
set of people. The people basically cited in the book, in other words, they wanted to be
to triangulate their audience somewhere between Ashanti Federici and Cindy Milston.
And especially you see this in the way in which they do their introduction and the way
in which they were really careful to like mention everybody’s name, because that’s the
box that they that they were going to, that they’re. Going to reach. And I think they
were pretty. Aware of that, it’s also worth mentioning in tone and style. This a book
written. Like I know enough. Biography here to. To sort of say to say some things that
might not be their goal. But like basically, one person was a longtime activist at this
place called the Thistle House, which was like a really intentional community that I
think did some social services and the other person basically is a grad student or was
a grad student for the entire duration of this book being created. The grad students
clear, yes, I mean, the idea that Spinoza has. **** all to. Do with inter movement stuff
that’s all and.

Speaker 2: Which doesn’t make it bad. It’s it. It adds an interesting component,
I think to.

Speaker 1: And then that. That’s why we’re talking about this book. Yeah, it’s
true, because if it if there weren’t for the. Spinoza stuff basically. It would not be heavy
enough theoretically heavy enough for me to give two ***** about it to be.

Speaker 2: That’s fair for you to say, yeah, I. Don’t yeah.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 2: I don’t know. What I think about that, but yeah.

Speaker 1: But the point being. That the two of them did an interesting collabo-
ration in terms of like how it what it meant in terms of their. How how it worked out
in terms of like?

Speaker 2: One of the things that I think is really good. The book is how they
integrate the different voices that they spoke to into, like. If anything, it sort of it
devalues or deemphasizes the voices of the authors because they have so many quo-
tations from all these other people. Sometimes those quotations are really great, like
sometimes they’re really good, but just there is something about the balance about
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that. But having it be. Having it seem like a converse, a curated semi curated conver-
sation between people who actually have interesting things to say about. The topic is.
Awesome. I mean there’s nothing. What about that?

Speaker 1: Yeah, I will say that I think that this 250 odd page book, probably in
terms of what it was really trying to accomplish, could have been done in a in a thick
pamphlet.

Speaker 2: Ouch, OK.

Speaker 1: 'm not trying to insult her, I'm just saying. That like. Chapter one
and chapter. Two were basically identical in terms of. Thesis and arc.

Speaker 2: And there is. There’s a significant amount of convincing people that
things are bad, which gets very tiresome when you’ve read. Enough of books.

Speaker 3: Sure, sure.

Speaker 2: Like you don’t need. I don’t need to be convinced that she’s. But
they’re not, but they’re not writing for me. Again so.

Speaker 1: Yeah, but I'm not sure that anyone who they’re. Writing for needs that
I’ve heard.

Speaker 2: Right isn’t means that either. Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Like this sense, because this a movement book. In other words, it’s
about the movement, it’s for the movement, and it’s essentially on some level trying
to be curative to certain problems that. The authors see. You know, they’re. They’re
really trying pretty hard to have the people who they’re talking to, and the definitely
the quotes that they’re pulling make their argument for them. Yes, so they don’t seem
like meta narrative style.

Speaker 2: Pulling pulling strings. Or whatever I think that I disagree with you.
At least my take on who The Who they were trying to reach was different from yours
like. Or different from what you’re saying here. I would not say that they’re aiming
at the people that they were quoting. I would say that they’re aiming at people who
were. Impressed by the people that were quoted.

Speaker 1: Yeah, no. I friendly amendment. Totally agree.

Speaker 2: OK, so that’s then that’s fine.

Speaker 1: But I guess as a way to sort of talk about audience, I'm going to talk
a little bit about the Institute for Animal Studies and AK Press because of course.

Speaker 2: Context matters.

Speaker 1: Context matters. First of all, to talk about the book itself as a physical
object. I'm not sure what you’re doing. It’s a Pretty Little book. It’s in the aesthetic
style of the other IS books, which means it has this sort of like it’s a. Small form factor.

Speaker 2: Very just seedy.

Speaker 1: Very Jesse Z, who of course Josh Macphee is the is the cover art, art
author and of course, his stuff is always very good. There is in fact a Thistle. On the
cover of the book, which I'm sure was a hard pull from the author who has devoted, 1
think a lot of their adult life to this purple Thistle project, which I’ve never interacted
with, but I want to read the. The IAS introduction here and it. We’ll get into it after.
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I read a little bit of it. Anarchist interventions colon and TAS AK Press book series
radical ideas can open up spaces for radical action by illuminating hierarchical power
relations and drawing out possibilities for liberatory self. Now I know I’'m on a bit of
a Jag about this, but that is the very definition of assertion based politics. I mean,
radical ideas can open up spaces for radical actions.

Speaker 2: You know, yeah, like I mean sure it’s empty rhetoric. It’s opening,
right? It’s like they use the same template for every book that they’re doing. With
this. I mean It’s yeah it’s empty, OK?

Speaker 1: The Anarchist intervention series.

Speaker 2: If you're going to get mad at every empty thing that. Radicals say
you're.

Unknown Speaker: You're going to burn.

Speaker 2: Out in like 10 minutes.

Speaker 1: No, in fact.

Speaker 3: I'm not good .40 years in.

Speaker 1: I mean on some level. How can the authors of this book? Published the
argument that they’re trying to make, which I guess we haven’t. Really talked about
the what’s essential thesis.

Speaker 2: We haven’t got there yet. Yeah, I am.

Speaker 1: But how can they do that? In the context of exactly. The thing that
they’re talking about. Whatever it’s, it’s just worth mentioning that IAS is a biased
actor in a hostile conversation between anarchists about what it means to be an. An-
archist what it? Means to sort of. Interacting in anarchist space and.

Speaker 2: To say more about what that hostility is, let’s flush that out.

Speaker 1: Well, I would say. That part of that. Hostility is basically an. An
argument that something that I would call activism, and I think other people would
call activism is our goal and that rather in this in the context of this intervention that
basically ideas serve the master code action.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I got it. That makes sense, yeah?

Speaker 1: And then. And that basically like. Yeah, I meand that. And that all.
Of our energy is basically. Just yeah to serve this sort of master and it’s a greedy
master. All it wants is our bodies and our lives. Given that anarchism has become the
dominant tendency within revolutionary milieus and movements today, it’s crucial that
anarchists explore current phenomena, strategies and vision in a much more rigorous,
serious manner. I mean, this book came out in 2017, so just. You know a little more
than a year ago. The idea that anyone can say that right now. And then, and this
basically like the problem I have with activism is it’s like you. If they could tell you,
make it. You ride the waves. With the exact same flag on your mask and damn the.

Speaker 3: OK.

Speaker 1: Phenomenon strategies and visions that you.

Speaker 3: See along the way.

106



Speaker 1: Whatever I. I mean, that’s just a piece of the of the intervention. I just
think It’s theight of arrogance and almost preposterous. And it’s in it’s formulation.

Speaker 2: It’s basically them putting their stamp on the book with no content,
just peeing on the book. It’s just like this book is ours also yeah.

Speaker 1: That’s fair.

Speaker 3: So let’s.

Speaker 1: Talk about thesis. What is thesis of this?

Speaker 2: Thesis that. It’s important for. People who are trying to make radical
change trying to make fundamental social slash political slash economic change to be.
Open to transforming. Yeah, to be open to transforming themselves and that requires
a kind of vulnerability and. Yeah, I. Mean yeah.

Speaker 3: It is.

Speaker 2: Let me see if I can some. Of the pages. See 194. This was so this. Page
194 out of as Aragorn. Said two 250 page. Book or so, and this was where it actually
changed my perspective. Enough of the book to make me to make me like it so for us
this shows that militancy is always about more than tactics or combativeness. It is tied
to questions of affect. How movements enable people to grow their own capacities and
become new people or don’t? So that’s basically like that idea that as anarchists, one
of the things we’re trying to do is become new, is become new, and more have more
capacity. That’s not, I don’t as I that’s as close to like a good definition of benefits as
I expect from people who I never spend any time with.

Speaker 1: That’s great. Yeah, that’s interesting. I also wanted to do some reading
of sort of my favorite. Part of the. Book, which is the initial question. I think that the
initial question is really good and really interesting.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I wouldn’t say it’s my favorite part of the book, it’s just where
it clicked for me. But anyway, going.

Unknown Speaker: Well, that’s fine.

Speaker 1: There is something. That circulates in many radical movements and
spaces, by the way, where they differentiate between radical and anarchist. I think is
interesting I think that you saw the book a little bit more through rose colored glasses
because you read the anarchist as serious. I'm not saying that you’re not anarchist,
they absolutely are. And I and I honor them as such, but I think.

Speaker 2: That they’re reaching out broader than that.

Speaker 1: They're very much trying to do that, and their and their radical move-
ment. Looks much more like Ashanti actually sort of described what he doesn’t exactly
use the word anarchist in here, and I think that they agree with that line, which .

Speaker 3: OK, what?

Speaker 1: We have decided to live and. Die by the word anarchism. And so we
included sort of front and center in a way that does resemble the sad militant that
they're describing. Because basically we have been clobbered by. Whether or not we
are, you look. Like we’ve been clobbered by this by this. By this chin up approach and
whatever, I just want to sort of state that I do think that there is a distinction is that?
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Speaker 2: Yeah, between radicals and absolutely.

Speaker 1: Between radical, not just between radicals, anarchists, but between
their sensibility here and not just one that we share but like. I think that this an on
look. I’d like to tease. This out OK.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, if we can, yeah.

Speaker 1: Anyone who has frequented these bases has felt it many, including us,
have actively participated in it, spread it, and been hurt by it. It nurtures rigidity,
mistrust and anxiety precisely where we are supposed to feel most lives. It compels
us to search ourselves and others. Ruthlessly, for flaws and inconsistencies, it crushes
experimentation and curiosity. It is hostile to difference complexity and nuance, or it
is the most complex, the most nuanced, and everything else is simplistic and stupid
radicalism becomes an ideal and everyone becomes deficient in comparison. So first
of all, radicalism becomes an idea whenever one becomes deficient. If were to have
written this book, we would have said anarchism here. And the fact that we draw this
distinction between radicalism and anarchism is why they’re talking about us.

Speaker 2: That’s fair.

Speaker 1: And that, that’s yeah. It’s also worth mentioning here, like.

Speaker 2: Although I want to say in our whatever. Yeah, I don’t know I'm. Not
Fookioekk defending anything on the other side of that. That the reason that I will stick
by anarchism as a word and why I think anarchism in that. Like using anarchism
there would be different from using any other ISM. Is that anarchism is so broad that
it in some ways is a useless term to define, like the fact that I can stick by anarchism
because I get to define it the way I want to. Define it, to some with some parameters,
and that’s not really true of any other thing. But anyway, go on.

Speaker 1: I'm gonna read that a little bit more just because I do think that
they’re this. Where they’re putting. Their thumb down OK and I wanna talk about
whether or not I think it’s true.

Speaker 2: Oh God.

Speaker 1: The anxious posturing. The vigilant search for mistakes and limita-
tions, the hostility that crushes a hesitant new idea. The way that critique becomes
a reflex. The sense that things are urgent yet pointless. The circulation of the latest
article tearing apart bad habits and. The way shaming others becomes comfortable,
the ceaseless generation of necessities and duties. The sense of feeling guilty about
one’s own fear and loneliness, the clash of potential views that requires a winner and
a loser. The performance of anti oppressive language, the way that some state stare
at the floor. Or look at the. Door we know these tendencies intimately. We have seen
them circulating and feel them pass through us. When we began talking with friends
about this, there were immediate head nods and sometimes excited eruptions. Yes,
finally someone is going to talk about this publicly. Now, that’s their audience. And
that person isn’t is quote UN quote inexperienced activist? So in that way, there’s.

Speaker 2: OK.

Speaker 1: I mean, I feel like Oh no the screen.
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Speaker 2: I mean, I think that.

Speaker 3: First of all.

Speaker 2: They do quote somebody else in there. Assuming I'm remembering the
quotation from the right place, who started out? No, they do. They talk about a queer
trans person ex sex worker who talks about coming into the mix and every . I mean,
that’s the classic story. They weren’t cool enough, they didn’t know the right language.
They had the right politics and they know that they have the right politics because
they’re still around and they figured out how to talk about the fact that they have
the right politics. But because they used all these words that were wrong. People gave
them endless **** and didn’t like didn’t let them participate in etc etc. So I. Mean I
think. That person like they’re that person is experienced now and is in touch with
these authors now, but they were. The audience even went before they. I mean, I guess
you're saying. That on some level they are, they are. They are requiring you to know
a certain amount of jargon to read this book. Is that part of your point? I'm not sure
that I agree with that, but I may I’'m sure.

Speaker 1: Surely criticizing the jargon I'm and I'm not criticizing the audience.

Speaker 2: You're talking about audience.

Speaker 1: Yeah, like the audience needs this book.

Speaker 3: No no yeah.

Speaker 1: I mean, to some extent when. I first heard about. The book it was
described as being a way in which activists could rest. And I'm not. Sure, that’s what
the. Book is, I think, the book. Is instead more of a. Firm up your legs and try again
harder. But harder informed through this lens. Which the joyful militancy lends which.
You know they try very hard. Well and acknowledge and acknowledge their failure at
not arguing for joyful militancy.

Speaker 2: We’'ll get there.

Speaker 1: Like they definitely begin quite a few paragraphs with the joyful mil-
itant will. Blank, but in the beginning of that, before they start doing that, they do
say we're not trying to say that you should become. A joyful militant, but.

Speaker 2: Well, yeah, the direction I want to go from what you what you just said
is actually. This was the biggest disconnect for me probably is the carefulness. While
they’re talking about being joyful and.

Speaker 1: I was going to talk.

Speaker 2: This.

Speaker 1: About languages our next thing.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean I would. This also how I would talk about the fact that
they were so careful to get this wide range of people who were identity wise not. Them,
like how very careful they are to have such a huge pool of people who are not CIS white
people. And there’s nothing wrong with that, except that when you’re talking about
joy, to me, that’s antithetical to joy. That part of joy is being carefree, actually, and
is being in the moment and is not hedging your bets. And making sure that nobody
can yell at you, so it’s a totally politically sound thing that they did. It’s absolutely
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necessary, but that’s not joy. I mean, that’s kind of the exact thing that they’re talking
about, so this book, the biggest thing I mean the biggest. My biggest issue with it, I
guess if that’s not exactly the right word, but is that it? It’s a do as we say, not as we
do example, which I feel like there’s tons of those.

Speaker 1: Well, that’s interesting.

Speaker 2: You know, there’s tons of that and that made me. Start thinking well.
How do you express joy? And and then Immediately think, Novatore, which is a little
nuts. But . But that is. Poetry or something or like enthusiasm and vibrancy and not.

Speaker 1: If that’s a book.

Speaker 2: Not actually giving up. You know, acting in any rate like you don’t
give a **** what other people are thinking of you and that’s obviously there’s a very
strong political bias to that. And that’s not again. And that’s not who they’re talking
to. And I think the people that they’re talking to. This could be a first step on a great
path or something. But it’s not. The end step I guess the.

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: Well, I would love to. Hear your thoughts on that a little bit.

Speaker 2: I don’t know what I'm saying here, yeah?

Speaker 1: But yeah. It is worth mentioning that.

Speaker 2: There’s so much caveated going on in this book.

Speaker 1: Yeah right. OK so I'm going. To stick the link. The language to start.
With which is that they do? They spend basically the entire book defining the term
joyful militancy in such a way as to make this palatable as possible to all of the people
who they’re trying to talk to, and trying to do that the same time that you’re basically
not saying that you're. Advocating for that. That’s a classic leftist problem and. And
it’s like to be comprehensible to your audience, which I think that they probably
suffered from in the early drafts of manuscript. They probably were not intelligible to
who they wanted to talk to, and they really had to fix that and how they fix it was
for instance by having chapter 2 expanding the exact same ideas of chapter one with
different word. And exactly in this way, like keep the amount of jargon that you're
going that you're going to develop in this as limited as possible and just reiterate,
reiterate, reiterate, and I get that like I really yeah, Identified with the problems. That
they had and definitely like after reading poststructuralism and for 10 years beyond
that I had the exact same problem in my writing and in my thinking like the caveats,
I absolutely recommend that I'm not sure there’s a way in the 21st century to avoid
it.

Speaker 2: And let me just clarify for caveats what I mean, and I assume what
you mean. Also are them saying we don’t mean this. We don’t mean this. We don’t
mean this. We don’t mean this. We don’t mean this thing and you can totally hear
the conversations that they had with people where, where they and with themselves
where they were like.

Speaker 1: And then so.

Speaker 3: Oh no, that’s.
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Speaker 2: Not what we meant. You know we didn’t mean everybody has to be.
Happy which they explicitly. And joy being different from happiness.

Speaker 1: And that’s why this book is 250 pages and not and not a pamphlet,
because if they would have just not caveated and not required other people’s voices
just.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I know yeah, yeah.

Speaker 3: They would have, yeah.

Speaker 2: But the people that they’re talking. To wouldn’t have heard them.

Speaker 1: Well, that’s actually the part about language that I think is the most
interesting. In my reading and and again like it’s mine. They spent a good chunk of
the book, more than 20% talking about not being ideological, and this was the part
where where they were.

Speaker 3: MHMM MHMM

Speaker 1: Basically, I felt like they were. Turning themselves inside out. Basically
saying we're we're not left with anarchists or. We deeply desire. A non ideological
approach to our movement. And that hurt it hurt to read. They said it over and over
again, and then they had a very brief segment that. Actually talked about.

Speaker 2: Ideology yeah, with cool crude harder. I don’t know what his name
was, but he’s my native guy, yeah?

Speaker 1: Yeah, the person who wrote Red Mask which which by the way I
thought I had a copy of and I.

Speaker 2: Yes, yes.

Speaker 1: I'm not sure I've seen it a while anyway.

Unknown Speaker: But the but.

Speaker 1: The gist of what it is they were getting at was. Was that we? To be a
joyful militant. You need to be essentially opposed to ideology or like you need to sort
of go through a cleansing and.

Speaker 2: I think Ashanti they have something very shantIn there also on the.
Same topic go on.

Speaker 1: You need to speak a little. Louder because yes. Because I'm. Ashanti
anyways, it was fascinating for me to read it because they basically framed that whole
thing in such a way as to not sound like. Post Situationist post left anarchists and the
way in which they did that to satisfy their audiences needs to like. To me that was.
Like, really interesting.

Speaker 2: And paint that was the. Part that. Was yeah.

Speaker 1: It was kind of painful, but it was like. This how you say this such in
such a way that the IRS can publish.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that was absolutely. I was going to end. I was going to get closer
to the end before it said that. Yeah this seems like non post lift anarchists saying post
lift things to other non post left anarchists and that’s a fascinating exercise just in itself.
Like just to do anthropological study of like this, this how you do it, or whatever. Or
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but we. Don’t even know if. It was successful because we don’t know. What leftists
think of? This book.

Speaker 1: Right, and this was actually. Point I was going to make earlier and
. And so AK Press, ? I guess if you talk about like what the TAS does, what that
what AK Press does and what the authors did to make this book what it was so
we talked about the Josh Macphee art, which obviously is a compress paying paying
Josh whatever? But the thing that AK did, which just for me is jaw-dropping is they
basically paid for a half dozen reviewers to write blurbs about the book and It’s such
a fascinating thing what you're trying to accomplish, so just to list the authors of the
Bluebirds.

Speaker 2: Michael Hart’s first front and center is Michael Hart.

Speaker 1: So OK.

Unknown Speaker: Let me stop here.

Speaker 1: Asked her Taylor, author of the People’s Platform, I have no idea what
that is. Scott crow.

Speaker 2: Yep, old Scott.

Speaker 1: John Holloway And Stephen chiquitas? Now that’s three figures that
are not at least three figures that are not anarchists and instead are autonomous. So
they’re, I ask, but I assume this was a K driven. Basically pushed this book to be
blurbed by autonomous, which that doesn’t really. Exists in the US? Is it because
they’re Canadian? Is it I mean? You know clearly they do pull out some autonomous
rhetoric, but that politically, as I find to. Be fascinating and. There really isn’t an A.
Known anarchist in this group.

Speaker 2: Scott Flow Scott flow.

Speaker 1: Unless Scott crow

Speaker 2: Come on.

Unknown Speaker: No, I mean.

Speaker 1: I mean of course Scott cross anarchist, but like the way in which he’s
he’s in all.

Speaker 2: No, he’s the friendliest, most most big umbrella kind of anarchist
possible, yes.

Speaker 1: Right? I'm not. I'm not a bomb.

Speaker 3: Thrower I'm a recycler.

Speaker 1: When a whole annual rifle that. As I push back the waters.

Speaker 3: We have you Scott anyways.

Speaker 1: Yeah, so I guess I. I just wanted to bring that up in. The context of like
how did they keep package this? How did what? What’s the message? They’re trying
to. Get across which and this and this seems like they’re basically saying they have
more faith in an autonomous audience to purchase them.

Speaker 2: Or at least more money. Yeah, exactly yeah, but this that’s such a.
This a publisher game like this whole thing about trying to figure out the different
levels of the marketing or whatever but. But yes.
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Speaker 1: Well, the other thing I will say is because so Nick has put me up a
couple different times in Victoria where he lives and. I have felt as though the. You
know mostly. AK Books and our books and most books require the author to really
buy in on their book to make it a successful project.

Speaker 2: To support them and to support them and talk about. Them and yeah.

Speaker 1: Right and watching him do that for this book. I felt like the message
was much more what was smaller and. Humble and I appreciated watching the author
do that.

Speaker 2: And that’s consistent with the with the actual book rather than the.

Speaker 1: Yeah, right exactly and so. So there are in fact three different intentions
here. IS’s intention is the most political in the sense of like they have an agenda.

Speaker 2: Cover and the blueberries etcetera. Etcetera yeah.

Speaker 1: Yeah, they’ve now put out seven books, sort of in service of that agenda.
If we look at those seven books, we can sort of triangulate a message.

Speaker 2: But AK has a mostly business model and or business agenda. And then
the authors have.

Speaker 1: Deep, complex agenda that’s been pushed. By a whole bunch of people.
I mean the other figure that looms really large in this book who is anarchist figure is
Richard Day. You know they sort of bring up Richard Day as a mentor and that was
definitely my experience and I and I’'m not hostile to it like what Richard Day has to
say is mostly very smart and in and in line with thesis of the of the book generally. You
know again. Like I think that they’re trying to accomplish something for the movement
that they see themselves as part of. That really is also why they lose us as an audience
because there’s they’re so concerned over over their movement and .

Speaker 2: Yes, so let’s start talking about that now. So because now I'm getting
my dander up or something. No, you don’t you like it, so there was. There are two
places 2, two more places that I’'m remembering, one is. Oh **** T'm going to forget
that. Man, Oh well, no, that’s for a different point. So there’s they talk about ohh
two things they talk. They have this nurturing. They have this language that is very
about supporters and nurturing and I can’t. Remember other, but it’s. Soft and in a
way that. Makes sense for people who are burned out for people who are exhausted.
For people who are fried, but it’s not. Not appealing to me, I guess so it.

Speaker 1: Well, you should. Pull out an example. Actually, I'll pause what you
do. Go ahead.

Speaker 2: On page 36 they say. Organizing by affinity basically means seeking
out and nurturing relationships based on shared values, commitments and passions
without trying to impose those on everyone else. That’s not exactly sort of threw out.
I guess. I'm not sure that there’s a single place, but there’s just talk about. Yeah,
nurturing trust. So that’s one like.

Speaker 1: What’s the point you're? Getting at.

Speaker 3: What’s the what?
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Speaker 2: They're coming down hard on a. Piece of what it means to be in
relationship with people, and they’re doing it in a not necessarily explicit way. In fact,
other times I think they try to get away from that or something they try to say we’re
not. We’re not saying be soft. We're not saying be nice. We're not saying all these
things. As part of their all their caveats. But I do think that there’s still some sort of
underlying thread that being supportive and being. Maturing is what they’re saying is
missing. It’s what they’re saying needs to happen more, and it’s a vision, and because
that in my brain anyway ties in so closely to an entire raft of thinking about what
actually makes change and what actually makes deep relationships and what actually
makes authentic relationships. So I have a reaction to that because I.

Speaker 1: I mean, fundamentally, you're talking about Canadians are nice. We
should be nice.

Speaker 2: I'm saying that’s an underlying threat, even though they're trying to
say that it’s that they’re even though they’re trying to reject that and deny it. They're
not trying to, they’re. Actively saying that they’re denying it.

Speaker 3: Yeah, and 1.

Speaker 2: So that’s.

Speaker 1: Feel like they're doing some a couple of different parts where they’re
where they're basically saying. Like do what we say not.

Speaker 2: Yeah so but yeah.

Speaker 1: What we do?

Speaker 2: And then there’s just some places where that’s more obvious than other
places, so I want to talk also in Chapter 5, which is, I think, theart of the book. It’s
called undoing rigid radicalism, activating joy. They talk about.

Speaker 1: They really fall into self-help language with that.

Speaker 2: If it didn’t work, they wouldn’t sell so many books. There is a. Section
called you're so paranoid. You probably think this section is about you, which is mildly
funny. Lack finding, perfectionism, schooling and walking, and they talk about this.
They use a metaphor of a kid who’s learning to walk and people celebrating the fact
that the kid took their first steps and they’re not criticizing the kid. For taking for not
being able to walk already, they’re happy. Woohoo, this particular kid is learning how
to walk, and that’s an exciting thing to be to be part of or just to see or whatever. So
part of that is. And then they blame the fact that people blame things on schooling
among other things. And about how schools teach us to be critical and. I’'m not going
to disagree with any of the particulars or something like, again, a lot of the specifics
I agree with. I'm not sure I disagree with any of them, but the idea that people who
are being political people who are doing activism, things, people who are trying to do
political things. I can support the desire. I do support the desire. In fact, I'm going
to cry. Now, because I really support the designer, but that doesn’t mean that we
celebrate like some people should be celebrating. Some people should be celebrating
that your first action and you just got arrested and like, OK, you ******* you popped
your cherry. That’s awesome. Like, Woohoo and other people need to be saying OK
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but. What good does that do? Like what happened, and you don’t have to be an
ook about being critical. But people aren’t learning to walk like the expectation in
society is when you learn to walk. That’s part of learning to run. You know that’s part
of learning to do all these other things, but with political stuff. The expectation isn’t
necessarily that you’re going to. Gone so it’s that the criticism that we give people
that we get from people about needing to go get to the next step. That’s important
because the rest of society isn’t teaching us that the rest of society is teaching us. Oh,
you're as college students. So when you graduate, you'll get over all this ******¥* Qr
oh, you’re just a young punk who doesn’t know ****. So when you get a job then you’ll
understand. Or you when you turn 30. It’s like it’s the rest of society is telling us that
you can stop where you’re at, or you can even go backwards in terms of radical slash
anarchy. Activity, and so the people who are criticizing people I think are essential,
essential to refocusing on how much further we need to get to, even if what you just did
is a fine thing to have done, it cannot be the end, and so, like their metaphor is sweet
or whatever, but it’s not a good metaphor. It doesn’t, it doesn’t. GAIL or whatever
the word would be. Doesn’t have legs.

