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      AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS Ⓐ 2021 FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 1 “Anarchy means no domination or authority of one man over another, yet you call that ‘disorder.’ ...I despise you. I despise your order, your laws, your force-propped authority. Hang me for it!” —“Address to the Court,” Louis Lingg, 1886 Contents Part I: The State 3 1. Origins 3 a. Primary State Formation 4 b. Secondary State Formation 6 c. Tertiary State Formation 7 2. Parable of Scientific Forestry 8 3. Capitalism 14 a. The Land Monopoly 14 b. The Money Monopoly 15 c. Patents & Intellectual Property 15 d. Infrastructure 16 e. Hierarchy 17 f. Inefficiency 18 g. Interventionism 20 4. Legibility 22 a. Taxation 22 b. Land Tenure 23 c. Surnames 23 d. Colonization 24 e. Villagization 25 Part II: The Nation 29 1. The Postcolonial New World Order 29 a. Authochthony 30 b. Migration as Colonization 33 c. Borders & Race 34 d. Immigration Controls 35 2. Democracy 38 a. Consensus 39 b. Contradictions 40 c. Compatibility 42 d. Chaotic Decision-Making 43 3. Fascism 44 a. Identities 45 b. Ethno-Pluralism 46 FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 2 Part III: Freedom 47 1. Stigmergy 47 a. Spontaneous Order 49 b. Networks vs. Hierarchies 50 2. Mētis 52 a. Cultivation 53 3. Exodus 56 a. The Desktop Revolution 57 b. The Homebrew Industrial Revolution 58 4. Transhumanism 62 a. Complexity 63 b. Cities 64 FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 3 PART I: THE STATE “Beneath the governmental machinery, in the shadow of political institutions, out of the sight of statesmen and priests, society is producing its own organism, slowly and silently; and constructing a new order, the expression of its vitality and autonomy. . . . We may conclude without fear that the revolutionary formula cannot be Direct Legislation, nor Direct Government, nor Simplified Government, that it is NO GOVERNMENT.” —P.-J. Proudhon, 1851 1: ORIGINS Religion, history, citizenship, nationality, and identity as we know it all train us to be incapable of imagining our lives outside of state authority. All of us grow up believing that the State is an inevitable and universal evolution for humankind that improved the quality of our lives; only later are we given access to the information that conflicts with this narrative, once it already constitutes our fundamental worldview and sense of self. We grow up lacking information about contemporary or historical stateless peoples. The vast majority never surpass this ignorance. States and their leaders are fed to us as the protagonists of history, and when the stateless cannot be symbolically suppressed as primitive, savage, obsolescent, ignorant, evil, or terrorist, they are relegated to the shadowy backdrop of a stage the State clearly commands. Too often, historians and archaeologists fabricate cheap mysteries, “Why did this great civilization suddenly collapse?,” because they refuse to accept the obvious: that states are odious structures that their populations destroy whenever they get the opportunity, and sometimes even when they face impossible odds. The State is a motor of economic exploitation, and an institutional development that allows the enslavement of society—a bureaucratic, territorial, coercive organization with multiple levels of administration, in which power is institutional rather than personal, and power-holders monopolize (at least ideally) the legitimate use of force and the codification of morality. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 4 What forms of economic exploitation are available to early states? On the one hand, there is a weak parasitism on preexisting trade and agriculture. This could take the form of a tribute owed to the gods (and dispensed with by a priestly class), to a dominant lineage or clan that has effectively legitimized its claims to the territory and to the ancestors, or to the warrior caste of a neighboring community that has successfully instituted that age-old state-building mechanism, the protection racket. In a clear break with the voluntary character of reciprocity, non-payment of the tribute can be punished with spiritual ostracism, social exclusion, physical expulsion, or punitive raiding, kidnapping, murder, rape, and other acts of state-building. State formation (politogenesis) is multilineal and not a teleological, progressive evolution. Primary state formation, rare in world history, is a process by which a society with no knowledge of existing states forms a state through autochthonous processes. Secondary state formation, much more common, is when a society develops a state influenced or aided by an already existing state. We might refine the latter category by detaching from it a third one, tertiary state formation, which requires direct intervention and administration by a fully formed state, in order to restore state power to previously statist populations in which state authority had been weakened or destroyed, or to impose its authority on a population that had previously resisted full integration under a state. Primary State Formation The Royal Court State. A charismatic man from a leading lineage, usually both a skilled military commander, an effective orator, and a lucid organizer, can unite multiple chiefdoms into a single confederation (or, just as often, he can create a position of central leadership within a preexisting confederation). Historically, the most likely outcome of such alliances is dissolution and fragmentation, after or even before the death of the charismatic leader. But if his closest collaborators can succeed in creating an effective court of advisors, dignitaries, and functionaries, that court can assure the institutional transition of power, potentially denoting the transition to statehood. The Holy Father State. The innovation of royalty brings new stability to the social hierarchy, potentially ending or at least limiting the continued jockeying for rank and status between the different elite lineages. The necessary centralization of power for state formation can be achieved when one lineage and one ancestor (or a limited group of ancestors) easily leads the rankings, and when the male head of that