GREEN ANARCHIST No. 4546/Page 11

AGAINST

FIXED IDEAS AND
LETTER BOMBS

IDEOLOGY

Formerly Feral Faun critiques FC’s Industrial Society & Its Future as ideology

Unfortunatcly, the response of american anarchists to the “unabomber’
(hereafter, FC') has mostly been onc of knee-jerk disavowal verging on
reactionary hysterta. It scems these anarchists fear for their good
recputation by which they plan to convert the masses to anarchism. So
there has not yet been an actual cnitical response from an anarchist
perspective to FC's tract Industrial Society & its Future. Since FC
claim1 to bec anarchists (delining this in terms of favounng sclf-
dctermination for individuals and small groups over the domunation ol
large scale systems over our hives) and have involved themsclves in
doing something (whatcver problems we have with their tactics), this
non-responsc Is absurd /ndustrnial Society & fis I'uture 1s an attemplt
to dcal with some significant questions often ignored or dcalt with by
sloganecring in the anarchist press. FC's statcment has many faults,
often ts shallow and inadcquate to the challenge 1t 1s attempting to
meet. This stems from a lack of thorough social analysis, rchance on
concepts which scem to come from pop psvchology and adherence to
fixed idcas (a fixed idca s a thought or idea that domunates the thinker,
causing her to channcl all thinking and analysis through that onc i1dca,
cg. for the rcligious. god s a fixed idca. for the patriot, the country). FC
correctly secs that the industnial technological system 1s a system ol
domination, but miss thc fact that 1t 1s an mtcgral part of a more
complex social system which necds to be attacked in s totality. But

let’'s examine FC's theses

LEFTISM: A  NEUROTIC
RESPONSE 10 A
PSYCHOTIC SOCIETY (FC'S
THESES 1-32)

FC's truct strangely begins wath several
pages cntical of leRism. Steenger sutl
this cnticism rches completely on
psychology (and that of a rather crude
‘pop lomm). FC use this us a basis,
later o1, for a more gencrul desenption
of the psychology of poeple under the
tndustnals svstein

FC see lefism as having o
psychological basis in “feclings of
mlenonty”™ and  “oversociahisation™

Modery amcnicon letism 1s certanly
ba n what Max Sumer called
“rugamuffinism” and Nietzsche called
resscniment” Some recem anarchist
writings have relerred to it as the
“ideology of victinusm™. This 1declog)
does scem 0 reflect and premote
teelings ol infenonty, but FC seems to
be. untamihar with these idcas and
adopt inswead o methodolog)y
remimiscent of pop psychology m their

cnlique Fortunately for FFC, lefists are
apparently so alrad of any sort ol
cnucism, that they could only respond
o FC's inadequste cntictsimm  with
hystenicsl yainmerings

FC are correct 1n soying that most
amcncan lethists come from middle or
upper-class buckgrounds. But I'C miss
what may be the most sigmficont
uspects 'of this in terms ol the
psychology of lcflism: namely, that
many lefists belhieve that they are
pnvileged, that they have an excess of
social power, and they fieel guilty about
this. In a very christan, incssianic
manner, they “gie themsclves” o
those who -- accarding 0 their 1devlogy
— have received the short schnft frvn

suocicty, This guwlt and secular
christisnist activism explain the lefust
masochigm, sclt-sacritice and

dognuatism quuie well, Recogonsing the
rehiomty of letism, we can sec that it
can be compussionute, morully based
wd hosule oll at onee - just like
chnsuanity which compassiontely and
mmosally inshiuted POgENS,

inquisitions, wars and genocide aguinst
hartics and nos-behevers

FC's attempts to interpret every aspect
of the lefthst's lfe w tenns ol a pop
psychology inferionty complex severcly
weakens the urgument. |.cflists, like
neurlv evervone clse in this socxty, lead
very comparimentalised lives. 1 have
known lefusts who soem to “hike the
blues or world beast muwic becuuse
they timugine such music 1s & way 1 gel
in touch with the teelings ot black or
third world people. Thus 10 the extent
that Icflism aflects the ant prefcrences of
the leflist=it does not seem 1o be wy the
dircchon of embracing dcleat er
iraionalism, but of trymg 'to get in
touch with' other cultures. This s
absurd and merely  reinforces  the
coinmodilication of these cultures, but
it Joes not. 1n 1sell, indiente infenonty
feelings

