
accepted, and universal in 

that they’re almost 

universally rejected in 

practice.‖ --from a talk by 

Noam Chomsky, delivered 

at MIT in November 2013, 

titled ―What is Anarchism?‖ 

Nearly everyone, it seems, 

is in favor of democracy. 

The United States, we are 

told, is a democracy, and it 

represents the best form of 

government so far devised. 

One of its two leading 

political parties, the 

Democratic Party, is named 

after this very principle. Not 

to be outdone, the North 

Korean regime officially 

calls itself the ―Democratic 

People's Republic of 

Korea.‖ There‘s also the 

―People‘s Democratic 

Republic of Algeria,‖ the 

―Lao People‘s Democratic 

―…Anarchism is a tendency 

in human development that 

seeks to identify structures 

of hierarchy, domination, 

authority, and others that 

constrain human 

development. And then it 

seeks to subject them to a 

very reasonable challenge: 

justify yourself. 

Demonstrate that you’re 

legitimate… and if you 

can’t meet that challenge, 

as is usually the case, the 

structure should be 

dismantled… Not just 

dismantled, but 

reconstructed from 

below… 

In part, all of this sounds 

like truism. So, why should 

anyone defend illegitimate 

structures? No reason, of 

course. And I think that 

perception is correct. It 

really is truism, I think. I 

think anarchism basically 

ought to be called 

―truism.‖ But truisms 

have some merit. One of 

them is the merit of being 

true, unlike most political 

discourse. And this 

particular truism belongs 

to an interesting category 

of principles. Of principles 

that not only are universal, 

but doubly universal. 

They’re universal in that 

they’re almost universally 
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Forget Shorter Showers: Why personal change does not equal political 

change 

By Derrick Jensen  

The following dynamite 

essay, published in the July/

August 2009 issue of Orion 

magazine and available free 

online (http://

www.orionmagazine.org/

index.php/articles/

article/4801/), puts forward 

one of the best arguments 

ever in print that personal 

choices alone cannot stem 

the tide of ecological 

collapse. A must-read.—

Black Flag Editors. 

WOULD ANY SANE 

PERSON think dumpster 

diving would have stopped 

Hitler, or that composting 

would have ended slavery 

or brought about the eight-

hour workday, or that 

chopping wood and 

carrying water would have 

gotten people out of Tsarist 

prisons, or that dancing 

naked around a fire would 

have helped put in place the 

Voting Rights Act of 1957 

or the Civil Rights Act of 

1964? Then why now, with 

all the world at stake, do so 

many people retreat into 

these entirely personal 

―solutions‖? 

Part of the problem is that 

we‘ve been victims of a 

campaign of systematic 

misdirection. Consumer 

culture and the capitalist 

mindset have taught us to 

substitute acts of personal 

consumption (or 
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Republic,‖ and the ―Democratic 

Republic of the Congo,‖ to name 

a few more. Political elites, like 

those who engineered the US 

wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 

speak of ―democracy promotion.‖ 

There‘s also the National 

Endowment for Democracy, set 

up by the Reagan administration 

to ―do somewhat overtly what the 

CIA had been doing covertly for 

decades,‖ to quote William Blum. 

And don‘t forget that Israel is the 

―only democracy in the Middle 

East,‖ as we are reminded by CA 

Democratic Senator Barbara 

Boxer. It seems important, 
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The Planet is Fine 

By George Carlin  

Aborto Social: Beware of Bigots in Anarchists’ Clothing 

A June 2014 communique 

from Revolutionary 

Autonomous Communities 

and LA Queer Resistance 

(RAC/LAQR ) responds to 

recent homophobic, racist, 

and transphobic assaults 

committed by members of 

Aborto Social (AS), a punk-group-turned-street-crew, 

who often hold events at the "East 7th Punk" space 

downtown (currently shut down) near the 

Greyhound Bus station. While they seem to profess 

radical or anarchist politics, AS members have 

repeatedly committed attacks (including physical 

assaults, robbery, and shouting of slurs) on 

LGBTQIA+ and racial minority members of the 

radical/anarchist community who were in 

attendance at  AS-sponsored events. Comrades 

should be warned not to enter these spaces, or 

attend such events, because (1) they are unsafe, and 

(2) AS does not, as a group, seem to adhere to basic 

radical/anarchist tenets of LGBTQIA+ and minority 

rights, diversity, inclusion, peoples' power, and so on. 

Read the full RAC/LAQR Communique here: http://

laqrcollective.tumblr.com/post/89703176925/attention-

attention-attention-att 

  In the following transcript of one of his classic rants, George Carlin makes the point that environmental despoliation is a bigger 

threat to human life than it is to life per se. Carlin often tries to inspire thought by making provocative statements that on their 

surface might seem wrong or offensive. So read between the lines, or, since he’s much funnier in video than in print, watch/listen 

between the lines here: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NL8HP1WzbDk –Black Flag Editors. 

 

  

“See I‘m not one of these people who‘s worried about everything. You got these people around you, country‘s full of ‗em now, 

people walking around all day long, ALL DAY LONG, worried about everything. Worried about the air, worried about the water, 

worried about the soil. Worried about pesticides, insecticides, food additives, carcinogens. Worried about radon gas, worried about 

asbestos, worried about saving endangered species.  

Let me tell you about endangered species, all right? Saving endangered species is just one more arrogant attempt by humans to 

control Nature. It‘s arrogant meddling, it‘s what got us in trouble in the first place. Doesn‘t anybody understand that? Interfering 

with Nature. Over ninety percent, way over ninety percent, of all the species that have ever lived on this planet, EVER LIVED, are 

gone. Woosh! They‘re extinct. We didn‘t kill them all. They just disappeared. That‘s what Nature does. They disappear these days 

at a rate of twenty five a day, regardless of our behavior, I mean. Irrespective of how we act on this planet, twenty five species that 

were here today will be gone tomorrow. Let them go gracefully. Leave Nature alone. Haven‘t we done enough? 
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The movie starts off with a 911 

recording from Sea World Orlan-

do about a trainer that was at-

tacked and killed by a killer 

whale. This scene provides a 

simple yet effective introduction 

into the lives of various ex-

trainers of Sea World, and how 

they were inspired to work there 

by the propaganda pumped out 

by the large corporate conglom-

erate. Sea World went so far as to 

use actors like James Earl Jones 

to help gain not only support, but 

new employees. You can always 

trust an actor to be truthful, right?  

 

The main bulk of the film goes 

into the history of Sea World, 

explaining why the trainers de-

cided to leave Sea World, expos-

ing how these whales were being 

mistreated, and revealing how the 

company tried to gag the trainers 

from speaking out while they 

were employed. The film depicts 

how the whales are captured 

from the wild and stripped from 

their families (yes, whales have 

families!), forced in 

cramped captivity, and 

artificially bred to maintain 

a certain number of whales 

to be provided to all of the 

theme parks. It also covers 

the physical and mental 

trauma that resulted from 

the whales being isolated 

and treated like a circus act 

for many years.  

 

Overall, this movie will not 

only make you think about 

how animals are being 

treated when being held 

captive, but will hopefully 

inspire people to want to 

actually do something to 

help these creatures. I 

would recommend this film 

to anyone, radicals and non

-radicals alike.  

 

Here is a link to a list of 

actions for people to get 

involved: http://

blackfishmovie.com/Take-Action 

explaining what climate change is, stating 

some of the evidence for it, and pointing 

interested, or even skeptical, readers in the 

direction of further resources.  

What is Global Warming/Climate 

Change? To quote David E. Lowes writing 

in The Anti-Capitalist Dictionary (Fernwood 

Pub., 2006): ―Global warming refers to an 

increase in the average temperature of the 

atmosphere, land and oceans. The 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 

(IPCC), Climate Change 2001, for example, 

estimates that the global average surface 

temperature has increased by 0.6 ± 0.2° C 

―The air is getting hotter/There‘s a rumbling in 

the skies/I‘ve been wading through the high, 

muddy water/With the heat rising in my 

eyes…‖ —Bob Dylan, Trying to Get to 

Heaven 

No discussion of ecology and politics could be 

complete without a discussion of global 

climate change. However, according to a poll 

conducted in March 2014 by AP-GfK, 4 out of 

10 Americans ―say they are not too confident 

or outright disbelieve that the earth is 

warming, mostly a result of man-made heat-

trapping gases.‖ Therefore, we felt it would be 

right to devote a small part of this issue to 

since records were first kept in 1860. The 

phenomenon of global warming is not one 

dimensional, however, as it involves 

interconnected changes in cloud cover, 

precipitation levels and patterns, sea levels, 

weather formation and other elements of the 

atmospheric system, all of which affect each 

other. Although the examination of ice cores 

suggests that global temperatures fluctuate, 

they have been comparatively consistent over 

a 10,000-year period since the end of the last 

ice age—Medieval Warm Period circa 1000–

1300 CE and Little Ice Age circa 1350–1850 

CE excepted. This makes the rise in 

My Review of BlackFish  

By MrGenerico   

The F@@ Guide to Climate Change: Global Warming 101 
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temperature of 0.4° C since 1980 all the more unusual and potentially 

alarming‖ (p. 106).  

What’s Causing it? Global warming is caused by the greenhouse 

effect, a process whereby carbon dioxide and other ―greenhouse 

gases‖—the by-products of burning fossil fuels like coal, oil, and 

natural gas—trap solar energy in the atmosphere similar to how the 

glass walls of a greenhouse also trap solar energy (car windshields do 

the same thing, as anyone who enters their car on a hot summer‘s day 

knows very well).  The National Geographic video listed below under 

―Additional Resources‖ presents a simple but thorough visual 

explanation of the greenhouse effect.  

What is the evidence for it? There is too much evidence to list all of it 

here—the ―Additional Resources‖ below are a good start. Some 

highlights (adapted from NASA‘s heavily-annotated page, http://

climate.nasa.gov/evidence/): 

--The heat-trapping nature of carbon dioxide and other gases was 

demonstrated in the mid-19th century. Increased levels of greenhouse 

gases must cause the Earth to warm in response. 

--Ice cores drawn from Greenland, Antarctica, and tropical mountain 

glaciers show that the Earth‘s climate responds to changes in solar 

output, in the Earth‘s orbit, and in greenhouse gas levels. They also 

show that in the past, large changes in climate have happened very 

quickly, geologically-speaking: in tens of years, not in millions or even 

thousands. 

--Scientific Consensus: 97 % of climate scientists agree that climate-

warming trends over the past century are very likely due to human 

activities, and most of the leading scientific organizations worldwide 

have issued public 

statements endorsing this 

position. 

--Sea level rise: Global sea 

level rose about 17 

centimeters (6.7 inches) in 

the last century. The rate in 

the last decade, however, is 

nearly double that of the last 

century. 

--Global temperature rise: 

All three major global 

surface temperature 

reconstructions show that 

Earth has warmed since 

1880. Most of this warming 

has occurred since the 

1970s, with the 20 warmest 

years having occurred since 

1981 and with all 10 of the 

warmest years occurring in 

the past 12 years. Even 

though the 2000s witnessed 

a solar output decline 

resulting in an unusually 

deep solar minimum in 2007

-2009, surface temperatures continue to increase. 

--Warming oceans: The oceans have absorbed much of this increased 

heat, with the top 700 meters (about 2,300 feet) of ocean showing 

warming of 0.302 degrees Fahrenheit since 1969. 

--Shrinking ice sheets: The Greenland and Antarctic ice sheets have 

decreased in mass. Data from NASA's Gravity Recovery and Climate 

Experiment show Greenland lost 150 to 250 cubic kilometers (36 to 60 

cubic miles) of ice per year between 2002 and 2006, while Antarctica 

lost about 152 cubic kilometers (36 cubic miles) of ice between 2002 

and 2005. 

--Declining Arctic sea ice: Both the extent and thickness of Arctic sea 

ice has declined rapidly over the last several decades. 

--Glacial retreat: Glaciers are retreating almost everywhere around the 

world—including in the Alps, Himalayas, Andes, Rockies, Alaska, and 

Africa. 

--Ocean acidification: Since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, 

the acidity of surface ocean waters has increased by about 30 percent. 

This increase is the result of humans emitting more carbon dioxide into 

the atmosphere and hence more being absorbed into the oceans (water 

+ carbon dioxide = carbonic acid). The amount of carbon dioxide 

absorbed by the upper layer of the oceans is increasing by about 2 

billion tons per year. 

