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- "There is no governor present anywhere,"

: . L . o --Chuang Tzu

&% AP

After looking and asking around, it appeared to me

- that no magazine strictly devoted to anarchist ideas and opinion
now exists in this part of the world, and that there is a need

for one. There are publications devoted to news, to discussions

.of practical experiencés and to polemic, and all of them include

some theoretical discussion. But no periodical is devoted just
to discussing and developing the underlying ideas that unite--
or dividé--the anarchist movement. We need a fuller understanding
of what the term anarchism means. Many who would agree with
the sentiment, "Off the government," have no idea that their
own pet proposals might bring back government under a different
name. - Many are unaware of the problems that will probably
arise in anarchist practice, the multiplicity of legitimately
anarchistic points of view, the range of possible means to
abolish government, the relative merits of the various options.

' There's a need to express the old ideas that are
still wvalid in new language, to reach contemporary society.
There.are unresclved questions which need to be further debated,
There are new conditions, new opportunities and new dangers
to which anarchist ideas must be adapted. To provide an arena
in which the ideas and writings of anarchists can meet, be
exchanged and clash, I undertake to publish No Governor.

Many anarchists feel a great impatience with theory,

-with ideas, with words and discussions. And this is healthy.
- Words, ideologies, abstracticons, generalizations have frequently

been used by authorities as instruments of control over subject

populations. In a sense, anarchism is an expression of the
- wordless, vital impulse of rebellion that leaps up irrepressibly

in the human heart, ©Like Zen and Taoism, which are ultimately
anarchistic in their implications, anarchism goes beyond wards. -
Yet, anarchism needs words to define itself, to distinguish

itself beyond any possibility of confusion from government-
oriented political philosophies, to free itself from authoritarian
tendencies. It's quite possibie to be an unconscious anafchist,
but the conscious anarchist has the considerable advantage of

" knowing what he or she is doing.

No Governor needs four kinds of help:

1) It needs.to be read. One of the most important
responsibilities of an anarchist is self-development as an
anarchist. The words on these pages will have life and

. . . ' _#*  {Continued on page 31)
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by Jim Bumpas . . -

i

The above question is raised in the context of working
with organizations formed upon non-, or maybe anti-anarchist
perspectives in joint action upon projects of general popular
interest and concern,

The gut-level reaction of many anarchists, especially
in regard to liberal or Communist groups, is Lo trash them
whenever they ask for our cooperation or when.they try to
recruit new members. We don't notice them most of the time,
but when we do notice them, we first want to deal them the
same kind.of blow we want to deliver to the corporate establishment.
This is all the wore tempting because of their relative
vulnerability compared to ITT or General Motors.

Under certain conditions, my advice is to cooperate
with both Marxist-Leninist and liberal groups. My conditions
may seldom be met, however. First of all, any cooperation
must be only for the limited purpose of furthering a current
popular project, such as agitation and organizing public
.protest (i.e., anti-war or anti-high prices demonstrations).

Secondly, the other organizations must recognize
and tolerate the organizational integrity of the anarchists
and not insist that participating anarchists render their
perspectives invisible. Where Marxists or liberals are strong
they usually try to insist that all who wish to work on a
project which is "their property" must join .their organization
and accept its dominant leadership.

This proprietary attitude towards popular issues
leads them to some of the following tactics in order to compel
subservience to their leadership: 'What are you, a wrecker?

Do you want to cause disunity and lessen our chances of possible
success?'" QOr, if there is already a coalition of Marxist-

Leninist and liberal groups, they will still accuse you of ' b
"wrecking," since anarchists will surely alienate some other

members of the coalition. Don't give in to this tactic. The

argument cuts both ways. Maintain your independence.

Of course, without anarchist organization, you are
more or less at the mercy of this tactic. Your energy and
commitment to the issue will lead you to contribute much of
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1\ will strengthen the organization of the Marxist-

the effort whict : : .
) gcase its future domwinance over the local

Leninist group and incr

movement.
A third condition must be tolerance by the other

groups of your expression of anar?hist perspgctiyes and of.

" your independent criticism of the1; pgrspectlves anq Practlce.
This will again be described as wrecking, or some similar
epithet, but it ig necessary to maintain our integrity and
to demonstrate that our cooperation is mot slavish adherence
to dogma which we abhor, but only an ad hoc cooperation f?r
the purpose of the immediate project. Any. other course of
action would be dishonest and misleading to the very people
who have generally misunderstood-anarchism., If it is ,
nyrecking'' it is only because Marxist-Leninist leaders fear
the effect our perspectives might have on their otherwise
docile sheep. .