lineage becomes a supreme ruler by transforming into some kind of symbolic reincarnation or exclusive link to the divine ancestor. The society itself may not have made the transition from ranking to stratification, but through the monopolization of a divine ancestor, the god-king and his court of priest helpers have created another impermeable social division: between the divine and the profane. It is unclear to what extent the holy father state and the royal court state constitute separate models. The Raider State. Within a stateless system of sedentary settlements, where a hierarchical, patriarchal, and bellicose culture predominates, raiding and eventually warfare can provide a pathway for politogenesis. In a mutually reinforcing cycle of militarization, neighboring communities raid one another to steal resources, capture slaves, and force weaker villages to pay tribute and pledge obedience. Over time, elites impose more efficient means of economic exploitation in order to improve FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 5 their town’s defenses, to sustain a larger warrior class, and to subsidize war-oriented technologies. State organization does not inherently give a society a military advantage; in fact decentralized societies tend to be the most effective at resisting invasion and conquest. But where an autochthonous elite already holds power, they will use situations of warfare to enact “security programs” that enhance their own power first and foremost. The Sacred Commerce State. In such a model, commerce cannot be characterized as a mercantile concern motivated principally by profit. To understand the model, we have to imagine a world in which the pilgrimage and the trade venture are potentially indistinguishable; in which priests are also scribes, accountants, surveyors, architects, insurance agents, and brokers; in which holy sites are also meccas of artistic and artisanal production; the most valuable goods are those with spiritual and symbolic significance; and temples or temple grounds also serve as markets for trade goods. The sacred commerce state is the one that captures such a network of spiritual and material commerce, instrumentalizes and bureaucratizes the professional religious order that already exists within the network (the ruling class and the instigators of politogenesis will probably emerge from the priestly order, or otherwise be a charismatic warrior-king and entourage who obtain its good graces), centralizes the network and its productive processes, and impels an expansion of symbolic production. Some of the best-known early states may be examples of this model. Those orders that executed their functions more out of love for status than out of love for gift-giving, healing, and spiritual experiences would develop authoritarian values that would result in the expansion of internal hierarchies—initially just a pedagogical organization dividing masters, intermediates, and novices. Deprived of the full exercise or knowledge of their society’s spirituality, the lower strata could not hope to fully exercise or understand political power. Authoritarian orders within the network would unite, since their logic favored the accumulation of power over the unimpeded search for truth, meaning, and ecstasy. A clash between these different spiritualities may also be a point of origin for the first specifically anti-authoritarian, state-resisting cultural practices. The development of agriculture was above all a spiritual development, and in every single instance in which this spiritual economy arose, it had the opportunity to promote a tolerance for hierarchy, the specialization of ritual, and the monopolization of occult knowledge, or to promote spiritual commoning and to make ecstatic, transformative experiences available to all. However, agriculture does seem to be a clear precondition for state formation. Sedentary hunter-gatherer societies (typically those with permanent villages near inexhaustible fishing spots) did not develop states, and the nomadic empires, though they did develop complex hierarchies incorporating huge populations, only founded states in the moment when they conquered pre existing agricultural polities. States, then, usually arose in geographical settings where the massive, irrigated cultivation of the local cereal (rice, wheat, maize, etc.) was feasible, though they were often parasites to innovation rather than the original architects of irrigation, city-building, and agriculture. While trade occurs anarchically and can be organized without states, a state may decrease its costs and risks, allowing it FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 6 to be pursued purely in the interest of profit, and also create dependent populations vulnerable to exploitation. Once they had latched onto a subject population they certainly encouraged these activities and modulated them to encourage centralization. Presumably, societies that evolved to become anti-state rather than merely stateless, learned to reject such activities and develop others that would give them symbolic and technical advantages in their fight against state authority. Secondary State Formation The Imitative State. Local elites within the preexisting autochthonous hierarchies were impressed by the greater power amassed by elites in neighboring societies, and sought to copy them. The Rebel State. This model arises from the militaristic pressures of a resistance war, from the possibilities a rebellion offers for charismatic figures to ascend and come into control of a proto-state structure (the rebel military), and from the cultural dominance of the occupying state (which implants statist forms of legitimacy, a statist cultural pedigree, and statist methods of military organization in the collective consciousness of the occupied people). Though it seems paradoxical, in the end it is a common occurrence for a colonized people to imitate the colonizer even as they rebel against him, such that a movement for freedom from a specifically statist oppression becomes a reproduction of state authority. The Conquest State. The economic mode and agricultural techniques are imposed by a colonizing group. Even where they might gain a greater profit margin and competitive advantage by adapting more