Speaker 1: Yeah, you have a much nicer. I mean, again, my goal here is to is
to spend some time. Treating this book respectfully and not exactly being critical of
it, because of course, like for me, this book talks right past me. It doesn’t give me
very much good advice, and that and the sense that you're talking about, and I know
desperately that’s what they’re trying to do. Like they’re basically. For me, I got caught
up a little earlier in their discussion about friendship like they literally basically made
a proposition, a proposition that was like a tacuna’s proposition about how important
how important friendship is and then and then they included the conversation with
they had with the natives active. A native activist who basically told them actually
no friendship is too ephemeral. It’s and. And to know and knowing them personally, I
would. I would absolutely say that one of the big takeaways I took that I that I got
from from him personally was like that their core group of people who they really have
built their superstructure on. That they haven’t had a break yet. And then when they
had the break, it’s. Going to be. Terrible, and because I've suffered so many breaks in
my life, I really can.

Speaker 2: Devastating yeah.

Speaker 1: I recognize that lack of. Break and of course, when I treat it sweetly
because all the people involved were very nice and great and maybe Canada.

Speaker 2: But maybe?

Speaker 1: But they basically had a direct experience with somebody who told
them that their all their ideology around friendship was ******** and they just moved
right past it. And that’s really hard, because at the very heart it demonstrates a
disconnect between their goal of who it is that they’re talking to.

Speaker 2: Yeah, well sure.

Speaker 1: And their ability to basically hear what?

Speaker 2: Great yeah yeah.
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Speaker 1: And this this the hard thing. I don’t want to. I'm not trying to dump
on. Them and I. Don’t think that they’re intention. Even the practice is so.

Speaker 2: No, it’s I mean, in a certain way. Yeah, go ahead.

Speaker 1: I just it’s really hard what it is. They’re that they what they're claiming
that they want to accomplish what they’re capable of actually accomplishing, and then
like what the world allows you to do. I mean just to watch sort of imagination. Flounder
on the. Rocks like the things that they say are really. Of the things that they’re arguing,
which we’ll just say, is a joyful militancy. It’s impossible, not because people are ****
kokoskokook Well

Speaker 2: Of course yes.

Speaker 1: But also I feel like our language is our.

Speaker 3: Yes no no.

Speaker 1: Language is deficient here. Because we keep on calling ourselves or we
keep on getting framed in the in the context of being critics or being critical. And in
fact the point. Is I don’t. I'm actually not a big fan of criticism at this point for me.
I’'m a I’'m an opponent of what criticism has created, which is sort of the way in which
people have to live in channels and are so separate and aliens.

Speaker 2: And our insular, like the criticism, creates this, this inward spiral that
just you never get the **** Out of yeah.

Speaker 1: So I so it’s important for me to see myself in this book.

Speaker 2: Sure, yeah.

Speaker 1: Any sense of being criticized? But then, on the other hand, to turn it
and say. Because of the lack of critical dialogue that people have around each other’s
tactics and the deep way in which it’s easier to say **** you rather than to engage in
it. It means that we don’t don’t get to like we don’t get deeper.

Speaker 2: Yeah, absolutely. And I think the. Thing that this book does, there are
definitely ways that it’s a self help book and part of what it does in that way is that
it does imply on some level.

Ep. 91 — Bellamy on Corrosive Consciousness

Source

thebrilliant

January 11, 2019

3 Comments

Episode 91 — Bellamy on Corrosive Consciousness

Getting specific is part of what Season 4 of The Brilliant podcast is about. Specifics
about what a green perspective is (this conversation with BF...

Continue ReadingEpisode 91 — Bellamy on Corrosive Consciousness
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Ep. 90 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Bellamy

Source

December 31, 2018

7 Comments

Episode 90 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Bellamy

This the last episode of 2018. In 2019 along with the Brilliant I'll be working on a
weekly call in show called Anarchy Bang...

Continue ReadingEpisode 90 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Bellamy
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Season 3 (2018)

Ep. 89 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Andy

Source

thebrilliant

December 28, 2018

6 Comments

Episode 89 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Andy

As this season of the podcast comes to an end... I wanted to review what we have
done in 2018 and what we hoped to...

Continue ReadingEpisode 89 — What is Anarchism in 2018 with Andy

Ep. 88 — Chris Kortright and What is Anarchism
in 2018

Source

thebrilliant

December 23, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 88 — Chris Kortright and What is Anarchism in 2018

As this season of the podcast comes to an end... I wanted to review what we have
done in 2018 and what we hoped to...

Continue Reading

Ep. 87 — Ria del Montana

Source

thebrilliant

December 1, 2018

8 Comments

Episode 87 — Ria del Montana
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This interview was by request of anarchist news thread. While Ria does call herself

anarchist their primary interests appear to be animals (in...

Continue ReadingEpisode 87 — Ria del Montana

Ep. 86 — Comedy with Michael Cohen

Source

thebrilliant

November 26, 2018

5 Comments

Episode 86 — Comedy with Michael Cohen

I didn’t know how sophisticated and interesting comedy was until about five years

ago. I really fell in love with this kind of comedy by...

Continue ReadingEpisode 86 — Comedy with Michael Cohen
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thebrilliant

November 19, 2018

1 Comment

Season 3 of The Brilliant

Welcome to the first episode of Season three of the Brilliant podcast. Audio version

— http://thebrilliant.org/podcast /episode-65-what-is-anarchism-in-2018,/ The Brilliant
podcast is about anarchist ideas and their...

Continue Reading
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Season 2 (2016-17)

Ep. 85 — Seaweed

Source

thebrilliant

November 17, 2018

7 Comments

Episode 85 — Seaweed

In early fall I went up to British Columbiand met with Seaweed. This a partial
record of that meeting. We discuss learning/reading, history...

Continue ReadingEpisode 85 — Seaweed

Ep. 83 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part III

Source

thebrilliant

November 8, 2018

5 Comments

Episode 83 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part I1I

TL;DR This an interview with Gregor of Tribes magazine. His story (and article in
Tribes) is about the move from “left anarchism” to national...

Continue ReadingEpisode 83 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part II1

Ep. 82 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part II

Source

thebrilliant

October 18, 2018

2 Comments

Episode 82 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part II

I have been wanting to talk about the line between tribalism and nationalism for
years but it is a challenge. All sides take the conversation...
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Continue ReadingEpisode 82 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part 11

Ep. 81 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part I

Source

thebrilliant

October 10, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 81 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part I

I have been wanting to talk about the line between tribalism and nationalism for
years but it is a challenge. All sides take the conversation...

Continue ReadingEpisode 81 — Nationalism and bolo’bolo part I

Ep. 80 — An introduction to Aragorn! II

Source

thebrilliant

September 17, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 80 — An introduction to Aragorn! II

I spent a week at the Labadie Collection this summer. I highly recommend it for
any anarchist who wants to have a different, fuller relationship...

Continue ReadingEpisode 80 — An introduction to Aragorn! II

Ep. 79 — An introduction to Aragorn! I

Source

thebrilliant

September 17, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 79 — An introduction to Aragorn! I

I spent a week at the Labadie Collection this summer. I highly recommend it for
any anarchist who wants to have a different, fuller relationship...

Continue ReadingEpisode 79 — An introduction to Aragorn! I
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Ep. 78 — How to Disagree II: LaylabdelRahim

Source

thebrilliant

September 4, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 78 — How to Disagree II: LaylabdelRahim

Layla is a pleasure to talk to and so the fact that she is in this series of podcasts is
a bit of a misnomer....

Continue ReadingEpisode 78 — How to Disagree II: LaylabdelRahim

Ep. 77 — How to disagree I: Nathan Jun

Source

thebrilliant

August 30, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 77 — How to disagree I: Nathan Jun

Many of you will have heard of NAASN, the North American attempt at creating
an academic anarchist event. It has has nine events around North...

Continue ReadingEpisode 77 — How to disagree I: Nathan Jun

Ep. 76 — Round Table II: Aging

Source

thebrilliant

August 4, 2018

Leave a Comment

Episode 76 — Round Table II: Aging

Rotn and I (along with Belligerence who doesn’t talk much) use the opportunity of
me being in town to talk about aging, peers, and whatnot....

Continue ReadingEpisode 76 — Round Table II: Aging

Ep. 75 — Heretics III: Cody

Source
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July 26, 2018
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Leave a Comment
Episode 75 — Heretics III: Cody
For anyone who has met Cody (ie if you've been around the west coast anarchist

or communization space for the past 10 years) it is...

Continue ReadingEpisode 75 — Heretics I1I: Cody

Ep. 74 — Heretics II: Rotn

Source

thebrilliant

July 15, 2018

8 Comments

Episode 74 — Heretics 1I: Rotn

The second interview is theretic series is long time anarchist heretic Rotn. Rotn and

I met just before the “battle in Seattle” that really...

Continue ReadingEpisode 74 — Heretics II: Rotn

Ep. 73 — Heretics I: Lew

Source

thebrilliant

July 4, 2018

1 Comment

Episode 73 — Heretics I: Lew

In the process of thinking about what is anarchist position in 2018 I was struck by

how many people, and perspectives, aren’t going to...

Continue ReadingEpisode 73 — Heretics I: Lew

Ep. 72 — Egoism IV: Bellamy

Source

thebrilliant

June 13, 2018

2 Comments

Episode 72 — Egoism IV: Bellamy

As you can imagine doing these little series of conversations is a tiny bit harder

than I anticipated. I was hoping to have all of...

Continue ReadingEpisode 72 — Egoism IV: Bellamy
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Ep. 71 — Egoism III: birds
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May 21, 2018

1 Comment

Episode 71 — Egoism III: birds

In this third episode my goal was to talk to someone who was newer to egoist ideas.
My hope was to see how these ideas...

Continue ReadingEpisode 71 — Egoism III: birds

Ep. 70 — Egoism II: An Enemy of Society

Source

thebrilliant

May 3, 2018

2 Comments

Episode 70 — Egoism II: An Enemy of Society

In this second part of our series on egoism I discuss illegalism as the natural answer
of “What is to be done? with regard to...

Continue ReadingEpisode 70 — Egoism II: An Enemy of Society

Ep. 69 — Egoism I: Wolfi Landstreicher

Source

thebrilliant

April 22, 2018

5 Comments

Episode 69 — Egoism I: Wolfi Landstreicher

This the first part in a series (part of the over-arching theme of The Brilliant in
2018) on egoism. While not an egoist myself...

Continue ReadingEpisode 69 — Egoism I: Wolfi Landstreicher

Ep. 68 — Scott Crow and Change

Source
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Leave a Comment
Episode 68 — Scott Crow and Change
Scott Crow has been a good friend for nearly a decade (!!!). We agree on almost

nothing except on how to disagree. As a grown...

Continue ReadingEpisode 68 — Scott Crow and Change

Ep. 67 — Dominique and Indigenous Anarchy

Source

thebrilliant
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Episode 67 — Dominique and Indigenous Anarchy

Dominique is a close friend. If we didn’t live in the big city we’d probably be closer

but here we are. Two particles flying around...

Continue ReadingEpisode 67 — Dominique and Indigenous Anarchy

Ep. 66 — Klee Benally & TIA

Source

thebrilliant

March 14, 2018

3 Comments

Episode 66 — Klee Benally & TTA

Most recently Klee has been a movie maker but is also known as a musiciand

mediactivist. Interviewed him in the first few...

Continue ReadingEpisode 66 — Klee Benally & TIA

Ep. 65 — What is anarchism in 2018

Source

thebrilliant

March 5, 2018

2 Comments

Episode 65 — What is anarchism in 2018

In this season three opener we review what the intention is for the 2018 season. This

initial set of four conversations (of which this first...

Continue ReadingEpisode 65 — What is anarchism in 2018
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— 2017 —

2017 in Review via the Brilliant

Source

December 29, 2017

Comments closed

2017 in Review via the Brilliant

The Brilliant podcast is a way to have a deeper conversations than allowed in the
text boxes of websites. On the one hand a podcast...

Continue Reading2017 in Review via the Brilliant

Ep. 63 — Technology V

Source

December 28, 2017

Episode 63 — Technology V

The goal of this series is to discuss our critique(s) of technology and how these
critiques have changed in the past few decades. Specifically we...

Continue ReadingEpisode 63 — Technology V

Ep. 62 — Technology IV

Source

thebrilliant

December 22, 2017

4 Comments

Episode 62 — Technology IV

The goal of this series is to discuss our critique(s) of technology and how these
critiques have changed in the past few decades. Specifically we...

Continue ReadingEpisode 62 — Technology IV

Ep. 61 — Technology 111

Source
thebrilliant
December 18, 2017
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Transcript

Speaker 1: This the brand podcast we’re about to start another series thematic
series. I actually kind of like this idea of having a couple episodes. From a tight group
of people on a particular topic, and this conversation is going to be really interesting
because I don’t know the person I'm talking to at all. We basically had a 5 minute
introductory conversation before we started recording and. Gerardo is coming to us, I
guess you. Can introduce yourself.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I'm like the so-called youth that you.

Unknown Speaker: Keep referring to your.

127


https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-61-technology-iii/#comments
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-61-technology-iii/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-61-technology-iii/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-60-technology-ii/
https://thebrilliant.org/author/thebrilliant/
https://thebrilliant.org/2017/12/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-60-technology-ii/#comments
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-60-technology-ii/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-60-technology-ii/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-59-technology-i/
https://thebrilliant.org/author/thebrilliant/
https://thebrilliant.org/2017/12/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-59-technology-i/#comments
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-59-technology-i/
https://thebrilliant.org/podcast/episode-59-technology-i/

Speaker 2: Previous podcast yeah. I'm from North Texas. So definitely like out
of out of the loop in regards to the usual anarchist scenes of Portland New York City
and. The Bay Area in LA. I host my. Own podcast called Haters. Left with two other.
People you can find it, you can find the website at hayters.lifeno.com because I'm a
millennial and we like nothaving.com I guess.

Speaker 1: So obviously theme. That we’re going. To try to get intoday. Is is
about technology and I really want to talk about a critique of technology that’s sort
of beyond view cheering nather or John. Just saying. Another type of. Critique into
one that’s relevant. To the 21st century. But before we get there. Can you talk a little
bit about? Your route of how you got. From where you’re from to where you? Are now
visavis Che Guevara T.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s what . Our teacher that I saw was just like I just remember
keep seeing it but yeah, so I come from like a very working class family like I actually
started working in construction. Well, I always went was I always went with my father
usually and I would playing the same stuff. But when I started training when like
around age 13. And maybe a bit earlier, my father kept or my father kept teaching me
more and more, and eventually I just learned the trade of drywall, drywall, mudding,
and I think that a lot that helped me start, jump, start my curiosity and like why do I
have to really have to work? Why like and just? Taking the economy and just the way
the personality of my own, being especially being a first generation American. Some
like both. My parents are Mexican immigrants. Yeah so. Let let’s be a bit.

Speaker 1: More specific, so you start with true.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Guard, did you actually? Read about focus on and some of his. Political
ideology.

Speaker 2: A bit so I like so 1.

Speaker 1: Looked up teaching tomorrow.

Speaker 2: Was I looked up who the guy the teacher was when like noticed he
was a communist then like just saw just one of the Wikipedia page. I literally like
just went on Wikipedia page and looked up what coverage. It was and I was like and.
This sounds interesting. It’s definitely an alter. Eventually I was like oh, what Marks
and lemons and what’s all of these different sub categories of comedies of like anarcho,
communists and stuff like that? And I definitely like felt more like I definitely like. Did
delve into Marks and lemons. And stuff like. That and had critiques and. Read works
by Marks and stuff like that, but I always know.

Speaker 1: What did you like about about marcellana?

Speaker 2: I mean, I think initially It’s just like did. It hit the US like that’s
an example, but I mean eventually like more now. Like Oh yes, sorry. Definitely not
something. I want to repeat marks. It’s but you.

Speaker 1: Read enough to. Know that like their ideas influenced this incredible
revolution have actually changed the society that.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.
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Speaker 1: It impacted and did like. Did you actually, read the manifesto. Yeah, I
really like this or.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I read the manifesto I read. Principle of cognition by angles I
read. I read some other like origin of the origin of family, origin of family, property
and state that I can’t remember the exact ordering. The three, but.

Speaker 1: And so then when? You find a critique of the USSR. You realize how
okekx Under it being who were. The others that what was. Their next step in terms
of the author.

Speaker 2: I didn’t like Emma Goldman Carpat can.

Speaker 1: Oh, so you did you actually read? Disillusionment in Russiand again.

Speaker 2: I didn’t actually read that I like I think I just went maybe? On the
arcade library because I was just. Like oh anarchism was another. Stream and I think
like I really like bought it too. Like oh, and like anarchy and continents have had the
same end goal. You know that future growth trend and I was like oh, So what do I
have to worry about? And then I just read. Yeah, I definitely read like her pocket.
I’'m a Goldman Malatesta. Yeah, like the market affair, I read a lot about the history
of American in the US and then like the more and more I read just. The more and
more. Like further into I got the edges of what is considered like more mainstream
American is and went to like insurrectionary anarchism with Bonanno starter actually.
At a fairly. Early introduction to starter because I did a lot of my political research
on Twitter, I guess I found a lot of political figures, but just people talk a. Lot about
politics on. Twitter and so I just I just read a. Lot of what they recommended and.
One of them was. Thank you, the board and. Stuff like that.

Speaker 1: This sturner mean stuff didn’t really get started until like 2014. Maybe
20157

Speaker 2: Yeah OK, yeah.

Speaker 1: So it’s really just. Going to couple. Of years.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, and I definitely like didn’t really get introduced to her
by the memes. It was basically just one person who I followed a mutual of mine on
Twitter and we and he just recommended to her to me. And I was like, OK, this seems
interesting, especially since like it’s a critique of fixed ideas and now it’s like, yeah,
this? This critique seems fair. Yeah, fairly interesting critique, yeah.

Speaker 1: OK, and so then what was your next? Step or actually? Talk a little
bit about, really what you’re talking about. Is you start out with Wikipedia, which of
course makes sense if you type in a word on any search engine. That’s going to. Come
up real real. Quick then you read. To the anarchist library and you. Probably also from
the Marxist. Andyeahboxes.org so. You at least went. You know one level deeper. In
Wikipedia to. To read some source material. To sort of see how some of that. Source
material was connected, and then you're talking about Twitter. Which is of, almost
the. Opposite of those two formats and. That It’s very real time. It’s lots of like. In
jokes and lots of like Clippy, whatever instructs.
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Speaker 2: A lot of. Yeah, a lot of clicks got every so many arguments get. It’s
almost daily that happens, but.

Speaker 1: I mean, I mean, I'm. Going to be honest with. You know I'm. A very
strong Internet user and but I don’t understand Twitter I can’t. I don’t I can’t, yeah.

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 2: Yeah, you're definitely not the only one. Even within my group’s group
age group. That’s the word even within my age group. A lot of people don’t like
get Twitter right? Definitely, I think just something that you have to. Kind of just
automatically. Like either getting to or not. I mean that really seems to be just what
any social media platform seems to be. Something you either immediately get or you
just. Like very curious about and just. You know, try it. Out eventually, eventually
just either get it or. You just get bored. Of it and go to another platform.

Speaker 1: Yeah, yeah, for me, it’s. It’s continues to be. There’s a critical mass
there that. I'm not exactly. Catching on to or, I came too late or there’s. Something
about I just don’t exactly broke, yeah. OK so this. By following Twitter and things
like that.

Speaker 2: Yeah, along with right as well, yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: It means you’re paying. Ah OK which. Which of the, which, of the
Reddit subgroups do you pay attention to?

Speaker 2: Paid like past tense, it was our cash and archiving marchar socialism
mark slash communism occasionally Communism 101 looks like that more like the
introduction stuff with us and then like enter the 101 as well and then the group
discussions. The one where all of the groups also. Just have their.

Speaker 1: Kind of. Almost the big.

Speaker 2: Groups yeah.

Speaker 1: And where where do you feel that there? Continues to be like. I've
always found our anarchism to be nightmarish. Like if this the anarchist society that.
That some people. Hope to build I don’t want this.

Speaker 2: Yeah no. Yeah I got tired of it. Like really I just like. Eventually I just.
Got tired of it, I'll just like I’ll just use on. Twitter because I'm just tired of. Having
the same liberal anarchists, or saying liberal Chompsky.

Speaker 1: So what do you so this means that you're? Still at the point. Where
you participate in conversations on the Internet pretty much as the way in which your
politics has grown and shaped itself.

Speaker 2: Actually, it’s actually pretty interesting because I was only someone
who didn’t necessarily. I was only the worker. I didn’t necessarily like have conversa-
tions with other regularly with other people like. Have to wait. Did I mean on Twitter?
Definitely, just because that one-on-one interaction was easier, but whenever it’s just
like fully anonymous. I just was kind of worry and I just. Wanted to 1. Just want some-
one really wanted. To have more and more. Information instead of necessarily fighting
the community, which seems to be what a lot of people on the Internet. Are trying to
find especially within my age group even seen in real life or in yeah like outside of your
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net. Just a lot of people. The reason why they go in groups or like going. To various
groups, yeah.

Speaker 1: Wouldn’t want to do anything, yeah? Yeah so. And it’s just because
you have a community.

Speaker 2: Not even necessarily. I think I just always saw the Internet as like the
separate realm. Or I'm not a separate. At least I'm connected to the real world, but
not something that I can really form actual meaningful relationships. I can definitely
use it to. Connect to other people and. I like that start, but once .

Speaker 1: Did you? It sounds like you maybe have a. Relationship with it more
like the.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, actually.

Speaker 1: OK, it’s where you go to do. The to do. The to open to. Crack the
books to find the things and then. You leave to be. Part of your life.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean I definitely have. Like a community on Twitter. Like I
kind of I'm part of. But it’s actually not something that I obsess. Over yeah like image
for I think like if it’s explicitly political, I try not to lay it enveloped my life and yeah
and like just.

Speaker 1: Yeah, can you find? Any different credit community where the conversa-
tions are actually higher quality than our anarchism like our socialism or communism.

Unknown Speaker: Actually, better in.

Speaker 2: No, I mean.

Speaker 1: Any way?

Speaker 2: No, the whole like the whole. Reddit community is just. Not conducive
to having good conversations. I think, like I haven’t really found a platform. Were that
is able to mimic conversations from person like voice,, conversation from voice to voice
or from person to person, either in real life or from like a Skype call or. Something,
did you?

Speaker 1: Ever use cosmos? Ohhheriksons.org

Speaker 2: Oh anarchist news. Yes, I use it just for a news site. I don’t necessarily
the comments are I. Don’t know. I don’t know, I just. The comments just to me
doesn’t seem very. Conducive, I mean, they definitely have some. Good conversations
occasionally, but it’s not something that I always necessarily check.

Speaker 1: It’s interesting because it seems like. If you if you are want more
information, anarchist’s comments in my experience, have the most contextual fiber.
And T guess OK.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I definitely have to check them out more. It’s just I think it’s
just from being on the Internet so long and the old that our day I’ve never look at the.
Comments, because it’s always a shitshow. Maybe I'm just that’s just like one of the
rules that I always. Advise and of course that’s true, but.

Speaker 1: Other things are also.

Speaker 2: True yeah. For sure.

131



Speaker 1: OK, so you basically because of the Internet you’ve got to do some stuff
really really fast. Compared to my generation. And even compared to the generation
or two after. Me so you basically have landed on at a on. A political position at. A
pretty young age.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, that’s it.

Speaker 1: Like a fairly. A fairly extreme political position.

Speaker 2: Yeah, from like yeah 14 years old.

Speaker 1: And rare without pop music, but. Pop punk music honestly can can
turn you into a leftist, but it. Doesn’t turn you into a post left left, right? Yeah, yeah.
What do what So what have been the cultural? Influences that has. Promoted or
inspired you in that direction if it has been punk rock. Did you find crime did?

Unknown Speaker: Right?

Speaker 1: You find crime think really.

Speaker 2: Really, yeah actually. Yeah, I did. I did find crime. Think pretty early on
and I listened to their podcasts. Funnily enough. Yeah, just a lot of podcasts actually
just because of working construction. And I'm. Not able to listen.

Speaker 1: So you’ve been using podcast is like A. Thing for years.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, like I've definitely been raining. Depending on how busy
I've been, but I just like don’t have much to do like when construction where I've just
work goes by hands and not necessarily thinking about anything else I just put on my
podcast and listen.

Speaker 1: Oh, that’s fascinating that. That did not exist before. There were.
There were people in my. Generation who were formed because of radio, but it was
because of college radio, basically like playing alternative music. Or like I remember
in the very early 80s when I'm that old, people like listen to you 2. And R.E.M. On
the radio and college. Before they became popular bands and that was like.

Speaker 2: Oh wow.

Speaker 1: That form. You know the entirety of alternative rock and all that stuff
was college radio. So now we’re talking about the possibility because of podcasts and
because of such a niche format that you can actually become a post left anarchist.
Listen to podcasts.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: That’s crazy.

Speaker 2: Yeah, definitely. It’s definitely interesting because there’s like a lot of
my, yeah, a lot of like. Just my other anarchist comrades or friends there. There’s like
they listen to punk and I'm just like that weird guy who doesn’t like really find it that
enjoyable.