Why is Global Warming/Climate Change bad? Again, too many 

reasons to list completely, but as Astronomer Phil Plait writes for Slate 

(http://goo.gl/zNHaZ9), global warming will cause food production 

rates to show a ―a 10 percent or (far) more drop by the end of the 

century. More people (millions) 

will be displaced due to coastal 

and waterway flooding as sea 

level rises. There will be even 

more extreme weather events, 

including more droughts in 

some places and more rainfall 

in others. The dynamics of 

marine organisms will be 

profoundly altered, including 

shifting migrations of species 

due to warming waters, ocean 

acidification, and changing 

oxygen levels in water (warm 

water holds less dissolved gas 

in it).‖ 

Here are some more highlights 

from meteorologist Eric 

Holthaus, in his summary, 

published on the Future Tense 

blog (http://goo.gl/zq6qyW), of 

the latest IPCC report: 

--Nearly every part of the world 

will face ―very high‖ risk of a 

breakdown in at least one 

critical component of the 
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I‘ve seen many class conscious comrades 

attack the animal liberationists who argue for 

veganism. They claim that it isn‘t right to talk 

about veganism when there are many people 

living without enough food for themselves 

and/or their families. To argue for veganism, 

or the liberation of other animals, is to them 

secondary work. They, like the men who 

argued that once men had won their 

freedom they‘d return to the 

―women issue,‖ lack the 

understanding of how it all relates 

to the overall revolution. I would 

like to clarify that (1) all real 

animal liberationists are 

revolutionaries that aim to destroy 

capitol and the state, and (2), we as 

a species actually lose food with 

our meat dependence, as well as 

destroy our environment, and 

perpetuate a system of dominance. 

Animal liberationists understand 

many points that lead us to attack 

capital and the state. It is capitalism 

that has created the culture where 

anything and everything can be 

privatized. It puts an economic 

strain on many families who then 

have to cut corners—and our 

furred/feathered/scaly loved ones 

suffer first (after which it is usually 

the human children). It has made common 

property of all beings of earth into private 

property, and that has had devastating effects 

on many different species by creating a near-

death lifestyle. It owns media and thus 

reinforces such horrid systems in order to 

maintain their accumulation of wealth. And 

lastly, the state protects all of this. 

There are those who are confused and believe 

that the system is OK, and that we just have to 

get people to respect the animals, but they just 

haven‘t thought it all through. When real 

animal liberationists speak of liberation we 

speak of total liberation for all animals—yes, 

even humans. Individuals who claim to be 

animal liberationists cannot think that they are 

only speaking for ―animals‖ 

and not humans. If they do so, 

they would be participating in 

speciesism, as that would 

mean that they had already 

elevated humans onto a 

different level of existence 

than other animals. Humans 

aren‘t animals right? Yes, 

humans are animals! Get over 

it, Jesus was an ape just like 

the rest of us. 

Second, there can be no 

liberationist that just seeks 

reforms, or new laws, that 

would protect animals, 

because these animals are not 

human and so shouldn‘t be 

bound by our laws. They 

should be respected as 

autonomous beings, and be 

left to live and thrive the way 

they see fit. All we should be 

The Truth about Animal Liberation 

Marxist Ecology  

In the following excerpt from his 2002 

essay ―Marx's Ecology in Historical 

Perspective‖ (International Socialism 

Journal, Issue 96), John Bellamy Foster 

lays out the historical and textual basis of 

Karl Marx’s ecological positions, and 

refutes the oft-repeated claim that Marx 

was anti-environmental, and promoted 

industrial development without regard for 

its impact on the Earth. Access the full 

article, with citations, here: http://

pubs.socialistreviewindex.org.uk/isj96/

foster.htm#9—Black Flag Editors. 

―…Marx's two main discussions of modern 

agriculture both end with an analysis of ‗the 

destructive side of modern agriculture.‘ In 

these passages Marx makes a number of 

crucial points: (1) capitalism has created an 

‗irreparable rift‘ in the ‗metabolic 

interaction‘ between human beings and the 

earth, the everlasting nature-imposed 

conditions of production; (2) this demanded 

the ‗systematic restoration‘ of that necessary 

metabolic relation as ‗a regulative law of 

social production‘; (3) nevertheless the 

growth under capitalism of large-scale 

agriculture and long distance trade only 

intensifies and extends the metabolic rift; (4) 

the wastage of soil nutrients is mirrored in 

the pollution and waste in the towns—‗In 

London,‘ he wrote, ‗they can find no better 

use for the excretion of four and a half 

million human beings than to contaminate 

the Thames with it at heavy expense‘; (5) 

large-scale industry and large-scale 

mechanised agriculture work together in this 

destructive process, with ‗industry and 

commerce supplying agriculture with the 

means of exhausting the soil‘; (6) all of this is 

an expression of the antagonistic relation 

between town and country under capitalism; 

(7) a rational agriculture, which needs either 

small independent farmers producing on their 

own, or the action of the associated producers, 

is impossible under modern capitalist 

conditions; and (8) existing conditions 

demand a rational regulation of the metabolic 

relation between human beings and the earth, 

pointing beyond capitalist society to socialism 

and communism. 

Marx's concept of the metabolic rift is the core 

element of this ecological critique. The human 
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especially for political elites, to be seen as a 

supporter of ―democracy.‖  

But what exactly is democracy? Scholars may 

debate over this (and they do!), but a basic 

feature of democracy must be that there is 

some correlation between public policy and 

public opinion, as the above-quoted Noam 

Chomsky likes to say. But, if this point is true, 

then the US doesn‘t look very much like a 

democracy at all. How can the US be a 

democracy if ―nearly three-quarters (73%) of 

Americans believe that undocumented 

immigrants should have a way to legally stay 

in the U.S. if they meet certain 

requirements‖ (Pew Research, 2013), and yet 

US leaders refuse to offer undocumented 

immigrants such legal status? How can the US 

be a democracy if a majority of Americans 

favor re-establishing diplomatic ties with 

Cuba (Pew Research 2009; Gallup Research 

2008 and 2006) and yet the US government 

firmly upholds the embargo? How can the US 

be a democracy if a majority of Americans 

―favor setting higher emissions and pollution 

standards for business and industry, and 

imposing mandatory controls on carbon 

dioxide emissions and other greenhouse 

gases‖ (Gallup 2014), and yet the US 

government refuses to take such measures, 

and even blocks them when they are proposed 

power and influence than other groups? Is it 

possible if these same privileged groups can 

use their wealth, influence, and knowledge to 

lobby the government; open newspapers, TV 

networks, and radio stations; write textbooks; 

set up think tanks; buy political 

representatives; write, promote, and 

implement legislation; commission academic 

studies; access the finest legal, financial, and 

academic advice and representation—all of 

which are by definition inaccessible to the 

less-fortunate people in society? Anatole 

France famously joked that ―in its majestic 

equality, the law forbids rich and poor alike to 

sleep under bridges, beg in the streets and 

steal loaves of bread.‖ The sad irony of this 

statement is as relevant today as when it was 

written in 1894.  

What makes anarchism distinctive among 

political ideologies is that it doesn‘t merely do 

lip service to ideals like democracy, diversity, 

human rights, equality, personal freedom, 

social justice, prosperity, world peace, and so 

on. Rather, it demands that existing 

institutions, from political parties to state 

governments to multinational corporations, 

actually demonstrate that they can and do 

deliver these things. If they can‘t meet this 

basic standard, anarchists argue, these 

institutions must be dismantled and replaced 

at international conferences?  

There are also bigger questions. Can a 

society be truly democratic if many of its 

citizens are too poor to access quality 

education at all levels so that they can be 

better informed about complex issues? Or if 

many citizens have to work such long hours 

for such low wages that they have neither the 

time nor the resources to devote to political 

and social questions? Or if certain segments 

of the population—for example women, 

LGBTQ people, racial and ethnic 

minorities—suffer from prejudice, lower 

wages, legal discrimination, and so on? 

The subject of oppressed minority groups 

brings up another issue that is just as 

troubling as that of ―democracy‖: social 

equality (in fact, it should seem obvious 

from our discussion up until now that a 

certain measure of social equality is a 

necessary precondition for democracy). 

Everyone, it seems, supports racial equality, 

gender equality, civil equality, workplace 

equality, and so on. In the US, several 

important pieces of federal legislation—

including the 14th and 19th Amendments, the 

Civil Rights Acts, and the ADA—legally 

mandate different forms of equality. But is 

any kind of equality possible when certain 

groups of people command more money and 

Project Quinn (PQ): Adopt “Me-Mow” 
 

We‘d like to thank the Free Association of Anarchists for giving us the time and space to give 

the people a heads-up on what we‘ve been up to. 

      

We recently got a new foster named ―Me-Mow.‖ She is a beautiful, healthy, and energetic young 

kitten. She was handed over to PQ by a neighbor who had found her abandoned in the street. 

This neighbor wanted to nurse her back to health herself but was unable to due to her family. 

That‘s when we got a knock on are door. 

 

 More images and videos can be found at our newly created web page http://

askprojectquinn.wordpress.com/, or on our Facebook page at https://www.facebook.com/

projectquinn. 

 

As always we look to make the adoption of one of these children easy by helping to get you 

started with a starter pack. It‘ll include food, litter, a litter box, Project Quinn stickers (so you can 

rep), zines filled with information, and contacts of friends that are always down to babysit. 

 

There is no money involved, which some have mistaken to mean we are just giving away 

animals. No, that is not the case. Someone recently wanted this little one and we had to turn the 

person down. There is a process to adopt with us; we ask for a minimum of two meetings so we 

can make sure the relationship works for both Me-mow and the human companion, and then you 

can take your future life partner with you to see if you can commit to the relationship. If it fits 

and works, then we‘ve been successful in creating another family.  

Con’t on pg  10 

“Anarchist Consensus” con’t  
SUMMER 2014 VOLUME 10: THE “GREEN” ISSUE 

http://askprojectquinn.wordpress.com/
http://askprojectquinn.wordpress.com/
https://www.facebook.com/projectquinn
https://www.facebook.com/projectquinn


We're so self-important. So self-important. Everybody's going to save 

something now. "Save the trees, save the bees, save the whales, save 

those snails." And the greatest arrogance of all: save the planet. What? 

Are these fucking people kidding me? Save the planet, we don't even 

know how to take care of ourselves yet. We haven't learned how to help 

one another. We're gonna save the fucking planet? 

I am getting tired of that shit. I'm tired of fucking Earth Day. I'm tired 

of these fucking self-righteous environmentalists. I‘m tired of these 

white, liberal, bourgeois, liberal white people who think the only thing 

wrong with this planet is there aren‘t enough bicycle paths. Trying to 

make the world safe and clean for their Volvos. And I‘m really sick, 

REALLY SICK, of these rock stars and movie stars gonna work off 

their cocaine guilt by saving a forest somewhere. Besides, besides… 

First of all, the environmentalists don‘t give a shit about the planet, they 

don‘t care about the planet. Not in the abstract, they don‘t. You know 

what they‘re interested in? A clean place to live. Their own habitat. 

They‘re worried that someday in the future they might be personally 

inconvenienced. Narrow, unenlightened self-interest doesn‘t impress 

me.  

Besides, there‘s nothing wrong with the planet. The planet is fine. The 

PEOPLE are fucked. The people are fucked. Compared to the people, 

the planet is doin‘ great. The planet has been here for four and a half 

billion years. All right? Four and a half BILLION. We‘ve been here, 

what? A hundred thousand? Maybe, two hundred thousand? Maybe. 

And we‘ve only been engaged in heavy industry for a little over two 

hundred years. Two hundred years versus four and a half billion. And 

we have the conceit to think that somehow we‘re a threat? That 

somehow we‘re gonna put in jeopardy this beautiful little blue-green 

ball that‘s just a-floatin‘ around the Sun? The planet has been through a 

lot worse than us, for a long time. 

It‘s been through earthquakes, volcanoes, plate tectonics, continental 

drift, solar flares, sunspots, magnetic storms, the magnetic reversal of 

the poles, bombardments for hundreds of thousands of years by comets 

and asteroids and meteors, sandstorms, erosion of all kinds, cosmic 

radiation, worldwide fires, worldwide floods, recurring Ice Ages, and 

we think, WE THINK, some aluminum cans, and some plastic bags, are 

going to make a difference? The planet isn‘t going anywhere. WE 

ARE. 