fully to local conditions, their own way of life is adhered to religiously as a sign of identification with the governing authority. Meanwhile, the religion of the conquerors tends to syncretize with that of the conquered, co-opting local deities and festivals within its framework, giving the locals an incentive to adopt the new religion, and adapting old practices to a new moral universe. The Projectual State. The statist mentality of the European Middle Ages was no vestige. It was a dynamic plane in which new state models could be developed and tested, nourished by a non-material continuity with past states. European statists did not reinvent the wheel, or start from scratch after a Dark Age, even though the state they reformulated after centuries of statelessness was a wholly new model of state. Theirs was the projectual state. The Reluctant Client State. When a stateless society comes into contact with a state that is interested in establishing an exploitative relationship, it is not uncommon for members of the stateless society to enter into a limited relationship, hoping to acquire some material gains (rare trade goods or better weapons, for example) while keeping the foreign state at arm’s length. Rather than inviting foreign state agents to participate in the horizontal social life, they accept the appointment of an intermediary who would seek to arrange favorable deals while limiting contact. But as the foreign state’s presence increases, and their ability to leverage demands or different forms of blackmail grows, the intermediary increasingly has to work on behalf of the state’s interests, and they exercise a growing amount of power in their own society. They become the cathode that galvanizes a new state, employing helpers to organize the intensifying exploitation demanded by the foreign state, and FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 7 eventually organizing a coercive apparatus under their own control so they do not have to rely on the often-obtuse military force of the foreign state. Tertiary State Formation The Colony State. Formed when a patron state orders or permits a group of its subjects to undertake the conquest, subordination, and administration of a stateless territory. Those societies that already have traditional forms of hierarchy, though these might not be enough to qualify them for statehood, are more easily forced into a statist logic. If a stateless people has no local, traditional forms of hierarchy that can be exploited by a colonizing state, or if the local leadership—the potential chiefs—cleave to the popular values of anti-authoritarianism and autonomy, a colonizing state has very few possibilities to expand its control. It can either attempt a policy of genocide through extermination or resettlement, or accept the autonomy of the stateless society, at most demanding tribute, a sort of blackmail by which the stateless people produces trade goods to buy reprieve from punitive military actions. The very category of “tribe,” so influential in classical anthropology and pregnant with a sense of the primitive and pristine, is in fact an imperial creation. In the Roman Empire, tribes were administrative units for populations that defied direct rule but could be intimidated into paying protection money (or “tribute”), participating in “tribunes,” and taking part in other aspects of imperial business. When the British tried to appoint chiefs among the horizontal Chin of Southeast Asia, the chiefs, subsidized by their powerful allies, threw lavish feasts, in accordance with the feasting culture prevalent in their society. In response, a new cult arose among the Chin that repudiated community feasts while continuing the tradition of individual feasts that served to increase personal, not chiefly, status. The Settler State. Extreme disparity in military technologies allowed Europeans to create settler states, enslaving, depopulating, and repopulating the territories they conquered. (The wars between hierarchical societies that held true to the dream of statehood were fraternal, whereas the wars against rebellious anti-authoritarian societies were wars of colonization and extermination.) The Progressive State. A lesser of two evils that takes advantage of the popular rejection of a more onerous form of state. This category could include those democratic states that restored governing institutions after popular revolt made it impossible for dictatorships to rule with any kind of stability. Progressive movements systematically redirect popular rage, which is inspired by nothing less than the violence of being governed, at elements of power that are ineffective and potentially obsolete. The goal (at least of those who command such movements) and the result is to make power more powerful. [Worshiping Power: An Anarchist View of Early State Formation] FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 8 2: PARABLE OF SCIENTIFIC FORESTRY The early modern European state, even before the development of scientific forestry, viewed its forests primarily through the fiscal lens of revenue needs. To be sure, other concerns—such as timber for shipbuilding, state construction, and fuel for the economic security of its subjects—were not entirely absent from official management. These concerns also had heavy implications for state revenue and security. Exaggerating only slightly, one might say that the crown’s interest in forests was resolved through its fiscal lens into a single number: the revenue yield of the timber that might be extracted annually. The best way to appreciate how heroic was this constriction of vision is to notice what fell outside its field of vision. Lurking behind the number indicating revenue yield were not so much forests as commercial wood, representing so many thousands of board feet of saleable timber and so many cords of firewood fetching a certain price. Missing, of course, were all those trees, bushes, and plants holding little or no potential for state revenue. Missing as well were all those parts of trees, even revenue-bearing trees, which might have been useful to the population but whose value could not be converted into fiscal receipts: foliage, as fodder and thatch; fruits, as food for people and domestic animals; twigs and branches, as