1f these conditions are refused, it does not preclude
independent action on the prdject, especially if it is iwmpovtant
enough to you. If your anarchist group is well enough organized,
you will attract independent support of your own, forcing the
recognition of hostile groups who are working on similar
projects., A group I was a member of in college was forced
to take this course because local Marxist-Leninist groups were
convinced they had a proprietary interest in the anti-war
movement ‘and in any strike-support activity. When our group
began conducting our own activities dgainst the war and in
support of various strikes, our strength in both numbers auad
energy expanded rapidly. Then the Marxist-Leninist and:liberal
groups condescendingly began to invite us to participate
equally in "their" demonstrations. Anarchist perspectives
soon began to excite people who previously had equated anarchy
with chaoes, anarchism with terrorism, anarchists with bomb-
thirowers. Only the transient nature of student populations
reduced the.effectiveness of this group, which still exists

in a semi-dormant state afler six years.

" WHY COOPERATE?

All right, now that I've answered the first question
affirmatively, and have discussed some of the mechanics of
cooperation, why go to all the trouble? Why not trash all
enemies or probable enemies whenever and wherever we are
confronted with them? The question contains a suggestion of
its own answer. Our enemies, both potential and actual, are
many and we are few, I alluded to another part of the answer
at the beginning of this discussion. The corporate establishment
which dominates our culture and society, and which controls
tﬁe government and its means of repression, including the
military and police forces, media, education, etc., are vastly
more powerful at this point than all of the Marxist-Leninist
and 1iber§1 groups who might wish to eradicate anarchists
at some time in the future. Tor purely strategic purposes,
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cooperation with the enemies of our most power ful enemies
is called for,.

While such cooperation will inevitably strengthen
the Marxist-Leninists and liberals relative to the corporate
establishment, the conditions I've described should ensure
that our own strength- should grow apace, if not more rapidly
than theirs. At least we will not be swallowed up whole as
the Bolsheviks swallowed anarchists in Russia, I realize
my conditions for cooperation (not collaboration) are similar
to those conditions which operated in revolutionary Spain in
1936-39, but I suggest that these conditions were not a factor
in the anarchist defeat there.

Cooperation with other opponents of the corporate
establishment will help us to create the conditions for a
greater flowering of our energies and perspectives. If we
continue to allow the biggest oppressor to pit all of its
opposition against one another, the status.quo stays in balance.
It is to our advantage to tip the status quo out of balance. ‘
That is my hypothesis. Any comments? -

Hie Fatse New Left

The American public has a long history. of being
preyed upon by salvation sellers. If you look back, you'll
come across Bible-bangers of the stripe of Cotton Mather,
Billy Sunday, Aimee Semple McPherson, Father Divine, Daddy
Grace and many other less-known fleecers of the flock. The

-air-waves still reverberate with the booming voices of the
fundamentalists, Oral Roberts (recently become "respectable"
since he has allied with conservative Methodism), Garner Ted
Armstrong (who runs a multimillion-dollar church empire that
rakes in countless millions a year), conk-haired Reverend Ike
(who tells his black followers to get off welfare and "God"
will give them a Cadillac) and Nixon's official evangelist,
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Billy.Graham (whose most recent worry was that his "God" was
going to destroy him with a cataclysm, which gives you an
idea about how important he thinks he is).
Recently, particularly among the young offsprlng of
America's muddled middle class, it has become stylish to rebel
against all this. For about a decade, new left mysticism,
fueled by a desire to end the Vietnamese war, was very much
in vogue. It was a glamorous way of rebelling and there was
a secular religiosity, very much unrecognized, in demonstrating,
attending meetings, making flaming speeches about. burning
issues, writing for movement media, concocting ideologies to
fight about with competitive groups. The mass media devoted
oceans of space to it all as a sign of its liberalism and
everyone involved convinced themselves their commitment to the
tevolution was heartfelt and lifelong. The disillusionment set
in heavy as the 70s dawned and the goals of the pseudo-left
revolutionaries suddenly turned into just another flavor of
pie in the sky. To counteract-the despair and nothingist
feelings, .to £ill the void left by the seeming lack of anything
real to commit themselves to, thousands of young people have
turned to religious cultism of various unorthodox brands in
"order to absorb more mysticism and to get the answer to it all.
If “"religion is the opiate of the people," as Marx
stated, these new synthetic cults are the cheapest, wmost
adulterated kind of street-junk heroin. Theéir leaders are
the most hypocritical charlatans and exploiters and, without
fail, fit very snugly into the left cliche "lackies of the
imperialistic ruling class.'" They are exponents of acquiescence
to the oppressive system, worshippers of the status quo,
mystagogues of the most crass order, hocus-pocus artists who
make palm-readers look like saints by comparison, and are .the
direct descendants of the carnival ripoff snake oil sellers
and other mountebanks. In our moderm time they've gussied
up their acts with the trappings of scientism, in some instances,
using the credibility of gullible millions to weave an electronic
mythology of ESP, flying saucers and supposed contacts with
spacemen to bilk the ignorant of millions upon millions of
hard-earned dollars, creating a very luxurious lifestyle for
themselves. Some, like two-ton butterball boy avatar Guru
Maharaj Gee-whiz, even have the affrontery to state that since
they are "God" themselves, thev deserve to ride in Rolls
Royce automobiles and live like kings. They are not only the
darlings of the mass media, but of a good part of the old
new left as well,
By now we've all heard more than cnough about the
boy "God" and his Divine Light Mission, which runs up a truly
fantastic electric bill to produce the sleazy neon glaze that
passes for illumination to the dark minds of his easily-impressed
followers. As with the Moslems--"There is one God and Mohammed
is his” prophet'--there is only one (thank whatever'!') Gooroo