We‘re goin‘ away. We‘re goin‘ a-way. Pack your shit, folks. We‘re 

goin‘ away. And we won‘t leave much of a trace, either. Thank God for 

that. Maybe a little Styrofoam. Maybe a little Styrofoam. Planet‘ll be 

here and we‘ll be long gone, just another failed mutation, just another 

closed-end biological mistake. An evolutionary cul-de-sac. The 

planet‘ll shake us off like a bad case of fleas. A surface nuisance. You 

wanna know how the planet is doing? Ask those people in Pompeii, 

who are frozen into position from volcanic ash, how the planet‘s doing. 

Wanna know if the planet‘s all right? Ask the people in Mexico City or 

Armenia or a hundred other places buried under thousands of tons of 

earthquake rubble if they feel like a real threat to the planet this week. 

How about the people in Kilauea, Hawaii who build their homes right 

When I turn on the radio, pick up a paper, or browse the internet, I am 

disgusted by the debates on the environment:  

 "The Democrats support Carbon Markets because we must stop 

climate change.  The Republicans say that we should oppose Carbon Markets, 

saying that they will not mitigate climate change and will hurt business."  The 

Republicans are right, cap-and-trade is worse than useless, but how are we 

supposed to address climate change?   

 "Anti-GMO activists say that genetically altered crops could be 

harmful to ingest.  Monsanto and other agricultural corporations deny this."  

Evidence shows that Monsanto is correct in this case, but what about the other 

problems associated with GMOs, like increased pesticide use and water table 

depletion? 

 We live in a world of useless dichotomies.  We are exposed to 

fruitless debate between Democrats and Republicans, even between the 

political establishment and most of the Left.  The question usually at stake is 

"should the government regulate corporations more?"  The question should be 

"can the government even regulate corporations?" and the answer is "no".  The 

government is composed of people who come from the ranks of corporations, 

who are elected using money from corporations, and who would rather distract 

us with false dichotomies than prevent the earth from becoming a lifeless 

garbage heap.  Better regulations for the government will help in the same way 

that pain-killers help someone who is bleeding to death. 

Respect the Earth, Smash the Corporate State 

By MacD 
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From The Sexual Politics of 
Meat: Male Identification and 
Meat Eating 

The following is an excerpt from the 20th-anniversary edition 

of Carol J. Adams’s classic 1990 text The Sexual Politics of 

Meat (Continuum, 2010). In the book, Adams exposes the deep 

connections between patriarchy and meat-consumption, and 

argues that vegetarianism and feminism are inseparable 

features of the struggle for a just world. Note: Consult the 

printed text for citations and footnotes. –Black Flag Editors 

 

 ―…Meat-eating societies gain male identification by their 

choice of food, and meat textbooks heartily endorse this 

association. The Meat We Eat proclaims meat to be ‗A Virile and 

Protective Food,‘ thus ‗a liberal meat supply has always been 

associated with a happy and virile people.‘ Meat Technology informs 

us that ‗the virile Australian race is a typical example of heavy meat-

eaters.‘  Leading gourmands refer ‗to the virile ordeal of spooning the 

brains directly out of a barbecued calf‘s head.‘ Virile: of or having the 

characteristics of an adult male, from vir meaning man. Meat eating 

measures individual and societal virility. 

Meat is a constant for men, intermittent for women, a pattern painfully 

observed in famine situations today. Women are starving at a rate 

disproportionate to men. Lisa Leghorn and Mary Roodkowsky 

surveyed this phenomenon in their book Who Really Starves? Women 

and World Hunger. Women, they conclude, engage in deliberate self-

deprivation, offering men the ‗best‘ foods at the expense of their own 

nutritional needs. For instance, they tell us that ‗Ethiopian women and 

girls of all classes are obliged to prepare two meals, one for the males 

and a second, often containing no meat or other substantial protein, for 

the females.‘ 

In fact, men‘s protein needs are less than those of pregnant and nursing 

women and the disproportionate distribution of the main protein source 

occurs when women‘s need for protein is the greatest. Curiously, we 

are now being told that one should eat meat (or fish, vegetables, 

chocolate, and salt) at least six weeks before becoming pregnant if one 

wants a boy. But if a girl is desired, no meat please, rather milk, cheese, 

nuts, beans, and cereals. 

Fairy tales initiate us at an early age into the 

dynamics of eating and sex roles. The king 

in his countinghouse ate four-and-twenty 

blackbirds in a pie (originally four-and 

twenty naughty boys) while the Queen ate 

bread and honey. Cannibalism in fairy tales 

is generally a male activity, as Jack, after 

climbing his beanstalk, quickly learned. 

Folktales of all nations depict giants as male 

and ‗fond of eating human flesh.‘ Witches—

warped or monstrous women in the eyes of a 

patriarchal world—become the token female cannibals. 

A Biblical example of the male prerogative for meat rankled Elizabeth 

Cady Stanton, a leading nineteenth-century feminist, as can be seen by 

her terse comment on Leviticus 6 in The Woman’s Bible: ‗The meat so 

delicately cooked by the priests, with wood and coals in the altar, in 

clean linen, no woman was permitted to taste, only the males among the 

children of Aaron.‘ 

Most food taboos address meat consumption and they place more 

restrictions on women than on men. The common foods forbidden to 

women are chicken, duck, and pork. Forbidding meat to women in non-

technological cultures increases its prestige. Even if the women raise 

the pigs, as they do in the Solomon Islands, they are rarely allowed to 

eat the pork. When they do receive some, it is at the dispensation of 

their husbands. In Indonesia ‗flesh food is viewed as the property of the 

men. At feasts, the principal times when meat is available, it is 

distributed to households according to the men in them. . . . 

The system of distribution thus reinforces the prestige of the men in 

society.‘ 

Worldwide this patriarchal custom is found. In Asia, some cultures 

forbid women from consuming fish, seafood, chicken, duck, and eggs. 

In equatorial Africa, the prohibition of chicken to women is common. 

For example, the Mbum Kpau women do not eat chicken, goat, 

partridge, or other game birds. The Kufa of Ethiopia punished women 

who ate chicken by making them slaves, while the Walamo ‗put to 

death anyone who violated the restriction 

of eating fowl.‘ 

Correspondingly, vegetables and other 

nonmeat foods are viewed as women‘s 

food. This makes them undesirable to men. 

The Nuer men think that eating eggs is 

effeminate. In other groups men require 

sauces to disguise the fact that they are 

eating women‘s foods. ‗Men expect to 

have meat sauces to go with their porridge 

and will sometimes refuse to eat sauces 

made of greens or other vegetables, which 

are said to be women‘s food‘…‖ 
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The following poem was submitted for the Spring 2014 ―What is Anarchism?‖ Special 

Issue, but was not included due to editorial oversight. We apologize for the mistake, and 

are glad to include the piece here. –Your Humble Black Flag Editors. 

I should consider myself an anarchist 

By Jeremy Dehart 

I should consider myself an anarchist. 

Why?  

Because I spend my days 

studying, 

learning, 

growing. 

  

Observing, 

reading, 

writing. 

  

Heartbroken, 

weary, 

sympathetic. 

  

I think monuments and statues are ugly. 

I'd rather hear a homeless man's story than a congressman's. 

I think overcoming odds are much different than most people's concept of "success". 

There are more banks than there is free food. 

Cities were built with much blood and sweat for much little pay and 

people who work 9-5 look unhappy as they walk down the streets of them. 

Public squares now come with a list of rules. 

Business men carry their souls in their briefcases. 

We must all keep off the grass. 

Poetry is no longer a form of communication but just another time-killer. 

I can't look at life from the perspective of an upper-classman, though they demand that I 

do. 

There is nowhere in New York City to take a shit unless you're a paying customer. 

Streets are named after conquerers. 

Our fossils will be embedded in styrofoam and plastic. 

Books have become touchscreen. No child of future generations will learn to love the scent 

of good book mold. 

Punk is dead but still haunts society as a stitched up, soulless inertia. 

I should consider myself an anarchist. 

Why? 

I suppose it‘s for the same reason that everything else is giving up. 
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From “What Is Social Ecology?” by Murray Bookchin 

with more satisfactory institutions (and that the dismantling and 

replacing be done by the very people affected, and governed, by these 

institutions). And as the previous remarks suggest, none of the reigning 

institutions of governmental or economic power, either today or in the 

past 150 years, comes reasonably close to meeting this standard. This is 

what Noam Chomsky is saying when he argues that the ideals of 

anarchism (liberty, equality, and so many others) are almost universally 

applauded in theory but almost universally rejected in practice, whether 

such practice occurs in a capitalist ―democracy‖ or a socialist 

―dictatorship of the proletariat.‖ He ironically describes these ideals as 

―doubly universal.‖  

Another ―doubly universal‖ ideal, one that is currently in vogue, is the 

subject of this Special Issue: environmental sustainability. In Part I of 

this series, available in the Winter 2013 issue, we argued that a 

cumulative case for anarchism can be made from the insights provided 

by a wide array of academic disciplines, from social psychology to 

political geography. In Part II, available in the Spring 2014 ―What is 

Anarchism?‖ special issue, we looked more closely at a small selection 

of this scholarly evidence. In this third, and final installment, we are 

suggesting that this ―coming anarchist consensus‖ is most obvious in 

the growing awareness worldwide that only drastic—indeed, 

revolutionary—changes will be able to reverse the grave damage done 

to the biosphere by expanding global capitalism, and thereby ensure a 

decent human future on a habitable world.  

Doubly Universal Ideals, the Environment, and Popular Opinion 

The reason why certain ideas like democracy, equality, or 

The selections below are excerpts from Bookchin’s classic 1993 essay ―What is Social Ecology?‖ in which he outlines the basics of his 

ecologically sustainable, directly-democratic, regenerative model of society. The complete essay is available online at the Anarchy Archives 

(http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/Anarchist_Archives/bookchin/socecol.html), and should be required reading for all anarchists and Left-wing 

thinkers who are concerned with creating an ecologically sane and stable world. These excerpts, lightly edited for ease of reading, offer an 

incomplete intro which will hopefully lead you to the complete work. –Black Flag Editors.  

 

What literally defines social ecology as "social" is its recognition of the often overlooked fact that nearly all our present ecological problems 

arise from deep-seated social problems. Conversely, present ecological problems cannot be clearly understood, much less resolved, without 

resolutely dealing with problems within society. To make this point more concrete: economic, ethnic, cultural, and gender conflicts, among 

many others, lie at the core of the most serious ecological dislocations we face today—apart, to be sure, from those that are produced by 

natural catastrophes… 

…Indeed, to separate ecological problems from social problems—or even to play down or give token recognition to this crucial relationship—

would be to grossly misconstrue the sources of the growing environmental crisis. The way human beings deal with each other as social beings 

is crucial to addressing the ecological crisis. Unless we clearly recognize this, we will surely fail to see that the hierarchical mentality and class 

relationships that so thoroughly permeate society give rise to the very idea of dominating the natural world. 

environmental sustainability become ―doubly universal‖ is that these 

ideas have mass appeal. Generally speaking, people want a say in 

how their lives are lived, people want a fair chance at achieving the 

things they desire and need, and people want to have a clean, safe 

planet on which to live their lives and raise their families. The 

owners of this planet—the lords of the business, finance, 

government, and military sectors who direct human affairs for their 

own class-based interests—know that the people want these things. 

These mis-leaders therefore work hard to convince people that they 

will, indeed, get these things if they just follow the rules of the 

system and wait long enough (in their more audacious moments, 

they even try to tell us that we already have some of these things—

e.g. ―we already have equality: we have a black president, after all‖).  

They have to convince us, lest we rise in revolt.  

And revolt is what many people are already being pushed to do. As 

sociologist Christine M. Robinson notes in the September, 2009 

issue of Working USA, ―Anarchism has been called ‗the fastest 

growing counter-cultural movement in the United States,‘ according 

to numerous national media sources, including The Nation 

magazine‖ (http://goo.gl/T7h8Uc). And anarchists of today are not 

merely starry-eyed utopians or backward-looking nostalgics for the 

Spanish Civil War (although both groups are represented in the 

movement!). Economists Benjamin Powell and Edward Stringham, 

writing in the September, 2009 issue of Public Choice (http://

goo.gl/7b8QpJ), offer a heavily-annotated survey of academic 

studies on the economics of anarchy, many of which offer historical 

evidence, as well as computer models, suggesting the plausibility of 

Con’t on pg  16 

Con’t on pg 14  

SUMMER 2014 VOLUME 10: THE “GREEN” ISSUE 

“Anarchist Consensus” con’t  

http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/Anarchist_Archives/bookchin/socecol.html
http://goo.gl/T7h8Uc
http://goo.gl/7b8QpJ
http://goo.gl/7b8QpJ


The following brief intro to Eco-Anarchism is 

adapted from a piece at Spunk Library, ―an 

online anarchist library and archive‖ (http://

www.spunk.org/texts/intro/sp001695.html). 