bedding, fencing, hop poles, and kindling; bark and roots, for making medicines and for tanning; sap, for making resins; and so forth. Each species of tree—indeed, each part or growth stage of each species—had its unique properties and uses. In state “fiscal forestry,” however, the actual tree with its vast number of possible uses was replaced by an abstract tree representing a volume of lumber or firewood. If the princely conception of the forest was still utilitarian, it was surely a utilitarianism confined to the direct needs of the state. From a naturalist’s perspective, nearly everything was missing from the state’s narrow frame of reference. Gone was the vast majority of flora: grasses, flowers, lichens, ferns, mosses, shrubs, and vines. Gone, too, were reptiles, birds, amphibians, and innumerable species of insects. Gone were most species of fauna, except those that interested the crown’s gamekeepers. From an anthropologist’s perspective, nearly everything touching on human interaction with the forest was also missing from the state’s tunnel vision. The state did pay attention to poaching, which impinged on its claim to revenue in wood or its claim to royal game, but otherwise it typically ignored the vast, complex, and negotiated social uses of the forest for hunting and gathering, pasturage, fishing, charcoal making, trapping, and collecting food and valuable minerals as well as the forest’s significance for worship, refuge, and so on. The vocabulary used to organize nature typically betrays the overriding interests of its human users. In fact, utilitarian discourse replaces the term “nature” with the term “natural resources,” focusing on those aspects of nature that can be appropriated for human use. A comparable logic extracts from a more generalized natural world those flora or fauna that are of utilitarian value (usually marketable commodities) and, in turn, reclassifies those species that compete with, prey on, or otherwise diminish the yields of the valued species. Thus, plants that are valued become “crops,” the species FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 9 that compete with them are stigmatized as “weeds,” and the insects that ingest them are stigmatized as “pests.” Thus, trees that are valued become “timber,” while species that compete with them become “trash” trees or “underbrush.” The same logic applies to fauna. Highly valued animals become “game” or “livestock,” while those animals that compete with or prey upon them become “predators” or “varmints.” The kind of abstracting logic that the state, through its officials, applied to the forest is thus not entirely distinctive. What is distinctive about this logic, however, is the narrowness of its field of vision, the degree of elaboration to which it can be subjected, and above all, as we shall see, the degree to which it allowed the state to impose that logic on the very reality that was observed. Scientific forestry was originally developed from about 1765 to 1800, largely in Prussia and Saxony. Eventually, it would become the basis of forest management techniques in France, England, and the United States and throughout the Third World. Its emergence cannot be understood outside the larger context of the centralized state-making initiatives of the period. In fact, the new forestry science was a subdiscipline of what was called cameral science, an effort to reduce the fiscal management of a kingdom to scientific principles that would allow systematic planning. Careful exploitation of domainal forests was all the more imperative in the late eighteenth century, when fiscal officials became aware of a growing shortage of wood. Many of the old-growth forests of oak, beech, hornbeam, and linden had been severely degraded by planned and unplanned felling, while the regrowth was not as robust as hoped. The first attempt at more precise measurements of forests was made by Johann Gottlieb Beckmann on a carefully surveyed sample plot. Walking abreast, several assistants carried compartmentalized boxes with color-coded nails corresponding to five categories of tree sizes, which they had been trained to identify. Each tree was tagged with the appropriate nail until the sample plot had been covered. Because each assistant had begun with a certain number of nails, it was a simple matter to subtract the remaining nails from the initial total and arrive at an inventory of trees by class for the entire plot. The sample plot had been carefully chosen for its representativeness, allowing the foresters to then calculate the timber and, given certain price assumptions, the revenue yield of the whole forest. For the forest scientists the goal was always to deliver the greatest possible constant volume of wood. The effort at precision was pushed further as mathematicians worked from the cone-volume principle to specify the volume of saleable wood contained by a standardized tree (Normalbaum) of a given size-class. Their calculations were checked empirically against the actual volume of wood in sample trees. The final result of such calculations was the development of elaborate tables with data organized by tree size and age under specified conditions of normal growth and maturation. By radically narrowing his vision to commercial wood, the state forester had, with his tables, paradoxically achieved a synoptic view of the entire forest. This restriction of focus reflected in the tables was in fact the only way in which the whole forest could be taken in by a single optic. Reference to these tables coupled with field tests allowed the forester to estimate closely the inventory, growth, and yield of a given forest. In the regulated, abstract forest of the forest scientists, calculation and measurement prevailed, and the three watchwords, in modern parlance, were “minimum diversity,” FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 10 the “balance sheet,” and “sustained yield.” The logic of the state-managed forest science was virtually identical with the logic of commercial exploitation. The achievement of German forestry science in standardizing techniques for calculating the sustainable yield of commercial timber and hence revenue was impressive enough. What is decisive for our purposes, however, was the next logical step in