No Governor




Gee-whiz and Rennie ‘Davis is his very vocal barker. Davis, star
of the Chicago Seven trial and other movement happenings,
enjoys an extension of his time in the limelight and his
role of apologizer for the Gooroo and his various enterprises.
Some people have an insatiable need for power trips and publicity,
and the more absurd the proposition, the more challenging to
their ability to rationalize their involvement and explain -
it. Anything as long as they are at or near the center of vast
attention. . ‘
Even when the Gooroo was discovered trying to smuggle
watches and illegal bundles cof cash into India, Davis and the
other mahatmas of this crass and materialistic faith racket
were able to laugh it all off in one way or another. True
believers will take anything. At least for a while, and most
of them are guilt-ridden énough to feel much lighter after
they are separated from their valuables by these smiling
spiritual thieves and con-men, If this cunning teft were all
these string-them-along artists were up to, it would be easy
enough to write them off as scmewhat intelligent economic
criminals, But they are concerned even more with offering
soporifics to the hungering minds of their sheeplike followers,
blunting their human concerns with changing not only their own
spiritual status in a real way but in taking action to change
the horrifying inequities in the real and tangible world around
them. The closest the Divine Light Mission comes to social
action is re-selling the goods ripped off from new believers
in their Salvation-Army-like thrift stores. (A thrift store
is one in which destitute people are paid little or nothing to
sell merchandise usually repaired by other unfortunates who are
paid starvation wages, if anything, so that the exploiting
organization can reap the profits with little actual overhead.)
Although Rennie Davis's promotion is currently the
hottest show in town, there is no shortage of hip peddlers of
instant enlightenment, meditation--transcendental and otherwise--
brainwave adjustments, positivity courses, ESP lessons, psychedelic
mysticisms, Scientology, UTFO cultism, dope theologies, radical
psychotherapies, cures and healings and various kinds of
blessings, adjustments, both mental and physicial, and a thousand
and one variations on old and tried (and found worthless)
schemes. What few stop to realize is that if the society
they live in were not so atrociously rotten, all these vapid
panaceas would ndt only be unnecessary but would be positively
laughable. Only the true-believing political groupies, whose
spegtrum runs from the old and new lefts of various shapes and
sizes .to the Young Americans for Freedom and beyond even talk
about social reform, and that's almost always after the revolution
(their.equivalent of heaven on earth). These groups have more
in common with the pseudo-religions than their members could
ever let themselves realize without dropping out. They require
true belief, acceptance of almost everything on faith, adulation
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of all-knowing leaders (Marx, Stalin, William Buckley) and a
total acceptance of authoritarianism. This is where anarchism
‘differs radically from all of them. There are no authorities
in anarchism and, typically, there is a.healthy disrespect

for any widely-held opinion.

Where the left has fallen down is exactly where Lhe
cultists have filled in, gaining converts by the droves. Although
both groups put off satisfaction in the now until much later
("after the revolution' or "in heaven'), the left political
groups rigidly preach an economi¢ basis for all suffering that
will be radically changed when the present power structure is
overthrown along the explicit correct lines of their particular
brand of absolute authoritarian socialism. Some are so blunt
about their fanaticism as to sound like the hellish documents
of the Nazis. The Second Page, a newspaper published by a
group in San Francisco, joyously states:

While everybody working towards successful
revolution has a responsibility to deal with their
personal difficulties as best they can, it is against
the interest of the revolution for the revolutionary
part to devote much energy to such matters. We don't
have time to focus on inner grodp introspection and
"group-dynamics." We can't afford to concentrate on
personal despair. We can't personally resolve the
misery of a class fall, or the inequities of. our
society,

)

Hold all the hurt in, folks, don't get blood on the party
banner, the revolution will be all over in a hundred years,
more or less. No wonder the lemmings desert such slave ships
and run for the nearest ‘spiritual snug harbor they can find!