Despite being slightly dated, it is still very 

relevant, outlining some of the key ideas of the 

anarchist approach to the environment, 

highlighting how important the ecological 

crisis is, and suggesting that a united 

approach to solving ecological problems 

could be the way forward for the Left.—Black 

Flag Editors 

 

 ―The big corporations, our clients, are scared 

shitless of the environmental movement.... 

The corporations are wrong about that. I think 

the companies will have to give in only at 

insignificant levels. Because the companies 

are too strong, they're the establishment. The 

environmentalists are going to have to be like 

the mob in the square in Rumania before they 

prevail.‖ 

 --Frank Mankiewicz, Vice-Chairman, Hill & 

Knowlton PR 

 

The Left is more divided than ever as we near 

the 21st century, just as the 

Right wing (enhancing private 

wealth and privilege) grows 

stronger in an era of 

"globalization", which amounts 

to the worldwide dominance of 

capitalism—the realization of a 

world capitalist market. 

While the Right wing rallies around Big 

Business, the military, and fundamentalist 

Christianity, the Left seems unable to 

focus itself and fight back the forces of 

authority and oppression. 

The only movement that can possibly 

unite the disparate forces of the Left is the 

environmental movement. There is simply 

no force out there, and that includes 

organized labor, that can capture people's 

interest and enthusiasm more than the 

environment. And corporations are aware 

of this, which is why they spend so much 

on PR saying that they're "green" or 

environmentally friendly—they recognize 

the potential power behind a people's 

movement centered on environmentalism, 

which would naturally lock horns with 

capitalism and the corresponding pollution 

legally changed, any mail/donations sent to 

Marius in prison will still need to be 

addressed to ‗Marie Mason‘ on the envelope.  

 

About Marius Mason 

 

Marius Mason is a loving mother of two and 

a long-time activist in the environmental and 

labor movements. In March 2008, he was 

arrested by federal authorities for charges 

related to two acts of property destruction 

that occurred in 1999 and 2000—damaging 

an office connected to GMO (Genetically 

Compiled from an Anarchist News piece, 

posted July 7, 2014 (http://anarchistnews.org/

content/free-marius-jacob-mason), and from 

the supportmariemason.org page—Black Flag 

Editors. 

 

We would like to let everyone know that 

Marius Jacob Mason will no longer be using 

the name Marie, and will be using male 

pronouns. We hope that you will all join us in 

supporting Marius through this transition, 

which will no doubt be extra challenging 

within the prison system. Until his name is 

Modified Organism) research, and destroying 

a piece of logging equipment. No one was 

injured in either act. He faced a life sentence 

before accepting a plea bargain in September 

2008. 

 

Mason was sentenced on February 5, 2009 in 

federal court in Lansing, Michigan. He 

received almost 22 years – the longest 

sentence of any Green Scare prisoner. An 

appeal for a reduction in his sentence was 

denied in 2010. 

 

ECO-ANARCHISM 

Free Jailed Transgender Eco-Activist Marius Jacob Mason 

that accompanies the growth-based capitalist 

economy. 

The goal of the capitalist owners is to derail 

and stall the environmental movement so as to 

save their profits. They've been pouring 

money into this effort, and it has paid off; 

most established environmental organizations 

have been co-opted by Big Business. Only 

Earth First! remains as a vigorous, direct 

action, people-based environmental 

movement, which is why it gets such 

consistent bad press, its members portrayed as 

terrorists (even though the Earth Firsters' cars 

are the ones that get blown up—funny, that!) 

But EF! is only one 

group; it is up to 

anarchists to show 

how the environment 
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The Green Scare is the name given to the arrests of animal rights and environmental activists who have been charged with acts of economic 

sabotage. Federal authorities have sought outrageous sentences (often life in prison) and have publicly and legally labeled the activists as 

―terrorists‖—despite the fact that no one has been killed or injured in any of the acts. For an intro to the Green Scare, see here: http://goo.gl/zgljJc. 

 

Supporting Marius Mason does not mean agreeing with his acts. It does mean opposing the fear-mongering tactics of the federal government, and 

the outrageous sentences they have imposed. 

 

We encourage everyone to write to Marius Mason in prison: 

 

Marie Mason #04672-061 

FMC Carswell 

Federal Medical Center 

P.O. Box 27137 

Fort Worth, TX 76127 

 

Under no circumstances mention any illegal acts. Letters that mention other Green Scare prisoners may be rejected. Mason has a list of 100 pre-

approved people who he can write to, so you will not necessarily get a letter back. 

 

Statement Read at a Solidarity Event Organized by NYC ABC: 

 

―My name is Moira Meltzer-Cohen. I‘m an attorney working with a person of immense courage and integrity, someone who struggles for 

liberation and self-determination on behalf of other people, non-human animals, and life on Earth itself. This is someone whose courage and 

integrity are made even more salient by the fact that their own liberation and their own autonomy have long been severely circumscribed. 

 

Even more than most people in prison, my client and those in their unit face rigid, arbitrary constraints on communication and expression that 

impact every part of their lives. But even more—I want you to imagine how difficult it would be if all your struggles toward liberation and 

autonomy were taking place not only in a prison, but in a world that always targets trans people for further violence, confinement, and abuse. 

 

I am proud to be working with Marius Jacob Mason to change their name to the one that reflects his masculine gender identity.  

 

It is my sincere hope that this announcement does not serve as any kind of excuse for argument or debate—it should be self-evident that trans-

exclusion is indefensible in any movement claiming to move us toward collective liberation. If we are serious about liberation and autonomy, it is 

incumbent upon us to take seriously that all our various struggles are mutually implicated, that earth liberation and trans liberation are not simply 

mutually compatible, but that achievement of each is a necessary condition for the satisfaction of the other. 

 

So I want to call on ―us‖—anarchists, allies, environmental justice advocates—let us acknowledge Marius‘s gender now, not only for Marius‘s 

sake, but for the sake of our collective liberation. This transition not only does not undermine the importance of Marius‘s environmental and other 

social commitments—it is further evidence of his commitment to justice and bravery in the face of repressive and destructive systems. It has not 

been, and will not be, easy for Marius to transition while in custody of the most heinous part of the U.S. prison system.  

 

But we can make this process a little easier by supporting his gender identity, by using the appropriate masculine pronouns and his correct name, 

writing to him and other incarcerated trans folks, providing meaningful social support, and funding legal 

battles and medical needs both in and out of prison. We have an opportunity as a community to demonstrate 

conclusively that we are strong, that we understand the mutual implications of all forms of oppression, and 

that we can reject the subordination of any cause to another. I want to also remind you that because 

transpeople are disproportionately and aggressively policed, there are many, many folks in prison who need 

your support, including one I want to highlight, Jane Doe, a 16 year-old trans girl who is being held without 

charges in Connecticut. You can find more information at https://www.facebook.com/justice4janeCT. You 

can find information about incarcerated trans people at SRLP.org, and more information about Marius Jacob 

Mason at supportmariemason.org‖  
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The following list is adapted from a page (http://goo.gl/aS1Qgn) at 

DoSomething.org—Black Flag Editors 

 

1. Environmental racism is the geographic relationship between 

environmental degradation and low-income or minority 

communities. 

2. The people populating areas within 2 miles of our nation‘s 

hazardous waste facilities are by majority of color. 

3. Racial disparities of color exist in 9 out of 10 Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) regions. 

4. Existing laws and land-use controls have not been adequately 

applied in order to reduce health risks for those living in or near 

toxic "hot spots." 

5. African Americans are 79 percent more likely than whites to live 

in neighborhoods where industrial pollution is suspected of causing 

the greatest health dangers. 

6. A Commission for Racial Justice study found that 3 of the 5 

largest waste facilities dealing with hazardous materials in the 

United States are located in poor black communities. This study also 

showed that 3 out of every 5 African Americans and Latinos live in 

areas near toxic waste sites, as well as live in areas where the levels 

of poverty are well above the national average. 

7. Poverty-stricken Native American communities face some of the 

worst toxic pollution problems in the country. 

8. ―Approximately half of all Native Americans live in communities 

with an uncontrolled toxic waste site," according to the Commission 

for Racial Justice. 

9. Living near toxic waste facilities and in low income housing 

affects almost every aspect of life including food, water, and air. 

Homes, schools, and workplaces are deemed unsafe because of 

environmental hazards in the buildings, which are dilapidated and 

outdated. 

10. Children of color who live in poor areas are more likely to attend 

schools filled with asbestos, live in homes with peeling lead paint, 

and play in parks that are contaminated. 

11. These same children are nearly 9 times more likely than 

economically-advantaged children to be exposed to lead levels so 

high they can cause severe learning disabilities and neurological 

disorders. 96 percent of African American children who live in inner 

cities have unsafe amounts of lead in their blood. 

climate system—the availability of fresh water, or crop productivity, or 

coastal flooding due to sea level rise, to name three examples—by 

2100, even with ambitious action taken. 

--Climate change is expected to lead to increases in ill-health in many 

regions and especially in developing countries with low income. 

--The combination of high temperature and humidity will compromise 

normal human activities, including growing food or working outdoors 

in some areas for parts of the year.  

--Climate change can indirectly increase risks of violent conflicts in the 

form of civil war and inter-group violence by amplifying well-

documented drivers of these conflicts such as poverty and economic 

shocks. 

--Throughout the 21st century, climate-change impacts are projected to 

slow down economic growth, make poverty reduction more difficult, 

further erode food security, and prolong existing, and create new, 

poverty traps, the latter particularly in urban areas and emerging 

hotspots of hunger. 

Additional Resources 

--―Seven Answers to Climate Contrarian Nonsense‖ by John Rennie, 

Scientific American, Nov 30, 2009. http://

www.scientificamerican.com/article/seven-answers-to-climate-

contrarian-nonsense/ 

--―Climate Change: A Guide for the Perplexed‖ by Michael Le Page, 

Newscientist.com, May 16, 2007. http://www.newscientist.com/article/

dn11462#.U7zIxPldWSp 

--―Climate Change 101: Understanding and Responding to Global 

Climate Change‖ by the Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, 

Updated January 2011. http://www.c2es.org/science-impacts/climate-

change-101 

--―Global Warming 101‖ (Video) by National Geographic. Uploaded 

May 18, 2007. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oJAbATJCugs 

--―An Anarchist Solution to Global Warming‖ by Peter Gelderloos. 

InfoShop News. September 10, 2010. http://news.infoshop.org/

article.php?story=20100915231738789 

--―'Sleepwalking to Extinction': Capitalism and the Destruction of Life 

and Earth‖ by Richard Smith. CommonDreams.org. November, 2013. 

https://www.commondreams.org/view/2013/11/15-3 

11 Facts About Environmental Racism  
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July 4, 2014—Oaklander and Occupy Oakland 

participant Monique Robinson was found 

unresponsive near the corner of 24th and 

Chestnut streets Thursday morning, July 3rd. 

News articles say that she was murdered. 

She was the mother of a small child, Taylor, 

who is being taken care of now by some of 

Monique‘s comrades. 

You can help support Taylor with a donation 

through YouCaring (http://www.youcaring.com/

other/supporting-taylor-fat-daddy-/199171) 

See Also: https://twitter.com/#RIPMonique 

Contribute to Help Child of Slain Occupy Oakland Activist 

The following is borrowed from the Occupy Oakland obituary of Monique Robinson 

 (https://occupyoakland.org/2014/07/monique-oo-comrade-rest-peace/) 

—Black Flag Editors 

Unless we realize that the present market society, structured around the brutally competitive imperative of "grow or die," is a thoroughly 

impersonal, self-operating mechanism, we will falsely tend to blame technology as such or population growth as such for environmental problems. 