Speaker 1: Yeah honestly, even though I. Very much come out of the
scene I don’t listen to punk very much at all. Nowadays I listen to some sort of nostalgic
music, mostly mostly. T listen to modern EDM and electronic, and I'm a big fan of.
Swedish dance music.

Speaker 2: Like vapor wave and reard Internet.

sokskoksfok ok
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Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: Yeah, which honestly has a lot of overlap with. Noise, which is a huge
huge scene that’s. Very post punk and.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: So let’s talk a little bit about where. Your ideas are going sort of adja-
cent to conjoining with anarchism. Obviously right now I. Really want to talk about
technology and so why don’t? We start that conversation. What are your thoughts?

Speaker 2: Whole technology I think it definitely it. It’s definitely something that
in the modern day it’s very good. It is and you can’t. I think It’s very hard to escape it
if you don’t. If you don’t actually create a willing effort to do it. Like rewilding, I guess
if you’re indifferent to this milieu and I just keep noticing, like how connect like how
I have to connect to technology to like fulfill myself or. Like where I7 Can’t just like
I can definitely like sit down and relax, but it’s something I have to think about and
not like I I. Extinctive may have to like grab. My phone and check Twitter or. Check
Facebook or something and I just like realize like it’s like kind of like an addiction.
Like I hate doing that comparison but it really kind of is just where you can’t really.
You have a withdrawal if you don’t have it with me. I mean, yeah, like we today like
the house and we have Internet problems and it’s like everybody is kind of, just not
they. They just go to where? The Internet is which is the campus right now.

Speaker 1: Which is closing. So obviously this like the first level of. With the
conversation everyone agrees technology. Has inserted itself into. Life yeah, that’s. Yes,
of course. We also agree, and I think everyone. Agrees whether. They’re pro or con
that there’s been this huge impact, especially in the daily lives, especially in the daily
lives of young people. But I guess the. I guess there’s a question here that’s sort. Of
similar to talking about capitalism or other. Ubiquitous oppressions which is. Kind of
a chicken and egg question. Which which is to basically say was there. Is there a cabal
that has inserted technology into life’s daily life? Or is the persuasion of technology
the driving force? That sort of created this situation that? We live in. Now in other
words. Are we are? We going to say that this because. Was the television medium had
had died and so people want their screens to be smaller and more portable? Or yeah,
don’t talk about your thoughts there.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I definitely. Don’t think about. The Cabal, I definitely. I definitely
think it’s just people want it portable. They have the like. They have the idea of
progress, especially the idea of like the science science fiction progress where you have
just technology always connected to it. Oh, disconnect or.

Speaker 1: I'm here, I'm actually moving.

Speaker 2: OK, sorry.

Speaker 1: When I when I cough.

Speaker 2: Ah, OK, I'm sorry. Yeah, but definitely just the idea of. Like that. Sci-
fldeal of always having technology on your body somehow they like think of Star Trek
communicators or are you in cyber cyberpunk Blade Runner type stuff? I think that
definitely like helped, like it’s like a cultural shift or cultural mindset of always wanting
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to progress to something new or always wanting to progress to something better like
technology in the minds of a lot of people. It’s not it, it’s. Something neutral when it?
Certainly I don’t think it’s it, it is. It definitely has its own structures and it imposes
its own logic within within the minds of. Yeah, within just. How people interact I guess,
and how people see themselves.

Speaker 1: So that there is a. An argument that. Could make about a modern
era that. Basically says that. Will say since the death of workers movement, which I.
I viewpoint is. Living somewhere between the 60s and the 70s, but basically as the
death throes of it being the may and 68 moment that obviously influenced me and
other people like me.

Unknown Speaker: Since the.

Speaker 1: Death of the workers movement that not much has changed. In modern
capitalist western life. And by. This I sort. Of would mean that while. We might laugh
at the. Fashion of the 80s. The fashion of the 80s is very much in the spectrum of the
fashion of today and.

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, yeah, it’s that culturally. I mean, vaporwave itself is kind of
just a remixing of 80s fashion. Or 80s aesthetic. It’s just now like in some ways, isn’t
the critique in other ways and exultate exulting that with the 80s?

Speaker 1: And cyber.

Speaker 2: Saying that.

Speaker 1: Cyber Punk is absolutely a product of the 80s.

Speaker 2: Oh that’s it, yeah?

Speaker 1: And so. Anyways, I mentioned this because. There is a way in which
when we talk about technology and how fast. It’s moving and. You know, people wave
their hands and are really enthusiastic. I can imagine nothing changing for the next 10
years and people being perfectly happy and satisfied meaning. Like if. I can imagine
your living room. You know, with like. Imagine that you live in a group house or you.
Live with other young people then commonly.

Speaker 2: And evening will be filled with fear.

Speaker 1: For people hanging. Out in the living room, all staring at screens and
every once in a while, . Maybe sharing a YouTube? Video with another person in the.
Room and basically having having this various sort of sedentary screen based, we’ll
call it like. Almost calling response or like. Pavlovian sort of sort of set of. Interactions
with each other and that to me seems like. An end game. In other words. Like it feels
like that could still. Just be the case for the next 10 years and you basically from
the outside view. You know, wouldn’t. Notice the difference of on some level. That
may if that makes. Any sense in other words? It feels like we’ve reached. A plateau
in this current generation of Internet based mobile technologies and It’s hard for me
to imagine something that’s going to. Have the sort of cultural and the like. The
critique of the Internet. As far as it’s gone, hasn’t gone. Deep enough because it hasn’t
understood. Enough about the. The social impacts with the. Internet, but it feels like
you. Actually, are close enough to see how it how it feels.

134



Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah, I mean, we definitely actually we. We have a very small TV
and we don’t we barely use it. We only use this when we want to play a video game
one of the consoles, which is actually also fairly rare. We basically just yeah we stay in
our rooms occasionally and we’re either doing school work or we’re watching. YouTube
videos or something consuming media online on our laptops? Or on our. Phones and
then when we see each other on. We kind of make it into a small event. I mean in my
house we have this thing called a porch sesh where because we have a porch where it’s
the place that’s designated as a where you can smoke weed and smoke smoke cigarettes
and that’s and wherever we just like kind of see each other in the household we. We
kind of like 1. Of our slides porsesh question mark and then everybody kind of like,,
sure why not and then we kind of like smoke weed and just talk for a bit and. And
then, once we’re done, we go back to our rooms and or go back to where we do and
make your making food, or getting food and then go back to our rooms and go back
to the same routine of doing school work and go consuming media on the Internet.

Speaker 1: I apologize for sort of sidebar here, but. I'm curious as to what. Dating
life. Like for. For people in your age. Group yeah, I mean.

Unknown Speaker: In other words.

Speaker 1: Like how many of your friends? Are with the people that they’re with
and. They met via the Internet via dating.

Speaker 2: Not everything.

Speaker 1: You’re you're in college, so obviously colleges be a few times in someones
life. We can actually meet real. Human beings in. The modern sort of scenario. But
I’'m curious. I'm curious as to. How much those apps are? Used in your social circles.

Speaker 2: Depends on how lonely the person feels, funnily enough. Because often
like the perception of Tinder and other dating apps like that is. It’s just. Like a game
or like have a way to get validation for how you look. For how you is, it’s.

Speaker 1: Is it because it’s for hookups or because? It’s just for the, for the swipes.

Speaker 2: This it like it’s if we see it add for hookups, but a lot of people just
don’t like. You know they’re not comfortable or they just like they just want to have a
validation. They just have the looks to swipes. I mean, that’s actually how I use it. I
only used it once to hook up and then I was like. I don’t really use it. To meet people
or to find. New people, I just try to. Meet friends through mutual friends and I think
that seems to be what other people do as well, unless they’re very isolated or just feel
very alienated from the community they’re in.

Speaker 1: You probably heard me. Through talk with this answer you seen. Them
yourself. But your generation is famously under. Next compared to generations.

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Before right? Which is strange given. I mean I can. Imagine if I had a.
Dating app, when I. Was young and cute. You know? I would have used it. But there’s
no like no way about it.

Speaker 2: Yeah, that’s in Japan, but yeah, that’s I don’t. I'm not sure I think.
Maybe it’s,, as stuff like the rules are sexual harassment or like the borders of. Of
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intimacy are definitely like becoming more. I know more socially talked about a lot of
people are more cautious or I'm sure I’'m sorry.

Unknown Speaker: Well, a lot of.

Speaker 1: A lot of campuses have. This really clear like. May I please touch your
hand? Yes, you may touch your hand hand touching your curves.

Speaker 2: May 17

Speaker 1: Please put my arm over your shoulder, yes, in. Other words this., clear
dialogic consent for sort of mode.

Speaker 2: Yeah, which is like definitely a I mean I don’t know. I personally think
it’s a better model, but it’s not a very. Good one than one that. And just I don’t know.
It just leaves a lot of room for., it just. Seems very boring and very robotic in a way.
It just doesn’t seem natural to. Me, but civilization is not natural. Yeah, yeah. Yeah,
I noticed that whenever you go to. Mexico, the village family there.

Speaker 1: Actually, yeah, talk a little bit. About that, how different in the way
you experience it is your family, rural or urban?

Speaker 2: Both my parents are come from rural towns.

Unknown Speaker: So when?

Speaker 1: When you go there, you're going. To the country.

Speaker 2: There’s a countryside in northern Mexico, . So the desert, the desert
of northern Mexico, yeah?

Speaker 1: The **** and what are they? What are they growing?

Speaker 2: So my father’s family raises. Ohhhhhh yeah wow yeah.

Speaker 1: Crazy, so they're.

Speaker 2: So we have.

Speaker 1: They’re so they're like Cowboys. They wear like. Funny shoes and the
hats and the whole.

Unknown Speaker: Warm jeans

Speaker 2: Well, that’s when we’re going to go out. Which is saying, which is why
my parents. Moved to Texas. I think because it’s a very similar. Culture, but yeah, the
difference between the use of technology is still there, but it definitely. Since it’s rural,
it’s definitely a lot less prevalent, and since it’s a small town. You can create deeper
social connections. Like everybody knows each other in that town and. In those two
towns. And whenever I visit, they always like oh your ex your. Gerardo’s my father,
so they’re like, oh, you’re. And you had people I was like, oh. Yeah, yeah, definitely
yeah.

Speaker 1: Holy **** wow. It’s like you're in the. 19th century or something.

Speaker 2: A bit a bit, I mean 19th century. With still having cable television,
although a lot of people don’t necessarily like watch that much TV, they just they sit
on the porch and they, . They do, they try to keep themselves busy by they’re doing
work or just going to. Or definitely the older people I guess. Yeah, the younger they
definitely been, the young the younger generation has been either going to the US or
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going to the nearest cities to try to work and try to, I guess get out of this grind or
get out of this. Foreign world as they see it?

Speaker 1: But that’s really no different than the. US most of the most.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: Of the rural US is exactly like that.

Speaker 2: Yeah, but even like the.

Speaker 1: And how many? How many young people want to raise cattle right?

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah. Yeah exactly, especially since it’s not necessarily the land
that we own, but it’s communal land sitting by the state that we just manage for
ourselves, because even the state presence, it’s fairly low in the in the rural towns
it’s actually there like it’s because my father’s village is right next to a military base.
Which I noticed last time my I saw or I visited, but it’s definitely not a big presence.
It’s just there and you can ignore it if you want. With not too much consequence, as
long as you don’t do something extreme I guess.

Speaker 1: Yeah, what’s the? What’s the Mexico military apparatus look like is
there any? International ambition or is it just?

Speaker 2: I don’t think so, no. Not from what I've seen, it’s just. Basically focused
on cartel activity, more drugs.

Speaker 1: Ohh **** right. So it’s basically. Adjacent to the DEA, yeah. God, I'm
miserable.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I remember when I get to the Chihuahua Chihuahua, which is
like the biggest the capital city of the state of Chihuahua which is near where my
mother is from and we’re going to city because but for my other things walking down
and then just I would see soldiers with like with AR fifteens or some other type of gun
just. They’re just watching and making sure everything there isn’t any shady. ****
going on. Yeah, it felt.

Speaker 1: Of course.

Speaker 2: Like over 10 years ago, but I haven’t visited since then.

Speaker 1: So let’s come. Back around to the topic of technology.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Unknown Speaker: I'm sure that you.

Speaker 1: Probably have some particular things that. You wanted to get at. In
the in the context of the conversation that. I want to. Leave room for. That, but I do
want to ask the. And if you were going. To advocate like this what we can do to fight.
You know, the technological. Cream or this? Is what we could do to. To change the
relationship that my. Generation has to technology. Where would you?

Speaker 2: Begin like to make your generation more receptive to. Technology or
more?

Speaker 1: I mean.

Speaker 2: I'm the opposite, I'm sorry, I'm.
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Speaker 1: Yeah, I'm assuming. I'm assuming that we that we share a critique.
Yeah, yeah. And then there’s some technology as a way in which our lives are becoming
robotic, less human, less natural. And but really what I'm trying?

Speaker 2: How would I?

Speaker 1: To do is.

Speaker 2: What would a way out? Look like for me or yeah, OK. See, that’s what.

Unknown Speaker: I'm trying to figure.

Speaker 2: Out for myself because I definitely think like probably like deleting
faith like I think. The way I see technology. Or maybe the Internet to. Lessen the
scope of it is. As a repository of information. Whereas a lot of people see that as.
Space for socializing and the way the way that socialization works around the Internet
changes the way we socialize around the world or around in the in the actual world. I
like to call it AFK away from. Keyboard to be funny but. I, I think, definitely maybe
like going. Back to just. A repository of information, or I'm not sure going back, but
just using that and. I'm just trying to because I'm trying to figure out how after they
have more productive discussions, I'm more productive and you for social connections
outside of technology with technology still present and I just haven’t been able to find
answer. For that. I mean like recently, Facebook is God. I hate. I hate I have. Myself
up don’t ever debate on Facebook friends, nothing, nothing of substance is ever gonna
or even. On the Internet in general.

Speaker 1: You will notice. It that I don’t debate on Facebook. I might seem like
I do, but. Mostly just by making provocative comments and walking away.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I don’t even do that. I just I just I just stay away because I think
definitely into culture and like the call out type culture everything or that. I guess that
college activism lives in it’s very. It’s very much like screenshot and it’s forever and
you don’t want to have that. Especially for me who. Who is very? Open to changing
my own position and changing. My own mind, I don’t want to necessarily have like
something.

Speaker 1: To record to represent.

Speaker 2: Yeah, record representing like as if that’s my position and that posi-
tionly, which sometimes a lot of people kind of can. Treat it like that, especially if
you're.

Speaker 1: So your. Your mutual attitude is one of self-defense, yeah? The Internet
for the for. Its functions as a fantastic library and otherwise maintain self-defense at
all times. Except for Twitter.

Speaker 2: Twitter, even yeah. I mean I got a Clipper Twitter sometimes I try
not to provoke provocative but sometimes not provocative. But just like something
that kind of. Team is all of my. Position that is that or something. Well, like a tweet
that would like, well I don’t know even wait, let me check my Twitter, yeah. I mean
one of. My tweets was. Broke fighting against Heteropatriarchy to education, dialogue
and material resistance. Will commodifying insights and queer culture for neoliberal
simulation. This spoke equating everything gay that’s good, which is like a critique
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of how how people, especially in the space that I could probably here at the college
that I go to gain. This very or queerness, even this very. Very idealized or idolize 1
say and kind of just like that. Like a lot of. People just equate gay as necessarily as
something good, but don’t go at the deeper end of why it’s good or why they see it as
good. They just see like, oh, it’s countercultural, maybe. Or maybe the image of being
gay and that how they see them as resisting their condition of hetero patriarchy. But
then when? It comes to actually trying to dismantle the material. Structures they I
don’t know. A lot of people tend to shy away.

Speaker 1: From that, honestly, that was an example of. A very dense.

Speaker 2: I'm sorry coming out.

Speaker 1: Little little critique. You know it’s I mean obvious that I have a problem
with it, but. It actually comes off. Very much more like a. And to say economy critique
done, anarchist critique. So it sounds so it. Sounds like it you all have also been
impacted by anticommute stuff. Yeah, what’s what’s an example of stuff that’s inspired
you? In that in that room.

Speaker 2: I like a pocket even. Trying to think Communization theory committee
if that could be considered.

Speaker 1: I mean the SI also.

Speaker 2: Yeah, the FI yeah definitely.

Speaker 1: I mean earlier you mentioned Julio. Obviously I did in. This one episode
of the Growing with. I mean, I mean, Imagine you. Julio finding Julio. Must have been
very exciting for you because. He is also interested. In Twitter and he is also a Latino
post left.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I mean I don’t like LA for that part of like. I really don’t like LA.
I get to do it once and I was like no but the rest. I was like. Yes, this. This amazing.
And stuff that. I don’t know this finding other radicals at the same this, let’s see. 1
guess that’s in the same position. Can be very difficult.

Speaker 1: And he really does. Have a clue in LA like? Like he’s actually. Not the
I. I met him ten years after. I met the other people so.

Speaker 2: Oh wow.

Speaker 1: He’s the giant. Completely in that scene, yeah?

Speaker 2: Wait, so Johnny what?

Speaker 1: Johnny completely. It’s like he’s the second generation, yeah?

Speaker 2: Oh OK, yeah. OK yeah, I thought. It was a reference to some old
cultures. That I did.

Speaker 1: It probably it probably is, but I. Even I don’t know the actual origin
story, so.

Unknown Speaker: But yeah, yeah. He has.

Speaker 1: Some people down there who. Are more like my age. He’s a 10 years
10 to. 15 years younger than me so. OK, so back-to-back to technology. Has there
been anything in your studies on the actual classes you take and the and the ways in
which people have talked about technology that has been meaningful or useful to you?
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Because, one of the things. That I'm finding is that a lot of the. Technology critiques
that we sort of use nowadays. Sort of don’t seem to understand how technology has
changed. You know the thing about the Internet so powerful is that it’s all the. Things
we’ve been talking about and more. Mm-hmm, and in other words . You can definitely
feel like you have control over it because you can. Just for instance, treat it like a library
or treat it like an IRC channel, or treat it like and all of those different functionalities.
Make it this incredibly ubiquitous tool.

Speaker 2: Yeah, I'm trying to think because usually the critique or the way
technology is talked about tends to be like yes, like they’re bad stuff. They’re there’s
bad stuff about it, and because it’s a very like basic level critique of technology work,
yes, we have to be aware of how it affects us and how our behaviors.

Speaker 1: Right?

Speaker 2: Change, but like it’s still very much. Crow pathologies

Speaker 1: It’s and It’s a. Mutual argument at work. It’s basically yeah.

Speaker 2: Yeah, exactly exactly. There are definitely some courses here that I'm
interested in taking that the professors seem to be very critical technology, but I won’t
be taking those until like the next year or so the next semester. Yeah, that’s I mean
yeah, there’s not much really else to say, especially since initially I was in stem and
stem. Kids are definitely very much pro pro technology.

Speaker 1: Yeah, in my own story, I mean I don’t know if. You’'ve heard this or.
Not, but really it was for me leaving STEM and coming to a clear break from STEM
and really determined. Sort of my political direction and reconciling. You know how
how one could have learned so much? About the world. Through sort of the science
education and also through science fiction. You know, again, the other the. Other sort
of topic that I. Want to thread? Out in this, I don’t exactly have answers here, I'm
just asking questions. At least at this point, I'm just going to read the read the. Line
to you. How do we feel about a hard? Rejection of technology, IE. One that would
destroy it without. The consent of the users of it. In light of Ted. A ITS and even old
school or first actions. Do we feel that soft rejection IE not using it ourselves is enough?
Assuming it isn’t enough to save the world, is it just enough to save our little lives?
Sorry, I think that the old school and conclusion of this. Conversation sort of seemed
to say if you had a critique technology, it was either a. Hard, a hard critique which said
that we should destroy. The grid and the consequences. Or was a soft critique saying?
You know, I'm not going to use. Facebook anymore. Do you think there’s a different
way? A different way? Today I'm trying to.

Speaker 2: Maybe I don’t know. I'm trying to. Think of like the only position I
could see. That’s somewhat different from those two positions. Is like somewhat it’s
somewhere in the middle where they’re two different like you. Your community that
you’re in for technology.

Speaker 1: Bakers were Amish.

Speaker 2: Under yeah, yeah, kind of kind of like yeah commune types over like
you all the members of commune don’t use technology or something. That and I mean
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that’s I wouldn’t say that’s a very interesting. We're very, very useful way of thinking
or a very new way of thinking I guess. Just say because yeah, because I definitely don’t
see another way out or like either individually or just comically just ran technology
through like the pet K, I'TS school or. Just social like just rejecting technology yourself.
I mean, it’s definitely something. That, like for a long time or not. A long time, I think
relatively if I'm only. I'm fairly young. But for a while, just trying to think of just how
to lessen the grip technology has over me and over my life, but I just. I still haven’t
found answers. To that either.

Speaker 1: Well,, so I guess just talk about., something a bit more gossipy. And
a little bit more. Capital how have? You felt about the controversies around ITS and
around. Like one.

Unknown Speaker: Of the.

Speaker 1: Positions you’ve probably heard me take is that. I don’t understand.
Enough about Mexican culture to talk about to judge, especially the context. Of the
violence. ITS of claimed responsibility for visavis someone who basically says the idea of
basically killing hikers is abhorrent to any sort of conversation about working towards
a better.

Speaker 2: See, my surprise was the way a lot of people reacted towards the use of
violence as if Eric just don’t like advocate for violent revolution at some point, or like
where a lot of the moralists would advocate for live revolution IS itself. I think they
bring in.

Unknown Speaker: Some critiques.

Speaker 2: Or interesting like it was an interesting way on how they developed
from a group of Kaczynski nights and current events and that type of ideologies to
just or complete rejection of anarchism. As an ideology, and. And tech. And especially
the way they kind of I’'m not. Appropriate is the. Right word, but just appropriated
like Aztec and Mexican culture or Aztec and mine culture and.

Speaker 1: Yeah, it’s almost always Aztecas. It’s almost always Aztec not. Not
very frequently mine right?

Speaker 2: OK yeah because yeah, because it’s in the same way how a lot of
cheap comics. Yeah, what I've noticed that exults. The Aztec culture itself have like
this. This culture that this noble culture that fought against the Spaniards but died
in vain or died, died in resisting imperial conquest as if as if they themselves have a
connection. Do the Aztecs. I mean I, I guess, in a way, Mexico does have a connection,
but it’s definitely not one that’s indigenous and that I always try to critique a lot of
people because I definitely do. After I have some indigenous blood in my in my history,
but I'm not like I'm not going to claim to be indigenous because I’'m certainly not
connected to any type of indigenous culture.

Speaker 1: Yeah, that’s an interesting publication. There’s a huge conversation
to have there, I think one of the things that I'm definitely. And grappling with right
now. Is if. It requires a continuous bloodline to be indigenous. That means that we’re
done that and the relationship between us and. The Earth, the relationship. Between
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us And sort of a simpler way of being. In the womb is over. And that, that seems to
me to be to the benefit. Of the colonizers.

Speaker 2: Yeah, so how do you propose like do? You see a way like a different.
Way of being indigeneity or.

Speaker 1: I think that I. Would basically use the term in two different ways. Or
perhaps I would say that. Indigeneity is something separate than being native. You
know being native is about. Perhaps who you were raised by the community that you're
from and indigeneity is perhaps. More for the. OK, but I would I would I. Would be
very tender footed about how I’d I’d do this communication. Because I. I totally buy
the fact that. You know many. Native people were going to say we're indigenous and
you. Or they say that . White European people are not indigenous. And I think. That
while while it’s fair for them to say. That it’s fair to have that perspective. I still T still
think. That basically leaves the situation to be too hopeless, which might sound funny
from someone. Who people think is enough? But important fact, I think that the that
for me hope. Looks like that. Believing in the capacity for people to start. Over and
learning to live. While eating ash. But that’s that’s my own my own. Trip, yeah, and
obviously I want. To hear yours because.

Speaker 2: Yeah, so maybe you can relate that to technology. If were like if. There
were some if there. Were some sort of just math I don’t know like a. I did that,
completely destroyed the technology. I believe in living like what I guess. What’s the
possibility of rebuilding or re revising human culture in a way that maybe doesn’t rely
as much on technology or may have a completely different relationship to technology?
Especially since we see how fragile this technology can be in light of this huge disaster
like that. Because I mean, well, there’s I can’t remember what exactly the solar event
is, but the one type of solar event can wipe out all the technology that we have. I
believe if I could be wrong. I could just be reading horrible signs.

Speaker 1: But there’s a ton of stuff that could do. It I mean not just nuclear war,
but. But sure there. Are certain types of solar flares that? Could actually not come
electronics. And you. Know really what we’re talking about. But it’s not. It would be
required. Just not have electronics would also require not the factories that produce
electronics. It would just require that would also require knocking that the people who
have the intelligence to build the factories and they probably wouldn’t just require
that. It would probably also require destroying. Certain of the conceptual frameworks
that allowed the knowledge to continue etcetera etcetera.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: But that said, . One of the fascinating and pernicious things about the
Internet was the way in which was designed to decentrally in such a way as to. You
know, obviously it was planning on war, but what that looks like today is that in many
different contexts it doesn’t matter if you’re not. On the server.

Unknown Speaker: You know? If.

Speaker 1: I, if I had enough money, as. You probably know. I'm a technologist
and I host a. Lot of anarchists. With infrastructure.
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Speaker 2: No, I haven’t noticed at all. Have yeah.

Speaker 1: It’s actually it’s. Actually, like my secret superpower that I. That I that
I. Don’t talk about that. Much because it’s. Not that important to what I believe.

Speaker 2: Yeah, yeah.

Speaker 1: But it’s but it’s very important because it’s one of the reasons why
people listen to me even. If they hate me. So anyways, the point is, is that it’s. Just
a matter of money, why I don’t? Why I couldn’t be stopped by? A government, for
instance, and that’s. That’s a really different state of affairs than it used to. Be, . The
Pirate Bay continues on even. Though government after government is against it.