forest management. That step was to attempt to create, through careful seeding, planting, and cutting, a forest that was easier for state foresters to count, manipulate, measure, and assess. The fact is that forest science and geometry, backed by state power, had the capacity to transform the real, diverse, and chaotic old-growth forest into a new, more uniform forest that closely resembled the administrative grid of its techniques. To this end, the underbrush was cleared, the number of species was reduced (often to monoculture), and plantings were done simultaneously and in straight rows on large tracts. These management practices produced the monocultural, even-age forests that eventually transformed the Normalbaum from abstraction to reality. The German forest became the archetype for imposing on disorderly nature the neatly arranged constructs of science. Practical goals had encouraged mathematical utilitarianism, which seemed, in turn, to promote geometric perfection as the outward sign of the well-managed forest; in turn the rationally ordered arrangements of trees offered new possibilities for controlling nature. The tendency was toward regimentation, in the strict sense of the word. The forest trees were drawn up into serried, uniform ranks, as it were, to be measured, counted off, felled, and replaced by a new rank and file of lookalike conscripts. As an army, it was also designed hierarchically from above to fulfill a unique purpose and to be at the disposition of a single commander. At the limit, the forest itself would not even have to be seen; it could be “read” accurately from the tables and maps in the forester’s office. How much easier it was to manage the new, stripped-down forest. With stands of same-age trees arranged in linear alleys, clearing the underbrush, felling, extraction, and new planting became a far more routine process. Increasing order in the forest made it possible for forest workers to use written training protocols that could be widely applied. A relatively unskilled and inexperienced labor crew could adequately carry out its tasks by following a few standard rules in the new forest environment. Harvesting logs of relatively uniform width and length not only made it possible to forecast yields successfully but also to market homogeneous product units to logging contractors and timber merchants. Commercial logic and bureaucratic logic were, in this instance, synonymous; it was a system that promised to maximize the return of a single commodity over the long haul and at the same time lent itself to a centralized scheme of management. The new legible forest was also easier to manipulate experimentally. Now that the more complex old-growth forest had been replaced by a forest in which many variables were held constant, it was a far simpler matter to examine the effects of such variables as fertilizer applications, rainfall, and weeding, on same-age, single-species stands. It was the closest thing to a forest laboratory one could imagine at the time. The very simplicity of the forest made it possible, for the first time, to assess novel regimens of forest management under nearly experimental conditions. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 11 Although the geometric, uniform forest was intended to facilitate management and extraction, it quickly became a powerful aesthetic as well. The visual sign of the well-managed forest, in Germany and in the many settings where German scientific forestry took hold, came to be the regularity and neatness of its appearance. Forests might be inspected in much the same way as a commanding officer might review his troops on parade, and woe to the forest guard whose “beat” was not sufficiently trim or “dressed.” This aboveground order required that underbrush be removed and that fallen trees and branches be gathered and hauled off. Unauthorized disturbances-whether by fire or by local populations-were seen as implicit threats to management routines. The more uniform the forest, the greater the possibilities for centralized management; the routines that could be applied minimized the need for the discretion necessary in the management of diverse old-growth forests. The controlled environment of the redesigned, scientific forest promised many striking advantages. It could be synoptically surveyed by the chief forester; it could be more easily supervised and harvested according to centralized, long-range plans; it provided a steady, uniform commodity, thereby eliminating one major source of revenue fluctuation; and it created a legible natural terrain that facilitated manipulation and experimentation. This utopian dream of scientific forestry was, of course, only the immanent logic of its techniques. It was not and could not ever be realized in practice. Both nature and the human factor intervened. The existing topography of the landscape and the vagaries of fire, storms, blights, climatic changes, insect populations, and disease conspired to thwart foresters and to shape the actual forest. Also, given the insurmountable difficulties of policing large forests, people living nearby typically continued to graze animals, poach firewood and kindling, make charcoal, and use the forest in other ways that prevented the foresters’ management plan from being fully realized. Although, like all utopian schemes, it fell well short of attaining its goal, the critical fact is that it did partly succeed in stamping the actual forest with the imprint of its designs. The principles of scientific forestry were applied as rigorously as was practicable to most large German forests throughout much of the nineteenth century. The Norway spruce, known for its hardiness, rapid growth, and valuable wood, became the bread-and-butter tree of commercial forestry. Originally, the Norway spruce was seen as a restoration crop that might revive overexploited mixed forests, but the commercial profits from the first rotation were so stunning that there was little effort to return to mixed forests. The monocropped forest was a disaster for peasants who were now deprived of all the grazing, food, raw materials, and medicines that the earlier forest ecology had afforded. Diverse old-growth forests, about three-fourths of which were broadleaf (deciduous) species, were