We will ignore their root causes, such as trade for profit, industrial expansion, and the identification of "progress" with corporate self-interest. In 

short, we will tend to focus on the symptoms of a grim social pathology rather than on the pathology itself, and our efforts will be directed toward 

limited goals whose attainment is more cosmetic than curative… 

NATURE AND SOCETY 

…The truth is that human beings not only belong in nature, they are products of a long, natural evolutionary process. Their seemingly "unnatural" 

activities—like the development of technology and science, the formation of mutable social institutions, of highly symbolic forms of 

communication, of aesthetic sensibilities, the creation of towns and cities—all would be impossible without the large array of physical attributes 

that have been eons in the making, be they large brains or the bipedal motion that frees their hands for tool making and carrying food. In many 

respects, human traits are enlargements of nonhuman traits that have been evolving over the ages. Increasing care for the young, cooperation, the 

substitution of mentally guided behavior for largely instinctive behavior—all are present more keenly in human behavior. The difference between 

the development of these traits among nonhuman beings is that among humans they reach a degree of elaboration and integration that yields 

cultures or, viewed institutionally in terms of families, bands, tribes, hierarchies, economic classes, and the state, highly mutable societies for 

which there is no precedent in the nonhuman world—unless the genetically-programmed behavior of insects is to be regarded as "social." In fact, 

the emergence and development of human society is a shedding of instinctive behavioral traits, a continuing process of clearing a new terrain for 

potentially rational behavior. 

Human beings always remain rooted in their biological evolutionary history, which we may call "first Nature," but they produce a characteristically 

human social nature of their own which we may call "second nature." And far from being "unnatural," human second nature is eminently a creation 

of organic evolution's first nature. To write the second nature created by human beings out of nature as a whole, or indeed, to minimize it, is to 

ignore the creativity of natural evolution itself and to view it one-sidedly. If "true" evolution embodies itself simply in creatures like grizzly bears, 

wolves, and whales—generally, animals that people find aesthetically pleasing or relatively intelligent—then human beings are literally de-

natured… 

…That is to say, people create an environment that is most suitable for their mode of existence. In this respect, second nature is no different from 

the environment that every animal, depending upon its abilities, creates as well as adapts to, the biophysical circumstances—or ecocommunity—in 

which it must live. On this very simple level, human beings are, in principle, doing nothing that differs from the survival activities of nonhuman 
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beings—be it building beaver dams or gopher holes. 

But the environmental changes that human beings produce are 

significantly different from those produced by nonhuman beings. 

Humans act upon their environments with considerable technical 

foresight, however lacking that foresight may be in ecological respects. 

Their cultures are rich in knowledge, experience, cooperation, and 

conceptual intellectuality; however, they may be sharply divided 

against themselves at certain points of their development, through 

conflicts between groups, classes, nation states, and even city-states. 

Nonhuman beings generally live in ecological niches, their behavior 

guided primarily by instinctive drives and conditioned reflexes. Human 

societies are "bonded" together by institutions that change radically 

over centuries. Nonhuman communities are notable for their fixity in 

general terms or by clearly preset, often genetically imprinted, 

rhythms. Human communities are guided in part by ideological factors 

and are subject to changes conditioned by those factors… 

THE IDEA OF DOMINATING NATURE 

"Nature," in the broad sense of a biotic environment 

from which humans take the simple things they 

need for survival, often has no meaning to 

preliterate peoples. Immersed in nature as the very 

universe of their lives it has no special meaning, 

even when they celebrate animistic rituals and view 

the world around them as a nexus of life, often 

imputing their own social institutions to the 

behavior of various species, as in the case of 

"beaver lodges" and humanlike spirits. Words that 

express our conventional notions of nature are not easy to find, if they 

exist at all, in the languages of aboriginal peoples. 

With the rise of hierarchy and human domination, however, the seeds 

are planted for a belief that nature not only exists as a world apart, but 

that it is hierarchically organized and can be dominated. The study of 

magic reveals this shift clearly. Early forms of magic did not view 

nature as a world apart. Its worldview tended to be such that a 

practitioner essentially pleaded with the "chief spirit" of the game to 

coax an animal in the direction of an arrow or a spear. Later, magic 

becomes almost entirely instrumental; the game is coerced by magical 

techniques to become the hunter's prey. While the earliest forms of 

magic may be regarded as the practices of a generally nonhierarchical 

and egalitarian community, the later forms of animistic beliefs betray a 

more or less hierarchical view of the natural world and of latent human 

powers of domination. 

We must emphasize, here, that the idea of dominating nature has its 

primary source in the domination of human by human and the 

structuring of the natural world into a hierarchical Chain of Being (a 

static conception, incidentally, that has no relationship to the evolution 

of life into increasingly advanced forms of subjectivity and flexibility). 

The biblical injunction that gave to Adam and Noah command of the 

living world was above all an expression of a social dispensation. Its 

idea of dominating nature can be overcome only through the creation 

of a society without those class and hierarchical structures that make 

for rule and obedience in private as well as public life. That this new 

dispensation involves changes in attitudes and values should go 

without saying. But these attitudes and values remain vaporous if they 

are not given substance through objective institutions, the ways in which 

humans concretely interact with each other, and in the realities of 

everyday life from childrearing to work and play. Until human beings 

cease to live in societies that are structured around hierarchies as well as 

economic classes, we shall never be free of domination, however much 

we try to dispel it with rituals, incantations, ecotheologies, and the 

adoption of seemingly "natural" ways of life… 

"GROW OR DIE!" 

…By the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the new 

industrial capitalist class with its factory system and commitment to 

limitless expansion began to colonize the entire world, and finally, most 

aspects of personal life. Unlike the feudal nobility, which had its 

cherished lands and castles, the bourgeoisie had no home but the 

marketplace and its bank vaults. As a class, they turned more and more 

of the world into an ever-expanding domain of factories. Entrepreneurs 

of the ancient and medieval worlds had normally 

gathered their profits together to invest in land and live 

like country gentry—given the prejudices of their times 

against "ill-gotten" gains from trade. On the other hand, 

the industrial capitalists of the modern world spawned a 

bitterly competitive marketplace that placed a high 

premium on industrial expansion and the commercial 

power it conferred, and functioned as though growth 

were an end in itself. 

It is crucially important, in social ecology, to recognize 

that industrial growth does not result from a change in a 

cultural outlook alone, and least of all, from the impact 

of scientific rationality on society. It stems above all from harshly 

objective factors churned up by the expansion of the market itself, 

factors that are largely impervious to moral considerations and efforts at 

ethical persuasion. Indeed, despite the close association between 

capitalist development and technological innovation, the most driving 

imperative of the capitalist market, given the dehumanizing competition 

that defines it, is the need to grow, and to avoid dying at the hands of 

savage rivals. Important as greed or the power conferred by wealth may 

be, sheer survival requires that an entrepreneur must expand his or her 

productive apparatus to remain ahead of other entrepreneurs and try, in 

fact, to devour them. The key to this law of life—to survival—is 

expansion, and greater profit, to be invested in still further expansion. 

Indeed, the notion of progress, once identified by our ancestors as a faith 

in the evolution of greater human cooperation and care, is now identified 

with economic growth. 

The effort by many well-intentioned ecology theorists and their admirers 

to reduce the ecological crisis to a cultural rather than a social problem 

can easily become obfuscatory. However ecologically concerned an 

entrepreneur may be, the harsh fact is that his or her very survival in the 

marketplace precludes a meaningful ecological orientation. To engage in 

ecologically sound practices places a morally concerned entrepreneur at 

a striking, and indeed, fatal disadvantage in a competitive relationship 

with a rival—notably one who lacks any ecological concerns and thus 

produces at lower costs and reaps higher profits for further capital 

expansion. 

Indeed, to the extent that environmental movements and ideologies 

merely moralize about the "wickedness" of our anti-ecological society, 
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advanced economies functioning without a state. (the Robinson and 

Powell/Stringham pieces are excellent reading—if you can‘t access 

copies at your local library, email us at faacollective@gmail.com, and 

we can probably help you out). Considering both the long list of 

brilliant contemporary thinkers expounding and defending anarchist 

ideas—not only the well-known David Graeber and Noam Chomsky, 

but also anthropologist Brian Morris, philosopher Judith Suissa, 

sociologist Beth Hartung, the late novelist Jose Saramago, 

anthropologist Sal Restivo, sociologist Andrej Grubacic, and physicist 

George Salzman, to name just a small handful (Wikipedia maintains a 

longer list here: http://goo.gl/xPfIsL)—and the growing popularity of 

anarchist ideas and tactics, from the jungles of Chiapas to Tahrir 

Square, it is hard to flatly dismiss the coming consensus around 

anarchism that this series has been describing.  

So when the owners and mis-leaders try to counter these dissident 

tendencies by repeating the tired canard that ―there is no alternative‖ to 

the status quo (what we have called, echoing David Schweickart, the 

―TINA‖ claim), they cannot be convincing. If they ever seem so, it is 

only because their audience is ignorant of alternatives, ignorant of the 

counter-movements, and brain-washed by the deluge of propaganda 

that pours from official mouthpieces—namely, the government- and 

corporate-owned schools and the Big-Business-owned corporate 

media.  

But as far as the environmental crisis is concerned, indoctrination and 

propaganda cannot suffice for long. We‘ve already noted that public 

opinion is, by-and-large, on the side of environmental sustainability—

indeed, a 2007 BBC poll of people in 21 countries found that large 

and emphasize change in personal life and attitudes, they obscure the need for social action. Corporations are skilled at manipulating this desire to 

be present as an ecological image. Mercedes-Benz, for example, declaims in a two-page ad, decorated with a bison painting from a Paleolithic cave 

wall, that "we must work to make more environmentally sustainable progress by including the theme of the environment in the planning of new 

products." Such deceptive messages are commonplace in Germany, one of Western Europe's worst polluters. Advertising is equally self-serving in 

the United States, where leading polluters piously declare that for them, "Every day is Earth Day." 

The point social ecology emphasizes is not that moral and spiritual change is meaningless or unnecessary, but that modern capitalism is structurally 

amoral and hence impervious to any moral appeals. The modern marketplace has imperatives of its own, irrespective of who sits in the driver's seat 

or grabs on to its handlebars. The direction it follows depends not upon ethical factors but rather on the mindless "laws" of supply and demand, 

grow or die, eat or be eaten. Maxims like "business is business" explicitly tell us that ethical, religious, psychological, and emotional factors have 

absolutely no place in the impersonal world of production, profit, and growth. It is grossly misleading to think that we can divest this brutally 

materialistic, indeed, mechanistic, world of its objective character, that we can vaporize its hard facts rather than transforming it. 

A society based on "grow or die" as its all-pervasive imperative must necessarily have a devastating ecological impact… 

…Nor would "softer" technologies produced by a grow-or-die market fail to be used for destructive capitalistic ends. Two centuries ago, the forests 

of England were hacked into fuel for iron forges with axes that had not changed appreciably since the Bronze Age, and ordinary sails guided ships 

laden with commodities to all parts of the world well into the nineteenth century. Indeed, much of the United States was "cleared" of its forests, 

wildlife, soil, and aboriginal inhabitants with tools and weapons that would have been easily recognized, however much they were modified, by 

Renaissance people who had yet to encounter the Industrial Revolution. What modern technics did was to accelerate a process that was well under 

way at the close of the Middle Ages. It did not devastate the planet on its own; it abetted a phenomenon, the ever-expanding market system that had 

its roots in one of history's most fundamental social transformations: the elaboration of hierarchy and class into a system of distribution based on 

exchange rather than complementarity and mutual aid… 

majorities ―are more willing than their governments to contemplate 

serious changes to their lifestyles to combat global warming.‖  

And even if the propaganda and indoctrination are effective for a time, 

the crisis is building to a breaking point. As noted climate scientists 

Kevin Anderson and Alice Bows-Larkin have recently warned, 

greenhouse gas emissions are accelerating at such an alarming pace that 

―revolutionary change to the political and economic hegemony‖ is 

required immediately if the world is to have any hope of averting a 

catastrophic ―runaway global warming‖ scenario—a scenario, they 

warn, that could threaten our very survival as a species (Democracy 

Now!, November 21, 2013).  

 The owners and mis-leaders can‘t hide the ugly truth for long: 

capitalism, and the corporate-state structure that protects it, is by its 

very nature an existential threat to the natural world that we belong to, 

inhabit, and depend on for survival.  

Capitalism and the Environment: A Roundup of Facts    

A big reason why capitalism is inherently destructive to the 

environment is that its very existence and survival depends on constant 

growth (it is not unlike a tumor in this regard!). To quote Jeff Kovel, 

writing in his book The Enemy of Nature (Zed Books, 2002): 

 ―Growth is simply equated with survival as a capitalist, for anyone 

who fails to grow will simply disappear, his assets acquired by 

another… Hence that well-known trait of the bourgeoisie: no matter 

how rich they become, they always need to become richer. All the 

fabulous growth of the last decade has not, by one iota, reduced the 
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drive to accumulate still more, nor can it ever so long as capitalism 

reigns… Strictly speaking, individuals can step off this wheel—make 

their fortune and retire to raise polo ponies or cabbages. But they cease 

thereby being personifications of capital, and others immediately step 

forward to take their role‖ (p. 43). 