Speaker 2: Yeah well yeah. Even then, I mean there’s been a shift like. Like for
something been a shift. In the way. Got the power in the Internet lies because it
doesn’t really lie in governments, it lies in the like I mentioned. Have to say like the
corporations like Google who like on like on Google or like on Microsoft and like relies
on all these different type of new authorities and.

Speaker 1: It does, yeah.

Speaker 2: We see this kind of. Shifting even in the real world. From where I mean
who is hosting who creates the servers that have all the NSA? All the NSA surveillance
data definitely like technology company and they’re the ones who manage it because
I’'m sure the US government contracts that type of management some to some. Their
firm early like that.

Speaker 1: Well, thank you very much, John.

Speaker 2: But yeah, I guess it shipped in balance, yeah? Probably just a shift.
In balance, as I think maybe as. We go into more interconnected. Age we’re more
similar to a cyberpunk. Future than we realize and the state. Definitely still an actor
is probably not. After that’s been after, it’s been conceptualized by a lot of anarchists
I. Guess .

Speaker 1: For sure, well, I mean this. Is one of the reasons why differentiate
between first wave and 2nd wave anarchism the first wave anarchist of course points
to the state is, the primary enemy and the 2nd wave anarchist. It’s not necessarily, it.

Unknown Speaker: Would it would?

Speaker 1: Be nice to say that the 2nd wave points to capitalism, but that isn’t
exactly true because capitalism has changed and contorted itself to not be nearly as
clear as that. The critique against the state was in the in the first wave.

Unknown Speaker: You know the.

Speaker 1: The nature of talking to these corporate bodies, for instance, in the
context of the multi multinational Internet and it’s so complicated that it’s really hard
to wrap your mind around and there isn’t a docs completel for the for the Internet.

Speaker 2: Not yet, if there ever will be.

Unknown Speaker: Well, thank you, thank you very. Much for having.

Speaker 2: This conversation with me. Yeah, of course I’d. Love to know if you
need. Any further conversations? I mean I'm around.

Speaker 1: And your podcast again.
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Speaker 2: Gators to your left haters dot life is the website.
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Speaker 1: So this going to be very interesting because this this.

Speaker 2: Is going to be. An episode of the brilliant.

Speaker 1: Where we are going to talk? This on the home side of this call out that
happened this week. That was a report back from this event that happened in Seattle
where a couple of people came to the LBC table to vigorously critique LBC for the
publishing of the cathedral and it seemed that they wanted to. For everything to take,
I think we.

Speaker 4: Have to see.

Speaker 1: I think they wanted to take some sort of responsibility for the sucked
up behavior of ITS and so this weekend we’re at a we’ll call it anarchist event.
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Speaker 3: Where a variety of people have got.

Speaker 1: Together you can take a seat.

Speaker 3: Anything there?

Speaker 1: Well, I think the actually the reason it’s worth talking about this as
well, because I think that the of the book series is coming to an end and so how do
anarchists meet and conspire and plot outside of the books, their context and so? So
in that way? I think that this a book fair or this an error cause offender or it will
like evokes what the future of anarchist events. Could be like. So anyway, so my hope
today is to talk about this. This report back on the Seattle event that started out as
a confrontation about about a book and perhaps a bad book. And ended up in two
people getting respectively choked out and punched out. And so I'm here with a variety
of people who can choose to introduce themselves if they desire, but who probably are
just going to stay blankly at the quarter. And some voices will recognize what were
people thought, what people thoughts about the fact, and about the tumor of what it
means for future anarchist conflict.

Speaker 3: Are you talking about the report back from the people? Yeah, the India
day thing, yeah?

Speaker 1: Yeah, what? What was? What was your?

Speaker 3: Thought was about what I expected. I thought they would be more
complaining and whining than they were. It was. It was funny I guess.

Speaker 6: But yeah, most mostly it was.

Speaker 3: Seemed pretty par for the course there’s.

Speaker 1: I'm not sure they thought it was. Funny they thought.

Speaker 3: It was funny, no, not even the next.

Speaker 1: Thing specifically, they were doing everything in their power to put
the blankets more condemnationto the black card.

Speaker 7: Yeah, sure.

Speaker 6: A couple of thoughts I had. The I thought it. This sort of revealing
of how they referred to the critiques is anarchist. Several times and employing the
LBC is something besides intercast. And then I thought it was strange that if they
believe LBC is a violent, indiscriminate group, then why would they? Confront people
in physical space, so there’s a some kind of rift between. What they’re proclaiming to
believe in, and what their actions are. There’s also.

Speaker 3: What I noticed in that? I didn’t. I got like a very cursory look at the
call out for the response. Was that there was this weird shifting? And who was the
provoke? Where from what I saw it seemed like it was saying that NBC was being
provocative by offering this book, and when a person walks up to a table and rips it
in half and doesn’t expect someone to respond in some way that could very well end
up being physical like.

Speaker 1: With the actual title of it. Was LBC attacks anarchist in defense of
Eco extremism?

Speaker 3: What kind of like?
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Speaker 6: The agency is there if you go.

Speaker 3: Up and rip someones book in half when you kind of response, are you
expecting?

Speaker 1: You know it used to be that I would. Have so there was a time before
I was before I had done much in the way of anarchist projects where a lot of these
conversations were theoretical to me, where I would have been in. I would have agreed
with their with their perspective. I would have said. You know that the value of a
like a book is in, in and of an object. It’s not, it’s just a thing, and **** The people
matter and people are valuable and I think that for me this whole moment. Is about
the. What happens like OK? So I accept that’s true. I think the people, the people
matter more than things, but when they came to the table and picked up and toss
and ripped the Atassa They weren’t just ripping a book, they were. They were doing
something that was both symbolic and not symbolic, and this, I think, actually part of
the thing where like the. Situations could take me. With falls apart a little bit in the.
Face of reality or something. Where what in fact was happening was they were looking
someone in the eye and tearing apart something that was of value. Even if that value
was, only slightly more than nothing. It was basically saying, hey, you person across
the table. This what I think of your project, this. What I think of the work that you
do. This what I think of the ideas that you. Think are worth talking about.

Speaker 6: Right?

Speaker 1: And so that distinction, I think, is actually an important distinction,
because it is. It’s like the pure anarchist philosophical perspective is that people matter.
Maybe the conversation matters, ideas, maybe matter, things don’t matter. That’s a
sort, of pure thing perhaps. I think that this moment what this moment is sort of
saying, is that, well, actually long things matter, and it’s and those things shift all the
time based on context.

Speaker 3: It kind of fits perfectly in my. But not just the way like anarchists
and I’ll put them in quote deal with like interpersonal stuff and with the state with
second expectation where they’re out all the time, right? And if you have the rhetoric,
if they're like posting on Facebook or they write anything, or even just the way they
talk to people, it’s the rhetorics. Always like eat the. Rich and all the other animals
propaganda that like that large portion. Five and they go out in the streets, and they
literally want to abolish the police and they hate the police and affect the police. And
then they’re somehow surprised that. The police beat them. Up, it’s like yes you can
see like you can be upset that they beat you up, but what else do you expect when
you take a fight with someone and it’s the same thing as this? It’s like anarchist, think
they can pick a fight with another anarchist. But then when something happens. It’s
really sucked up and wrong for that person to do something about us, but I mean like
even interpersonal things like anytime and it just it’s a big deal, whereas like, why
can’t there just be a thug?

Speaker 1: Yeah, well, I mean ? Again, I guess this there is a question of like
if were. So let’s let’s pretend for a moment that 80% of the anarchist self identified

147



anarchists call themselves social anarchists. So I guess for the 1st place I'd go in. In
this conversations, I'd say what rules they use to have conflict with each. Like what’s
Konrad Lee? ’s disagreement look like in the context of social anarchists. Because I
actually can’t, I'm not like. In general, it seems like their conflicts are hidden.

Speaker 3: It’s like Mean Girls. It’s all behind the scenes maneuvering. It’s not
direct conflict, it’s just gossip and exclusion by just saying someone sucks or vaguely
referencing something they did because you can’t actually call them out for it. Or
just trust me. I know they’re a bad person. I've I have a friend who knows they’re
a bad. Person I trust that friend. Then it’s easily 5 layers removed by the time that
person shows up to some random place and it’s. A bad person. But I rarely personally
have seen much in the way of physical confrontation or even like mature intelligent
conversation.

Speaker 6: I mean, there’s more.

Speaker 1: Fries of conflict than just physical stuff. And **** talking.

Speaker 6: But that’s just I mean.

Speaker 3: Even in terms of conversation, like resolving things, sitting down with
the. Mediator of friends or anything.

Speaker 1: Well, actually to be more explicit, so AK Press has been hostile to
green anarchism as a political phenomenon for as long as there’s. Been an AK press.
And what that has looked like is that AK Press only financially involves themselves in
green anarchist material that they know they make a profit on. So they’ll carry John’s
own books. They’ll carry dairy Jensen material. Full stop, that’s it.

Speaker 7: They still carry their guns.

Speaker 4: Well, I'm sure I'm sure.

Speaker 3: Of yes.

Speaker 5: They do they.

Speaker 3: Were tabling with it the last hilarious yeah.

Speaker 1: So that. Would be an example of like how you do conflict that’s outside
of, like that has material consequence or something and I'm more thinking about
examples. That like I will say or another example would be prison support, right? For
many years, ABCS did not materially support any green anarchist prisoner, as my
fact they supported prisoners of war coming out of the black liberation struggles in
the 70s, more than they supported. Anarchist prisoners for many, many years even
even decades and then over time they slowly included a couple. Anarchist prisons and
really it started with free and now Marius Mason are supported by a lot of ABC and
ABC F type groups, so that would be another federation.

Speaker 3: What is that stand? For OK.

Speaker 1: So that would be an example of. Like how how? Anarchists play out
their political conflicts with one another. In a more material way.

Speaker 8: Because like the.

Speaker 1: Gossiping and you're talking like, well, obviously we can talk about
it for hours, and it’s infinitely interesting for people who know the particular details.
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I’'m not sure what conclusions you can draw from a lot of that stuff because it’s so
amorphous because it’s so slippery because it’s So what it is. Was like and physical
sites are a pretty recent phenomenon in American circles like it’s really been the last
five years. That’s it, and I'm not sure that it represents like an increase in the depth
and quality of the conflicts. I actually would say that it’s quite the opposite.

Speaker 7: We don’t think.

Speaker 8: Slight increases the quality of the conflict, no.

Speaker 1: Do you think anybody from the group of people who intervened against
the ******? Changed their mind because they lost the.

Speaker 7: Oh, I see what you're saying. Yeah, no, of course not.

Speaker 2: But actually you.

Speaker 3: Can say the same for most disagreements. Most people just double
down on whatever ideology they already held.

Speaker 1: So I disagree with that because the other part of the consequence of
violence in particular is you chase people away. There’s a lot of people who don’t want
to be around. Those fights and don’t want to be around. Basically, big men throwing
it out. They're gonna start. Those people are the shock troops, probably of the of the
side of against attacks. Now obviously there’s no army of the willing, but those that
those are the kind of people who basically, if they think that they’re going to have
to like, get into with this fight over a ******* hook, they’re going to stop coming to
events where that book is. Around and where they and where. The fear of that.

Speaker 7: So you're saying that there’s a you? Think there’s a. Ripple effect for
anarchy in general. Whenever physical things come to a physical place or a violent
place.

Speaker 1: I don’t think this my anarchism at all. I think that. That by and large,
if I mean the reason why baseball games or soccer hooliganism has been crushed has
been because soccer games, family. Upcoming to soccer games, right? Why would you
bring a kid to a bookshare event if you if you feel like? There’s gonna be a fight there.

Speaker 7: And did you people say that they got to the Seattle Book Fair right or
right after the fight and immediately left?

Speaker 2: For the file.

Speaker 3: You actually had a person at the table when the conflict started, who
was had just gotten done asking me. I don’t know anything about anarchism. What do
you have to offer that will introduce these ideas in actually in Seattle that were there
are substantially more of those coming in, and when that fight happened, it was this
really like. Their reaction was kind of like well, is this what this whole thing is like
and it was just that was that was kind of a strange moment for me as I was trying to
have like a. A conversation about the ideas. And yeah, it definitely that. Ripple effect
was. Very felt I think, and I could see it in that least this one person’s eyes as this was
happening. They’re just kind of like what, whoa, so.

Speaker 1: When I want, I want to say like I. Threw on different. About this
because on the one hand it wouldn’t it be fantastic if the anarchist space accepted
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that there are consequences and that and that ideas have meaning, and that what
we’re what we're fighting for is important. On the other hand. I'm not quite sure a
journal based in the US about a Mexican group that has done bad things qualifies to
even that level of seriousness and interestingness.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I mean I would like to see if there are going to be fights. I'd
rather than not be about censorship, basically.

Speaker 4: Right?

Speaker 3: It also doesn’t make sense to have fights in front of strangers. It’s just
the same thing where like if you're having a disagreement with someone, it’s nice to
have whatever form it takes. It’s nice to have people there who are somewhat involved
and related, and they’re choosing to be there like I don’t think any of us. At least, I
don’t particularly. Care to be around a fight that I’'m not involved in?

Speaker 1: I can’t imagine a scenario where a person would be tabling a thing.

Speaker 3: Where I would walk?

Speaker 1: Up to the table and basically not leave the table until someone had to
ksl fight me the object they had.

Unknown Speaker: On their table.

Speaker 3: That seems strange. To hold a stranger.

Unknown Speaker: With like.

Speaker 3: Just walking around downtown. Tons of stuff that people it’s not hard.

Speaker 1: I mean, one of the comments about all of this that I did find. Really
interesting was. That these people didn’t go to an all right event and tear up a blog.
They go to a bookstore and tear up an event. A book they came to an event where
they knew the cops wouldn’t be called and where they basically suspected that there
were. There were going to be no consequences. And if history. Served them at all. It
would it? Would dictate to them. That probably they would win. Whatever conflict
was what was going to happen based on altercations that happened between Portland
Olympia for the past three or four years. Where chanting and burrito throwing was
actually like 1 conflicts. They thought that. That scene Something that was going to
play. Itself out.

Speaker 3: And if they lose, they just blame you for starting the fight.

Speaker 1: Right?

Speaker 3: But it just comes back to more. More of the sand like the same reason
people in Oakland don’t actively fight like evictions and justification is because it’s
really ******* hard. And you're not going. To run, but it is easy to walk up. To a party
it’s. Like at a ******* another squat and. Tell these white people they suck. Because
chances are they’ll apologize. Everyone support you and you can win, so they’re taking
fights they can win.

Speaker 4: Except for this one, yeah.

Speaker 9: It wasn’t about the fight.

Speaker 7: It was a. It was a performance, it was. Theater this person wanted to
be self-righteous and sanctimonious. And public and. And I’'m sure that it was that
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it was actually fairly. Well played out in. Their head how this going to end. And they
were going to get to leave. You know, victorious after having slain the great evil dragon,
and it just didn’t quite go down that way, but it wasn’t. My understanding is that
the person actually could not coherently put together the argument about what was
wrong with. The book somebody else had to do it.

Speaker 1: And that to me, is actually the question. Like if this was a set up if
that kid was set up, that kid was basically hyped up of like there’s a publisher here
who’s? Pushing fascist material? What are you going to do about a kid, young, young,
young, soft headed kid? I mean that to me that is heartbreaking.

Speaker 7: That you didn’t know that. They can be just like look. This book is
on the table. This books table. You know this book is this book. The person behind
the table was like publishes it. They had no idea.

Speaker 5: What is this kid doing?

Speaker 3: This he’s a Bible just keeps walking.

Speaker 7: Who was talking to you, what? You were doing. Just this book is bad
and so I'm, I'm going to hear. I'm going to tell. You about the. Book being bad, but
you have to.

Speaker 1: Access to a particular type of privileged information. To hear that this.
Book is bad Atassa I mean 400. Copies of this journal.

Speaker 3: Maybe shy of 10007 People know what house is.

Speaker 1: Right exactly so, that means that a very like they came to this book fair
educated. About this journal. About this project. And had an absolute preconceived
notion had probably never opened it or read the thing about it, and yet somehow was
needed new, just a catalyst to trigger a direct action, quote UN quote. Of ripping it
up. So that to me says that someone primed the pump. Someone basically did the
thinking to have the book torn and just found the Patsy. Basically, to do it not really.
I mean thinking that the Patsy was perhaps going to be safe, but not recognizing the
consequence of what was going to happen. And then setting this kid. Up and so to
me the. Question is who is? That person what? Was their motivation and will they
ever come up behind the shadows? Or will they just perhaps write to communicate for
them afterwards? Or they talk about how sucked up were for defending eco extremism?
As opposed to. Defending our project and to me these are the questions that sort of
Duncan get asked in the in the back and forth mess of Internet comments. You know,
it’s like there’s actually some people selling some people up, and because of the political
moment we live in, it seems like moving up along to your something.

Speaker 3: It seems like people are. Just broadly in culture and our culture right
now that people are ready to get very up in arms about things that might not be
significant enough to get up in arms about. Like we just got done saying you haven’t
sold more than 100 copies of the process, so it’s. There is this. Of all the books floating
around out there in the ether, this the one that very few people have read that you
want to go and have a confrontation about.
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Speaker 6: It yeah, I think criticisms don’t match the content of the book at all,
and I wonder. About what the strategy is, I understand wanting to.

Speaker 1: Well, that’s why it feels like such a set up right? Feels like someone
else has. Designed this strategy.

Speaker 6: So I'm curious to hear what people think, why, how they came to this
conclusion and who could gain from it. And I think just thinking of the way the legal
system works versus how. In your case. Will approach putting people on the outside
and I think of things like Bob Black. Snitching or being racist or Hakeem Bay. Being
a pedophile and I think it’s different than the legal system because it’s people don’t
necessarily talk about the actions, It’s. It’s someone is a Sinner and that you are a
racist. And it’s not like what?

Speaker 3: They said or did? It’s something that the person becomes moved en-
tirely into the symbolic accusations function as convictions. In this kind of contest.

Speaker 1: Yeah, right?

Speaker 8: People are also into writing manifestos rather than having any sort
of dialogue. I mean, there used to be letter sections in magazines and that the slow
process of like exchanging letters over time. It doesn’t happen.

Speaker 3: Anymore really, yeah, I was thinking about that recently that because
just finishing black seed it was. I was thinking, oh, there really isn’t a letter section here
like there would be in a Jodi or green anarchy and. The and to me it’s comparing the
time and thoughtfulness that it takes to sit down and write a letter that a lot of people
are going. To be sitting holding in their hands and reading. That versus commenting
on the news where it’s kind of like instant gratification and instantly almost instantly
vanished. And maybe you even forget that you made the comment.

Speaker 7: Well, it isn’t permanent, they actually. Do go away.

Speaker 3: Yeah, if they appear at all, which is kind of. You know, same with
letters in general, but yeah, there’s it’s just an interesting.

Speaker 1: And to be clear, we would publish letters if they were submitted. The
vaccine, I think. I think that many. People because there’s been a year and a half since.
The last one perhaps thought that it was gone. Yeah, but the time of letters and that
kind of that sort of slow communication. I mean, I'm not. I won’t say it’s. Over as like
a dramatic.

Speaker 4: Right?

Speaker 1: Down, down, down, right but. But it’s over. Yeah, who does it more?

Speaker 3: Where is the dialogue like in the last five years? Where has there been
actual? Like good faith dialogue on both sides? Between two different. This about
liking hundreds of tons of. Anarchists which too have had a. Good faith dialogue in
the last five years.

Speaker 8: I mean, Anonymous gets a lot of dialogue between anonymous and
that’s what I see.

Speaker 2: Yes, I'm not speaking for the group.

Speaker 8: Yeah, no, no, no, I'm sorry. Just anonymous posters.
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Speaker 3: All anonymous yes oh I.

Speaker 1: See like in other words, if you could remove. 1/3 of the comments
from anarchist news. You could find a good faith argument in there, but it’s not the
entirety of it. Of course there’s tons of and actually you could almost talk about
the qualitative shift of argumentation in and out of amicus means discussions. So
for instance, 30 discussion with the 1st 10 comments. Are fantastic, but by the time
someone comes home from work and season, there’s 30 comments there and 20 of
them are sk Hckiciak and the 10 good comments are threaded with things that
makes it extremely hard to follow. Yeah, I mean like we’ve contemplated changing the
technical way in which comments happen, so currently comments are threaded, so you
can more or less see that like. OK, well here’s here’s a strain about this, and here’s
a strain about this. And each of the threads has is different contextually, but it gets
overwhelming all the different threads and all the different. Like back and forths, we’ve
talked about flattening the comments. So that it’s just a single. Stream, which perhaps
would encourage more of a letter writing sort of a format, or it would just encourage
people to go through and enter and there’s one of the collective members is really
dead. Set on fighting those sort of comments. So like people who think they really put
this. And the conversation get all **** *** hecause they write a ******* poopy head.
Sort of a comment and it gets removed and so they feel like they’ve contributed to the
conversation. Anyways, yeah so there is some talk about like is there a technical way
to do this, but I'm suspicious of there that there isn’t, and because there are so many
different types of some so many different types of anarchism and each of them has their
own sort of groups of people who are. Part of them. I'm suspicious that most people
don’t need to. To argue with other types. Like the people they’re trying to convince
are like the general public, like I mean like the full frame of this particular conflict isn’t
to convince a manifest of what’s happening. Not at all. It’s the convenience of soft the
liberal. That thinks thinks the. Amethysts are good pure beings and to basically say
these good. European beings came to the table and were consequence.

Speaker 3: Even like off the Internet like so say, well I think what you said is
part of it, where they that’s that guy or someone it’s going down or just some other
person in that social ilk of range of politics. See something they don’t like instead of
trying to have. A conversation about. It’s just the center thing that we. Were talking
earlier. Where it’s like they’re not worth talking about. It’s the same, no platform for
fascists or bad anarchists, and they have. They’re just redefining themselves, so there’s
no conversation like limiting more fun. To go to. Like a book for an event where you
had a couple of people of different. Perspective just having a conversation with each.
Other like wouldn’t wouldn’t. That be nice. I think that’d be fun as.

Speaker 5: They will welcome for the 1st 55.

Speaker 1: To 10 years of the best for conference. Well also the 1st 5 the best for
conference wasn’t so tightly associated with post left anarchism and I would say that
the 1st 5. In the first five years, there was a faster conference on economics where at
least six different anarchist positions were actually represented. Today we can get them
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to. Come like we reach out to as many individuals as we can think of. On a particular.
Theme they just won’t come. ****¥** hag become a self selected. Which is sort of the
depth of it as a place where new and interesting ideas can live. I mean obviously like
our self selecting group, have some new and interesting ideas. But what you're talking
about I. Don’t think it’s.

Speaker 4: I don’t think it’s.

Speaker 1: The fault of us, I think that something about the times has changed
and that’s why I put the Internet in there. But there’s something about the times
where like it used to be, that sort of civil discourse was like a thing that people were
like all about. I don’t see anyone. Argument that nowadays

Speaker 8: Now it’s about getting a position and. Bludgeoning other people until
they come around to your position, particularly if you have it in that. Liberal anti
racist neo fascist thing and then you don’t interrogate those categories.

Speaker 1: And well, you do, but you do it to expand it and to weaponize it, yeah.

Speaker 7: I don’t understand how people. Can decide that they are the keepers
of what is correct and what is not correct and not see a conflict there.

Speaker 3: But I.

Speaker 7: So the thing that I thought was remarkable about. You know basically
the position of ban this book because this indecent. You can think of it as if these.
People are just too. Young, but I grew up in the normal, hardworking people around
me are not just my bookshelves, but almost any anarchist. Because this treasonous,
this the talk of terrorists. This the talk of people who want to undo, the work of our
founding fathers who don’t want to value the same values that I do. And of course,
this all part of why we are anarchists and what we are moving away from the ways
that were. These the things that were taught, with the book burnings of the 50s and
the 60s and the 70s. Because that’s not right, because ideas should flourish except.
Now we’ve moved into this area where OK, there is this contingency contingency in
anarchy. That’s decided that no, that there is a right and all the rest of it is wrong
and that they hold the Center for what is correct and appropriate and moral. And,
and I'm just baffled. And how you get there and how you. Think that’s OK?

Speaker 3: You know, I, I agree with that, but I also. Kind of wonder. If it isn’t just
that people are being fed the scandal. The scandal narratives constantly in the news.
Yeah, and so there might not be that much reflection what. What are the implications
of the scandal? What it, what it? What are the underpinnings running? How we’re
thinking? About the scandal. It’s just like there’s a scandal. How do we respond to it?
Confrontation, hostility, firm convictions, and this what like we’re going to go up, and
we’re going to rip this book in half. Or whatever it is, but it’s but. Yeah, I mean I don’t
like. I said earlier and I've been kind of thinking of this as this a form of censorship, but
I almost don’t think it’s even going that far. It’s just this a scandal. How do we deal
with scandal? You know and maintain whatever it is that the scandal is threatening.

Speaker 6: My I think yeah, it’s interesting to talk about censorship or you're
talking about book burnings and this what I’ve been thinking about. Like how do you
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have? An idea of free speech that is not coming from liberal values and that. You're
you're talking about how these are people that like. How do you be a gatekeeper and
think that what morality is? And I think that’s. A difference in how I approach what
books I would choose to read, and what actions I would take is that I don’t believe
that I'm a good person. And I think that’s OK and then I'm not going to be perfect
in righteous and sometimes I'll seek out the bad things. And some of us. Some of us
do that, so I guess that’s my answer to free speech is that it’s not a right given to us,
it’s something that we can choose to take and we don’t have to apologize.

Speaker 2: Before he goes to like.