Centainly, lefusis spend Inr too much

tine uying to prove the wuality of

oppressed oups und demanding that
it be granted by the state, but this does
not 3o much prow the inficnonty
feelings of Icftists as thewr adherence o
relying on authonty. It 1s the leRist
beliefl in a democrutic social onder --
which 18 o say, a structure of
demociatic awhoryy — which causes
them to embrace wvictinusuc idevlopy,
an Wdeology which begs those in power
o graw ‘ecuality’, ‘rights’, ‘justce’,
ete. This pracuse of constantly begging
for what one wanis (purticularly when
those wants have been trunsformed into
shstractony which one can never xee
accomplished) tnevilably maokes one
feet week and incopable -~ and so
miernor.  Letlist acuvists promote this
fonn of radicolism because
guarankes their role within the present
social structures. When women, gays,
blacks, ctc., start tuking their livey as
their own as individuals, st bnings them
uto  conflict  equally with  letlst
ideologues and with socicty, previsely
because they are no longer begg/ng and
se no longer noed the lethists to heg lor
them

FC's concept of “oversoualisation”
olso proves o be inndequate because it

depeads on psvchology ruther than an
analysts of the social role of the lefist
Leflism as a form of hiberal democratic /
hurnanist politics -- that is, 111s pan of
the political system to which the rise of
capitalism and the industrial systemn
gave binh. So it 8 no surpnse thut
lefusts  subscnbe o the “hberty,
cquality, fratermity™ which are the
slubbolcths of such polttics.  1But the
totality of the soctal system s far more
complex and irmational than FC think
the real values of tus systein. the ones
for vwhich 11 sacnifices all othars, can be
summed up rather simpistically as
follows: (1) the expansion of cspital;
(2) efliaency n praduction;  (3)
increasing socuil control 1n the daly
hives of indinidusls to guarantee the
first two. Bewond these huxiamentls
the social system i quite wrational and

tull of contadictions. Thus. the soal
structure 1s both snb-racist and rucist as
cach of this temdencics moy under
diffierent circumstances better semnve the
sbove-mentioned values  (and,  of
course, aspects  of  carlier  socal
structures do not disappear overmghi)
Ihe siime can be said wbout sexism

anti-sextsm, \iolence /' non-vwolence,
war / peace,. ¢te. Leftists arc no more or

kess “oversocrahzed™ than
conservillives, moderates or  maosl
radicals. Lethists belicve thet  the

sopcial sysiem can be raionalised, that
its contradicions  can  be  removed
without destroving the svstem as a
whole. So they ry to convitice the
authontics W abolish scxismy, racism,
violence, war — without reahsing that,
within 1tus sociul system, these are a
necessaly pert ol the sume mechaniasm
of congol of \which anu-sexism, ant-
racism, non-violence and peusce arc a
part — the one side needs the other, just
as the nght nceds the lefi and wvice
Versa

[ do not deny the neuroses of letlism as
ovidenced an s guilt, masochism und
monal stndency. But if wo want 10
make an intelligent atiack on the social
system — a8 PO apparently does - we
need to develop analysex of socioty und
the left's mole therein thut go far deeper
than FC s pop psvcholgy

FIXED IDEA #1: THE POWER
PROCESS (FC'S THESES 13-
98)

The first major fixed 1deca that
dominates FC’s thoughts s “the power
process . This 1dea scems to lam the
basis of most ol FC's analysis, und
that's o bad because 1t's a [lavved
dea -- pop psychology retmimseent of
10's mauagement strsiegies and self-
help bowks, FC dexcnibes the power
process: “Everyone neads to have goals
whose attainment requtres eftort, and
needs 0 succded 1n attaining st lcast
same of theso goels™ But do [ need
goals? No, | noed ur want specific
things. Some elliort 1 inhurently
involved in getng these things and, of
courso, | will be happier 1t [ do get
them snd of | detenmune haw 1 get them,
But to transtorm this nood lur actual
things InWw un abstract neod (o goals,
etfort ahd stunsunent which are sunplv
words that can be used to desenbe how
one gets what one nouds, and then to

besc an analysis of the presemt socul
svstem on this abstraction 15 absurd. |
have goals, simplyv because | noed oy
want specific things, but | do not need
gouls -- so | not need s “power
process”