The equation is simple: growth equals increasing profits, and all 

businesses, big or small, must keep growing or they will be 

outcompeted by those who grow faster. Increased profits lead to the 

accumulation of capital—the money, land, machines, et cetera that are 

used to produce more goods and services—and, in turn, more profits, in 

an endless cycle. Growth, and with it, capital accumulation, can occur 

in many ways—requiring workers to be more productive, for 

example—but two of the most ecologically impactful ways are by (1) 

developing un-exploited resources (e.g. oil fields, genetic sequences, 

software code) into new, saleable commodities (commodification) or 

(2) creating new markets in which to sell commodities already on the 

market (e.g. through advertising, or introducing products to new 

markets in the developing world). The combined result of these two 

forms of growth is that every inch of the earth, and every available 

resource, is ultimately exploited for profit—leading, predictably, to 

devastating environmental destruction.  

Another devastating feature of capitalist economics is that any costs 

that occur outside of the directly economic sphere—the long-term costs 

of resource depletion, pollution, congestion, overcrowding, and so 

on—are not subtracted from the profits made by business corporations. 

Economists aptly label these external costs ―externalities.‖ So, for 

example, it is profitable for auto manufacturers to keep producing gas-

guzzling, air-polluting cars—and aggressively promoting them to the 

consuming public—because the market has no mechanism to make the 

manufacturers pay for the costs associated with air pollution. No matter 

that the long-term effects of these unaccounted costs may very well be 

a cataclysmic ecological collapse that renders the market, and its 

profits, useless. For the moment, they are externalities. This problem is 

related to Garret Hardin‘s ―Tragedy of the Commons,‖ alluded to in the 

piece ―Respect the Earth, Smash the Corporate State‖ in this issue. 

These facts relate to why it isn‘t effective to appeal to the ethical/moral 

consciences of political and business leaders—they aren‘t necessarily 

avaricious and evil (although some undoubtedly are!), they are just 

doing what is required of them to keep the economic system running as 

usual.  

And business as usual has had a devastating impact on the natural 

world. Some highlights: 

 The planet is now undergoing the sixth major extinction of species 

that has occurred in the last half billion years, and the worst one 

since the extinction of the dinosaurs 65 million years ago. 99% of 

at-risk species are being threatened by human activities (Center 

for Biological Diversity). 

 Overfishing threatens one quarter of all cartilaginous fish species, 

including sharks and rays, with extinction in the next few decades 

(Science Daily, Jan 22, 2014), and could lead to a complete 

collapse of all fisheries—meaning a near-total collapse of wild 

fish populations—by 2048 (Scientific American, Nov 2, 2006). 

 Unsustainable agricultural, ranching, mining and logging 

practices are annihilating the world‘s rainforests—which help 

regulate global temperatures and are home to 50% of earth‘s plant 

and animal species (The Nature Conservancy)—at a rate of 

around 1.5 acres (43560 sq. ft.) per second every day (Rainforest 

Action Network).  

 Stephen Schneider, a climate scientist from Stanford who works 

with the IPCC, warns that due to accelerating greenhouse gas 

emissions we are ―25 years too late‖ to prevent ―dangerous‖ 

climate change. ―The object now is to avoid really dangerous 

change‖ (Scientific American, Nov 26, 2007). For more on the 

causes and effects of global climate change, see the ―Global 

Warming 101‖ piece in this issue.  

The typical liberal response to these problems is to argue for increasing 

government regulations. But, as we have argued above, political 

leaders work at the behest of the powerful corporate lobbies of 

industry—the very industries whose legal and economic imperative is 

―Grow or Die,‖ to borrow Murray Bookchin‘s phrase (from ―What is 

Social Ecology?‖ excerpted in this issue). Even the mainstream Robert 

Reich, Clinton‘s former secretary of labor and no radical, argues that 

global capitalism has weakened democracy ―because companies, in 

intensifying competition for global consumers and investors, have 

invested ever greater sums in lobbying, public relations, and even 

bribes and kickbacks, seeking laws that give them a competitive 

advantage over their rivals‖ (Foreign Policy, August 15, 2007). 

Furthermore, world governments, in their never-ending struggle for 

geopolitical dominance, maintain a combined total of around 17, 000 

nuclear weapons, ―many kept at hair-trigger alert‖ (Union of 

Concerned Scientists), certainly more than enough to destroy the 

biosphere as know it, let alone human civilization (see Jonathan 

Schell‘s classic book The Fate of the Earth for a shocking depiction of 

the aftermath of a nuclear war). In addition, ―all the nations with 

nuclear weapons continue to modernize or upgrade their nuclear 

arsenals‖ (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, September/October 2013). 

Even worse, physicist Pavel Podvig, an expert on world nuclear 

arsenals, warns that although the risk of an accidental nuclear 

detonation triggering a global nuclear war is small, it isn‘t nonexistent. 

In fact, Eric Schlosser‘s book Command and Control (Penguin, 2013) 

details a litany of historical mishaps in which nuclear weapons were 

almost accidentally detonated, including a post-Cold War (1995) 

incident in which Russia prepared to launch a full-scale nuclear 

retaliation in response to a misidentified Norwegian research satellite. 

Such lunacy proves that political leaders can‘t be trusted to safeguard 

the survival of the earth or its people (and is a decent argument for 

anarchism in its own right!).  

Returning to strictly ecological issues, the ―doubly universal‖ status of 

environmental sustainability is most obvious in that corporate ―green‖ 

solutions are, for the most part, not very ―green‖ in practice. Even 

though solar panels can generate energy without creating greenhouse 

gases, for example, the companies that manufacture these panels create 

―millions of pounds of polluted sludge and contaminated water.‖ In the 

US, much of this waste has to be transported to processing plants 

across vast distances, burning fossil fuels in the process, because it has 

not been profitable so far to invest in ―on-site 
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next to an active volcano and then wonder why they have lava in 

the living room. The planet is gonna be here a long, long, long, 

looooong time after we‘re gone, and it will heal itself, it will 

cleanse itself, ‗cause that‘s what it does. It‘s a self-correcting 

system. The air and the water will recover, the earth will be 

renewed, and say, if it‘s true that plastic doesn‘t degrade…Well, the 

planet will simply incorporate plastic into a new paradigm: The 

Earth plus Plastic. The planet doesn‘t share our prejudice towards 

plastic. Plastic came out of the Earth. The Earth probably sees 

plastic as just another one of its children. Could be the only reason 

the Earth allowed us to spawn from it in the first place. It wanted 

plastic for itself. Didn‘t know how to make it. Needed us! Could be 

the answer to our age-old philosophical question, ―Why are we 

here?‖ ―Plastic… Assholes!‖ 

So… so, the plastic is here, our job is done, and we can be phased 

out now. And I think that‘s really started already, don‘t you? I mean 

to be fair, the planet probably sees us as a mild threat, something to 

be dealt with. But I‘m sure the planet will defend itself, in the 

manner of a large organism, like a bee hive or an ant colony can 

muster a defense. I‘m sure the planet will think of something. What 

would you do if you were the planet trying to defend itself against 

this pesky, troublesome species? Let‘s see, what might work? 

Hmm, viruses! Viruses might be good, they seem vulnerable to 

viruses. And, uh, viruses are tricky, always mutating and forming 

new strains whenever a vaccine is developed. Perhaps this first 

virus could be one that compromises the immune system of these 

creatures. Perhaps a human immuno-deficiency virus making them 

vulnerable to all sorts of other diseases and infections that might 

come along. And maybe it could be spread sexually, making them a 

little reluctant to engage in the act of reproduction. Well, that‘s a 

poetic note. And it‘s a start. And I can dream, can‘t I? 

I don‘t worry about the little things: bees, trees, whales, snails. I 

think we‘re part of a greater wisdom than we will ever understand. 

A higher order. Call it what you want. Know what I call it? The Big 

Electron. The Big Electron. It doesn‘t punish, it doesn‘t reward, it 

doesn‘t even judge. It just is. And so are we… For a little while.  

doing is finding ways to co-exists with them, finding the balance as all 

species look for resources. Nothing more. A new law governing the 

treatment of circus animals means that there are still kidnapped animals 

being forced to labor to create wealth for another being. A new law that 

makes animal testing more ―humane‖ means that animals are still being 

tortured, and both won‘t stop because of the money factor. 

Lastly, as stated above, animal liberationists want liberty for all 

animals. Vegans want a cruelty-free life. Hence, slave labor, which is 

cruelty-full, is not accepted by animal liberationists, and is countered 

once discovered.  

Now, for our meat dependence: it should be no surprise to any class-

conscious anarchist that our meat dependence goes against our interest. 

The following information was borrowed from the 2013 article ―Global 

Food Waste & Factory Farming‖ (http://www.philiplymbery.com): 

 ―A vast mountain of food is also wasted by feeding it to industrially-

reared livestock. A third of the world‘s cereal harvest is fed to farm 

animals; if it were used directly for human consumption it would feed 

about 3 billion people. In addition, 90% of the world‘s soya beans are 

destined for factory farmed animals. Industrial livestock production 

involves feeding vast quantities of human-edible food to confined 

animals…‖ 

The article continues later with: ―The rise in industrial animal rearing 

in recent decades has put farm animals directly in competition with 

people for food. And people are losing out. For every six kg of plant 

protein such as cereals etc. fed to livestock, only one kg of protein on 

average is given back in the form of meat or other livestock products. 

In terms of food value, for every 100 food calories of edible crops fed 

to livestock, we get back just 30 calories in the form of meat and milk; 

a 70% loss.  Factory farms are food factories in reverse; they waste it, 

not make it; and they waste valuable cropland in the process.‖ 

Also consider the impact of factory farming on the environment 

(adapted from Do Something.org, ―11 Facts about How Factory Farms 

Affect the Environment‖): 

1. About 10 billion land animals in the United States are raised for 

dairy, meat and eggs each year. 

2. Factory farming accounts for 37 percent of methane (CH4) 

emissions. Methane has more than 20 times the global warming 

potential of CO2. 

3. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates that 

confined animals generate three times more raw waste than humans in 

the United States. 

4. The animal waste is often over-applied, causing dangerous levels of 

phosphorus and nitrogen in the water supply. In such excessive 

amounts, nitrogen robs water of oxygen and destroys aquatic life. 

5. The use of fossil fuels on farms to grow feed and to intensively raise 

land animals for food emits 90 million tons of CO2 worldwide every 

year. 

6. Globally, deforestation for animal grazing and feed crops is 

estimated to emit 2.4 billion tons of CO2 every year. 

7. Growing corn requires more nitrogen fertilizer than any other crop, 

and more than half the corn in the world is fed to animals. 
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treatment equipment, which allows them to recycle some waste‖ (The 

Associated Press, Feb 9, 2013). In China, where environmental 

protections are weaker, companies often simply dump the waste in 

residential areas (The Washington Post, March 9, 2008).  

Another example is biofuels. While the US and EU mandate that 

biofuels be mixed in with gasoline to make cleaner fuel, the 

conversion of food crops like corn and soy into fuel has caused 

dramatic spikes in food staple prices across the developing world, 

increasing chronic malnutrition (The New York Times, Jan 5, 2013). 

In addition, razing undeveloped land to grow sugarcane to make these 

―clean‖ fuels ―is actively wiping out what's left of the Atlantic 

rainforest, indirectly contributing to the destruction of the Amazon 

rainforest, and using huge amounts of greenhouse-gas-emitting 

nitrogen fertilizer‖ (Mother Jones, Jan 9, 2013).  

Further examples abound, but the point should be clear by now: 

―green‖ technology is not a genuine attempt at sustainability, it is just 

another example of capitalist commodification and market expansion. 

Labeling products as ―green‖ is a brilliant ploy to get progressive and 

radical consumers to buy these products, and to convince them that, 

rather than revolt, they can simply ―vote with their dollars.‖ But, as the 

previous discussion shows, voting under the current system, whether 

at the market or at the ballot box, will never solve our environmental 

problems.  

Anarchism: The Alternative 

―Therefore, mankind always sets itself only such tasks as it can solve; 

since, looking at the matter more closely, we will always find that the 

task itself arises only when the material conditions necessary for its 

solution already exist or are at least in the process of formation.‖ –

Karl Marx, Preface to A Contribution to the Critique Of Political 

Economy.  