Speaker 3: A more fundamental idea of society that’s like a contradiction within
the social anarchist position itself and with people that are something else, like maybe
some of us here are. Like the way they see society is like twofold. They have this whole
idea that everyone’s anarchist, right? Because when if you’re talking about movement
building, you’re talking about a significant number of people. So when they think about
it, I think most of the rhetoric ends up being like 90% of people are like anarchists
on the team and the other 10% are like the rich or whatever because even the like
the redneck revolt things. The idea that these conservative Like hillbillies or Hick, or
whatever word you want to use. Those people are on the team once. You go out there
and. Do the hard. The hard breach of it. So when you have your like whole. Movement
there eventually. It’s going to like grow like a big BLOB or something, right? So if
you're holding that ideat the same time, everyone’s anarchist, yet also they must be
protected from the bad things which is a liberal position to be protecting people. So
they’re anarchist. But you’re the anarchist that needs to protect them. And then so
you have that contradiction within it. And then you have the contradiction of other
people who have a different version of what society. It’s like that. The whole the whole
conversation is coming back to its right where for them society is everyone except
for maybe a few 1000 people at most on the planet, like maybe for them. It’s what
some uncontacted tribes and like them, and anyone that does what they do in the
few countries that’s happening. So and this fundamental, like the. It doesn’t make
sense to call it indiscriminate attack for them, because It’s everything. It’s not, it’s
not indiscriminate, there’s just nothing not to attack except a tree like a ******* frog,
But if that frogs in the laboratory. Then you attack it. So how do you? Like how do
you? What’s the point of having a conversation even with someone who’s holding? The
position of being a protector and that everyone is anarchist. When you have such a
fundamentally. Different concept of.

Speaker 1: Well, I guess part of what it is that you're talking about when you’re
using the word society is what’s your like? What does what do you believe? The shape
of a revolutionary moment is going to look like, and what’s the result? So when you
use the word society, I think that you’re implying that the end result of a. Part of
Social Revolution is a new society. And that’s sort of a core principle of being a social
anarchist. And I and I think the book enemies of society is actually an excellent sort
of that’s actually the book I recommend, rather than uncivilized to people who are
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asking. Sort of like what’s the origin or how do I get started as? I point out. To
them, because it has many inspiring texts on it, and because it isn’t so pedagogical.
You know green anarchism. For, for better or. For worse, sort of provides the answer
of green anarchism, and I’'m not sure if the answer is complete or clear enough out
of out of what was published in. Magazine, whereas enemies of society says it says
something that seems natural that we would all be on board with it and we’d all agree
with it, and questions that, and to me I like that as anarchist position better than
I like a lot of others where where I like the problems to be deeper and harder than.
We ever imagined so. So to follow this through, I would say that. That one of the.
Things that isn’t being sort of explicitly said in the context of talking about the black
card, because perhaps. Part of what they’re? Saying about little black. Car is that the
revolutionary project that little black cart is in pursuit of does not appear to be the
same revolutionary project that were part of. Here is what our revolutionary project
is, and I think that if they expose that it would be a little bit more parent. I think to
a reader or to someone who has no. Right to anarchism but. I'm not sure I want that.
That thing that. You that you’re describing is, perhaps it looks more like liberalism
than I suspected. Perhaps it’s not such a difference from the world that we’re currently
living in. Perhaps Trader Joe’s has actually solved most of those problems.

Speaker 3: One on your how? Often do are even honest with the amount of violence
they’'re. Willing to bring to bear through their project.

Speaker 1: They will focus on.

Speaker 3: Because they're more than willing to talk about 1 murder here. 2
murders there, but I never see much actual talk of what it would look like. I don’t
think the streets of Spain were bloodless.

Speaker 1: So that’s interesting because I think that a lot of people are willing
to talk about violence in the context of the historical moment. And a lot of. People
are willing to talk about. Violence as an abstraction. But what you’re talking about
is 1/3. Category which is. What where would we start today? Yeah, and I think that
because ITS which. Again I don’t want to actually talk that much about ITS themselves
because I don’t find them. I don’t know enough about them to say. Much about them,
but. Because they’re, but they are getting started today. At least say that much.

Speaker 4: Two years ago.

Speaker 1: But they put something in, they put a.

Speaker 3: Plan into into motion. Yeah, they got a scheme.

Speaker 1: They have a scheme and so that’s what’s so crazy and dangerous about
them is of course their schemes disagree. So, so like if you think about the history of
like, like,, sectarian statist communism, every sectarian status Communist regime was
different than every other regime, so they had to hate each other. It’s not that they
hate each other. First feature and faster than they hated this games. As of the people
who didn’t even. Know who they were.

Speaker 3: So what was the follow through on the third category?
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Speaker 1: Well, I guess. The point that I was getting at was. Just the idea that.
I actually think that most of these people who are sort of playing out this controversy
asked schema don’t have a strategy that they are entirely reactionary to the times that
we’re living in. They perhaps are taking inspiration from call out culture from social
justice. Warriors and even from like the Trump era. But if they were to be honest
about social revolution, which I agree would expose a lot of their own disagreements
that so that version of revolution looks like convincing the majority of people that
what they want is necessary and actionable.

Speaker 3: And maybe that there might lie. Some of the underlying hostility
towards UBC as a project in general, mainly because a lot of the texts that you that
LBC puts out the being questioned. The main point of a lot of the books is asking
questions that lead you right to that kind of realization that. Social revolutions aren’t
what they say they are, and they might actually not be what we want as anarchists.

Speaker 6: I feel like beyond just a taste issue, that part of people, part of the sin.
Is not having a positive political program has. Been mentioned in. One of these pieces
as just as damning. As the other offenses, and I think that’s worth thinking about.

Speaker 3: It’s funny because if you look at like the All Stars of them and the
Americas, it’s. Like right now, it’s like it’s going down in some mediand it’s not like
they really have a positive program. This of some sort of ideas on like getting together
and then like some other **** they're like oh they these. People did this organizing
thing. We like that there’s stuff they like, but they don’t have like I actually think they
do have like an ideand a plan.

Speaker 4: Especially like yeah.

Speaker 3: I think they talk and have an idea. In the plan, I just don’t think they
like. Put it out there and as he gets back to the Pepsi thing like maybe that kid in the
book there was a Patsy and maybe everyone getting like directed towards his thing
down and watching some media is also not realizing what the people running those
projects like really have in mind for. Years down the line when the sucking, whatever
the deterministic Marxist sucking ship that they’re really operating under, comes to
fruition.

Speaker 1: You know what? It’s when you mentioned that because ID recently
opened a store. And there are very few items in the store, but some of the most com-
posed and are taking things that are in the store are from the RAM, the Revolutionary
Autonomous movement. And so I. Believe that this. Group is sort of associated with
people organizing around the base, which is at info shop out of Brooklyn and. And so
it’s a revolutionary autonomous position or sorry abolitionist position. And so aboli-
tionism has this interesting political pedigree. And I. Want to be cautious here because
I think that there’s lots of threads here that I only know partial information about, so
I don’t want to speak too far out of school, but abolition abolition unism as reflected
in race trader. The magazine or evolutionism reflected in hard crackers, which was a
new sort of storytelling meeting. It’s looks like a scene and with. A ridiculous name.
It’s not revolutionary. In other words, that thread of race, trader wism or evolutionism.
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Doesn’t have a revolutionary component, partially because I think that a lot of it is
in reaction to the it’s its own millest pedigree. So like it seems like there’s a dense
intellectual pedigree there that’s worth examining and I say this because. Some people
I know from that scene have been reacting to sort of the to this movement in similar
ways that I wouldn’t surprise me because I thought that they that they were like this,
but I'm not sure that. They are and. With that I know one of the others are. Hard
crackers so that obviously there’s a manifesto. Socialist Ram group. And I think that
by and large, what’s in that manifesto would be something that’s supported by ID.
And anyways, and to me that there are some interesting legal questions, and I look
forward to sort of hearing how people thrash out and figure out actually where, where,
where the the revolutionary part begins and ends and.

Speaker 7: Are you are you talking earlier about? ID and submediant not having
a program and I actually don’t think that’s true. I think that they have a program of
rhetoric committed to the presentation of positive forward progress. And that’s why
all the stories are what they are and why the kind of common thread that runs through
everything that they put up is what it is becomes if we, if we leave this tail tightly
enough that winning is what is happening.

Speaker 6: The winning.

Speaker 7: Then further faster more I like I. I can’t much that I can adequately.
Finish that, but that’s. You know this has been heard before that what you got from
IGDB is like these are. These are good stories and you feel good after you read them.
This positive news and This why people go here and there’s no comments and crazy
to bum you out and what you get what you get also with that is not particularly. And
analysis and the stories are very particularly treasured and signed and told. And but
that. There’s a political program, right? I agree.

Speaker 3: With what I'm saying. I’'m saying that like their. Program isn’t for ev-
eryone like they’re not sharing the whole program. There’s more like they’re recruiting,
so trying to recruit soldiers for battles, but not explaining. What the war? Is or that
like there will. Be a war once we get. Enough soldiers.

Speaker 1: Although perhaps these these articles that explicitly name some of our
projects.

Speaker 6: Do expose a.

Speaker 1: Little bit more of the program they have up. Till now, I mean they’re
going to say that it’s just one columnist, it’s. Just one editor-huh. But I mean the fact
is they don’t publish much in the way of critique there. There aren’t a lot of groups
that are. That are singled out as. Being sort of like that, this the problem and that’s.
Interesting because if they have this. Sort of like awesome positive social program.
That’s like going up and up and growing and just everything is like. Like it’s the only
thing bombing the model is the only thing like they could possibly slow them down
like you. Know 12-9 lists. Sitting in a room smoking clothes cigarettes.

Speaker 3: Do you have read the friend thing thing or is like an interview with
some kids from Charlottesville talking about being on the front lines? I think they
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actually use, I think, actually use the word counter. Revolutionary and they have to
describe that their radio. Which is with the radicals, what’s that?

Speaker 4: Which is.

Speaker 1: Which are the radicals?

Speaker 3: The ones that weren’t there, ones that were. Yeah, I think this ones
that weren’t there and also where there are. Yeah, two people like people that could
be described as some range of us and then people that could be described as like too
liberal like when the when the whole world punches with the Nazi. That’s the person
who’s. Like standing on the back and it’s. Like,, maybe. I'm not punching.

Speaker 4: Right, that kind of little, yeah.

Speaker 7: That’s coming.

Speaker 3: Yeah, but I feel like that’s where it’s more telling to. It’s you just get
like brief moments of it, but it’s not like they want to attack people for not having a
program, but they’re not explicit about what their **** is because it’s pretty nearly.

Speaker 7: Maybe they don’t have to be explicit. I'm not sure that I really want to
give them all this. Credit for masterminding. I think there’s also a yeah. And I think
that there is a kind of an inevitable entropy to their building and about if it manifests
itself in the ways that we are talking about.

Speaker 1: Incoherence is a dominant theme.

Speaker 7: But I feel like using language like recruiting and that’s probably a little
too strong and. Many people, but I don’t want to give. Any credit a little bit too much
credit. Not going.

Speaker 3: To do a good job, I think that’s the.

Speaker 7: Do you think it’s all that calculated?

Speaker 3: I think there’s yeah, I think there’s a level of calculation I don’t. Think
it’s like I don’t you? Know I don’t think it’s like power, low level intelligence or anything
like that. You know, maybe it’s more like levers helping the local politician get in the.

Speaker 1: Office where they bought the 1224 case of year.

Speaker 3: Yeah, maybe maybe they all. Got off work and had a few beers and.
They’re like hmm, work sucks. What are we going to do so we can all share the work
together and then we work 30 hours a week.

Speaker 9: Yeah, I'm gonna give a.

Speaker 1: Little less credit to that calculation, but.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I'm not having conspiratorial fantasies about this.

Speaker 9: We are now except except in, the.

Speaker 1: Reason why I'm talking about this today is because we're thinking
about next week and if. Our culture is upon us and what we’re talking about really
is like what does. It look like what? Is anarchism with call out culture or anarchism?
Plus now with color culture. What does that look like when next? Week is the. Bay
Area, that’s books there and. And the question is, what’s the tenor and the shape of
what happened in Seattle? Going to look like in. The Bay Area. And what is what?
Our appropriate response is what could and should. They look like and what does
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this? Mean for the future of conflict within the anchor space where where some people
think that. This conflict requires shredding a bow.

Speaker 4: But what else?

Speaker 7: What else is the conference require?

Speaker 1: I mean is there any to win it?

Speaker 5: What does that look?

Speaker 1: Like to them? Or to put it more pointedly, they have now tried it. Three
different books, tools to disallow LBC from tabling so. Since that has not succeeded,
do they think that if they set up enough pot seeds? That’s going to do because liberal
organizer wants wants. To have that. Level of drama, their books there, and this LBC
always brings that because these activists have taken us on the project. I mean this
what activism succeeds. This how it succeeds.

Speaker 3: And how are they not already winning? Like it depends what they
want. Do they want to be like the most popular form of anarchy? Like that’s true then
that when they’re winning, like if you need anarchist, they’re not going to have read
the LBC shift. They're they’re probably not going to read much to be honest, but if
they have read something, it’s going to be like a post on some social media thing. It’s
like the other ship is not, it’s just not out. There it’s like. It’s not being consumed at
the same level. They are winning like they get more views on their ship like they have
more people to their. Things like that’s.

Speaker 8: You know, I think.

Speaker 4: OK.

Speaker 3: This actually says something rather unfortunate about it at all, because
I would. The controversy around it you would hope would generate. Interest like it
normally does, but I think because that’s normal, that’s what it would do in mass
culture famously, when. Within this context, now because political correctness is such
a huge focus, it’s I think it’s making people stigmatizing. LBC to the point where it’s
like. We’re well not even going to approach that because a lot of the interesting they’re
fascists or whatever, and.

Speaker 1: I don’t want my friends seeing me. Do it.

Speaker 3: Exactly and I I can. I yeah, I definitely have sense from friends outside
of like the LBC realm that. There is there is that kind of aura that’s definitely seeping
out, and that to me, on both on an individual level of anarchist friends. And then on
the in the broader scheme of things, it says something really bad about about, because
you would hope that anarchists would want to would. Seek out the controversy. Stuff
in the in that, like heresy, would be a good thing for us in that. Yeah, and the fact that
people are too afraid to be interested. I mean that **** | That feels really important.
Like how much has the has like the move towards like identity and guilt and all this
stuff like it’s gone so far like the desire for dangerous. Ideas like come on. That’s what
I'm going to like. If I saw something that was like heretic even like 10 years ago when I
like didn’t know anything or anyone that was just like a follower online from a. Sounds
like I would have been like oh **** what’s that? I gotta, I gotta read that like, right?
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Why does anyone hate this person so much? And then you probably I probably read.
Him like ship around or something.

Unknown Speaker: That’s actually how 1.

Speaker 7: Got my first copy of Anarchy magazine in my hand. I was I don’t know
what I was reading now, but the person was going on and on about how this anarchist
magazine. That’s been around for decades, that. I believe this funded. By the feds
and they are completely complicit with missing all of these crazy accusations, as if
everybody in the. World knows us.

Speaker 4: I just wanna say.

Speaker 3: I thought Jason was a was a fed.

Speaker 7: Because magazine exists in the inner chest.

Speaker 9: With federal aid.

Speaker 3: And you want to make sense of. It yourself.

Speaker 7: Make sense of it myself.

Speaker 4: That’s that’s that.

Speaker 7: I want to like, really because you feel like if that were true, somebody
at some point would have somebody else. Besides, you would have picked it up and I
didn’t know who that.

Speaker 3: Right?

Speaker 7: Was then so.

Speaker 8: And the taking.

Speaker 3: People’s word for it. Thing is really rampant and yeah. I have to. Trust
people so much, have they not? Met people do they?

Speaker 8: Yeah, I mean my anarchism is always about questioning everything and
even my own assumptions. So like I don’t understand it, it seems like they’re going
the opposite way and I want to just confirm all my assumptions rather than question
my assumptions.

Speaker 3: Those of your friends and the people you interact with.

Speaker 4: Yeah, yeah, exactly I.

Speaker 1: Mean I hate to say. I mean for me what I'm trying to understand. I
don’t think these people have a long life span. I think the half life of this movement,
whether it’s witch burnings or book poverty or OVC hating. I think they have like. A
short but I. Don’t understand what it looks like when it falls apart. So like we can, we
can look at some historical examples. So the end. Of the McCarthy. Era like we know
that some people standing up to McCarthy destroy their. But at some point, standing
up to McCarthy actually ended up being a winning strategy. Yeah, and that’s what’s
fascinating about this moment, because I know that a whole bunch. Of people who.
Would otherwise respect or enjoy or like aren’t doing the standing up that I would
expect them to do if I didn’t feel like it. It’s about their team winning, so to be, to
be blunt and to just put some authority in here. I care deeply for some of the people.
Involved in the crime they project. The sense that they have remained silent through
all of this and basically have. And watch their collaborators. Behaves in the ways that
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they behave. It’s shocking, but what does it look like for this? You know, very many,
very small, very ineffective reign of terror to end and for anarchism to again become a
place where dangerous ideals live. Where people are willing to sort of step outside of
social norms and really like moralistic values.

Speaker 8: Yeah, I mean the weird. The thing I keep coming to is the whole
nichinan thing of transvaluation of values. I hate to be all weird like that, but the idea
to me is to come to your own sense of values. Not just accept what’s given to you and
It’s the whole, they’re just. Somebody else’s friend.

Speaker 3: And to accept that other people have different meanings.

Speaker 8: Yeah, and right and like that’s the other side of it is that, like other
people have different values like I, there’s a lot of things I don’t want to read, but I'm
not going to go rip it up because I don’t really care like it’s like fine you go do your
thing.

Speaker 3: Yeah, I mean a case continuing Derek Jensen’s. Just mention that
again. It’s like I see that and it’s like, well, they’re still down with this transphobic
out with this guy. I'm not. I'm not going to go up to the table. And even bother them
about it, he’s explicitly.

Speaker 2: Antibiotics as well.

Speaker 3: Yeah, yeah, it’s like but it’s but. But The thing is, it’s there. And
people can still engage with it and figure it out for themselves and.

Speaker 7: Well and then, but that’s one of the nice things about it being there.
Is that then just the fact that it’s present is a conversation and I have had people that
I like in the past. Look at look at OK press books and this . A particular book.

Speaker 3: Yeah, and I've actually had that too with.

Speaker 7: But I'm actually going to have a conversation with a person that I
have a relationship with and a context about what I don’t understand. Is where you
get the ego where you get the notion of your own self and your own self worth that
you need to decide that you’re the one who’s going to. Hold the line for the rest of.

Speaker 9: The flock in the world.

Speaker 7: No one can read this book. This book is bad. I decided this bad and
if you don’t agree with me that this. Bad, then you’re bad. And I'm gonna dictate for
everybody else I don’t like. I couldn’t even find that inside me. Yeah, yeah, to be able
to publicly try to hold the mind like that.

Speaker 1: Plus that’s the.

Speaker 3: That’s theart of their entire father.

Speaker T7: Like it’s like historically, the people who are holding that line are never
the nice. People are never the good people.

Speaker 8: People that take over the new society.

Speaker 7: Which is what they want to.

Speaker 6: Do, but I really don’t think. They’re they're going to take over the
society.

Speaker 7: So that’s what that’s what makes.
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Speaker 8: It sadder.

Speaker 6: Is like, but when we’re talking about victory and there was a discussion
that’s saying that social anarchist or whatever have more numbers and that they that
they have wins. But actually I think the way that I framed. Things we're winning
because we still read the books we want to, and we can still think for ourselves and
our goal is not to necessarily convert, so they’re not going to stop us from. Publishing
or associating an in different way, so I think we’ll be OK.

Speaker 3: Like it’s funny like. The protecting thing is like I get why. Someone
would do that. I had someone I've known this person since I moved to. Oakland eight
years ago. And I met. I met them the same times. I'm another friend and I guess they
didn’t know. I've been really close friends with this other person who’s been called
out for being a fascist blah, blah like Internet, Facebook ******** and actually got a
private message like the copy paste thing like about my friend being a fashion and like
Oh yeah, actually, I lived with. Her for like 4-4 years. Like I'm OK, maybe you should
stop doing this and then the response is basically just.

Unknown Speaker: Because I was like.

Speaker 2: Where do you even?

Speaker 3: Hear this and it. Was fifth hand. Like no joke, fifth hand, that is that.
Far away from them and the whole thing. Was just some joke. She said at a party.
And it was so ridiculous like it was literally a joke. She said her party where she said
some vaguely misanthropic. Thing and someone’s like you're a white supremacist and
she. Goes yeah, I'm a white supremacist. Like with telling like. That and the story
just got like. You know *¥#Hsxkictk £ che’s a white supremacist and the end of this
messaging me telling me telling this person like do you think this reasonable? Like
would you want someone doing this? And they’re just like, well, I just wanted to make
sure you didn’t like it converted to like Nazism and.

Speaker 7: 1 was like how how? Like how patronizing.

Speaker 3: And it’s really embarrassing thing you think that I'm going to be
converted to become a Nazi because I vaguely interact with this person. It’s just very
patronizing, like the whole heart. Of the project is to like. Take control, control the
ideas because people on their own are not responsible enough to be like anarchists.
Everyone is susceptible to the bad.

Speaker 6: We must.

Speaker 3: Well, we all have like a.

Speaker 1: A like a weak spot.

Speaker 2: Yeah, just waiting for a similar story.

Speaker 1: Where there were two anarchists, one that over. 10 years ago. Where
they were like they were there. Was a crew of NVC anarchists nonviolent communica-
tion? And they were all sort of like adorable. Soft people like I like them all.

Speaker 5: But limits communication without, there’s an ideology. Is there?

Unknown Speaker: The thing is.

Speaker 4: It’s a whole.
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Speaker 2: Yeah, for.

Speaker 7: Classes and there’s a whole.

Speaker 8: Let’s go.

Speaker 5: Every breath you.

Speaker 2: Face is violent.

Speaker 1: So they live in the Bay Areat the time and then in the way one of them
is involved in a in a they moved to anarchist town that has anarchist stuff and you
can do anarchist stuff and so they’re still intact.

Speaker 9: That space

Speaker 1: But somehow their politics changed. They sent me an e-mail because
the other one moved to a town. Whether or not that many out anarchists and ones
that there are very much in the anarcho communist space. And that’s it. And so this
person, the second person started to associate with some anarcho capitalists. And they
based on the ethical capitalists willing to. Have more types of conversations. They they
weren’t doing. Opening businesses with these people but. Or they felt that they were
open more. Open minded than manical communist were in. The town so. I actually got
this long e-mail from the first person basically saying like I hate to inform you, but our
shared friend is no longer anarchist because they have been exposed to these people
and it really was like I. And I, I mean, I wasn’t engaged in it, so I just wrote a very
short e-mail. Thank you. For the information. I'm I feel like I'm capable of. Figuring
out whether that’s true or not. If I my direct interactions with them, which I currently
have, so it’s is like that felt like a very like classic moment of the current time.

Speaker 7: I was thinking about how if you decide if you are the arbiter of what is
right and what is not right and the way that you are going to manifest that arbitration
is by drawing lines and putting things on good and bad side of that lines and denying
or demanding no access to the things that are bad. How does that not make? You
some kind of cop. You're talking about protecting?

Speaker 4: With everything else.

Speaker 9: With the wrong crowd, is that the way the way that you were framing
protecting people from the bad?

Speaker 7: Yeah, no I suppose. And I was like this this. The argument for having
police.

Speaker 4: Yeah, that’s.

Speaker 7: So basically saying I'm late. I'm late to the party that everybody else.

Speaker 9: Has already been out for an hour and a half OK.

Speaker 2: Sorry about that.

Speaker 3: Well, that’s yeah, that’s what I. You know I'm just calling it censorship
is.

Speaker 4: Front facing.

Speaker 6: Whereas like it’s. That’s what I was trying to.

Speaker 3: Get to is that police.

Speaker 6: It always has.
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Speaker 1: So before we stop, usually I'm very abruptly shut off and **** you if
you’re. More things to say. But if there are any. Closing comments that anyone has I
want. To offer this time to do. That because I feel like we’ve covered a lot of ground.

Speaker 5: Well, if there.

Speaker 6: Are that police there? It’s still fun to be a criminal.

Speaker 1: Yeah, that’s true, that’s fair.

Speaker 7: Yeah, I'm OK with that.

Speaker 2: OK, thank you everyone.
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Speaker 1: Welcome to the Browning podcast. This episode 51. And I'm here
talking to the writer who publishes. Doctor Bones who? At the gods and Radicals
website and.

Speaker 2: Welcome Doctor Bones, so happy to be here.

Unknown Speaker: Do you actually have another location where you?

Speaker 1: Also write like table, blog or something like that.

Speaker 2: Yes, yes, I have. The conjurehouse.com is my personal site where I'll
mirror my articles and also post some of my more inflammatory things that could
potentially land me in prison.

Speaker 1: What do you mean? When you say conjure house?

Speaker 2: Oh well, I'm a conjurer. I'm a occultist. I've been doing Hoodoo, which
is a Southern style occult work. A blend of African theology, European grimoire tra-
ditions, and Native American herbalism. Since I was 16, so in between writing about
how we need to destroy the state, I'm in the graveyard, summoning up dead people to
try to kill my enemies.

Speaker 1: When and I'm harkening back a very long time to my I think this third
edition Dungeons and Dragons. I recall that there’s like five families of magic. There’s
like. What is it like, illusion, divination? In summonings.

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, yeah, destruction all that.

Speaker 1: What are the other categories? OK, so there’s so there’s a category
that’s basically destructive spells. I'm just curious which family of spells are you inter-
ested in?

Speaker 2: Oh all kinds, one of the beautiful things about Hoodoo is that remember
this was. Magical tradition that basically became born out of the southern system of
slavery and dealt with the sort of Jim Crow world afterwards. So, whereas let’s say you
have your Wiccan types that are, praying to some God and goddess to, make find their
enemies or whatever and who do we have spells to help draw business to g **#¥kickcrk
to help you? Win a dice game to keep the cops away from your house to make your
boss bend over and give you exactly what you need and who do. There’s almost no
morality enters into it. Whatsoever it’s there’s an old phrase that everything that’s
done, God has a hand in and it’s sort of, this sort of religious overtone infused idea
that look there are ways to do things. There is no moral arbiter that’s going to come
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down and punish you. There is a theory that you do enough bad works. You almost
get this stain on you that you need to wash off. But there is this idea that. There’s
certain things are justified, so let’s say family member of yours gets raped. You know,
in some magical traditions you would be. Praying for the elevation of the victim and
the binding and getting making sure this other person doesn’t hurt someone else and
who do. That’s not the case. You know we would go out. We would find where that
person was and we could do all sorts of stuff we could make their if they get arrested,
you can make their court case fail. You could certainly sicken them. Try to paralyze
them and. Ultimately eventually removes them, so it’s. It’s very because it’s african
based system. It doesn’t line up necessarily with a lot of sort of Western ceremonial
types that a lot of people in the United States and Europe when they think occult or
magic. They think some pot bellied white dudes in a lodge somewhere with a whole
bunch of expensive garbs speaking. Pure nonsense, whereas down here in the South
when we talk about magic, we’re talking about dolls and graveyards. We're talking
about broken jars, thrown on doorsteps, the devil being met at the crossroads. Stuff
like that.