Ll

T he 4/24/1:,,4/5% %V@M@ﬁf— -
D@M/ﬂrﬂﬂ’:/e? L

by Arlene Meyers

Once we get beyond the level of personal hostility in
the SRAF Bulletin, I think it's time we begin a serious critique
of the anarchist movement. The first question is: Are we
really a revolutionary movement or not?

When non-anarchists express interest in the ideas of

. anarchist thiokers, the question they ask is, "How does anarchism
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work?" When all we have to offer are books on historic struggles
or our own splintered and embattled ranks as examples of
anarchism at work, we don't make any positive statement on
anarchism. )
From my association with Chicago anarchists, I would
say our primary .problem is integrating our politics with our
daily lives. ©Not a matter of assuming an identity as an

”anarchist”—-role—playing at best, confusing revolution with
religion at worst--but as a conscious and deliberate process
of creating social change in our own heads. Fucked-up people

create fucked-up revolutions. The shape and direction of our
revolution is determined by the kind of people we are, how we
are growing and changing as individuals, and how we relate to
-one another, )

Because so many anarchists I know are basically
alienated, anti-social types incapable of genuine interaction
with others, the movement reflects this isolation. Many
anarchists are well-read, even brilliant in their grasp of
history and theory, but because they lack even wminimal social

" skills, they are unable to translate their ideas into collective
action., Collective activity (where possible) is centered within
small, closed friendship groups. Because these groups are so
closed off and ingrown, their level of energy and activity
-is very limited., Even when the friendship group seeks to
involve others in its activity, it is unable to open up its
internal social structure to include new wembers because to
do so would require an openness and energy the group does not
pPoOSsess.

Thus, we have a closed cycle of alienation {(from
society at large), exclusive association (with like-minded
individuals), and isolation (based upon these ingrown structures).
At this point anarchism is not a social movement but an anti- .
social movement.

Chicago anarchists--other than a few exclusive friendship
groups-~-do not even care to associate with one another, because
our attempts at open meetings several years ago became lifeless
weekly rituals which anyone could come into and freely disrTupt.everyone
else (and frequently did). Individuals with something interesting
to say (and well worth listening to), and people who wanted
to learn about anarchism and people who simply desired a social
group were all lumped together in one frustrated mass. The logical
thing might have been to separate into specific groups, but
since we really had no clear idea of our own needs, I think we
feared separation might lead to further isolation. In the end
the group disintegrated anyway--lack of direction more than
anything else, I think.

Even now, those of us involved in activity in Chlcago
do not have any sorL of open, regular forum where we can
exchange ideas, offer mutual ald and support or even keep
each other. 1nformed and this lack of communication seriously
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threatens our present level of activity and our continued growth.
_Because of previous hassles with organizing ourselves, I
understand the reluctance of many anarchists here to have open
meelings again, but ignoring problems does not make the problems
go away. - : o
Good communication is the lifeline of non-hierarchical
organization. 1In Chicago,lines of communication are the "property"
of specific publications, groups and privileged individuals
(e.g.,-Industrial Worker, Black Cross Bulletin, Siren, I.W.W.,
Solidarity Bookshop). It was only when I began publishing
Siren that I was allowed access to privileged information within
the movement itself through exchange papers, personal correspondence
and other resources, Unfortunately, there was no way for
me to pass this privileged information along to other people
because my efforts im organizing an anarcho-feminist group
here were met with both hostility and indifference, and infrequent
Solidarihy Bookshop meetings (when called) were counfined to
bookshop business itself, discussions on stock, bills, etc.

Aside from necessary security precautions, news and
information should always be offered freely, and not withheld
as a condition for inclusion in the group¥ (e.g., payment
of dues, membership, building organizational strength, etc.).
Lately I've stayed away from groups involved in social action
“because they demand some sort of commitment in the form of
membership, dues, voluntary labor, etc. before offering any
information, and I refuse to involve myself with people who
play these games. Don't expect people to become involved if
you refuse to open up to them, People do not become involved
in revolutionary activity in order to be as isolated as they
are elsewhere: we become involved because we seek new ideas
and associations, not merely to exchange one form of alienated
activity for another. ‘

Too often, anarchist activity is confined to the
individual's own particular level of energy and resources
and this usually means a lot of fragmented, duplicated efforts,
Collective activity requires a level of social consciousness
and cooperation the self-centered egotist does not possess.
Collective activity should not require a submersion of the
ego, but it does require a free exchange of ideas and energy.