 Compared to the cost of maintaining the status quo outlined above 

(and elsewhere in this issue), even a skeptic might agree that 

reorganizing society along anarchist lines doesn‘t seem quite so far-

fetched an alternative. As argued in ―Respect the Earth, Smash the 

Corporate State,‖ combined political and economic direct 

democracy—basic anarchist tenets—offer the best bet for averting the 

aforementioned ―Tragedy of the Commons.‖ By allowing those most 

directly affected by pollution and resource depletion to manage 

common resources, even simple self-interest will direct people to 

make sustainable choices.   

Some other revealing points: 

 Anarchists as early as Kropotkin in his 1899 Fields, Factories, 

and Workshops ―stressed the productivity of small-scale, 

decentralized industry, and of a ‗horticultural‘ approach to food 

production, for its immense output‖ (Colin Ward, A Very Short 

Introduction to Anarchism, Oxford, 2004). In fact, old-school, no

-pesticides ―organic‖ agricultural methods are increasingly being 

viewed as just as productive, if not more so, than corporate-

industrial agriculture, and significantly healthier for people and 

the environment. A 2005 study in the journal Bioscience (http://

goo.gl/UTX8Ra) found that ―various organic technologies have 

been utilized for about 6000 years to make agriculture sustainable 

while conserving soil, water, energy, and biological resources. 

Among the benefits of organic technologies are higher soil 

organic matter and nitrogen, lower fossil energy inputs, yields 

similar to those of conventional systems, and conservation of soil 

moisture and water.‖ This study, ―the longest side-by-side study 

comparing conventional chemical agriculture with organic 

methods,‖ also found that organic yields not only ―match 

conventional [yields] in good years,‖ but they ―outperform them 

under drought conditions and environmental distress,‖ like global 

warming (Eric Holt Gimenez on the HuffPost Blog, May 2, 2012) 

.  

 Many anarchists are vegan or vegetarian, and nearly all are 

supportive of these lifestyles, which are far more sustainable than 

the dominant meat addiction, as argued in ―The Truth About 

Animal Liberation‖ in this issue. In fact, as ―11 Facts About 

Environmental Racism‖ and ―The Sexual Politics of Meat‖ in this 

issue reveal, the environmental crisis, racism, patriarchy, and 

other modes of bigotry and oppression are mutually-reinforcing, 

intersecting elements of the capitalist-statist system. Consider, for 

example, that the imperialist war on Iraq, in addition to its other 

horrific consequences, had a 600-million-ton carbon footprint by 

July, 2010 (The Guardian ―Greenliving‖ Blog). The multi-issue, 

intersectional approaches of anarchism are uniquely suited to 

unmasking and dismantling such interlacing oppressive systems. 

 

 As Derrick Jensen argues in ―Forget Shorter Showers,‖ reprinted 

here, personal lifestyle changes (like switching to fluorescent 

bulbs, riding the bus, and taking the titular ―shorter showers‖) 

alone will never be enough to preserve the biosphere. The 

corporate system of production, exchange, and accumulation is the 

source of the overwhelming bulk of waste and pollution, and it 

will take a revolutionary, bottom-up restructuring of the economy 

to reverse these trends.  

 

 Naomi Klein, in her provocative essay ―How Science is Telling 

Us All to Revolt‖ (New Statesman, 29 Oct, 2013), discusses 

geophysicist Brad Werner, whose work reveals that ―global 

capitalism has made the depletion of resources so rapid, 

convenient and barrier-free that ‗earth-human systems‘ are 

becoming dangerously unstable in response.‖ She goes on to quote 

Werner‘s claim that ―resistance‖ movements of ―people or groups 

of people‖ who ―adopt a certain set of dynamics that does not fit 

within the capitalist culture,‖ including ―environmental direct 

action, resistance taken from outside the dominant culture, as in 

protests, blockades and sabotage by indigenous peoples, workers, 

anarchists and other activist groups,‖ may be the only hope we 

have of slowing, or stopping, environmental catastrophe. She 

concludes this part of her discussion by noting that the findings of 

scientists like Werner makes dismantling global capitalism ―in 

favour of something new (and perhaps, with lots of work, better) 

no longer a matter of mere ideological preference but rather one of 

species-wide existential necessity.‖ 
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 In his visionary essay ―An Anarchist Solution to Global 

Warming‖ (cited in ―Global Warming 101‖), Peter Gelderloos 

offers a detailed model for how an anarchist society could be 

sustainable, advanced, technological, productive, and prosperous 

without sacrificing standards of living. His vision involves 

extensive composting, urban gardening, a robust gift economy, 

mending of clothing and repair of durably-designed consumer 

goods (in contrast with the ―planned obsolescence‖ of disposal 

items that typifies capitalism), recycling, local agriculture, 

community resource management, renewable energy, increased 

bicycle use, improved public transportation, worker-managed 

syndicates that produce for need and longevity rather than profit, 

and so on (a similar case is made in Richard Smith‘s 

―Sleepwalking to Extinction,‖ cited alongside Gelderloos). What 

is perhaps most remarkable about this vision is that all of these 

solutions could, in theory, be implemented immediately—they 

simply would be unprofitable and threatening to the lords of 

capitalist industry.  

In fact, we already have the solutions to most of our social problems, 

as Marx prophetically opines in the quote at the top of this section.  

There are more than 5 times as many vacant homes in the U.S. as there 

are homeless people, according to Amnesty International, and yet 

hundreds of thousands live on the street. The world already produces 

enough food to feed 10 billion people, according to a 2012 study by 

McGill University, and yet a billion of the world‘s 7 billion souls goes 

hungry as a combined result of waste and unequal distribution. And 

for only 5% of what the developed world spends annually on military 

might, we could afford to provide everyone on earth with elementary 

education, clean water, necessary sanitation, primary health services, 

and adequate nutrition, as well as ensuring that all women have access 

to basic reproductive health services, according to the UN Human 

Development Report of 1998. And so it goes—the problem isn‘t one 

of scarcity, inability, or technical ignorance. It‘s one of inequality, 

indifference, and greed. But, as this series has consistently argued, the 

vast majority of us do not approve of this sorry state of affairs. We 

will have to organize collectively and democratically to take back our 

lives, our communities, and our world to create a fair system that 

serves our interests and fulfills our needs.  

If capitalism and the corporate-state systems that uphold it are the root 

causes of poverty and the environmental crisis, then it makes sense 

that anarchist and libertarian-communist models, which reject 

capitalism and the state outright, can provide the solution. This is the 

true meaning of the coming anarchist consensus—the realization that 

the anarchist model is the only just, sustainable, and democratic way 

to organize social life and solve 21st-century problems. 

Epilogue: A Call to Action 

The ―doubly universal‖ nature of environmental sustainability—that 

powerful elites feel the need to do it  lip service in the hopes of 

placating the people—reveals that the coming anarchist consensus 

we‘ve been defending in this series is something that people are at 

least dimly aware of, even if at an almost-unconscious level. But 

knowing the solution is not the same as knowing how to implement it.  

The environmental crisis brings the contradictions of this system to the 

fore, and can unite people as a common cause. Maybe the labor 

movement is moribund, maybe party politics—even the radical kind—

can‘t overcome the problems of elitism and bureaucratization. But we, 

the people, the working class, the 99%—progressives, liberals, and 

state socialists included—must nevertheless unite if we don‘t want to 

succumb to a climate catastrophe or a nuclear conflagration.  

It will take avoiding the dead-ends of failed movements of the past 

while borrowing from their successes. It will take organization on a 

scale never before seen. It will take compromise in the face of 

sectarianism, unity among all oppressed groups, united fronts against 

common enemies. It will take patience, listening, learning, and the 

courage to undertake restorative change. It will take collective 

determination and mutual respect. It may take massive strikes, civil 

disobedience, occupations, blockades, sit-ins, slow-downs, 

expropriation, property destruction and even, as a regrettable last 

resort, militant violence. We hope that it can be achieved through 

leaflets, petitions, and demonstrations, but when these fail, when 

peaceful means go haughtily unanswered, it may require balaclavas, 

shotguns, and gas cans. We have no choice but to use whatever means 

are necessary to stop the system, and the elites that benefit from it, 

from destroying the very world they presume to own. To end, as we 

began, with Chomsky, it truly is a question of ―hegemony or survival.‖ 

Or, to quote another often-applauded but rarely acted-on-truism: ―We 

have nothing to lose but our chains. We have a world to gain.‖ See you 

on the front lines.–Your Humble Black Flag Editors. 
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 How can we protect the environment without government regulation or corporate control? Political scientist Elinor Ostrom, 

winner of the 2009 Nobel prize in Economics, did important work on this subject.  Her work centered on fisheries1, pastureland, and 

irrigation systems, but the false dichotomy she exploded is best known as ―The Tragedy of the Commons.‖ 

 Imagine commons, communal pastureland, in the center of a town.  Citizens are expected to limit their animals' use of the field to 

prevent overgrazing.  The problem is that a citizen has every reason to suspect that others are overgrazing; so everyone overgrazes, and the 

field is rendered useless to all.  Without accountability, resources cannot be shared. 

 Now imagine introducing accountability in the form of government oversight, a typical liberal, or even Leninist, solution.  

Hypothetically the government could monitor the field and punish those who overgrazed on it.  But, realistically, the monitoring and 

punishment must be funded, and oversight is never perfect, so some people still get away with overgrazing, all are made poorer by taxes, 

and even with this accountability, resources cannot be shared. 

 One could reach the conclusion that the only solution to this "Tragedy" is to privatize the commons through partition or sale, so 

that resources cannot be shared at all.  How well does this work?  Partitions are clearly inefficient in this case, as they would be for fisheries, 

irrigation, and greenhouse gases.  Forced sale is unfair and strips the local economy of diversity.  Environmentally, it is a disaster as well, 

for we have seen how poorly large-scale resources are managed by private hands and corporations.  The corporations may see that paving 

the field could be profitable; the CEO of the corporation may overgraze the field to increase short term profits, reap huge bonuses, and be 

dismissed with a golden parachute; or the private owner might just be incompetent, and, holding sole power over the field, overgraze it to 

nobody's benefit. 

 Ostrom and her associates researched this problem extensively.  They found that for Common Pool Resources like grazing land or 

fisheries, privatization and government regulation tended to be ineffective in allowing for sustainable exploitation of the resource.  Their 

research showed that management through the cooperation of those directly harvesting or using the resource was often, though not always, 

effective in ensuring sustainable exploitation.  It also served the participants best, as they could share resources fairly and equally and the 

cost of supervision is lowered.  Many now refer to the original problem as "The Drama of the Commons," as the outcome depends upon a 

variety of factors, including the ability of harvesters to cooperate. 

 While Ostrom never espoused any overarching system that could protect the environment, I will: economic and political 

democracy, also known as anarchism.  When workers own the means of production directly, and regulate their own industries, the earth and 

human dignity stand a chance.  Because anarchism involves groups of people making their own decisions, failure sometimes occurs.  But 

without people making their own decisions 

in their own interests, larger failures occur.  

If we are to preserve our resources and 

somehow stop climate change, Anarchism is 

our best hope. 

 Returning to our original 

questions, how can we mitigate climate 

change while allowing people to make a 

living?  A stable climate is a shared 

resource, and currently the rich, who reap all 

the benefits of its destruction and hold 

nearly all of the power stand to receive only 

a fraction of the total suffering that climate 

change will unleash.  If all people shared 

decision-making power and shared the 

benefits and suffering wrought by climate 

change, there is a strong chance that we would find the suffering greater than the benefits, and use our power to stabilize the climate. 

   How can we combat the problems associated with GMOs, like increased pesticide use and water table depletion, while reserving 

the option to use them if they will produce needed food?  Again, the problem with GMOs is that they are in the wrong hands.  With the aid 

of government, wealthy agribusiness stockholders profit from high pesticide use and other dangerous farming practices.  They don't care if 

our children get sick, and they don't care if our wells run dry.  If we all shared in the benefits and the costs of GMOs, we could act more 

responsibly to reap their benefits while avoiding their damage.  Or we could scrap them altogether—it would be up to us. 

 While we work to protect the earth and to protect ourselves, let's not be dragged into useless debates.  Corporations and 

governments are like rich friends betting on a dog fight, and we are the dogs.  Let's protect one another, let's protect the earth, let's spill the 

blood of someone who deserves it.  —MacD  

 

1One of the major accomplishments of the Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis, founded by Elinor Ostrom and her husband 
Vincent, was to place resources on a plane with two axes: on one axis is subtractability, the extent to which one person's use of a resource 
prevents another from using it (high for water and wood, low for concerts and safety), and excludability, the extent to which the resource 
can be denied to those who do not pay (high for movie theatres and toasters, low for a stable climate and fisheries).  A common-pool 
resource has high subtractability and low excludability. 
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8. Manure in waste lagoons also contains salt and heavy metals which 

end up in bodies of water, and in sediment, and move up the food 

chain. 