Speaker 1: We are also talking about with that tradition, a relationship with
Catholicism that isn’t so much like Protestant America.

Speaker 2: Ohh well yeah. And specifically towards the more western aspects when
we talk about voodoo in the Southeast SE, we’re talking about Protestant area, some
of the older school workers they won’t call on the Saints, but they might call on Moses
to, make their boss do what they need or this out of the other, certainly. Catholicism
by way of New Orleans. Entered voodoo and again. It’s a very sort of African concept
because you have these people that were brought over as slaves and. You know, here
they are. You know they’re not allowed to worship in the way they’re normally used
to, and then they’re giving these images. Oh, by the way, this, St Chris, for he protects
you with travel. Oh, he’s a giant that in some records had a dog head. Well, . They’re
looking at this and saying, I kind of have a God like this too. Maybe they’re the same,
so you’ll The funny thing is you’ll have people calling on Catholic Saints and who do St
Martha? Right the. Random lady that basically did some house cleaning while Jesus
was there. Well, she’s known as St Martha, the Dominator and that’s who women pray
to when they want their. Men to be put under their feet. You know it’s. It you can
literally beat thell out of your husband the idea is you get mouth on your side. You
won’t be able to go anywhere, so again, it’s a very sort of twisted take on the sort of
Catholic cult of the dead.

Speaker 1: The I mean I guess. Since we’re within this topic and. I, T guess, talk.
A little bit about your feelings about the general category of cultural appropriation
and what it’s like for someone who I assume was not raised in the Hoodoo tradition
to take it up as you get older and with it within a culture that isn’t necessarily yours.

Speaker 2: Well, this that’s a great topic because I think hudu is a great. Sort
of example of where this argument wins and where it fails. Who do is a byproduct
of the southern region of the United States. It is an amalgam, . You have European
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grimoires, Native American herbalism, traditional African practices, both white and
black. Practiced who do certainly we will acknowledge it is a black practice. The
overwhelming practice and identity of it. Where it really blossomed and came to be is
from black folks and we can acknowledge that and I think it needs to be acknowledged.
Cultural appropriation is an interesting argument that loves to separate things into
these super defined categories. When especially in African religions, there are no super
defined categories. In African religion, much like in old Roman religion, there’s this big
synchronization of different gods and deities. OK you? They’re a workers in Alabama,
right? That may have a Buddha statue on their prosperity altar. Now these workers
aren’t looking at, they’re not trying to steal anything from their culture. They’re
just looking at a spirit that works. So the idea is you go out and you find what
works, whether it’s a Catholic St, whether it’s a spirit you mean a trance, whether
and so there’s this idea that we’re going to freely borrow and take what we can now,
I think. The big difference and where a lot of the people that you talk about cultural.
Appropriation is respect. You know, if. I'm practicing this tradition and I especially
as a white person say, well, yeah, I mean it is a black tradition. It grew up in, black
communities. If this, it’s from the southeast. This the reality of where the nature is.
You can accept all that without you get some people that. You know this whole. Irish
slave myth where Oh well, actually slaves didn’t have it that bad. It was actually the
Irish that were really bad and somehow it came it’s I think if we dispensed a large part
of the sort of victimization mentality. You know, if weren’t fight. Over if you weren’t
fighting over who suffered more, if were able to acknowledge yes, this was terrible. It
was bad. It came out of it era that was terrible and bad and It’s here now, . But it
is funny because when I first started writing and people saw that I was practicing
hoodoo and that I was white. They’re like, oh, . Cultural appropriation? I mean, I'm
a southerner. I'm Florida born raised, this rather than practice, . Some crazy religion
out of England, I'm literally practicing the a cult tradition that’s grown up from my
soil that speaks to my plants and my trees and the bones of the animals around me, 7
So it’s funny that you’ll have these people say you can’t eat burritos. This restaurant
can’t serve burritos. It’s like. We live in Arizona. I am 5 miles away from the border.
Like are you weed burritos all the time? What are you? Talking this, it’s not any one
specific property. I think the whole sort of cultural appropriation thing. It started out
as a great idea. As a way to teach people that hey, try not to wear a ******* Indian
headdress at your next baseball game because that’s, we really would appreciate it if
you didn’t do that and then it got picked up by college liberals and they just they just
ran. With it

Speaker 1: Well, just. To extend that argument and again. Like of. Course I'm not
arguing for the position of saying that. You are a cultural. Appropriator I like your
answer but I but. I also like. Hard questions. I love hard questions, yeah so. So to take
this a little further, what I like. About what you’re saying about. Do is that It’s an
ultimately a practical. System and so it has that sort of like **** theory. What’s the
doing sort of thing at it at its heart. And so the sort of my next question is, as someone
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who has quote UN quote white skin privilege., why do you need this practical thing
like in other words, can you reconcile the. You taking or you using a system when in
point of fact you’re a beneficiary of the of the various system that this question lives
with him.

Speaker 2: I would say first let me preface this by saying what’s really interesting
is that sort of dialogue in the exact. Where you put it is almost completely alien to the
specific geographic region, and thinking of the philosophy and I find this, you’ll often
see these sort of weird. You know, people like to talk about colonialism. Colonialism
is this. You know these, West Coast or northeast. College educated way deep into
poststructuralism and they’re coming down. And so these regions that have nothing
to do with it. And then, Oh well, you. By the way. The collard greens you're eating
is actually a theft. You shouldn’t be eating collard greens and it’s like, well, I've. I've
been eating collard greens forever because they’re good and it’s actually what grows
here and I'd. Like to eat? And survive, so I think. It’s not when people talk again. Like
you said, who do is structured around a practical basis? Why do you do who? Well,
I’d like to *** **** T°( like to make sure my boss gives me as much hours as I can. I'd
like to make sure that ******* who lives next door who plays his music at 3:00 AM,
is going to get the **** out of my apartment complex within the. It’s less a question
again of like what am I doing when I’'m snatching up a policeman’s foot track? Am
I am? Am I stealing an African culture? It’s practical sorcery, so it’s removed from
the sort of weird navel gazing so inherent with Western ceremonialism and it’s like
look, what do you want to do? Here’s a way to do it. This for whatever reason the
way people do it down here. These are the plane you. Who do you centers itself among
the southeast? These are the plants that grow here. These are, the spirits, that sort
of reside here. They were first accessed by black slaves who really sort of made the
connection and there were a whole bunch of other people that joined in right around
the same time. You know what’s appropriation when the 1930s you had people in?
Mississippi buying an old Pennsylvania German manual on how to stop bleeding with,
a Bible which by itself is also a sort of foreign import from the Middle East. I don’t
think there’s any. Cultural appropriation likes to imagine that there’s these clear cut
lines. That cultures exist as a entity under itself rather than a byproduct of individuals
playing with this entity, .

Speaker 1: Well, actually let me let me move on. Because so. So the I guess at
theart of this this idea that colonization. Like the crime. And colonization is committed.
Isn’t isn’t the crime of, well, it’s the crime of genocide and my own interest in these
topics sort of centers around that particular crime. And what’s interesting is, I think
that Florida or the South more generally genocide. Looks different than in a lot of
the rest of the country, and I think that’s worth sort of reflecting on in the in the in
this context, like. So as an example, black folk as this sort of generic term like have
been there for a long time and there are some culture. Cool continuities that don’t
exist in places where white people just killed all the natives and glassed over it with
suburban shopping malls. So I guess there’s this complicated reconciliation in place
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like Florida, which most of us and frankly, Florida is one of the few places in the US I
know very little about other than. To know that it’s filled with. These same shopping.
Malls and this same sort of glassing. Behavior, so I'm curious about about what that
reconciliation looks like.

Speaker 2: Well, I mean, let’s take Florida for instance. You know, Florida. First off,
Florida will have existed under the Spanish flag longer than the American one until the
year 2050. Alright, so technically right now our history is still the majority of under the
Spanish Empire. Floridas existed under five Flags, the French, the British, the Spanish,
the Confederate and the American. Florida literally was since its founding almost a
dumping ground for criminals. Pickpockets before the Civil War, Florida was actually
home to a gigantic community of runaway slaves, unbelievable in fact, it was such
a threat to the southern planters that they petitioned. Andrew Jackson to go down
and destroy all the free communities down here because it was evidence that black
folks could live however they wanted without a, a slave master. You had Seminoles
who remember Seminoles are not. Not a tribe that just magically sprang up out of
the ground. These were originally Lower Creek folk that from South Georgia that
immigrated and were pushed down into Florida by violence. So the state of Florida is
this all the original tribes, like the Calusa, the ICE, everything like that they’re gone.
There’s no one left. All dead and what we have are these different communities and
collections of people that have been put here and forced to work together or against
each other and everything like that. So for a lot of these people. There’s just no. Set
line, there’s no clear cut OK, you talk about the black community in the traditional
S, they do have a lot of traditional. Cultural mores, and folkways and everything like
that. But by sheer proximity, a lot of those things have spread to the white community
as. Well, we eat a lot of the same food when we're doing magic. We do it in the same
way. So while there are, different cultural sort of things that we do from say South
Miami versus northern, . Tallahassee, there’s this idea that there’s no hard set rules as
to what exists in. I mean, I definitely see your point, I think. Cultural appropriation
looks different when you’re someone living in like Idaho and it’s literally you learn
about the history of the Native tribes that live there and you look around and you
realize that there’s no one there and it’s all a whole bunch of white people living in
these shopping malls and everything like that and in it in the South necessarily. You
have to remember that it wasn’t so much a concrete plastering over of a culture. As
a oftentimes horrible and genocidal mix of cultures, clearly white supremacy was on
top. Jim Crow, everything like that. Clearly white folks have been like this, absolutely,
100% on top, ******* everybody below them. As long as time can remember for the
Southeast United States. Those people still exist. Those communities are still here, so
they’ve not become this sort of like platonic solid to where we can. Oh, if only we had
done it now, there are real black people here. They do real things you can meet them.
You can talk to them and oftentimes you’ll you find out, oh, you like the same music
I do. So again, it’s just cultural appropriation. There’s this idea in Pacific Islander
culture called Tapu, and the idea is that. It’s basically spiritual trespassing, and the
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idea is that you can mess with some things. You can get spirits to bend one way, get
them to bend another, but there are some places and not some things you just don’t
go. That’s spiritual taboo, . I can practice in African American tradition. I can live
in the South. I can have black friends. I'm never going to say the N word. Because
that’s just no you just. Don’t do it. You know it’s a. It’s a terrible, terrible thing and
especially my wife has mixed. We’ve had to. I've been kicked out of parties because
people have said it and I've attacked them. You know, we get all ohh well. You know
it’s not what it means, so there is, I think, cultural appropriation as a place in like
creating some boundaries like hey, by the way, I really don’t appreciate you doing this,
but the idea that. People making burritos in Portland is literally helping to further
along a colonialist narrative. I have a little hard time in believing.

Speaker 1: Yeah, I guess the where I was trying to go is to. Sort of say. And again,
like I don’t necessarily buy this argument myself, but the but the definition of privilege
that I do like the best, is the idea that when you, when a visibly white male person
is driving down the street. Their concern is not that they’re. Going to get pulled over
randomly. Which of course doesn’t. Mean that it’s not necessarily going to happen,
but. That by and large. You know the statistical mean of white. Dudes driving down.
The road so they don’t get pulled over for. Being white dudes. Whereas if you exist,
as a different phenotype that isn’t necessarily the case.

Unknown Speaker: Oh what?

Speaker 1: So bring bringing this whole conversation around. Who do the. The
point is, is that. Is that you have access or? Where a white skinned male bodied person
has access to everything in civilization. Sort of provides you and you’re. You're also
grabbing other tools. It’s. Like the argument would be. That it, it does feel quite unfair.
That you. Get all the toys.

Speaker 2: Well, see again. That’s very like especially I you brought up the thing
about pulling out. Remember this I don’t think anyone we down here. Of for Christ’s
sake, there have been so many killings down here, we are all very much, at least I like
to think the halfway intelligent people. Now, granted, you have plenty of people that
are walking around with Blue Lives Matter, and this, that and the other. But clearly,
yes, there absolutely is a system of privilege. I mean, you can look at the statistics at
the rate which black folks are. Killed by police or imprisoned or everything. Like that
and so I. Can see how some people might ? Oh well, it’s As you to use the terms you
use, not fair, you use all the toys and again the only. Thing you can. Sort of struggle
to explain is that it. It’s not. Again, it’s not necessary. Magic is available to everyone,
right? If I get, here’s who do. This what Hoodoo is. If you have. A problem with your
boss. You get his. Name right you stuff it. In a hot sauce jar. You jam black powder in
there. You jam red pepper red pepper in there. If you can find it. Some sulphur close
that bottle up and you take that. Bottle and you scream and you pour every bit of
energy about how much you hate that *#**##¥#sHER% Yoy put it in a. Up bottle flipped
over you burn a tee light on it and every time that **#¥kx HkHkk vou off you burn
a tea light on that on that hot sauce jar. Now that’s available. It’s just what works.
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We're talking about a sort of constellation of symbolism that’s sort of boiling down to
one point and changing the reality around you, that’s. The thing is. Magic, that’s just
one specific form of it. Now you can do the same thing with a whole bunch of prayers
to Jesus. I’'m sure if you were a ceremonial magician you could do that in what the
our Jupiter with different kinds of incense and everything like that. It’s not magic to
me isn’t so much a form. Of culture, all these different things like that, but rather a
language, a symbolic language. When I do Hoodoo, it’s what makes what magic feels
like to me. You know, standing around a cauldron and rhyming words isn’t magic to
me. It doesn’t make sense to me, but by candlelight being over. Of voodoo doll and
saying words of power into it that feels like magic to me. That makes sense to me and
it’s this sort of. Effervescent aspect of reality, colored in a specific tradition. Again,
the whole cultural, . Do you get to have all the toys 7 My response is what exactly is
the plan here then? Are we going to go to the South and say, by the way, any white
folks in the South I need you to stop eating collard greens? Black Eyed Peas. We're
going to have a huge conference to figure out who the **** came up with BBQ. Some
people say the Cubans some. We've got all these different styles, by the way, no South
Carolina BBQ sauce. If you’re not in South Carolina like it gets into this ridiculous
sort of, ******* contest over who has what. It’s not necessarily that I get to have all
the toys. It’s literally OK saying. Let’s divide the toys amongst themselves into ways
that we decide fits best that way doesn’t make sense to me. There’s plenty of toys and
things like that we can have for everybody. Everybody can enjoy them. Everybody can
enjoy Southern cooking while at the same time acknowledging the fact that yes, this
came from slaves. We should acknowledge that history be a part of it, but at the same
time eat the ******* color,

Unknown Speaker: Yeah, I think that.

Speaker 1: The part of this that. I am interested in is more and actually where you
began. Which was to talk about. How does one respect? Something that is. That is
foreign to them, or that. Or that they have a. Complicated relationship with because
I. T feel like I love the idea of participating in a ceremonial life, but I by and large live
in a secular, a secular world where where sort of ceremony that it that doesn’t look
like logic puzzles is all considered sort of forbidden. And so I guess that’s for me I.

Speaker 2: Guess see, that’s an interesting who decides it’s forbidden? Who in you
has told you it’s forbidden?

Speaker 1: Well, of course I'm the one who’s told. Myself that but I also.

Speaker 2: But why?

Speaker 1: Well yeah, I mean again, that’s sure that for some people that’s that
is the interesting part of the question, but I guess I'm just getting at. How does one
respect? Like again, if I have nothing like who do in my life and I decide tomorrow that
who do is The thing is is the way I want to push forward that process is gonna look
very uncomfortable. And how can one sort of make that transition between uncomfort
and comfort and partially? Of course, what that looks like? Is how how is 1 respectful
to this new toy?
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Speaker 2: Well see, that’s again and that’s a very sort of religious mindset, which,
again, if we’re talking about practical occult work, which who do is let me let me
preface this by saying who do OK, it’s not. Religion now if were talking about Vodun
right, which has a set hierarchy which has initiations which you have to undergo certain
ceremonies to find out which God you walk with. That’s a totally different ball game
if we’re talking about if I have the right to start walking around and calling myself a
mambo. Even though I don’t have any initiation for it, even though I’ve never. Been
to Haiti. That’s a different thing. Now we’re talking real like I'm just taking whatever
the **** T want without earning it. I'm not even doing the work. I don’t call on legra.
I don’t petition ursul. You know I'm actively working within. Sort of basically almost
my. Own sort of culture, but who do is much more grounded in practical sorcery, so it’s
not there are no initiations. There are no secrets. There is literally nothing. To say you
earned this more thanybody else other than practical work, who do you basically took
all of the operations from a traditional African, the. Took it to the southeast. It got
beat over thead with Protestant Christianity. It fused that and then it asked the Native
Americans around. You know what herbs, what roots are here that we can work with,
and then paperback publishers sold a whole bunch of grime words to them back in the
1930s. So you had again. This the sort of and if you look at a lot of African traditional
religions quimbanda they took they have these African deities that are literally horns
and devils. You know that they are the German concept of the typhoid, the earthy
devil spirit looking to make a deal. You know, in this sort of African mindset, there’s
it’s all about bleeding and sharing and everything like that. You have, of course. Again,
as I said, these voodoo and systems that I wouldn’t stray into. I never claimed that
I'm a, . Mambo or a bicore or anything like that. But I know that certainly I could go
learn some things and if I learned a few tricks from. Core I could utilize them to as
much as I want without having to call myself a bocor, 7 So again, my specific tradition
is all based on practical results. Look can you do the work or not? If someone comes
to you and they say my wife left me, I'm beaten up. How do I get her back? Who do
says? Here’s how you get her back. It’s not interested in and it’s not even interested in
necessarily for talking about purely on a practical standpoint why he wants to get her
back. It doesn’t matter. There are some workers out there that will just do the most
shady **** because. Don’t care, it’s not about that for them. They again they share
much more in common with the Haitian idea of a bokor of a sorcerer doing whatever
happens to fit his personal individualistic desires versus a priest or priestess of some
grand religion.

Speaker 1: So the way in which she really. Came under my radar is that? All this
conversation about voodoo and the rest. You, you’re you've infused it in your writing
and clearly in the way in which you're thinking about things with the right perspective,
can you?

Speaker 2: Yeah, can you?

Speaker 1: Talk a little bit about how you came to find Max Stirner and why. Sort
of his ideas have sort of seemingly become part of. Your hoodoo practice.
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Speaker 2: Well I came across Max Stirner through memes. I literally I don’t even
know. Remember how I saw the first one, but I kept seeing this face pop up over all
these memes. And it’s the same face in different . And so eventually I was like who
thell is this guy that all these people are talking about? You know? Nice Spooks. Or
what? This somehow I was able to find a. You know I read a small sort of like little
thing on Max Stringer’s ideas and a lot of it seemed to make sense to me because
especially as someone who in their own life is transgressing boundaries of what is
sacred. You know for most people. Graveyard is a sacred sanctimonious place for me.
It’s a workspace, I'm going there I'm collecting dirt. I'm dealing with these beings or
whatever, so I've made a lot of sense to me that these concepts seem to be running
people’s lives, so I picked up the ego on his own. Blew my head clear across the ***#*¥*
table. I couldn’t believe what I had my hands on and it just completely revolutionized
my thinking. Especially as it pertains to the individual. Everything like that and I
don’t know necessarily. It’s hard to say. Has sterner influenced my spiritual practice
or? Did Sterner make sense because I already had a spiritual practice in place? That
sort of did that? You know, practical sorcery.

Speaker 1: Sure, yeah.

Speaker 2: And again, there’s a big difference between an occultist. A priest and
a cultist is a person the ground saying I need to figure out. What works 17 Need to get
this person out of X. How do I do that? I need to find a spirit that can help me with
that and sterner’s union of egoists made a lot of sense to me because I swear fealty
to nothing. Nothing at all, right? I only enter into relationships with spirits. We both
help each other look. You do this for me. I'm going to give you this offering. That’s
where the work ends. When we go to the graveyard and we’re buying graveyard dirt,
we’re doing it for a specific task. I'm telling that spirit there look. Here’s a bottle of
rum. Here’s a cigar. I need this, can you do this? We have actual real intercourse rather
than some weird fantasm of the some collective group. I'm going to actual individual
people with names and addresses and politically it made sense to me because it’s just
one of the big critiques. Against these anarchists and things like that is that they’re
really just trying to create a new state, and especially with. A lot of the anarchism
I have been seen kicking around. I mean, when I was a kid and I was first ringing
about anarchism, I saw the 1903 guy with a bomb in his hand a curly mustache. You
know this made sense to me like that somebody was going out. Gonna go out there
and shoot a. King in the. Face OK, this makes sense. You know like yeah, **** those
people. Let’s actually like you want to be free. OK, let’s burn down the plantation and
like we're going. Free and dealing with a lot. Of anarchists Stirner. Just made again
more and more sense because they had all these weird ideas. You know they talked
about these, theological principles and how they were getting involved with humanity
and the revolution. Everything was for the revolution and you. I just saw generations
and generations of people living and dying without accomplishing. Anything because
they thought they were furthering some goalpost. You know the oh, not in this. Life
but the next.
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Speaker 1: Did you have direct experience with the Fort Worth anarchists Fort
Worth? This I think it’s is in Fort Worth the place where there was the quote UN
quote anarchist mayor in Florida.

Speaker 2: Oh no, no like worth, lake. Worth no, no, I haven’t had any experience
with that anarchist mayor, huh?

Unknown Speaker: OK.

Speaker 1: OK onwards. Yeah, they were.

Speaker 2: That’s how right it is.

Speaker 1: Actually they were actually a founder of the radical cheerleaders, which
if. You ever want? To get to a. Serious case of the idiot shivers. Go go to YouTube and
search for anarchist cheerleaders and some of their chants are are excruciating.

Speaker 2: Ohh yeah well and especially Stirner with a when I saw you got these
people. Perfect example right 2001 9/11 we decide we're going to go to war. The
biggest anti war protests the world had ever seen. Millions of people marching up
and down, holding signs, telling the people in power. That they were unhappy. That
happened every single one of those **¥¥#xkkxtdxk oot jonored because their tactics
were FHRFREEE They've always been *******¥* The only thing that was dangerous
about the 1960s is how involved people were getting with the process. You know? We
took the. Form we took the spooky idea of non violence and instead of seeing it as a
specific tactic for a specific time and a specific instance. We took it as gospel. Oh, we
almost had it this one time. If we just do this same thing again, it’ll work. It’s the
same as you see these tankies that honest to God believe that 1917 was the pinnacle of
human political thought and they will do anything to jam it down everyone’s throat.
You know the sheer idea that anyone would think that a great political idea is to try
to justify Joseph Stalin to Americans has got to be off the ******* rocker and at least
quite possibly a little deranged.

Speaker 1: It’s funny there in the last stanza demonstrated that you come to radical
politics through the Internet. And I have. To admit, I've never heard the. Word tankies
used as much as the past three years of Internet discourse. Yeah, it’s it. It didn’t really.
Exist as? I mean obviously people knew that like there was a there was a serious
problem about how people felt about intervention in the in the context of World War
One. And this was true. Both in Europe it was true for anarchists, and it was true
here in the US, but the term tankies, which came out of that set of disagreements, has
like it didn’t. It wasn’t used for decades until very recently. It’s. It’s quite strange to
see how things like that come back.

Speaker 2: Oh yeah, well, I mean not well. You mean Hungary, right?

Speaker 1: No, my understanding of tankies is that it came out of anarchists in
World War One who were for the war.

Speaker 2: Oh no, see my understanding of tankies is that back when the Hungar-
ian revolution was happening and the Soviets?

Speaker 1: This 56.
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Speaker 2: Yeah, when the Soviets sent in tanks. Right to crush revolution. That’s
where the word tanky comes in. As I understood it, because a lot of people on the.
Left are like. Well, if the Soviet Union does it ship, it can’t be bad. Just like you have
some, I don’t know if. You've seen these. Crazy *** socialists online that like literally
think Assad is quite possibly the next. You know now like they. It’s mind boggling
like the IT. And to think these people really do think they’re radicals and they’re like
propping up a Syrian government. It just blows my mind interesting. I mean it.

Speaker 1: It’s a similar vein as to like whether or not one is a is a radical. Things
that intervention in World War Two was necessary to throw off the Nazis. That obvi-
ously is at theart of. All anti fascist activity today.