The = power process™ 15 a psyehhlogical
model and. like all such madels,
springs from and s onlv useful within o
speciiic social context, The ‘oedipus
complex’ was a model dewloped n
\ictonian Europe which worked well for
explaining much of the sexual
psychology of victonun Eurupe. [ver
tme it has prioved less and less useful
and 1s nowe used only by die-hard
Freudians. [t has no apphcability ro
ancicnt Romans, Hopi Indiaans, Mbute
psgmics, medieval Lnghsh pessanis,
etc. The “power process™, assurmng rt
has uny applhicauon outside of pap
psychology, would ulso have to be
understood in terms of a specilic soxial
context. I'(’'s attempt to universahse it

which provided thar basic needs 1s
aboul one quarter of the amount of ttme
spent by the average perason m
industnial society ot work  In other
words, pnnntive people got the things
they' wanted with less cffon than most
of us experad to ger vhat we want In
fact, since there wus no tune scheslule
which they had 1o follow to perform
these activities. so thev awld be denc
whenever one  plessed  texcept 1n
emerpencicy), it can be argued thast
prunitive  soCicties were socielies of

total “leisurer With the nse of
agncultige  and cities  abow  10,V00
veasrs ago. the new techmologscal

gystem doubled the amount of ime tha
those who used 11 had (o spend m
moing ther basic needs and placed
this activithn on a stnct sessonal tumce
schedule — this could be considered the
ongn of work. Industnal techinology
drastically iicreased both the amount of
work  time and the ngidin  of
«chcdulmg necessary far work . 8o most

IF THE UNABOMBER PREVAILS
AND WE RETURN TO WILD NATURE...

CAN | STILL HAVE MY CARPHONE?

leads to a sloppy underswnding !
histosy and anthroplogy

FC's anthropology 1s about 30 vears
behind the times. FC seetn to assume
that prumtive people noeded o spent
most ol ther ime and energy’ xansfiing
biological nceds. It hus been pretty well
estublished that e¢ven 1n haish
envraments, the amount of tune
prumnitive  people  spent I activities

o

xople in our seciety nd thetnselves S0
exhausud by activities not of ther vwn
inaking that in what hittle ksure wne
they have they often chyose to vEgctate
thmugh passive  ententaiment. Thas
problem s allentionr. FU ure o
cotupletely unaware of tus N Wl
sootely  people 3o nat sansl they
divlogical needs ALITONOMOUISLY,
but by fancuoning as parts of an
immonse soctal machine ™
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nwich

Ahcustynn T not

psychologrcal roblem. Oflcn the most
ahenatod powple ane the inest adjusted
lo thcr alieneuon Alienatien s the
reality ol asocial svsuwem in which our
IVES, 0 aclivilies and our mnierechns
are o7 aur own (o create as we choosd
but hisvv been naade for us in such a
witd that ve hocome the prapery of
socieny The wav s of fultilhing our need:
ind_ wanis beaene yone cemvoluted and
ndirect, hie a Rube Goldbeng machine

<3

T
DUl ing

scIVIR  linnd

wpers of welding

r corpotation  exceulnes  who

provide e funds for resciarch

I onlv 1t were that simple. but stencee
ts ML JUst a surrogate actinity 16 help a
few people meet tharr pavcholopucal
necds Soignce 15 an integial pant ot the

socusl svstem under which we live, an
ideotopical and procucal wol tor the
mamtenance and expunsin ol that
oelnl system. B fiis goal o which
wacnce 1y blindly obedsent, and for the
vociul » wlemn, science 1s nol a swToRate
agetny, bui a nocessany component iy
s swvval Whatever  psvchological
fulfillpan saagwe masy provade to s
praciittoncrs  1x stmplv. ©ike  the
evehack, purt of the bribe pece<siuy to
nuke posple willpg o senve the aceds
i socieny in this was