9. Factory farms contribute to air pollution by releasing compounds 

such as hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, and methane. 

10. According to a study done by the Environmental Integrity Project, 

some factory farm test sites in the U.S. registered pollution emission 

levels well above Clean Air Act health-based limits. 

11. The waste lagoons on Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations 

(CAFOs) not only pollute our groundwater, but deplete it as well. 

Many of the farms use the groundwater for cleaning, cooling, and 

drinking. 

There, then, is the moral argument, which I‘m sure we‘ve all heard: It 

is wrong to make a living being suffer just because you want to be 

lazy and eat it.  

So remember that all animal liberationists attack capital and the state, 

and we do not seek reforms, but revolution, as we understand that for 

complete liberation there must be a radical change in the relations that 

we have with each other, as well as with other species, and in how we 

share the commons that is earth. And finally, even from a class-

conscious position, the consumption of meat makes no sense, as it is 

an easy way to waste food, and to destroy the environment that is our 

communal property. –Until Victory or Death  

labour process itself is defined in Capital as ‗the universal condition for 

the metabolic interaction between man and nature, the everlasting nature

-imposed condition of human existence.‘ It follows that the rift in this 

metabolism means nothing less than the undermining of the ‗everlasting 

nature-imposed condition of human existence.‘ Further there is the 

question of the sustainability of the earth—i.e. the extent to which it is to 

be passed on to future generations in a condition equal or better than in 

the present. As Marx wrote: 

‗From the standpoint of a higher socio-economic formation, the private 

property of particular individuals in the earth will appear just as absurd 

as private property of one man in other men. Even an entire society, a 

nation, or all simultaneously existing societies taken together, are not 

owners of the earth. They are simply its possessors, its beneficiaries, and 

have to bequeath it in an improved state to succeeding generations as 

boni patres familias [good heads of the household].‘ 

The issue of sustainability, for Marx, went beyond what capitalist 

society, with its constant intensification and enlargement of the 

metabolic rift between human beings and the earth, could address. 

Capitalism, he observed, ‗creates the material conditions for a new and 

higher synthesis, a union of agriculture and industry on the basis of the 

forms that have developed during the period of their antagonistic 

isolation.‘ Yet in order to achieve this ‗higher synthesis,‘ he argued, it 

would be necessary for the associated producers in the new society to 

‗govern the human metabolism with nature in a rational way‘—a 

requirement that raised fundamental and continuing challenges for post-

revolutionary society. 

In analysing the metabolic rift Marx and Engels did not stop with the 

soil nutrient cycle, or the town-country relation. They addressed at 

various points in their work such issues as deforestation, desertification, 

climate change, the elimination of deer from the forests, the 

commodification of species, pollution, industrial wastes, toxic 

contamination, recycling, the exhaustion of coal mines, disease, 

overpopulation and the evolution (and co-evolution) of species…‖ 

—John Bellamy Foster 
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enlightenment) for organized political 

resistance. An Inconvenient Truth helped raise 

consciousness about global warming. But did 

you notice that all of the solutions presented 

had to do with personal consumption—

changing light bulbs, inflating tires, driving 

half as much—and had nothing to do with 

shifting power away from corporations, or 

stopping the growth economy that is 

destroying the planet? Even if every person in 

the United States did everything the movie 

suggested, U.S. carbon emissions would fall 

by only 22 percent. Scientific consensus is 

that emissions must be reduced by at least 75 

percent worldwide. 

Or let‘s talk water. We so often hear that the 

world is running out of water. People are 

dying from lack of water. Rivers are 

dewatered from lack of water. Because of this 

we need to take shorter showers. See the 

disconnect? Because I take showers, I‘m 

responsible for drawing down aquifers? Well, 

no. More than 90 percent of the water used by 

humans is used by agriculture and industry. 

The remaining 10 percent is split between 

municipalities and actual living breathing 

individual humans. Collectively, municipal 

golf courses use as much water as municipal 

human beings. People (both human people 

and fish people) aren‘t dying because the 

world is running out of water. They‘re dying 

because the water is being stolen. 

Or let‘s talk energy. Kirkpatrick Sale 

summarized it well: ―For the past 15 years the 

story has been the same every year: individual 

consumption—residential, by private car, and 

so on—is never more than about a quarter of 

all consumption; the vast majority is 

commercial, industrial, corporate, by 

agribusiness and government [he forgot 

military]. So, even if we all took up cycling 

and wood stoves it would have a negligible 

impact on energy use, global warming and 

atmospheric pollution.‖ 

Or let‘s talk waste. In 2005, per-capita 

municipal waste production (basically 

everything that‘s put out at the curb) in the 

U.S. was about 1,660 pounds. Let‘s say 

you‘re a die-hard simple-living activist, and 

you reduce this to zero. You recycle 

everything. You bring cloth bags shopping. 

You fix your toaster. Your toes poke out of 

old tennis shoes. You‘re not done yet, though. 

Since municipal waste includes not just 

residential waste, but also waste from 

government offices and businesses, you 

march to those offices, waste reduction 

pamphlets in hand, and convince them to cut 

down on their waste enough to eliminate 

your share of it. Uh, I‘ve got some bad 

news. Municipal waste accounts for only 3 

percent of total waste production in the 

United States. 

I want to be clear. I‘m not saying we 

shouldn‘t live simply. I live reasonably 

simply myself, but I don‘t pretend that not 

buying much (or not driving much, or not 

having kids) is a powerful political act, or 

that it‘s deeply revolutionary. It‘s not. 

Personal change doesn‘t equal social 

change. 

So how, then, and especially with all the 

world at stake, have we come to accept these 

utterly insufficient responses? I think part of 

it is that we‘re in a double bind. A double 

bind is where you‘re given multiple options, 

but no matter what option you choose, you 

lose, and withdrawal is not an option. At this 

point, it should be pretty easy to recognize 

that every action involving the industrial 

economy is destructive (and we shouldn‘t 

pretend that solar photovoltaics, for 

example, exempt us from this: they still 

require mining and transportation 

infrastructures at every point in the 

production processes; the same can be said 

for every other so-called green technology). 

So if we choose option one—if we avidly 

participate in the industrial economy—we 

may in the short term think we win because 

we may accumulate wealth, the marker of 

―success‖ in this culture. But we lose, 

because in doing so we give up our 

empathy, our animal humanity. And we 

really lose because industrial civilization is 

killing the planet, which means everyone 

loses. If we choose the ―alternative‖ option 

of living more simply, thus causing less 

harm, but still not stopping the industrial 

economy from killing the planet, we may in 

the short term think we win because we get 

to feel pure, and we didn‘t even have to give 

up all of our empathy (just enough to justify 

not stopping the horrors), but once again we 

really lose because industrial civilization is 

still killing the planet, which means 

everyone still loses. The third option, acting 

decisively to stop the industrial economy, is 

very scary for a number of reasons, 

including but not restricted to the fact that 

we‘d lose some of the luxuries (like 

electricity) to which we‘ve grown 

accustomed, and the fact that those in 

power might try to kill us if we seriously 

impede their ability to exploit the world—

none of which alters the fact that it‘s a 

better option than a dead planet. Any 

option is a better option than a dead planet. 

Besides being ineffective at causing the 

sorts of changes necessary to stop this 

culture from killing the planet, there are at 

least four other problems with perceiving 

simple living as a political act (as opposed 

to living simply because that‘s what you 

want to do). The first is that it‘s predicated 

on the flawed notion that humans 

inevitably harm their landbase. Simple 

living as a political act consists solely of 

harm reduction, ignoring the fact that 

humans can help the Earth as well as harm 

it. We can rehabilitate streams, we can get 

rid of noxious invasives, we can remove 

dams, we can disrupt a political system 

tilted toward the rich as well as an 

extractive economic system, we can 

destroy the industrial economy that is 

destroying the real, physical world. 

The second problem—and this is another 

big one—is that it incorrectly assigns 

blame to the individual (and most 

especially to individuals who are 

particularly powerless) instead of to those 

who actually wield power in this system 

and to the system itself. Kirkpatrick Sale 

again: ―The whole individualist what-you-

can-do-to-save-the-earth guilt trip is a 

myth. We, as individuals, are not creating 

the crises, and we can‘t solve them.‖ 

The third problem is that it accepts 

capitalism‘s redefinition of us from 

citizens to consumers. By accepting this 

redefinition, we reduce our potential forms 

of resistance to consuming and not 

consuming. Citizens have a much wider 

range of available resistance tactics, 
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affects all of us, and can lead to citizen 

empowerment in the face of government and 

corporate wealth, power, and privilege. 

Anarchism and environmentalism both must 

do away with capitalism, if they are to have a 

lasting positive impact on society—

capitalism cannot be reformed; it must be 

destroyed. 

The environmental movement will NEVER 

succeed in saving the environment so long as 

capitalism remains intact and untouched. The 

core principle behind propertarian "ethics" is 

the idea that the Earth exists for man to do 

with as he pleases. 

Animals, forests, oceans—anything that 

exists—is taken not as intrinsically worthy, 

but merely useful to man. Worth is defined in 

exclusively economic terms. 

Anarchists reject this authoritarian attitude 

and seek not control and destruction of 

nature, but harmony with it. We recognize 

that humans are not the masters of the Earth, 

but are, rather, tenants. And we 

unequivocally oppose the source of this 

destruction: propertarianism (aka, 

capitalism). Environmentalists and anarchists 

make for natural allies, and it has led to the 

growth of a significant eco-anarchist 

movement, represented by Murray Bookchin 

and Janet Biehl, first and foremost. 

Animal Rights: Linked with 

environmentalism, is a recognition of animal 

rights. We cannot recognize ourselves as one 

species and at the same time fail to accept our 

relationship to the animals around us. 

It is for this reason that many anarchists are 

vegetarians (the Spanish Anarchists very 

often were deeply committed vegetarians for 

this reason). In our rejection of authority, 

hierarchy, and coercion, we similarly reject 

any "right" of man to torture animals for fun 

and profit. 

In a fully realized anarchist world, animals 

would be accorded equivalent respect 

humans would accord each other. Anarchists 

recognize that we (all the animals on the 

Earth) came from a common ancestor, long 

ago, and in this common origin we 

recognize our mutual kinship with animals. 

Moreover, with the dissolution of property 

"rights,‖ the mad rush for land and resources 

would abate, no longer encroaching on 

endangered species' habitats as capitalists 

sought out lucrative natural resources for 

their profit. 

The fact is that we have only this planet, and 

capitalists continue to poison it in their 

insane quest for limitless profit—they 

cannot accept that their actions are bringing 

about this crisis; after all, they profit from it, 

so it must be good, right? 

You cannot expect capitalists to willingly 

pass up on profits in the interests of society 

(and humanity) at large; they won't do it—it 

falls to the citizenry to take direct action in 

the interest of the environment and force 

change to come. 

If the Left does not unite around the 

environmental banner, it will remain 

splintered and ineffectual, even as the Right 

remains largely unified behind private 

wealth, power, and privilege. 

including voting, not voting, running for 

office, pamphleting, boycotting, organizing, 

lobbying, protesting, and, when a government 

becomes destructive of life, liberty, and the 

pursuit of happiness, we have the right to alter 

or abolish it. 

The fourth problem is that the endpoint of the 

logic behind simple living as a political act is 

suicide. If every act within an industrial 

economy is destructive, and if we want to stop 

this destruction, and if we are unwilling (or 

unable) to question (much less destroy) the 

intellectual, moral, economic, and physical 

infrastructures that cause every act within an 

industrial economy to be destructive, then we 

can easily come to believe that we will cause 

the least destruction possible if we are dead. 

The good news is that there are other options. 

We can follow the examples of brave activists 

who lived through the difficult times I 

mentioned—Nazi Germany, Tsarist Russia, 

antebellum United States—who did far more 

than manifest a form of moral purity; they 

actively opposed the injustices that 

surrounded them. We can follow the example 

of those who remembered that the role of an 

activist is not to navigate systems of 

oppressive power with as much integrity as 

possible, but rather to confront and take down 

those systems.  

This article, along with other landmark Orion 

essays about transformative action, are 

collected in a 2012 anthology, Change 

Everything Now. Order your copy here: http://

www.orionmagazine.org/cart/index.php?

crn=207. 
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