*I mean, trading labor and loyalty for access to vital information
(as a lot of "revolutionary' groups do) is not very revolutiomary.
Solidarity people didn't even offer this much--they ‘are so exclusive,
I have no idea what is their criterion for inclusion in the inmer
circle. Which means that if there is no interaction within

the collective structure (and collective identity) there is

usually a big turnover in personmel.
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Insecure people who are jealously.concerned only with their own
ego needs can never participate freely in collective activity,
because they become competitive in their drive for '"property'--

. in this case, power and recognition--in order to assure themselves
a secure place in the collective structure. It's one thing to
work with dynamic and energetic individuals; it's another thing
to work with insecure people who engage in ruthless competition,
backbiting and power-plays in their endless search for status
and prestige.

Aside from a few enllghLened individuals, too many
anarchists I know are closed to sktruggle because thcy prefer
to project a cool image based upon knowledge and experience they
do not possess. This is revolutionary role-playing, and it's
a mind-fuck, When people claim to be anarchists, and only offer
theoretical “abstractions or vague generalizations in response
to specific problems, I know I'm dealing with people who not
only have no answers but who refuse to commit themselves Lo
an honest search for answers because it might reveal their
inadequacy as '"revolutionaries," It is this unwillingness to
struggle, and this moral cowardice in dealing with real problems
which seriously flaws the anarchist movement of today.

Too many of us see "struggle' solely in militaristic
terms: bombs, bullets, sabotage, terrorism, etc. Yet struggle
also means dealing with one's own fears and insecurities, such
as racist or sexist attitudes. Tor many of us, it is easier
to confront a line of riot cops than to deal with the complexities
of personal relationships, yet power games and authoritarian
attitudes begin in our own little heads, and our heads are really
the first battleground where we initiate the struggle against
the state. We must free ourselves of our fears and hypocrisies
and power relationships because only a free people can create
a revolutionary movement capable of transforming patriarchal,
auth011tar1an structures into the free society we desire.

A revolutionary movement is only a vehicle to freedom,
and not freedom itself. "It must be both open and viable; a

" place to discuss new ideas and to experiment with new forms
and structures; a vehicle for dialogue and discussion. It's
nice to have faith in the spontaneity of the masses, but I
find that waiting for the masses to respond only means'a
repetition of past failures. During 1969 and 1970 we witnessed
the sudden growth of both the anti-war and women's movements,
and the frustration and confusion we experienced then were
due to greatly increased expectations on the part of too many
people who literally expected instant solutions to long-standing
problems. ZLuckily the women's movement has survived this
onslaught of mass media publicity, since it has organized
itself around women's needs (it is deeply rooted in women's
lives), but the general movement has foundered for lack of
direction and constructive activity.

At this time the anarchist movement is ineffective
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because it has yet to resolve basic problems of organization,
communication and information flow, or learned how to settle
internal disputes. Too much of our litevature lacks fresh,
creative or original thinking, and we are too little concerned
with our internal problems, and too much of our association is
marred by personality conflicts and petty disputes.

Much of classical anarchist thinking is visionary,
inspirational, deeply ethical. Yet we need to develop a better
understanding of how to actually create that revolution we
desire} a critique of our daily lives. Radical feminism has
come closest of any revolutionary movement to understanding the
socialization process which stifles our ability to think and
act freely, yet tco many anarchist men (and women) continue
to see feminism only within the context of anti-sex (neo-
puritans), role reversal or neurotic bitching, and are so _ :
threatened by the challenge to accepted behavior patterns and
thinking they prefer to ignore or trivialize its wmeaning.

I am not confinced that anarchism works when I see
a movement so loaded with hypocrites, moral cowards and intellectual
snobs incapable of integrating their principles with their
lives, of taking a principled position and of translating
theory into action., I'm not asking us to get out the guns
and ammunition (a loser's game, anyway), I'm asking us to
quit hiding behind a wall of rhetoric and naivete and to
work out some practical ways of resolving our problems, initiating
meaningful activity and seriously creating a revolutionary
movement .

Otherwise we can all stay home and watch the empire
crumble on TV.  Unless, of course, the energy crisis gets too
close to home.