LU are ovioush aware of the svstiamc

-

Il 0

pothing 1o e 1 Jdo nol do these
- -]
C\hm ia ‘;k ; 1L lwml.k..l\‘.-'l {
octal svsin — i othey samin.  the

ene pupescs ahien tv me Whst | get
o gvang up s much of my hite to
serve an ahen cause 1s money. So after
work. I have 1o go aut 1o the shops wath
the monen | gat trowm warking to gt
lood. clothing and plaswe Jems |
want -- sinee 1t s as compulsory as a
loh. this shopmng tune should also be
counted as work ume — and [ must pay
renl o 4 Jand-lerd or moungsage 1 a
hank fuor shelter. In fact. with the
excepiun of a few swbo refuse, most
people sadifice most of therr Lives to
buv survval and 8 few plastic tnnkews
fere there s a gosl, an eflat ol the
must homendsus sont and  the
atstninent of tasic necessiies — bax
there ts no hife; notl ane that s My own
e texhinologiest system 1s an exsenital
part of this ahcpastion but not the
ttality. A ocmmplex socasl  svstem
looorpxEalmg werk, technnlogy, capital
authonty, uleolopy (1ocluding religoon)
and so on, all of wiuch are mtcgrally
mieriwined, this 1s what oms our Iives
:nie mere resaurces for societv. And it
mus? be attacked n its 7otalin: by thaose
who want to take bak edr hives

CAUNE  As | wall show, FC esll for
st such sell-snenfice, showing that
the “power pmcess ™ has nothing o do
with making one's hile one s vown, but
is a tised idea 1o be xenved

FC'S DESCRIPTION

INDUSTRIAL-
TECHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY

(FC'S THESES 99-160)

having lind the groundwiork wioth the
tixed wdea of the “power pricess  FU
now present therr “analyvas  (mote o
descnption) o! industnal-
tecghuiolopical scewety, PO inwoduce
Uus part of ther osay with fiove
“principles of hisiev . As with 1ot
radicals for whom “hiasten™ s a centrud
coneep!, they refraun trom definung it |
ttnd the five pnincaples (o be useless
abstructions Thev are conecermed with
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inadequate snd unconvincing in many
wavy. And it kads FU 1o propose a
revilulionury  strategy  that s self-
sacrificial and, funfumonc, abswd

FC’s FINED IDEA #2: THE
REVOLUTION AGAINST THE
INDUSTRIAL-TECHNO-
LOGICAL SYSTEM
THESES 161-232)

[ opposc not onlv indusstnal technology,
but technology iand civihsation e therr
otalitv. So why do | call FC's
“revolution ageLnst industnal
technolowny™ & fixed 13ca” Because my
vpposilion W civilisation s based on a
meognitton that civilisation as a system
of soctul relatonslups makes mv hfc
and my uxctivities ahen 10 me, so thal
th=y are not mv own, bul are molds into
which | am to tovu te fit [ would never
willingly sacnfice mvsell tor the

(FC'S

» Civilisation as a system of social
relationships makes my life and my

activities alien to me, so that they are
not my own, but are molds into which
| am to try to fit. | try to destroy the
system for myself as a way of taking

back my life.

nature. 8t least of iIndustnal technology
teven though twy dkm't make the
conoectikw to the social sysiem as a
whole), yet they ate so 1ixated on therr
pop psychology consept of the “power
process  that they develaop tunnel vision
and miciret evervthing through tus
faulty 1dce- So thev end up lacking a
clear arwlysis ol sociey. This fixation
wn the power process causes FC to
descnbe things as universal poblems
winch are only problems widun this
present social conlext because of the
necessary cogradictions of this society
Thuy, “tamsexuality among Ameraan
Indian tnbes™ was no problem, beciuse

ri fRnseT procoss  seams to me o

the tnbes i1 which it occured acceptad
i without censtre. If FOC were 1o study

vast social trends and enpress only the
most banu]l yeneraliues about these

trends. The valy posiuvbe thing [ have
fo suy on 1 15 that they would lesd
amvone who desires ndividual self-
detamination to conchyude that they
musty destroy society itself But FC usc
these “pnnciplex™ as dogmus ny which
they nterpret  industnal  socicty
Nonetheless, this 1s the best secuon of
FC’s essav. Ther descnptions of thus
socicty are often accurate, though their
mteTprewtioms—are—ferquently  shallow
and pourly thopught out becsuse of
their dependence on fixed 1deas and