replaced by largely coniferous forests in which Norway spruce or Scotch pine were the dominant or often only species. In the short run, this experiment in the radical simplification of the forest to a single commodity was a resounding success. It was a rather long short run, in the sense that a single crop rotation of trees might take eighty years to mature. The productivity of the new forests reversed the decline in the domestic wood supply, provided more uniform stands and more usable wood fiber, raised the economic return of forest land, and appreciably shortened rotation times (the time it took to harvest a stand and plant another). Like row crops in a field, the new softwood forests were prodigious FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 12 producers of a single commodity. Little wonder that the German model of intensive commercial forestry became standard throughout the world. The great simplification of the forest into a “one-commodity machine” was precisely the step that allowed German forestry science to become a rigorous technical and commercial discipline that could be codified and taught. A condition of its rigor was that it severely bracketed, or assumed to be constant, all variables except those bearing directly on the yield of the selected species and on the cost of growing and extracting them. As we shall see with rural resettlement, a whole world lying “outside the brackets” returned to haunt this technical vision. In the German case, the negative biological and ultimately commercial consequences of the stripped-down forest became painfully obvious only after the second rotation of conifers had been planted. It took about one century for the negative consequences to show up clearly. Many of the pure stands grew excellently in the first generation but already showed an amazing retrogression in the second generation. A new term, Waldsterben (forest death), entered the German vocabulary to describe the worst cases. An exceptionally complex process involving soil building, nutrient uptake, and symbiotic relations among fungi, insects, mammals, and flora—which were, and still are, not entirely understood—was apparently disrupted, with serious consequences. Most of these consequences can be traced to the radical simplicity of the scientific forest. Only an elaborate treatise in ecology could do justice to the subject of what went wrong, but mentioning a few of the major effects of simplification will illustrate how vital many of the factors bracketed by scientific forestry turned out to be. German forestry’s attention to formal order and ease of access for management and extraction led to the clearing of underbrush, deadfalls, and snags (standing dead trees), greatly reducing the diversity of insect, mammal, and bird populations so essential to soil-building processes. The absence of litter and woody biomass on the new forest floor is now seen as a major factor leading to thinner and less nutritious soils. Same-age, same-species forests not only created a far less diverse habitat but were also more vulnerable to massive storm-felling. The very uniformity of species and age among, say, Norway spruce also provided a favorable habitat to all the “pests” which were specialized to that species. Populations of these pests built up to epidemic proportions, inflicting losses in yields and large outlays for fertilizers, insecticides, fungicides, or rodenticides. Apparently the first rotation of Norway spruce had grown exceptionally well in large part because it was living off (or mining) the long-accumulated soil capital of the diverse old-growth forest that it had replaced. Once that capital was depleted, the steep decline in growth rates began. As pioneers in scientific forestry, the Germans also became pioneers in recognizing and attempting to remedy many of its undesirable consequences. To this end, they invented the science of what they called “forest hygiene.” In place of hollow trees that had been home to woodpeckers, owls, and other tree-nesting birds, the foresters provided specially designed boxes. Ant colonies were artificially raised and implanted in the forest, their nests tended by local schoolchildren. Several species of spiders, which had disappeared from the monocropped forest, were reintroduced. What is striking FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 13 about these endeavors is that they are attempts to work around an impoverished habitat still planted with a single species of conifers for production purposes. In this case, “restoration forestry” attempted with mixed results to create a virtual ecology, while denying its chief sustaining condition: diversity. The metaphorical value of this brief account of scientific production forestry is that it illustrates the dangers of dismembering an exceptionally complex and poorly understood set of relations and processes in order to isolate a single element of instrumental value. The instrument, the knife, that carved out the new, rudimentary forest was the razorsharp interest in the production of a single commodity. Everything that interfered with the efficient production of the key commodity was implacably eliminated. Everything that seemed unrelated to efficient production was ignored. Having come to see the forest as a commodity, scientific forestry set about refashioning it as a commodity machine. Utilitarian simplification in the forest was an effective way of maximizing wood production in the short and intermediate term. Ultimately, however, its emphasis on yield and paper profits, its relatively short time horizon, and, above all, the vast array of consequences it had resolutely bracketed came back to haunt it. Even in the realm of greatest interest—namely, the production of wood fiber—the consequences of not seeing the forest for the trees sooner or later became glaring. Many were directly traceable to the basic simplification imposed in the interest of ease of management and economic return: monoculture. Monocultures are, as a rule, more fragile and hence more vulnerable to the stress of disease and weather than polycultures are. Any unmanaged forest may experience stress from storms, disease, drought, fragile soil, or severe cold. A diverse, complex forest, however, with its many species of