. . #iH

by Robert Shea

s

Deciding to call oneself an anarchist is usually
the end of a long process of eliminating other philosophies
and the beginning of another long process of learning what
anarchism really is all about. One new thing that has to
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learned and is rarely fully appreciated is the role of the
individual in anarchism. 1It's easier to give lip service to
an abstract ideal of individualism than it is to act as if you
actually believe that no one and no group and no principle is
more important than-you, yourself. Or more important than any
other particular person. By this belief you commit yourself
to no longer passing the buck to others. You declare your
preference for a way of life in which you make all decisions
and take all responsibility and expect to rely on your own
thinking and your own efforts. 'This is a difficult ideal.

The anarchist movement in this country is very small
and has difficulty making itself heard. This .is due, not so
much to any inherent implausibility in anarchist ideas, but
rather to the problem that once people accept the ideas there
seems to be no clear-cut direction to take. Groups come together
and drift apart; publications appear and vanish; actions and
demonstrations are staged and forgotten, DMeanwhile, governments
and state-supported economic systems seem to grow stronger.
Sometimes it seems hopeless.

Here and there much is accomplished, often by one
person or three or six. One group in one place will get
its energies together and be printing and distributing literature,
organizing, picketing, demonstrating, finding imaginative
ways of getting the message across, setbting an example for
the rest of ‘the movement. But in many places another picture
is typical: Nobody knows what to do., Meetings are boring
and seem purposeless, If new people come into the group they
soon drop out for lack of promising projects to work on.
Constructive suggestions or good ideas die on the vine because
objections are raised or because no one follows through. It
seems impossible to raise money. The group is divided by
personality clashes, Publications die after an issue or two.
The temptation is great to chuck it all and go to work for
some local reform candidate or join some local Marxist group,
just to have a feeling of accomplishing something.

Of course, the desire to accomplish something is
itself a product of authoritarian thinking. Authoritarians
are always measuring themselves by their numbers and the size
of their accomplishments. During the first couple of million
years of our species' existence. on this planet we didn't
accomplish much. Life for hunting and gathering people would
seem relatively monotonous to a modern person. The really
heavy demands for accomplishment must have originated with
the domestication of man, with the invention of the state,
when work and production quotas were set by priests and kings
and taxes were imposed. The hunting and gathering life would
probably have been much more congenial to anarchists. The
accomplishments of individuals acting on their own or in small
groups need to be measured by different standards than those
of disciplined mass organizations.
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At the same time, it would be good if we could achieve
more than we are doing now and if we could feel better dbout
what we do achieve. WNot for the sake of assuage guilt, not
to feel that we're as good as various political movements, but
simply to keep anarchism itself alive. Our main task today,
as I see it, is not saving the world, but the humbler goal of
keeping anarchism going, so that those who think as we do will
be more numerous and more influential in the next generation-
than they are in this., If the race can manage to survive without
our help for a generation or two more, there may cowme a time
when we actually will have the strength to halt the doomward
march of civilization and turn it around,
The sense of futility that afflicts some anarchists
is due, I think, to each person's expecting others to come up
-with ideas, to waiting for someone else Lo make the first

move, Lo seeking group approval before launching a project, to
expecting others to take some of the responsibility and help
with some.of the work, to limiting one's own role in the group
to the performance of some specialized function. In some

people, this excessive reliance on others extends even to an
unwillingness to define for oneself the aims and strategy of

the movement. The result of this dependancy is that nothing
gets done unless some obvious project or fortuitous opportunity
for action galvanizes everybody at once. OQOtherwise people

blame one another for the group's failure to act constructively
and eventually drift apart. Some turn to authoritarian movements
of the left and right because that's where the action seems to
be; others go into more conventional politics; still others
subside into quietism, Or leaders may arise in the group and
take charge. This can help for a while, especially if the
leader is tactful and the group understands the practical need
for temporary leadership. PBut in an anarchist group sooner

or later a faction is likely to arise that will reject the
leader just bécause the mere exercise of leadership, no matter
how informal and non-coercive, is thought to be inimical to
anarchism. In any event the emergence of a leader can be
disruptive-and, while postponing disintegration for a time,
will lead to it in the long run. And the breakup of the
group, unfortunately, often means the abandonment of anarchism
by the members of the group as a philosophy that doesn't work.
I think the real reason for these developments is not that
anarchism doesn't work, but that it often isn't fully thought
through and applied. What's needed are distinctly anarchist
ways of getting things done.