dogms
IFC nghtly recognise that the industnal-

- stnuggle (or
«wynal Thus mav well iedicate the
meagit, stngy  sacta]l context  from
which 1t spnngs — for the present em
ceruunhy s that Bul such mesgrencss
will never get us out of thas raess. That
will take¢ samadung stsong and hvely
samcthing so ain of its sbundance
that it has no fear of squandenng
Sumna speaks of such a thing calling it
one’s “own might”, the might of which
one makes one’s life one’s own, and so
e W have an excess of lie — and s
im thys, my lile as my own, and nut “the

frredom W go Urough the power
process |, that | want

bC s selance om their (ixed idea, the

poster rocess” | makes for very [xur -~
snd. in mv upnien, dangerous -- soesal
atalvsis | have alrasdy pointed out the
fullisges this has csused m 1'C's
underssnding of prinntsve  socicties
and the acguiirion of novessilies 1n
disstrial society: But 1'C ake these
(allauics funther We ll leave aside such
munar sbzusdstick as FC » attnbutin of
8 lack of intcvest in having children to a
disruption of the “power process  The
danger of FC's use of the "power
process  as a busis for socsl analeyisis
bucones cvident when 8 15 applied (0
science, Vor FC, science 18 essentially a
survegsalc acusmity.  Seicfiists ot
uinodved 10 ordar o “go throvgh the
povwer process . and  soence s
(ctphuncs xkded)

chedient onlhy w0 the psychivloyical
noeds of the scienusts and of U
TS T Pl officials and

sexual anthropology, they  would
discover thut mam scxual practicse

which are considered penated by our

socicty  are  [wasciced by masny

prumuse people without the sugma of

pervasion and so wae no problem.
Such-activiies becone problanatic 1n
thss socicty bocsuse sexuality s rost
useful 0 1t when repressed snd
promoted at the same ume -~
bansformung # o @ hard-loget
mumdity and into an idenuty. Thus,
the problematic nuwre of sexuahty
stems not from a disruption of
the "power process” as I'C would have
it, but f1om its wmmadification. Such
scpacaion of sexuality frem hife s
rarcly a problem 1n pnmutive cultures

FC'  define  “feodirm”™ as  “the
opportumity to ge through the powcer
wocew...” The only freedom | consider
to be worth pursuing 1s that my lifc he
an own (o deternine, that  ow
ileractivas be my own W crealks, that
an sclfenjovmend de central o how |
live my hfe. I°'C may try o claim thal
this 1= what thic “pswer process™ iz, but
thew ovwn use of the term proves
othervise. It s o fined i1dca twough
which to mierpret the wirld and
w hich ane should sacnfice oneself
The desire for sell dtermunstion and
selfl cnpjoyment will move me o fight
for imysell and possibly even
sacifice some  fthings, but | will
sacsi{ice tham o myself and will never
sacnfice myselfl But sdherence w o
fixed 1dce (swch a3 the “power
Prucess ) moves one W hight for the
CAUSE, w sacolice oneself w U

technological sysiem 15 uol compatble
with self-determunation, that 1t must.
out of injeren! neceasin, regulasw

people’s 1sves and thast the level of

regulalion must 1ncrease as the svstem
expaads. bur FC do not revogruse thet
this 15 utuc odf the system as an

mtegsated  whwle - including
political. cultural and tdcological
instituttons.  The whole 15 beyond

reform and revolt agawnst the totality s
necessary — wluch means thast attuchs
agomst uny past of the socusl system
can be worthwhilc as long us they are
atmed a1 taking back one’s life. In the
same lhight. just as “gnod” and ‘bud’
pans of technology canno be seperated,
neither can ‘gond’ and ‘had” parts ef
civilisauon a5 & whale

Theoughout this section, I'C desenbe
many horrble aspects or potentials of
industnal technnlogy, but provides no
soculd analysss. no reoogmtion that
thee i1s_an_enime sacial context wiich
creates this ochnology. One 13 lefl to
wonder of FC think social conlext has
any significance Several tunes, they
bring up therr belicfin the genctic basis
of hunsn behaviour as if 1t were proven
fact. Siphen Jay (rould has eflecuvely
srgued that this 15 an unproven
hypithesis which does not  explain
human bchaviour very well. [n any
cesc. | wander if FC's sehance on
prychological models might mol stem
itoin ther adheremce (o genctiasm. It
certainly imgovenshes FC's argumemt
by causing them 0 1gnawve the socisl
syysien of whuch technology ts «n
negral part. naking Gherr argument

destuction of civihsauon. Rather | iny
0 destray this system Jor myself os a
way of taking back myv hite. I'or I°C,

the destrucuon of {the ndustnal}
svslem mnust be the
revolutionancs ' ONL 7 gaal . . no
other goal can bhe allowed to
compete with that onc