trees, its full complement of birds, insects, and mammals, is far more resilient—far more able to withstand and recover from such injuries—than pure stands. Its very diversity and complexity help to inoculate it against devastation: a windstorm that fells large, old trees of one species will typically spare large trees of other species as well as small trees of the same species; a blight or insect attack that threatens, say, oaks may leave lindens and hornbeams unscathed. Just as a merchant who, not knowing what conditions her ships will face at sea, sends out scores of vessels with different designs, weights, sails, and navigational aids stands a better chance of having much of her fleet make it to port, while a merchant who stakes everything on a single ship design and size runs a higher risk of losing everything, forest biodiversity acts like an insurance policy. Like the enterprise run by the second merchant, the simplified forest is a more vulnerable system, especially over the long haul, as its effects on soil, water, and “pest” populations become manifest. Such dangers can only partly be checked by the use of artificial fertilizers, insecticides, and fungicides. Given the fragility of the simplified production forest, the massive outside intervention that was required to establish it—we might call it the administrators’ forest—is increasingly necessary in order to sustain it as well. [Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed] FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 14 3: CAPITALISM Manorialism, commonly, is recognized to have been founded by robbery and usurpation; a ruling class established itself by force, and then compelled the peasantry to work for the profit of their lords. Capitalism was founded on an act of robbery as massive as feudalism. It has been sustained to the present by continual state intervention to protect its system of privilege. Only through the state’s legal privileging of the ownership of capital and labor was it possible for the capitalist or landlord to charge labor a tribute for access to the means of production, and thus to obtain a cumulative increase over time. The current structure of capital ownership and organization of production in our so-called “market” economy reflects coercive state intervention prior to and extraneous to the market. From the outset of the industrial revolution, what is nostalgically called “laissez-faire” was in fact a system of continuing state intervention to subsidize accumulation, guarantee privilege, and maintain work discipline. The state doesn’t just serve corporate interests because it’s controlled by them in a crudely instrumental sense—although in many cases it is—but because the very structure of the corporate economy and the situations it creates confront the state leadership with what is perceived as an objective reality. The state has become centralized under a concentrated executive regulatory apparatus, while the economy has become centralized under a few hundred giant corporations. A world in which peasants had held onto their land and property was widely distributed, capital was freely available to laborers through mutual banks, productive technology was freely available in every country without patents, and every people was free to develop without colonial robbery, is beyond our imagination. But it would have been a world of distributed, small-scale production for local use, owned and controlled by those who did the work. The Land Monopoly The enclosure of commons—in which the peasants communally had as absolute a right of property as any defended by today’s “property rights” advocates—began in late medieval times and increased drastically in the eighteenth century. The ruling classes saw the peasants’ right in commons as a source of economic independence from capitalist and landlord, and thus a threat to be destroyed. The seizure and monopoly of land by the ruling classes in the early days of capitalism has ongoing effects today. The factory system could not have been imposed on workers without first depriving them of alternatives, and forcibly denying access to any source of economic independence. No unbroken human being, with a sense of freedom or dignity, would have submitted to factory discipline. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 15 The Money Monopoly Under capitalism, access to capital is restricted by the money monopoly, by which the state or banking system is given a monopoly on the medium of exchange, and alternative media of exchange are prohibited. The money monopoly also includes entry barriers against cooperative banks and prohibitions against private issuance of banknotes, by which access to finance capital is restricted and interest rates are kept artificially high. In a genuinely free banking market, any group of individuals could form a mutual bank and issue monetized credit in the form of a currency. The result would be a reduction in interest rates, through competition, to the cost of administrative overhead. The absentee ownership of capital skews investment in a different direction from what it would be in an economy of labor-owned capital, and reduces investment to lower levels. Investments that would be justified by the bare fact of making labor less onerous and increasing productivity, in an economy of worker-owned capital, must produce an additional return on the capital to be considered worth making in an economy of rentiers. It is directly analogous to the holding of vacant land out of use that might enable laborers to subsist comfortably, because it will not in addition produce a rent over and above the laborer’s subsistence. Patents & Intellectual Property The patent privilege has been used on a massive scale to promote concentration of capital, erect entry barriers, and maintain a monopoly of advanced technology in the hands of western corporations. It is hard even to imagine how much more decentralized the economy would be without it. The drug industry’s massive R&D spending is almost entirely directed toward gaming the patent system, rather than genuine innovation. A majority of R&D spending goes toward tweaking existing drugs on the verge of going generic just enough to justify a new patent for the “me, too” version of the old cash cow, rather