There is an authoritarian pattern of group action
that is pretty much universal regardless of the group's purpose
or political-economic philosophy. Primary is the assumption
that the group needs a leader and that very few people are
capable of leadership. The responsibility for setting aims,
coming up with ideas for action and assign tasks then belongs

/
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to the leader. Followers do not expect themselves to work as
hard as the leaders, or to have ideas or display initiative,
Among authoritarians the division of labor produces the impression
that most work is unpleasant and undesirable, resulting in a
demand that the drudgery be distributed equally among members

of the drudging class., Everyone is expected to centribute an
equal amount of labor to the group's well-being; there are to

be no slackers., One of the tasks of the leader is to keep
everybody ‘busy, get everybody to aobey orders. At some point

in humanity's past it became custowmary to use force to control
people. This was the origin of the stdate. As Jacques Ellul
puts in in The Political Illusion, "To say that the state should
not employ force is simply to say that there should be no
state."

In authoritarian thinking there is an invisible line
which people cross when they become members of the group. They
have in their own minds, and in the minds of other members,
surrendered a certain amount of personal sovereignty. The

~welfare of the group becomes more important than individual
self-interest. It is this sacrifice of autonomy that supposedly
gives leaders the right to discipline and punish. .

Democratic organizations don't differ from this pattern,
and such groups are also authoritarian., Although decisions
are made and leaders appointed by vote, the leader-follower
structure is the same, as is the claim of the supremacy of the
group's will over the individual will. Once a decision is
made by vote all members are expected to support it whether or
not they agree with it. As has often been said, democracy
does not do away with tyrants, it merely makes the majority
a tyrant. ' '

o What happens when people reject authoritarianism?
What they are rejecting, essentially, is the use of force -to
coerce 'the unwilling. This is the essence of government. In
order to justify its use of force, government claims that the
welfare of society has a higher moral claim than the individual
will. To reject that claim means that you rate individual
autonomy as the higher value and hold that a group or its
leaders are never justified in forcing a recalcitrant member -
into line. (Of course, it is possible to take the position
that the group's welfare is more important than the individual's
welfare but that the group has no right to coerce the individual.
But I can't see on what basis the group could be so limited.)
Anti-authoritarian groups generally have no counstitutions,
no leaders, no formal procedures for reaching decisions. They
are usually open to all comers and neither officially induct nor
expel members. So membership and its obligations tend to be
self-defined, or 'at least a matter for debate. The clear line
which distinguishes authoritarian group members from non-members
is missing. In many cases, however, these groups, though they
have rid themselves of the trappings of authoritarianism, have
retained zuthoritarian habits of thinking. Also, they have
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jettisoned authoritarian methods of getting things done, but they
have not developed anarchist ways of doing things. . For example,
the idea that there are few qualified leaders and many followers
often induces people to wait unconsciously for-a leader, to
expect strength and guidance from an external source, even though
they had-explicitly rejected the principle of leadership. Then
there are those who spend all their time denouncing anyone

else's initiative as an attempt to lead, Still other people

are inhibited from showing initiative, fearing that they

harbor within themselves impulses toward leadership.

Anarchists also carry authoritarian notions of the
division of labor into their groups. This mainly takes cthe
form of. those who are productive resenting the non-contribution
of less active members. One person may be working 16 hours a
day while ten people who claim to be part of the group appear
to do nothing. Since discipline is considered un-anarchistic,
the usual way of coping with this imbalance is to harangue the
less productive members, warning of dire consequances if
everybody doesn't get behind the program. Haranguing, unlike
coercion, is consistent with anarchist principles. Sometimes,
if the energetic members get fed up with the invincible apathy
of the others they may quit and let the group founder. Rarely
do the hard workers expect gratitude, but the unfair criticism
they are sometimes subjected to--charges of trying to be leaders, .
purus or ‘superstars--can sometimes be the last straw. Too often,
instead of manifesting Kropotkin's ideal of mutual aid, anarchist
groups destroy themselves through mutual recrimination.

Another hangover of authoritarian thinking in anarchist
groups is the tendency to treat personality clashes and factional
fights as catastrophic. Intramural conflict is as common as
colds in winter in all groups, authoritarian and anarchist, in
this culture., Among authoritarians such clashes frequently
lead to splintering or to the annihilation or expulsion of one
faction. But most authoritarians treat serjious conflict as
being intolerable. Tt is--if one wants to achieve the machinelike
unity and discipline that is the authoritarian ideal. But
conflict should not be intolerable for anarchists. In fact,
people are attracted to anarchism because they feel they should
be able to fight in peace.

-Anarchists also frequently retain the authoritarian
idea that there must be formal approval for a project. Anyone
with an idea in mind feels a need to get a consensus before
acting. Frequently, since majority rule is not accepted as
a principle, nothing will be done unless there is unanimous
approval. I have seen one person's objection stymie action
on a perfectly sound idea because the rest didn't want to go
ahead without total approval.