N0 [/ am 10 be second lo the garasl of
destroying  wdustnasl  technology.
tlsviong s gousl for which one s
willing to sacnfice vnesell changes the
nasture of the baule agsinst the sociasl
svstemn. FC's  strategies, aside bom
being Uequently absurd, are also
strategies on an immense scale. One
almost gets the imprexsion that FC
expect o convert a lurge number ol
peuple to their cawse who wall then be
willing to partiopate in a unilicd
revolution., Since JC  make
compansons 10 the French and Russiap
revoluuons, it seeros thot thas 1s they
model  for rewolution, sufficiently
modified for use aganst ndustnal
technology. But  both  of theese
revojutuons actual moved m  the
opposite direcion o thst which FC
vally for. Liach created modem states
which msde vonsition 1o an ndustasl
svstern caster. | would asgue that a
urufied revolutiion of the sont tor which
I'C call can mowt hkely only lesd to the
creation of o umfied system, nol to the
destruction of one. If the goal 1s
mndisiduul self-detenninstion. then the
suuggle must st from the individua)
wwho urited only as onc chooses with
whom one fights

Thosge swwho have 8 cause with which to
fight rather than fighting (or themselves
want converts. So FC recommend a

method of propugandising which
involves inventing an 1devlogy of
“Wild Nature ws Industriusl

technology”. This manipulstive sirskegy
herdly seems conducive to prornoting
indi vidusl (or smal] group) sutomzny.
FC's stategy scems (o prumole a large
growop dynamic whex o few would lead
and most would follow. If tis did not
scomn mostly like FC's funtasy, | would
lind tlus part of I'C's 1deas detestable.
But FC are explicit: rthe destrucuon of
the industrual systesn must be the top
priority, For ttus, we should be willing
to support dictatorshyrs of thst will

destablssc

the industnal  system,
suppoit agreemients ke NAFTA snd
GATT 1if they con maske the sysiem
topheavy 5nd so enster to push over,

and have lods and louds of children

because children of revolutionanes
supposedly beotwoe revoluuonsnoces (st
least according to the genetie theones
10 which FC upparently subsenbe). For
IFC, there 15 no social context m swhich
these things anse und for which they
occur — capitalismi. technology. the
state, the fanuly - all arc nothing tor
FC, only indusitnul technology and s
destruction matter

FC mike an imponant pont when they

tell us that pnmitive people os

indrviciuals were acluallv much betier

able n take care o!f themselves thusn

wndustnalised people who have allowed

thegselves o become dependent on an

immense  soctal  systen The

vignlicance of this for me 1< that o

means that. v a much graeater extent

than e can knowe_ their lives were Lthetr

own, But s . onlv ndustnul

lechnology that ends this ovwnness? |

have alreadv poinied oul that hunter-
gatherers  apparentdy  pursued  the

acuvilies pecessany for sunival without
campulsion, except 1n - ancrpensy

sttuations jeg droughts, scvere storms),

dowing them swhen they felt hhe 1t -~
more [or the jo4 of 1t than oist of neel.

Individuuls wwerre constuntly  higunng
wavs of making these acuvites casier
and more enjovable, bul Uwse waxss
wene pol snense ywstems. but merels
tools and methods that individuals
could make and use for thrmselves

The nse of agnculturc(net 0 be
mistahen for small-scale gardening)
was the intnoduction of a technological
system. t crcated a compulson
seasonal schedule for the production al
food. But agriculwre did not nsc in a
vacuumn.  Archaeologics]  evadence
indicales that agncuhure desvloped in
conjunction sth the nse of eurly ciues

Ciues mav, 1n fact, have come first.