Speaker 2: Yes, an interesting question to say the least, and one I don’t think
anarchists really fully come to terms again. So much and what really got me writing
was there’s so much anarchist discourse and everything like that is it? It seems very
almost sheltered, so dude, they don’t really tackle a lot of like larger questions. It 1
think. Anarchism had to survive as almost this sort of fringe movement. It became
a religion. They really did, and so these religious ideas about certain things were
held without criticism. You know, this was how you became a good anarchist. You
were judged on how well you behaved a certain. OK, and that sort of incubation
period for anarchism W it’s sort of naked, . Again, go back to the Iraq war protests.
You know, at a certain point it was clear those protests weren’t working and I went.
What amazes me, especially in these first in the United States. I look out at like the
informal Anarchist Federation. These people are shooting politicians in the kneecap
for building a nuclear power plant. You know, they’re sending letter bombs to people,
they’re burning buildings. They’re creating this sort. Sense of fear. Look if you mess
with us, bad things are going to happen. We’re here to attack and this something I
try to stress in my writing. This sort of a legalist standpoint, which is one of the sort
of strains of anarchism I've really, really been interested in analyzing, was that you
have organizations that are amazing at living outside of the state. Actively working
against it, Hell’s Angels mafia syndicates. These people literally are living outside of the
confines of the law according to their own rules, not only doing it but surviving quite
well, and sort of creating these inclusive well, not necessarily inclusive, but creating
these cultures within themselves to sort of operate their own sort of morals, their
own sort of folk ways. What they consider right wrong? And they’re doing. They’re
able to pull off these amazing different. Things and what amazed me was no one
ever looked at that model and said, how thell can we make this political? You know
anarchists are still chasing around these sort of Labor unions that existed in 1930s.
You know Catalonia in the middle of 2017, America. I mean, I don’t know about a
lot of northeastern areas, but in the South unions are almost non-existent. They’re
worse than non-existent. The sheer the sheer word union can get you fired down here.
There’s no representation whatsoever. So you have these people that are coming down.
Hey, we're going to organize a Jimmy John’s. Everyone gets fired, the chain gets closed.
Well, guess what? No one ******* won, now but you have these people that said well,
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what if we take what we need ruthlessly against those that would exploit us? And what
if we did it with the idea that we’re going to create these other pockets of resistance?
And in that with Novatore and with all these different legalists you sort of had that
idea that they were striking back. And if you could just get enough people to strike
back, who would. Who would the United States government really be more afraid of
Portland if they decided to buy a couple of small arms? Or if thell’s Angels decided
that they were going to switch to full blown? The Marxist Leninism and they were
going to kick off a review. And I think when we get down to the nitty gritty details in
the nuts and bolts, the people that are more going to be afraid of let’s analyze their
tactics. Let’s see what they do rather than keep evoking this sort of long dead system
that failed.

Speaker 1: So I'm not sure how familiar you are with. Some of the ideas that.
That we work in, but a lot of. What you’re talking about is. Falls under the category
of First wave. Anarchism and 2nd wave. Anarchism, so the story goes that the first
wave of anarchy died on the fields of Catalan in 1937 and this sort of elite. From
anarchist perspective represents the end of the workers movement and the end of the
possibility of revolution happening in Spain. And more or less the end of the first wave
of anarchism meant that there sort of were there were not a lot of active anarchists
from 1937 until about 1968. And basically on the streets of Paris began the 2nd wave
of anarchism and pretty much all of anarchism today. Or that sort of reflects that
second wave has may of 68 very firmly in mind when it talks about insurrection versus
revolution. And so anyways. There may be some research on your end just to talk
about those differences. This also partially in the US context.

Unknown Speaker: Oh yeah.

Speaker 1: This where post organicism comes into play because post left anarchism
by its definition, basically is post 1968 and very much keeps those ideas and that
different perspective in mind.

Speaker 2: Well and yeah, with the situations and everything like that, but my
own sort of brand of. Anarchist, I don’t know. It came to a lot of texts from different
avenues that a lot of people like. I'm not involved. There is no anarchist scene where
I’'m at, like there was a lot of a lot of people in different geographical areas. You
know there was a small. Poor, a community that you would go to that would trade
text. So literally everything has been, reading on my own ideas of my own. And so
I mean, If we’re talking about second wave anarchism, my God I would love if the
average Americanarchist was all about situationism and you. Taking to the streets
that I think again we anarchism as an idea has like flowed and taken shape wherever
it can. And if you look at the story, it’s actually really quite sad. You know, it’s like
you have these individuals that all of a sudden realize that they’re these beautiful
souls and that they can run their own lives and they try to tell people that. And
then it just ends up going horribly, and it shape changes through the ages. It takes
different forms and everything like. That and If. I were to look at anarchism today in
the United States. Now again the United States. I mean some comrades and showing
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and everything like that are. Doing some amazing work and Greece with their refugee
flats and everything like. These people. They’ve sort of Americanarchism as I see it.
And again this my own perception has grafted onto itself. Different ideas taken from
like liberalism. Some sort of like Social Democratic ideas. You know, it sort of did
whatever it had to do to survive. And I think, especially in the basically the period of
1990s to 2001. Anarchists were trying to take their message to the wider world because
they were absolute. You know, it was all about sparking off some grand Revolution.
You know some grand revolts, so they were trying to talk to the people in whatever
way they could and made sense. A lot of that came off sounding as basically rehashed
Democrats. You know whereas. When I came to read the illegal lists, in rabbit troll
and Novatore and Max Stirner, this was something. Totally foreign, it wasn’t trying to
borrow anything. It wasn’t trying to be anything and said look, this the way the world
is trying to entrap you. The only way forward is to attack it, destroy it, and liberate
yourself. There are other people that want to be liberated, get together with them
and start your own insurrection, and so that really resonated with me. Rather than
trying to, go down to the fast food joint. Am I trying to unionize? People now find
the people that. Are already ready. Let’s get some connections going. Let’s get some
networks. You know what are, what are we going to do if you get arrested? What are
we going to do if I get arrested? How can we decrease our food? Costs we're getting
to a stage in history in at least American history that was similar to the early 1900s,
and the fact that the social safety net is collapsing. And if we look at the early 1900s
you had this huge explosion of fraternal organizations. OK, if I die at work, I need a
way to get. Buried, let’s pool our money together, we promise that. Each member is
going to get a burial. I have no health care. How thell can I get healthcare if? We all
pull our. Our combined efforts we can maybe get healthcare. That’s where the Eagles,
the moose, all these different organizations sort of came from, and in the early 1900s,
when the state couldn’t provide these things that people relied on them. And that’s
where we saw these huge explosions and. Leadership again, I’'m looking at this model.
I’'m looking at criminal organizations that have survived for decades. I'm looking at
terrorist organizations that have these cellular networks, and I'm saying why in the
AKX is anyone still bothering to get a piece of cardboard and riding on a sign where we
could literally be creating a world unto ourselves with the sole purpose of destroying
the world we just left? Basically, instead of trying to reform the plantation? Let’s get
off the plantation and then have the idea that we’re gonna go. Back and burn it down.

Speaker 1: Have you heard much about ITS?

Speaker 2: Ah ha ha ha I have. I have the crazy little ******* down in Mexico
that as I understand it, they. I mean they they were going to kill Ted Kaczynski and
then they I mean they man they really don’t went from what I've seen they went way
way, way R down. The rabbit hole I mean. They didn’t know one of their last
communication. I believe this was one of the things that really kicked off that whole.
I know your name got brought into this about publishing their works and everything
like that. What are what exactly do you? I’ve what exactly do you think about its?
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Speaker 1: It’s funny that so this going to. Be episode 51 of. The brilliant and both
episode 49 and 50 are sort of our about exactly this question. You know, I’ve never been.
A T guess. I guess you would say I've always. Been quite Catholic in my anarchism,
meaning that ’'m. I’'m happy to grab from from books Knights who I largely disagree
with from. Pacifists who I largely disagree with from Christian Americans who I largely
disagree with and even from red anarchists. Who I largely? Disagree with and so. So
for me the question of I'TS is that I think that they are. Making a very solid criticism
of sort of. Marcus pedagogy because they’re exposing the problem of means and ends,
and they’re exposing it in their rawest way possible. And you sort of talked about
thissue a little earlier in this conversation where you basically were talking about the
fact that anarchists try over and over again. Of course, within this limited sphere of
activity to do what it is that they do and so for me, this question has to do with the.
Idea that the tradition that a lot of anarchists spiral from without acknowledging it is
Puritanism or Christianity and mostly that’s in the idea of there being. A world that.
Has true universal values, especially good and. So specifically. When we talk about
means and ends by and large, most anarchists believe that the only way in which to
have a revolutionary moment is to basically be pure of heart and pure of activity along
anarchist principles. Every step of the way to a better world and.

Unknown Speaker: Oh yeah.

Speaker 1: And so for me ITS really exposes the. I mean, again, like because. There
is no. Such thing as Utopiand there never will be a post. Revolutionary world. Nobody
really knows the answer to these questions, but to the extent to that to which we do
know the answer of these questions, the whole way in which it’s set up is. Is insane and
silly, but so on that level it’s is fascinating because they’re basically post anarchists
and part of their critique of anarchists is how naive anarchists are around violence. So 1.
Have to accept the fact that I'TS are not anarchists, they are post anarchists. In other
words they come out of the anarchist space and have a critique of it. Their critique is
around this question of violence, and I don’t. Love their answer. Which is sort of just
sort of to attack without. Reflection so the thing that ITS is that people are really
hot. About right now is in communicate 29. They take credit for killing some random
hikers who perhaps caught them doing something that they could have reported them.
For and they take credit for assassinating like a college student who happens. To be
female. And so part of this part of the moral accusations around the ITS activity, is
they’re being called femicide is now, which is like the strangest word term in the world.

Speaker 2: Well, I what I think is interesting is when I was reading these. You
know, critiques or think of the ITS none of it again as a person who was, reading
Stirner was, it was again this sort. Of I'TS became this platonic solid again, what I
mean? It was not a literal flesh and blood group of people. Living out in God knows
where it was. Everything that they stood for, and so it became a way to attack. Look,
I've read some ITS communicators when they blew up like some kind of university
laboratory. I honestly didn’t give a shoot whatever it, it doesn’t matter to me, and I
get their whole wild thing. But again as a. As an individualist, OK, so this group of
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anarchists. They’ve had great critiques about, this, that and the other. By the way.
They killed a random group of hikers. Now you were saying they may have stumbled
across something. I would say I want that sort of thing happens all the time. Ask anyone
that’s been involved with trafficking drugs across the border. You see something you’re
not supposed to see. It’s going to be bad for you with that. Does that mean that I
necessarily need to support I'TS no? In my own book if they’re really. It’s starting to go
around killing random people. Well then then they can die for all I care. I mean really,
someone can just go in. And kill them. It would literally be no skin off my back. I mean
really, if they’ve just gone this far down under their own eye. Isn’t that kind of the?
Weird thing about I'TS, they say they’re so beyond anarchism. They’re doing, and yet
they still maintain all these weird anarchist. Structures of where they need the public
to. Communicate is who are they talking? Just I'm kind of feral revolution. I mean,
as I understand their own writings, no they don’t. But here they are publishing their
communiques railing against a world that they know they can only affect in small small
doses. It’s it reads to me more. You know people that really bought their own books
hook, line and sinker, and if anything, they’re just. I meand. I'm not, but. They’re a
tragic figure. A group of individuals that were so deep powered by the world around
them. The only way to survive is to. Nest in this little cluster and strike out randomly
wherever they could. I mean, it’s a study in human madness. I mean I, I get they’ve
got some great critiques against anarchism and for one thing like their whole, the most
people take the sacred idea of the revolution. I've read some of the stuff on that and.
Agree with it, but when you reach. The point where you’re just right. I mean, that’s
just bad. The business, what I mean, that’s just dumb on their part, and if they’re
dumb, the stupid usually tend to get.

Speaker 1: Pushed the so I want to. Finish up and usually I. Try to keep these
conversations to about an hour. A lot of podcasts I think go on and on but with that
said and before we sort of start a conclusion, I would like us to talk again. If you
don’t mind because this this fun and you come in. Some things from a very different
perspective that I'm interested to see how it’s fleshed out over. So tell me about your
book and tell me about whatever community of who do practitioners. You're part of.
You can. Start with who do practice?

Speaker 2: Alright, well I am not a part of any community of human who do prac-
titioners who do is pretty much individualistic in the sense that there is no cabals, no
unions, it’s pretty much the lone sourcerer. However, I am part of a. The organization
of the Best way to put it without mentioning its official name is anarchist major. Field
dedicated to doing certain things. Certain acts that have distinct political actions.

Speaker 1: Is it just Internet based or is it? Face to face.

Speaker 2: I cannot say what I can tell you is that we’ve got quite a few Members
and we’ve got quite a few installations and we’re moving towards some very large
things. Some of those things will be the sort of model that we’ve used better explained
in. The book but the occult is really starting to get politicized and basically aiming
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to make it in. And imagine if you will a thieves Guild mix for the major Guild. There
are a lot of us spread across 2 continents that are being involved with that right now.

Speaker 1: OK and so. Let’s talk about your books. So is. This your first book or.

Speaker 2: Your second, this my first book, my first book I've been printed in
other publications, but this. My first book.

Speaker 1: And it’s called.

Speaker 2: It’s called curse your ball hex estate. Steal back the world or take back
the. I'm sorry.

Speaker 1: And it’s published by Gods and Radicals. OK, so tell me about.

Speaker 2: It well, basically it takes the sorcerer as a revolutionary subject, and
I think it’s a very interesting one because people involved in the occult community
are again sort of the individualist critique against capitalism. We don’t want to be
workers. A lot of things that we want to do. Have no material value, no profit motive.
No, there’s no union that could do this. If I want to go into the woods and commune
with whatever I find there for hours on end, that’s not an economic process. The book
is a call for the sectarian, more secular folks to really liberate themselves from the
Spooks of society, the media, the state capitalism, and really put put themselves first
as a revolutionary subject and start attacking the world around them and at the same
point. It’s also. All for the sorcerers, the Wizards, the witches to. Dies that the only
way we're going to truly unfurl our potential is to destroy everything around us. That
limits us. That’s the capitalist order. That’s the state that’s society and the book
towards the back not only has theory, but has practical information from a long study
of anarchist terrorist cells. Hezbollah Bolshevik gangs in the early 1900s of practical
means that anarchists in the United States can look towards to maybe seeing some
more practical results rather than marching up and down empty streets holding.

Speaker 1: This and so within the family of other people talking about the occult
and how to integrate the occult into a practice. There has to be a sort of a spectrum of
ideas and what the ideas you’re talking about and how political you’re talking about
these ideas. Being has to be pretty far on a particular. Spectrum, Imagine you’re
getting some interesting pushback from other people from that from that spectrum.

Speaker 2: Well, there the occult unfortunately has been danced with by the far
right for a long time, and right now we’re starting to see that sort of, anarchist twinge,
especially with websites like Gods and Radicals, really starting to build onto itself. As
for specific pushback, no, not, not really. I ever since I tore *** across a couple of people
and basically had no qualms about. Buck off lighters have tended to try to shy away
from me because I can get fairly acidic and violent, but we’re we’re starting to see the
occult scene is really just now starting to political. There is an organization, the wolves
of Vinland, for instance, which is far. Right in nature. These people own property. They
have a specific hierarchical order. They Hale owned for all this good **** but I mean
they’re basically organized along the lines from biker gang. They have, there’s And
these people are really creating exactly what I was talking about. This sort of world
outside of the world that anarchists could never really mobilize outside of. Like squats
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like there are places you can go if you remember. It’s a safe house. You have nothing
to worry about. There are resources you can call on as a member, or you’ll be taken
care of, and they’re slowly starting. To build these things out, I mean. You know, Doo
Doo. Musty orders like the Golden Dawn I guess are still kicking around. I don’t know
anybody that pays attention to them, but that there was a big anarchist twinge in
the 90s. With, Grant Morris and all that. I think we’re just now starting to see a real
sort of renaissance in the occult world, because, again, economics is. Filtered into our
lives. When your author is, a thrift store table with candles you stole from work. At
a certain point, you've got to start asking yourself are the material conditions around
you really conducive to the kind of spiritual calling you think? Have when, when you
can’t afford to take off work for a holy day, maybe should really start asking questions
about the work or boss relationship, and I think a lot of people as the United States
continues to descend into this form of poverty which it is are starting to have that
question, and I think magical people are going to be. One of the folks that really take
it to heart and really make some big.

Speaker 1: Changes doctor bones. Thank you very much for this conversation and
like I said before, I look forward to pushing forward. On it in the future.

Speaker 2: Absolutely always a pleasure.

Ep. 50 — Concerning ITS with Bellamy

Source

June 30, 2017

There have been quite a few critical essays, rants, and podcasts about how horrible
any curiosity about I'TS by anarchists is. This chatter has increased...

Transcript

Speaker 1: Welcome to Episode 50 and it’s unclear that this will be posted as
episode 50, but this in fact episode 50 of the brilliant podcast.

Which season 2 has sort of demonstrated now? Seems to be mostly kind of inter-
view or conversation podcast now, and lo and behold, who has returned but Bellamy,
welcome.

BELLAMY: Yeah, glad to be back. I was just saying before we started that I
don’t think that this will be the last that you hear me and if I'm not on every episode
I'm . Still in the mix, I guess it’s hard to get away from the tentacles of the. Internet
in this day and age. So glad to be here, yeah?

ARAGORN!: Although I assume mostly your daily life doesn’t really involve the
Internet so much, since you're like hands deep in lawn(?), correct?
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BELLAMY: Yeah, yeah. I spend the certainly the majority of my time outside
battling with black flies and the Expurgating sun and the other aspects of nature’s
unforgiving wrath and efforts to crush the human being in body and spirit.

ARAGORN!: Nice vocab words. This week we're going to talk a little bit about.
ITS clearly there’s a lot that’s been happening in the ITS space since communique
was it 397

BELLAMY: Yeah I think so yeah, yeah.

ARAGORN!: So the gist of course what we need to do is talk about how we feel
about ITS at this point, sort of what’s changed, what hasn’t and then we’re going to
respond to the large volume of critics.

ARAGORN!: Both of us as in the shape of this podcast and other concerns.

BELLAMY: Yeah, and I think it’s been clear for a while that certainly I'TS in
particular and maybe the extremists in general have been heading down this path
of an increasingly theological. Perspective and pretty quickly it was some years ago
that they started trying to distance themselves from anarchism from rationality from.
Liberation, so I think once you throw out the liberatory aspect and you throw out the
not only any desire or possibility of making the world in general better, but increasingly
the idea that you can’t even make your life better or. You can’t make your. Life more
free or that of those around you? And increasingly, take on this kind of divine mission
that it’s not entirely surprising. The path. That they’ve gone down and at the time of
doing the episode. 40 I think it was. 41 Where we talked about Atassa, you wouldn’t
know it from some of the. Critical response I got. But at that time I said, well, yeah,
it’s I don’t consider anarchist project. They’re not interested in liberation, that’s. You
know, certainly. Now that’s the case, but.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, I think that’s a challenging. Place to start. Because on the
one hand, they’re not interested in liberation, but that’s because they’ve stated pretty
clearly they’re not a revolutionary project, and so I think that it’s very possible to be
anarchist project and not a revolutionary project, but I, really, I. I think that this this
whole conversation around.

BELLAMY: Of course.

ARAGORN!: What does it mean to connect or disconnect means and ends by
way by way of social change. And this, I think, where a lot of the criticisms start start
to fall apart. But before we go there, I will say. That I am not in favor of random killing
of people. I think that the ITS mission of sort of randomizing violence, especially in
the context of the Mexico that I understand, which frankly, is not much seems absurd.
It seems completely easy to get. Lost in the. Horrendous violence that’s absolutely
reactionary and horrific and that. It would be. Absurd for someone in North America.
To fantasize about an I'TS type of a program here in the US. And I absolutely am not
for that kind of a program. And I think that the question of violence is a big question.
It’s not answer and answer. That’s yes.

BELLAMY: Yeah, it may have been putting the cart before the horse with my
opening statement there. And I think it’s. Probably better to start where you just
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started. And I agree with what you said. I think almost completely, except that I
do want to clarify my previous statement and there may be some disagreement here.
But when I say a project of liberation, I'm not restricting that to a some sort of
revolutionary program where. The all of the conditions surrounding us and the life of
everyone, or nearly everyone changes. I'm allowing for a much larger space of liberation
that might look like liberation the individual or small group scale where people can
take back their lives and make themselves have. Greater freedom and live more the
way that they would want to live, and I'm saying that its in their recent rhetoric
has been very clear that they’re not even interested in that or don’t think that it’s
possible. I also think that’s in spite. Distancing themselves from the idea of revolution,
I think from the very beginning I think that IS has a lot of revolutionary tropes or
revolutionary ah. Kind of revolutionary theology is still there, it’s just one that doesn’t
hold out that same sort of promise at the end. And I wrote about this, like,, something
like a week and 1/2 ago. Piece for the upcoming issue of Black Seed, where I pointed
out that there are actually some uncomfortable similarities. I think between the critics
of the eco extremism who hold a revolutionary perspective and the eco extremists
themselves. And that is. Really, what I've been trying to point. When we brought up
the eco extremism before and there’s. There’s some combination. Of mine not getting
that across clearly. And I think people taking things I'm saying in very bad faith or
refusing to hear them, but that is what I’ve been trying to say.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, this actually a great time to mention the fact that issue 5 of
black seed is very close to print read. It will be out by the end of June and so. One of
the reasons to.

BELLAMY: Wow, that’s great.

ARAGORN!: Do this podcast and wanted for us to have this conversation was
to sort of prepare for that new issue of black seed and to talk about a little bit. One
of the sections in thissue is going to be on violence and. There’s going to be three or
four articles that. More or less.

ARAGORN!: On the similar theme.

BELLAMY: Oh wow, that’s good, OK? So where do you want to go? From here
and then we can.

ARAGORN!: Oh no, there’s plenty of places to go. I the next thing I was going
to say was that. On the on, the sort of general topic of revolution and revolutionary
hope I mean not to be clear or pedant, or overly clear or pedantic, but I do think it’s
fair to refer to the kind of spiritualism that ITS has expressed. As being. Not so far
from the tree of a Christian sort of worldview, which is not to say that thisn’t a place
to point to and sort of. Say we're experimenting here, but obviously in the in most
of the communicates ITS sounds more macho than they sound experimental. And so
It’s a challenge because on the one hand I want to be sympathetic to this idea that
I'm trying to listen to things that are quieter than than cars. There’s and computers
and the life in that. In that sort of direction. On the other hand, when I refer to the
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old ways or to ancient wisdom, I sort of seem to have a clear program as to what that
looks like. Go ahead.

BELLAMY: Go ahead.

ARAGORN!: OK, but I but I think I. Guess the point always to me around I'TS
was not was not that I was ever saying or that I ever thought I was saying. Do what I'TS
is doing or be like ITS, but I was saying that I'TS these people are clearly come out of
the anarchist space. By and large they haven’t been around for long enough. They are.
They have clearly come from the anarchist space and so that means that they're exit
from the anarchist. Was a criticism of anarchism and I always want to? Sure a great
deal of attention to what it looks like for people to critically leave anarchism rather
than to leave anarchism because they couldn’t handle it or because they’d rather sort
of have. A more domestic life. Like these people wanted to have a radical practice by
a very broad definition of the term radical and they wanted to and they basically had
problems with what it looked like within the anarchist space. And I want to listen to
that, and I think that for them, the primary critique they had of anarchism had to do
with means and ends. And had to do with this question of violence and I still. Think
that ITS has. It is extremely provocative around these two questions, and I guess |
want to talk about the those questions we can talk about it for Druid again, but like
those two questions to me continue to be the place where I feel like ITS is valuable.
That said, just like authors that we read where we enjoy their writing but don’t enjoy
them as people.

BELLAMY: It’s clear that.

ARAGORN!: Its like as people are functioning as **#¥¥xkk g Aokt iy
exactly sort of the way in which petty criminals live as ******** or mass murderers
live as ****#*%** ]ike these, these people are ******** Do not. With them, but pay
attention to what they’re saying and. By their action, pay attention to what? Their
action is. Saying because I think. That’s still there is something relevant and important.

BELLAMY: Yeah, I mean I think the whole I mean if the way that they’re por-
traying it is accurate. This whole killing someone because they're intoxicated on the
street late at night. I mean, in practice that’s no different than someone who likes to
go around and beat up homeless people for kicks or something like that. So it yeah,
it’s clear as people as the way that they’re actually playing. It out 1. See no trace of
a project of liberation there. I want to add a third question. To what you were saying
about the first two, the means and ends and the question of violence. And I, I think
the 3rd way in which eco extremism has been provocative is this sort of deconstruction
of the oppressor oppressed dualism? That is obviously inherited? To some degree, from
Marxism, for most anarchists. But it definitely shoots through most forms of anarchism
in thought and practice and. Putting a very uncomfortable and difficult question, I
think of how much of our crisis a product of oppression versus a product of voluntary
submission, or in what ways. Another way of putting it would be in. What ways are?
We oppressed by. What we think of as ordinary everyday people versus the sort of
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obvious feelings we can point to like a David Koch or a Donald Trump or something
like that?

ARAGORN!: That’s funny you bring that up this week.

BELLAMY: Go ahead.

ARAGORN!: This week a friend of a friend accused me of being anti black and
to me that was a fascinating moment because I feel like anti blackness has.

BELLAMY: Really OK.

ARAGORN!: Been, articulate. That pretty coherently as a systematic as a func-
tion of systems and a function of history and a function of sort of like these giant
structures. And so the fact that of course just like everything else, has gotten stripped
down and turned into a new identity. Or the same old identity that can be.

BELLAMY: The individual accusation.

ARAGORN!: Exactly yet another individual. As if, yeah, as if I anyways. Heard
by that, but.

BELLAMY: Yeah, I mean I've always understood why I was. I've always under-
stood someone like Frank Wilderson to be saying you can’t help but be anti black. It’s
not an individual failure.

ARAGORN!: But the point that you're bringing. Up I think is just so perfectly
so beautifully. Stated in Perlman’s continuing appeal of nationalism. That it’s hard
to sort. Of better than that. I I don’t know if you remember the. The sort of famous.
Quote, But he basically said, you're. You're making your. Argument for why you’re
sort of doing bad political stuff because you’ve been oppressed, but what? But what
person that’s serving as a prison guard or as an oppressor doesn’t have a history, it’s
a such a beautiful line. Yeah, yeah.

ARAGORN!: So, so the question of violence, which is. Covered quite a bit in the
new. Issue of black seed to me has this. This dual form that I think is rather interesting.
On the one hand, violence very much clarifies questions of what does direct action look
like. How does one assert oneself in the world? But on the other hand, violence is a
very unimaginative answer to lots of things that anarchists by and large would like
to be imaginative about. In other words, what? What is another way of living? For
instance, without violence because by and large when we talk about daily life, we don’t
want to talk about it as being infected or dominated by violence.