Right now, it seems to me, there is a flourishing
mystique of excessive reverence for groups, of deification of
the collective will., Team spirit is expected to replace
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leadership. In part this is the result of 2 feeling that the
movement of the 60s was conned and ripped off by some of its
_leaders and spokesmen. In part it comes from a general revulsion
from patriarchal authority spurred by the women's liberation
movement, In part it seems to be an identification of the

evils of capitalism with individualism, This belief in the
superiority of the communal mind goes a long way back; in
post-Revolutionary Russia there were experiments with conductorless
orchestras (but not, so far as'I know, with captainless ships).
.This attitude is understandable and healthy, Qut it assumes

that there are only two ways of getting things dome, authority

or consensus. Carried to excess, this supposed respect for the
group's opinion can mask laziness, apathy, timidity, inhibitionm,
obstructiveness, unwillingness to take responsibility. Everyone
sits paralyzed, waiting not for a leader but for a mythical
entity to take charge, the group mind. And because there's

no such thing as a group mind, the energizing impulse never
comes. This worship of the communal spirit is authoritarianism
without authority, all followers and no leaders.

It is simply very difficult to take the individual
seriously. Over 10,000 years of autheritarian programming work
against it. The I.W.W. anthem refers disparagingly to "the
feeble strength of one.'" Individual desires are small, mean,
petty, selfish--"mere." Almost all moral systems are based
on the belief that to be binding a'moral code must be authoritative
for everyone. An ethical theory based on the idea that each
person’'s morals are binding only for him or her is dismissed
as being based on sentiment, whim, subjectivism. Much traditional
U.S. rhetoric, like much anarchist ideology, pays lip service
to individualism, but authoritarianism is rampant in this
country. Ayn Rand's Objectivism, supposedly the individualist
ideology par excellence, rigorously throws out heretics and
dissenters. In the mysticism that has captured the imaginations
of many bright people, ego is a dirty word,

; And yet, individuals are really all the anarchist
movement has to work with. A big step toward learmning to be
an anarchist is to look for and follow the light within. Only
when .anarchists start taking their own individuality seriously
will the movement get off the ground.

; +If a meeting seems boring and purposeless, why blame
the group and wait for someone else to do something? Require
yourself to produce positive proposals and speak ouL. Don't
wait to be told what to do; think of things for yourself to
do and apnounce that this is what you are going to do. If
you need help, ask for it. If you get help, you have a group
united by a common project, rather than a collection of people
bound only by an amorphous commitment to anarchism and a vague
agreement about the terrible state of the world. If no one
wants to help, then you, the person who had the idea, should
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try 1f possible to carry it out alone. Anarchists have to learn
self-discipline and self-sufficiency.

Don't expect the anarchist movement to match the
performance of authoritarian political organizations. From the
point of view of real freedom, the marvels of capitalism or
communism mean little. The source of real creativity is the
unfettered individual mind, and its accomplishments permeate
a culture subtly, without the help of marching masses, disciplined
parties,overwhelming technology or armed force. -Let us be
content to accomplish things cu a small, local, human scale--

a Cro-Magnon scale--believing that such achievements take
deeper root and have more value in the long rumn.

Those who have learned to be thoroughgoing anarchists
do their work because they enjoy it. They get pleasure from
the excitement, the commitment, the hope for the future. - They
are full of ideas of their own and not tervibly concerned about
what others think of them. If they think something is worth
doing, they'll do it, without taking an overt or covert vote.
Therefore they don't get discouraged if others don't help. Some
people simply have an abundance of energy and dedication and
some do not. Just expend as much as you havé, without looking
over your shoulder to see how much others are doing.

' "Not every anarchist can be a bundle of energy and a model of
total commitment. Since they consider themselves more important
than any group they are part of, real anarchists may withdraw
from projects that don't interest them. The group has no
claim on anyone; it exists to satisfy the needs of individual
members ., : ‘
' ‘Groups do not do things. Everything begins with
an individual impulse, Even something that looks like teamwork
breaks down, on close examination, to the resultant of a number
of individual contributions. It all starts, not with a group
soul, but with.a single person. Each anarchist has the right
and the responsibility to define the total picture of the
movement, what its principles are, what its aims are, where
it is going, what its strategy and tactics should be. No one
should sit back and let a few ideologists do all the thinking
‘about the big picture.

We are all victims of an auLhorltarlan mind-set that
dateg ‘back, at least, to the neolithic era. The anarchist
movement, llttle more than a century old, represents a beginning
effort by some members of our species to erase that programming
and try to think about human problems in a new way. This new
thinking. and d01ng, whatever it may become, will not originate
with leaders or groups. It will come from 1nd1v1duals from
thée voice and the light within. - Lo :
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