There can be no doub that a concapt of
exclusive (pmvaie  or  conununal)
propeity must have concided with the
developmenmt ol agncullure There 1y
also evidence of a connection beiween
rehgion and agnculture. The carly ciues
already give ovdemee of  struciured
hierurchies and 8 speciahsed wamor
class wluch can nghtlv be colied a staic
and 1ts army. In other words, the
technological system of  agnculture
arose as pasit of on integratad social
sysicm -- whast we cgll civlisguon
Mus system, in s totabry and through
all of its suuctures (technology, the
state, econumy, rchggon, the farnily,
work, exclusive propaty...). took the
hves of andividusls from thém ond
made the:se lives the property ol suciety

John Zecrzan has presented evidence in
a number of his wntings that this
ahiemastion begsn well belore the nse of
civilisaion, but thts system of socul
relnuonships colled civilisulion
changed lifc qualitatively sa ways thut
made alicnsuon a centrul  dcfining
quolity of hfe. The folalism and
religiosity that are so much o part of
agncultural; societies can be seen 8% an
expression of this slienation. Peasanty
feel more ay lbough things happen to
them than that they do things.
Industrial technology certatnly made o
further qualitative change in the nsture
of ahenmauon Though furnmers  ore
foreed o comply wath a tisme schedule
rawr than doing things in theirr own
tupe, they sull (1o peasant cultures, not
1n sgnbusiness) are directly producibng
therr food. In mdusinisl socicty, the
activities 1into which one is forced in
order W eam sunival are nol cven
directly relttex to one's survivel needs
n any way, They have bevome
complexcly alien. l3ut once aguin. the
ehnology is only part of un entire
cornplex, mlograled socisl sysuem, ol
of which ucts together o guurantee that
we ¢an only gstn our survivel by giving
up vur hves o the reproduction of the
socwl system. Those of us who want
our lives back annol hmit ourselyves to
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FC'ss “only goasl”. We havwe much
m.re lo destrov than the 1ndustrial
system - w¢  have the whole
civilisation to bnng dowm and will
attack 1t on asll fronts; the state and s
protectors  (cops, the  military,
bureaucrats...), ecomomy (capitelism.
work, property rnights asnd so on),
technology, religion, cducation, the
fumily, ideology.... And we won't do
this as a causc, but selfishly, hecause
we want owr lives beck. | want to
detenimune iy own life, create my own
aclivities and interactions for my own
cnjytnet. S0 any “revolution™ that
demands that | sacnficc myself for its
cause 13 as much my enecmy as the
soclal svstem which demands the same
of me. Unly a revolution which attacks
soctety  tn a way that allows
mdividunsls o take back therr lives
interests me, snd such a revoluton
would grow out of the revolts of
tndividuals  agamnst  their  own
alicnation, neot from a mass programyoe.

FC's hetred of the technological sysiem
has my sympathy and agrecment. But |
vchemently reject their adherence to
fixed 1deas, particularly  therr
dependence on a psvchologeal iodel,
the "power process’, as a meons of
analysing the tochnological system, |
woncer if this psychological conception
of the problem 1s why FC, who say that
the destruction off the industnal syslem
18 “the ONLY goal”, has chosen to
hlow up technictuns, researchers and
othwy hwnsn scevvents of the machine
rother than large-scale industnal
facihtics which ure more esscntial parts
of the industnal system. Don't get me
wrong, everyoner who has boen
ottacked bv FC has been working
actively toward drasucally increcasing
social control and destruction of wild
places. The few deaths arc no loss to
me -- in fact, | smile, tghinking “One
k:ss techniciasn to control my jife”. But
kiling off 1cchnocians one by one scemns

hkc an exicmnely slow way to destroy
the industrial system

| have many problems with FC's ideas.
Ther lack of e clear social analysis und
their adheretice to tixed ideas prevent
them from making a coberent and
convincing ¢nugue oul of their ofien
accuratc Jeseniptions of industnal
soctety, [irthermore, FC's lixed 1deas
channel the whole 1nto an authontanan
and verv self-sacnficial conception of

revolution. Nonctheless, FC han been
doing sonething to light the present
socal system. One may question their
tactics, bul those who do so from an
anarclhist armchair or from the position
of typical, incflectinve and unsausfying
radical activism had best direct equally
probing (uestons at themiselves

AFTERWORD: SOME
THOUGHTS ON VIOLENCE

While there has been hitle response at
all o FC's essay, the rwactiobn Lo the:rr
‘uiolence has come frum nearly all
sides. Even Tad Kepley's mostly
sympathclic article i Anarchy: A
Journal of Desire lrmed H42 was
tanted with morslisms regsrding
violence, in spile of Tad's claim to the
contrary Tad savs.