BELLAMY: Sure, sure, sure, and I mean what I generally say when this topic
comes up is I. It’s not that I so much have a moralistic prohibition against violence.
I mean, I think if T could be. Very persuasively convinced that. A relatively small
short amount of violence would bring us to. Where we want to. Be then I would be
in favor of it. It’s just that when I look at the legacy of revolutionary violence or
transformative violence, I don’t see a great legacy there. I don’t see people becoming
free or I see them. Entering into newer form of domination, often one that’s more
internalized or sublimated. And I think you can look at even some of. The most
what we would. Hope would be inspiring moments of effort at liberatory violence
like the Haitian Revolution where chattel slaves were literally rising up against their
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oppressors and fighting off against incredible odds. And in a sense, winning. But then
very quickly finding themselves in the same sort of parasitic relationships and being
on the plantation and being under a new jurisdiction.

ARAGORN!: Well, one. Of the criticisms that was made, and obviously, we’ll
we’ll segue to. That now but one of the criticisms that was made about one of the
conversations were having was that I basically argued that the only moral high ground
that one could take to sort of disagree with ITS tactics and again, this sort of prior
to them gloating about the random killings that they've done in the past. But the
I basically made the argument that only a pacifist could really take them all high
ground to ITS and, and I think that in hindsight the case I was making was sort of
talking about a pacifist. And that could exist in a morally pure universe, but we of
course don’t live in that universe and that I was basically making the argument that if
you’re going to say that randomized violence is forbidden, then I was essentially trying
to make the case that by and large what we refer to as revolutionary violence would
probably. Also be forgiven forbidden by that same moral gaze.

BELLAMY: But I agree I agree and I am surprised and this came up in one of the
criticisms of us, that I guess will address later. I'm surprised. By the very. Optimistic
vision. Some people seem to have. What a successful revolutionary movement would
look like as far as being free of that kind of indiscriminate violence. And I think the only.
Way that you can get close to what that optimistic vision sounds. Like to me would
be. This sort of very rigid moral dualism where the moment that someone opposes
your liberatory violence in some way. And seems to be counter revolutionary. Then
they immediately are guilty and maybe may have violence done to them without any
sort of hesitations. I mean, I think in one of. Yeah, actually, I'm sure in. One of our
past episodes. I talked about, the people that live around me. What would happen if
Albany that there were some great Albany, NY it’s direction and Albany became a
liberated commune of the revolutionary anarchists? And just? How much vigilante or
just sort of single person violence I think would immediately be directed at the just
from the people that I live in. Yeah, and would you then very quickly say, well, these
people are counter revolutionaries so it’s OK to? Do violence to them. That’s the only
way I can understand.

BELLAMY: Not imagining indiscriminate violence.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, I mean, I think that in the North American context the idea
of killing a person seems horrific, but the fact that . Thousands of car drivers die every
year. And hundreds of people die by gun violence every year. That isn’t necessarily
sort of there. There doesn’t seem to be a calculus of what that means, and especially
in the context of, progressive social change. There can’t be, because basically what’s
happening in. Real life, trademark. Is is absolutely different from? Sort of, the protest
politics that. That we, by and large are seeing around.

BELLAMY: Right, and obviously people who are really deeply upset by the idea
of indiscriminate violence for a liberatory cause don’t want to think of themselves
as countenancing. All that sort of violent. By continuing to, mostly live within the
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system, more mostly obey and therefore making their own minute, but nonetheless
significant and all the time present contribution to the current situation of violence
by gun death and car and malnutrition and chronic disease and all the. Lovely things
that civilization brings us that we have become mostly desensitized to. I mean, I'm
desensitized to it as well.

ARAGORN:!: So there are three general criticisms that I guess we’ll talk about
here today, and I want to mention the 1st 2 by name. Well, can 17

BELLAMY: Can I? You're talking about the criticisms of us.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, the general criticisms of anyone who sort of thinks ITS is
something interesting to offer.

BELLAMY: Yeah I did. Yeah I did wanna do 1A.

BELLAMY: Little bit first, which is this idea that and obviously we’re going
to unpack this more as we go on that’s. Dot itts are nihilists and that this this the
end product of. Nihilism I think this. A deeper problem of our esmati vocabulary or
our use of isms being going around being people with isms that we want to defend.
And it’s why I have. Increasingly distance myself from I I'm much. Or cautious about
saying or I’'m a nihilist or I'm an egoist? Or I'm anarchist because you are immediately
lumped in with all these people that you probably don’t agree with very much and
you consider those differences very important. But insofar as I'm going to be asmatic,
I’'m going to say that I reject the idea that. Realists, I think they are somewhere on
the revolutionary theology spectrum, even if they have distanced themselves from a
lot of that because they see themselves as having some sort of divine mission they
see themselves as. Living aesthetically and dangerously and doing direct actions and
publishing communiques and in the communicates they say action is necessary and
those who disagree with us are cowards or weaklings or deluded. They see themselves
as the product of a corrupt humanity that doesn’t deserve the earth that they’ve been
given. They call the human insufficient and flawed, and the only way to purify yourself
is through this righteous violence. I mean, this not. A nihilist to me, if. And even the
language. And this even in a ****** around nihilism. Is things like if you're not a real
nihilist. If you don’t do what we do, I mean, that is that’s a moral realist claim. That’s
a claim about what is righteous and what is flawed. And I just. I think they have. Have
basically taken the one trope that maybe has become the most familiar nihilist trope
within the anarchist milieu of saying we don’t. We don’t think. We have any guarantee
that things are. Going to get better. And that they’ve run away with that one. Thing
without taking along. A fuller package of what I think a nihilist critique or a nihilist
sort of starting point. It is. So insofar as people want to say these people are are part
of your. Your tendency and you’re responsible for them. I just reject that, .

ARAGORN!: I've said this before, and of course I say it fairly softly. I'm not a
nihilist, but I’'m happy to use the terminology because I think that the terminology
starts in the interesting conversation and it does it by being provocative. And clearly,
like if the singular claim of nihilism is that it, it doesn’t believe that revolution is
possible and in the current atmosphere and in the era that I live in, then that’s the
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definition that I'm happy to use or that happy is to use. But I also will say. And I my
interest in continuing to use the term. Anarchist or nihilist or. Green anarchist Isn’t to
language police I kind of hate those discussions. I always has since the first day of being
anarchist and This why I sort of won’t involve and I won’t get involved in the cage
match where someone starts the conversation by saying you, Aragorn are not anarchist
or. We're not whatever. The **** because **** you. **** you and more importantly, I
just I think that just that, thattachment of a term to its. Sort of semiotic roots. I mean,
It’s just not particularly constructive. That said, I'm happy to talk about what is it
that you think is? A good use. Of your time, how? Is it that you practice your? Value
system, whatever that value system is and I'm happy to get into the mix around those
lines. But 1. Really don’t like it when other people tell the world what other people
are and are not along those lines. But that said. I definitely agree with what you’re
saying about that. Yes, I do think that I my nihilism is a moral and ITS is nothing. If
not moralists. But I’'d also say the same for my analyst.

BELLAMY: Yeah, I guess yeah, I think I. Agree with most of what you said.
I think I do. I will participate in some level of language policing as I just did, just
because I think at a certain point we're just we. We’re just. I mean, we’re not able to
communicate if we can’t agree. On some level of definitions and I yeah, I just think
the idea of saying that. You know our. God tells us that humanity is flawed and needs
to be destroyed, and so we’re going to do it. And if you don’t, you are. A weekly or a
failure in some way and I’'m a nihilist. I, I mean, I just have. To say no. Way if there’s
just.

BELLAMY: No way there’s no, I'm willing.

BELLAMY: To give someone a lot. Of wiggle room with these terms. And I also
agree with you that we. And I think one of. The great failures of our. Our discourse as
anarchists right now, and I think a lot of it has. To do with the. Sort of online identity
culture is that we spend too much time saying this form of ISM sucks and. You’re one
of those, so I. Have nothing to say. To you or you're not. We’re not really this form
of it. And that’s fine, I agree, and that’s why I'm trying to distance myself from the
terms like I said. But we, we have to have some basis for Limbaugh. Once once said
words mean things, and well, that’s completely false. He has a point.

Speaker 1: I mean to just.

ARAGORN:!: To begin responding to some of the critics. The first critic is the
one who actually is one of the reasons why I don’t engage with this nonsense. And
that’s John Zerzan, right? Because Johns is all the things that you're sort of accusing
ITS of. Along these lines of sort of just using words in this sort of insane, very self
motivated or self aggrandizing way John does that constantly on his radio show where
where he’s sort of blurs the line absolutely between all the things he doesn’t like and
calls it either leftist or nowadays. Denialist, and there’s just no engaging with that,
because.

BELLAMY: It’s postmodern.
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ARAGORN!: You know postmodern, right? Because I, I basically somehow slid
from being a postmodern suspected leftist to being a sociopathic nihilist. You know,
over the course of 1010 shows and it’s all just is sort of a nonsense slurry of.

BELLAMY: Right right, yeah.

Speaker 1: And so and. So the only.

ARAGORN!: Way to yeah, I mean, clearly, like what’s entertaining in the past
couple of episodes of his show, he’s he’s more or less said. Come and get it if you if
you want to really have a conversation around around my criticisms or these. Topics,
but of course that’s utter nonsense. There’s no way in which a person could, in any
reasonable way, expect to have a meaningful conversation that’s absolutely gated by
John’s rhetorical. Flourishes and by the fact that he. Gets the set up before the phone.
Call and after the phone call I'd be yeah.

BELLAMY: Well, I mean I, I. Went on his. Show actually don’t remember his
probably about 2. Years ago and.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, two or three.

BELLAMY: I yeah, I tried to have it all out with him and say, well, this what
I really meand I see you doing this and it doesn’t make sense. And at the time the
conversation was kind of reasonable, but afterward he just went back to saying the
same thing, so. It didn’t, really.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, so it says it didn’t happen.

BELLAMY: Made no except for whoever. Yeah, yeah, except. For whoever was
listening. To that particular episode, his audience would not know that anything had
transpired and they would just think, yeah, I don’t know why John’s phone still call
SO.

ARAGORN!: And of course, tonight I would be happy to go on the show and do
the exact same thing, but with the absolute anticipation. That the same result would
occur.

BELLAMY: I mean what are? The I mean since? We’re talking about. It one of
the things that I really see happening is when he. When he goes out about nihilism,
it’s always. Well, what do they want and what do they really stand for? And what
analysis do they give you? And I think there’s this kind of slippage in terminology
that happens where I don’t see. I T actually don’t really think there is anarcho nihilism
in the sense that you have things like anarcho syndicalism or anarcho communism or
anarcho primitivism, where no one wants to get called on an ideology in the bad sense
of the word. And I'm not. I'm not even trying to go there, but I'm trying to say with
each of those there’s a clear set of thinkers. There’s a. There’s analysis.

BELLAMY: Of here’s where we are.

BELLAMY: And here’s why, and here’s how we. Got here and here’s what we
have to do, there’s. No, I'm not saying. It’s a 12 point political program necessarily,
but there’s a clear sort of analysis and direction that you might go with it, and I don’t
think that there is. That with my wisdom when I say that I start from a place of
nihilism, or if I want to say that I'm a nihilist, which increasingly I don’t want to say
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that because of how much confusion leads to all I need is that I reject belief in. A lot of
things that are conventionally believed in I don’t. I don’t believe in moral absolutes or
a moral universe that somehow tends toward the good, or that there’s a sort of battle
between good and evil in any of the many disguises, and that it might have, including
the modern secular. I don’t think that there’s an objective purpose and meaning to
life. I don’t think that we could have absolute knowledge in the way that we would like
to, or in the way that our secular theologians think that we can. I think knowledge is
fundamentally practical and pragmatic, that there are irreducible mysteries in life, and
that’s all OK. And I don’t think that there’s any kind of inevitable political destiny
for people as a whole, and that’s that we’re getting freer or there’s progress, or that
a revolution is going to come. That’s what I mean, and so that’s not that has. That’s
my starting point because. I think if we’re not. Existentially free and we’re not free to
create our values and not have values given to us. Then we’re not really free at all, or
we’re importantly self enslaved. Some sense, but it’s not. It’s not what I'm about, it’s
not what I'm for. And so when John Zerzan or other people say, well, these nihilists,
what are they for? I mean, do you even? Know it’s like they. They don’t even know
what they want. Well, that’s because it’s not a. It’s not a political tendency in the
marketplace of ideas in the same way as these. Other versions of anarchism. Bar, and
so there’s a kind of category error that happens where John, let’s say, well, don’t they
have something that they’re for and something? That they want. It doesn’t seem like
it, or it seems like they all want different things. Well, that’s because. It’s just you
making a. Category error and you're saying that something isn’t what it should be?
One that’s not really what it. Is I mean there are many things that. But it’s not really.
It doesn’t really have that much to do with my nihilism, except that I start there.
Someone said to me, oh, you’re doing this whole force gardening project. I don’t see
what that has to do with nihilism.

BELLAMY: It doesn’t necessarily.

ARAGORN:!: Right, absolutely well, actually I love your definition. I think that’s
a fantastic definition of nihilism, and one that I would also, sign on the dotted line.
And then I would say, and that’s a portion of my life that’s a portion of my activity,
right? I think that.

BELLAMY: Right?

ARAGORN!: Really, what we’re talking about. Is the fact that political perspec-
tives tend to want to define other political perspectives in their shadow in their image
and when?

BELLAMY: Sure, sure.

ARAGORN!: When [ first started thinking and writing about Nominalism, which
probably the closest document I could point to at least. In my own. World that sort
of would. Argue for anachronism. Position It’s boom. The small little booklet that is
composed of two scenes from about a decade ago.

BELLAMY: Right?
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ARAGORN!: If I were going to start there, I would say one of the things that was
attempted to be stated in there was that the that the narrative arc of problem. Data
solution that’s part of the problem. That’s a that’s a western mind. Simplistic way to
see to see how things are structured and how the universe is shaped. And I don’t want.
I don’t sign on to that. And sure, we can call it nihilism. But it’s also saying that
like fundamentally, the Western project. I am not signing on for. I don’t believe in a
progressive, metaphysical universe and that’s sort of where John and. A lot of other
critics fall. Apart, because they’re basically saying sure, . Our solutions might not be,
all the way there and we might not know how to implement them. But then then we
know where we’re going separately.

BELLAMY: Right, right?

ARAGORN!: From a nihilist nihilistic conversation, I'm happy to say these are
models, and these are hopes and dreams. And these are things that we can talk about
in that cadence. But we’re doing it not. The reasons of like that we believe in a chain
of history, and that’s the last chain, but that, but because it’s sort of useful to sort of
play around with these ideas, part of what imagination looks like is articulating hopes
and dreams and visions and models. And then. To smash them.

BELLAMY:-huh-h

BELLAMY: Yeah, and I think.

BELLAMY: I mean, there’s. There’s another level to it, which is that for most
of the political tendencies that I'm talking about, when I say when I was listening
things and saying that when I talk about my nihilism. It’s not one of those things is
that there’s still. I shouldn’t say still there. There’s a sense in which if we can’t get
to there from here, then we failed in some way, and that’s not what the that as I was
saying before, that revolution doesn’t exhaust the possibility of liberatory projects for
me. That for someone like John. Who doesn’t say that he’s for revolution? But if you
listen between the lines and if you read between the lines, he’s. Still kind of talking
about it because. He’s talking about some sort of radical overturning. Where we have
to end civilization and if we haven’t ended civilization then we failed in some way that
when you talk about what you’re talking about with the reimagining, the sort of the
way to approach problems or what I've talked about on this podcast and elsewhere of,
I’'m interested in. And in making myself and the people around me freer insofar as I
can, even if that maybe doesn’t look like the most exciting thing to you. That for a
lot of people, if you’re talking in one of the two ways that we’re talking, they want to
say, well, you're just not anarchist really, right? So that’s another thing that’s going
on here. It’s not just that.

Speaker 1: Yeah, actually.

BELLAMY: Go ahead.

ARAGORN!: Good, I was actually going to transition to talking about what I
think is the harshest criticism and my project little black heart is more pointed in the
in this context. This this piece that was done for I. D from a social anarchist position
and from someone who sort of was self styled expert on Mexico and Mexicanarchist.
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BELLAMY: Yeah, yeah.

ARAGORN!: Do you? Remember what it was called.

BELLAMY: I believe the piece is called. There’s nothing anarchist about eco
fascism. It’s something very close to that.

ARAGORN!: Eco St ISM so.

BELLAMY: That’s on it, no. And he calls it eco fascism.

ARAGORN!: Oh really, in the title. So the so the fundamental conceit of that
piece which I think it very much dovetails with what you're talking about, is that
anarchism equals struggle, IE revolutionary struggle and that sort of the examination
or the OR the navel gazing around whether or not or.

BELLAMY: Yeah, yeah.

ARAGORN!: That any anarchism that sort of doesn’t define itself that. Way is
not anarchy. Position and that because eco extremism is so hostile towards that idea,
and of course has committed lots of bad behavior that anyone associated with ITS
which it that he lists some examples, and they’re mostly propaganda projects that
host everything from anarchosyndicalist M to eco extremism. But that. All all of those
players are bad, bad, bad and not analyst.

BELLAMY: And little black cart was one.

BELLAMY: Of them, of course, yeah. Yeah, of course. Yeah, yeah, I mean, I feel.

BELLAMY: Like there’s different ways we could go here. I did assume at some
point we're going to talk about little black card and address those criticisms. I could
also go on a short language policing rant about the use of the word. Questions about.

ARAGORN!: Well, actually, before you do that. I do want to bring up a place.
Where we do. Disagree and I realize this somewhat semantic, but. I feel like. But not
enough in our joy makes this point that I really agree with and it sort of dovetails
with one of my pet peeves. One of my pet peeves, which has become increasingly.
Increasingly common is people referring to unique as not being aB? Menary, and
instead referring to unique as being sort of like. You can be very unique, or increasingly
unique. Or for me unique, either you are either unique or you are not unique and that’s
it, like there’s no, that’s the definition.

BELLAMY: I agree with.

BELLAMY: It’s not just for you that is. Actually, what the word means.

ARAGORN:!: Yes, but increasingly I mean this. Or like over time, inflammable
and flammable start to mean the same thing, because of use and sometimes I’'m willing
to stand fight. And in the case. Of unique I'm willing to stand. Fight, but I'm also
willing. To stand fight in terms of the term freedom and this when I was used in.
Mutual aid where he. He basically says there is no such thing as freer. There is either
free or not free and we. By and large. Live in a condition of not free. We might have
moments of freedom in our. Life, but that by and. Large we that we are not freer. And.
I realize that you. Is the not that use of the term but for me I actually. I think that
the term is worth defending as a binary. It’s it either exists or it doesn’t and it. Can
be short. Lived, but that’s and then. It can refer to that short liveness. So I’'m all on
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board with having more and more moments of freedom in one’s life, but I'm just not
sure that freedom. It’s possible within within the constraints of the culture and the
society that.

BELLAMY: We live in. Yeah, so I think in a lot of ways the word itself is. This
very fraught. And if you look at the history of the word in Western culture. I mean,
you wouldn’t have the word. The word freedom wouldn’t mean. What it did, except in
it, except that chattel slavery is a huge part of Western culture. And so and. There’s
actually a lot that’s interesting in slavery scholarship about the fact that many cultures
When when Western, when western slave traders or kidnappers first contacted for
example peoples in West Africa the idea of there wasn’t an obvious analog for the
word freedom because for the peoples that were contact in West Africa. That ended up
selling slaves to Western slave traders and being kidnapped by Western slave. Leaders
to them this the slave was actually the completely alienated person. It was the person.
Who didn’t have? Kids ship ties or social ties except to one person who owned them.
And So what was bad about being a slave was the sense that you were disconnected
from almost everyone. And now we have this idea. At least a lot of the steel and like
that to be free is to be without ties in the to be able to go.

ARAGORN!: That’s interesting.

BELLAMY: Go where you want to go and do what you want to do and to other
peoples that would actually look like a sort of maybe not a condition of slavery because
you wouldn’t be heavily tied to one person but that, but to be disconnected is not to be,
is not something that’s desirable. What’s desirable is to have many connections, and so
you’re not completely. Relying one. Person, and so I think that the term is very fraught.
I do use the term still because I think it has a strong resonance and it I don’t think it’s
completely problematized. But all this to say, I guess I do disagree with you and that I
think. By becoming less. Dependent on the economy. By becoming less dependent on
state institutions for survival, I think we can couch out more space for ourselves. And I
think that’s a good thing, and that’s obviously what the orientation of my life is right
now. One of the major projects I'm involved in is this idea of achieving subsistence
outside of dependence on society, and I feel that I am becoming freer. Appointment
and that I am doing it with people around me that I care about and I think that
makes me freer than I would otherwise be, and I think that’s something that is worth
pursuing and looking into more for anarchists and buy anarchists this. Kind of all or
nothing. Way of looking at things I think, I think.

ARAGORN!: Well, let’s let’s move on.

BELLAMY: Me finish this all or nothing way of looking at things. I think you end
up falling back into the kind of revolutionary perspective because either we overthrow
it all or we failed. And that’s fine. That’s the topic for another time.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, I that was. A topic from the time. I mean again, I I would
point to listeners, would point to bananas, enjoy and he makes the argument better
than them.

BELLAMY: Which I have not read.
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ARAGORN:!: So to talk about little black car and this sort of way, in which
some of these conversations have bled into criticisms about little black cart. I am this
definitely. A thought provoking moment because. There we live in a moment where if
you're committed, if you’re if there isn’t. A demographic that is committed to making
your name, mud and to sort of like having 5 minutes of hate for your for your benefit.
They can absolutely do it like it is in the realm of the possible and. Right now is. Parsed
it’s not exactly a moment. For LBC but I mean the. For the past six months, or maybe
closer to a year, like my name has been, mud in certain circles, and that’s by and large
because I tried in my clumsy and unfortunate way to make an argumentation cautious
and perhaps even critical of anti thought. And of the anti fall moment without paying
clear enough attention to the fact that nothing was going to stop. Sort of like the cool
kids from being for being all on board with the anti fall moment and. So I was really
clearly. Relating sort of the first principle of cool kids, which is that you don’t criticize
cool causes until it’s not cool anymore. And I mean, I mean, this the horrific thing and
I and I. T hate to overexpress. It, but like the idea that me I literally held an event or
what I was attempting to do was talk about. Personal experience fighting fascists and
that got turned into me being the most ****** ** pergon in North America because
partially my conclusions are. Critical of antifa. That, like the idea that chain of events
happened, is it continues to be just mind numbing. And yeah, so with that. With that
said, little black card obviously is has been wrapped up into in this whole blur because
little black card publishes. You know things written by me. Obviously I'm involved in
little black card and by and large in the face of little black card so we know that all of
that is said one of the things that we’ll get into more later. The thing that I think a
lot of people don’t understand is. How insignificant I mean it’s not like an insignificant
in the context of LBC, but there are other extremely strong personalities who are
as involved little black heart as I am and the fact that those people choose not to
be public personalities about it can be a little insulting. Because basically everything
that LBC does by and large is put at my at my foot at my feet. Rather than sort of
understanding that there’s a body of people who are involved in this stuff. But just
to sort of finish up a little more current as a publishing project, our goal is to publish
provocative material by and large, for anarchists. And I, I don’t. I am not convinced
that I'TS type material is forbidden. It should be. Forbidden to anarchists. I think that
anarchists. Should at least.

ARAGORN:!: Flip through Mein Kampf, which is a horrific document of racism
and it’s wrong, wrong, wrong, wrong wrong obviously I have to say that three times
before continuing this paragraph but we should read forbidden texts and I and I just
think that the idea that anarchism has. Has become modified to mean that we are pure
of heart and don’t pollute ourselves in. In this sort of way I there’s no clear definition
of moralism to me. I am at a moral.

BELLAMY: Right, right, yeah, I think,, what I usually say in these situations. If
is if you don’t understand why the people that you see as your enemies think what
they think and think that they have good reasons for thinking it, then you haven’t
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really understood your own position and. Why you hold it? For instance, I spent the
last two weeks when I was cooking or exercising, listening to a whole lot of alt right
media because I didn’t understand much about them or. Beyond the fact that they
were, white, the new face of white nationalism. And I didn’t know what they were
about. And after listening to a whole lot of Richard Spencer giving talks now I feel
like OK, I could understand why I can understand that the specific set of analytical
error. Others that someone makes that leads them to have this position and think
that it’s something that’s liberatory or is going to make their lives better. If it could
realize its goals and I didn’t before, and I think that was a good thing to understand
it allows you to understand your. I mean if you think if your way of. Of thinking about
your enemies is. That they’re. Demons or some secularized version of demons. Then I
think. You have not gone very far in understanding what is going on in the world or
understanding yourself.

ARAGORN!: Yeah, I mean I guess to me this sort of an obvious argument and
it seems strange to make it within the context of anarchism. But clearly like LBC is
making a decision and it’s a decision not so dissimilar from publishers in the. Past
and I want. To be, I want to be cautious about that. Or at least sensitive to the fact
that. So both when panics and Feral house and even underworld amusements publish
quite a bit of material that’s look like scandalous or like, purposely provocative, and
our goal in publishing material like ITS is material which you. Know as it. Currently
stands we actually haven’t published any other material. Although we’re considering
publishing the community. But we’ve destroyed material that other people. Have put
together but. But again. This always with the thought in mind that there’s something
interesting going on here. There are these three questions that we’ve sort of partially
or wholly addressed during this conversation, and if you if you’re just reading it. To
sort, of. Hear some dudes talk about how cool they are because. They’ve hurt some
people OK then. Perhaps we’re blocked up for doing that because that’s pretty stupid,
but that really isn’t all they’re doing. So go ahead. Yeah well do.

BELLAMY: You have more to say about BC. I was going to suggest that.

ARAGORN!: No, yeah, absolutely.

BELLAMY: We OK yeah, so I did want to. We talked about Johnson. We talked
about the ID piece this podcast. Was very specifically criticized at quite a lot of length
by the podcast horizontal hostility. There it was. Their 4th episode was something
called ITS is in the title. The title and I've had my share of conflict with people
because of doing mediand I honestly have tried to be in good faith. I won’t claim that
I've always succeeded, but I.

BELLAMY: I have tried and.

BELLAMY: One thing that I think is. Mark of having good faith con