The anb-authemtanan who makes
use of violence .. must be awane
of the contradictions 1n destroving
lo create, 1n using violence 1 the
hopes of creating a world withowt
violence.

There are no contradicbons iIn
destroying to creale -- Every act of
creation wwolves destruction. When
onc makes a meal, onc direcethy or
indirectly kills or mutilates other living
things; making a shelter will involve
destruction of one forin of thing to
make another. But it 1s Tad’s second
phrase that 1s more rclevunt o this
question. There certainly would be
contradictions 1n using violence if what
one wanted was a world without
violence, but FC ncver cluims to want a
world without wviolence. FC wanl a
world without a huge global system
that destroys the  artonomy of
indivadutals and small groups. | also do
not want a workd without violencde, |
want a world in which indimduals can
create thetr own lives and interactions
in accordance with thewr desires -- and,
i such a vworld. contlict and, therelore,
violence ts incvilabe. It 1s the sale's
monopoly on violenee that | vppose
and when individuals use ‘iolence
agenst the atate (or nny other aspect of
thc system of social control) and s
tools, they ane breaking that monopoly

v

Tad Keplev and the cntics of violence
are wrong, Taking a life 1s not the
ulurnate act of domination. Foroing
somune - or hundreds, thousands,
nillions, billions -- into dependency on

& sucial system that blewds their lives
gway to reproduce aself and n
cxchange for survival (in thc worst
cascs, not even that) and possibly also a

AGAINST IDEOLOGY

Domination conststs of forcing people
to give away their hfe energy while they
arc Ining. Certainly, domunators (or
domunaling tnstitutions) sometmes kill
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feww tnnkets and glass txads -- thar 15
the ulumate act ol dommatuon The
killer lavs oo cluuim to the lhife of the
victim until thev Kill them. and even
then thev lay no claim to the /ife but
onlv. to the ending of that life

lo enforee their power, bui ax the chehe
saye “the living envy the dead™

I‘'C’s arpets an precisely people vwho
choose, by thewr research or other work
acuvities, to uphold and increase
donunation. The “absolute irevocable

rcmoval™ of such a person takes
nothing away from me thst [ would
wanl to kecp. Because | am sellish, |
will aever willingly sscnifice invsell,
but | will gladly sacnlice anything or
onyone that interieres with my abihty to
creale my own hife and nteractions as |
choase, ‘Humun community’ is an
abstrachon. Resl intetactons and
associalions arc those expenienced by
individusls -- either as sell-detcrmiined
crestions or 8¢ impositions — nol the
mystical connections which spnng from
such abstracuons as "huwmanity’ or
"species being’ My interactions with
cops, high<ech rescarchers m social
control, state burcaucrats, capitalists,
religious leaders or any other authunty
ligure, no matter how ndircet the
interacun, 1s onc 1n which | am
usnposed upon. one aimed at making
my lfe aliem from me Swuwh an
interaction can only mpovensh me
[he deuth of any such a figure of
authonsty,  theretore, duoes  not
impoverish me and may well ennch
me. Iodeed o can add a lhile
bnghtness o my life. knowing that |
have successtully munsged to atacik, m
howeser small a way, the ssrucnres of
authority -- even 1f that involves killing
someomc who has willingly chasen to
be a bully-bay lar authonty, Certaindy,
it makes more sense actically to attack
targets of more significance than anty
individual can ever be in maintainisg
authonty — but such atiacks on proparty
also gct condegwned by those in power
as ‘mindless tatonsm™ And they are
equally condernned by those who prefer
(o do nothing but continually beg the
state o, please, abolish iself and, 1n the
mcontine, b¢ nicer {0 pPOOr, swect,
harmless little anarchasts

| am not meaning to be overly harsh to
Ted. His arucle at lcast shows some
syinpathy for FC's haued of the
techmological system and avids he
reactionany hystena tound i S/ingshiof
and awnctouws  other  anarchist
penodicals, But 1n his assessinent of
violence, Tad saums to be kissing a bat
oo much pacitist ass. Destruction of a
global sicial systemn wall wmwolve
violence, and that violence would not
be ronic or contradictory wath ns goal,
1 would be the unconstrained
expression of the passion that thosc
who are taking their hives back fecl
against the svstemn that keeps them
ahenated.