than to developing fundamentally new drugs (“new molecular entities”). Even when fundamentally new drugs are developed, a majority of the total cost is not for developing the drug itself, but for testing all the possible variants of the drug in order to secure patent lockdown against competition. As often as not, “intellectual property” serves as a tollgate to prevent existing technical knowledge from being built and improved on by competing firms in the same industry—as a barrier to progress through the free flow of information—rather than as a spur to progress. In a free market, the normal pattern would be a brief period of entrepreneurial profits from being the first to innovate, with marginal profits falling to zero as competitors adopted the same innovation; after a brief period of entrepreneurial profit, the benefits of increased productivity are quickly transferred to the consumer, and price falls to the newly reduced production cost. But under the kind of corporate capitalism which is built on “intellectual property,” the typical pattern is rather companies living off the rents of past FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 16 innovation—“one hit wonders”—and collecting tribute from anyone who wants to further improve on existing proprietary technology. It is sometimes argued, in response to attacks on patents as monopolies, that all property is a monopoly. True, as far as it goes; but tangible property is a monopoly by the nature of the case. A parcel of land can only be occupied and used by one owner at a time, because it is finite. By nature, two people cannot occupy the same physical space at the same time. “Intellectual property,” in contrast, is an artificial monopoly where scarcity would not otherwise exist. And unlike property in tangible goods and land, the defense of which is a necessary outgrowth of the attempt to maintain possession, enforcement of “property rights” in ideas requires the invasion of someone else’s space. Infrastructure The origins of corporate capitalism and the mass-production economy are associated with massive government subsidies; since then the tendency of corporate capital to socialize its operating costs has never abated. As a matter of basic economics, whenever you subsidize something and make it available to the user for less than its real cost, demand for it will increase. Absent the land grants and government purchases of railroad bonds, the railroads would likely have developed instead along many local rail networks linking communities into local industrial economies. The regional and national interlinkages of local networks, when they did occur, would have been far fewer and far smaller in capacity. The comparative costs of local and national distribution, accordingly, would have been quite different. On a continent of hundreds of local industrial economies, with long-distance rail transport much more costly than at present, the natural pattern of industrialization would have been to integrate small-scale power machinery into flexible manufacturing for local markets. Instead, the state artificially aggregated the demand for manufactured goods into a single national market, and artificially lowered the costs of distribution for those serving that market. In effect, it created an artificial ecosystem to which large-scale, mass-production industry was best “adapted.” The centralized corporate economy depends for its existence on a shipping price system which is artificially distorted by government intervention. To fully grasp how dependent the corporate economy is on socializing transportation and communications costs, imagine what would happen if truck and aircraft fuel were taxed enough to pay the full cost of maintenance and new building costs on highways and airports; and if fossil fuels depletion allowances were removed. The result would be a massive increase in shipping costs. Does anyone seriously believe that Wal-Mart could continue to undersell local retailers, or corporate agribusiness could destroy the family farm? Market prices are signals that relate supply to demand. When subsidies distort these signals, the consumer does not perceive the real cost of producing the goods he consumes. The “feedback loop” is broken, and demands on the system overwhelm it beyond its ability to respond. When people don’t have to pay the real cost of something they consume, they aren’t very careful about only using what they need. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 17 It is fallacious to say that state-subsidized infrastructure creates efficiencies by making possible large-scale production for a national market. The fact that a large, centralized infrastructure system can only come about when the state subsidizes or organizes it from above, or that such state action causes it to exist on a larger scale than it otherwise would, indicates that the transaction costs are so high that the benefits are not worth it to people spending their own money. The overall cost of a good from a giant factory two thousand miles away does not become less than that of a good from a small factory twenty miles away, just because part of the cost is collected by the IRS instead of by the retailer. In other words, the so‐called “internal economies of scale” in manufacturing could come about only when the offsetting external diseconomies of long‐distance distribution were artificially nullified by corporate welfare. The effect of transportation subsidies is to artificially enlarge market areas, and hence to artificially increase firm size. Hierarchy Individual human beings make optimal decisions only when they internalize the costs and benefits of their own decisions. The larger the organization, the more the authority to make decisions is separated both from the negative consequences, and from direct knowledge of the results. And in a hierarchy, the consequences of the irrational and misinformed decisions of those at the top are borne by the people who are actually doing the work. The direct producers, who know what’s going on and experience directly the consequences of the decisions, have no direct control over those decisions. Consider the amount of waste resulting from the perverse incentives under the Soviet planned economy. In some cases, new refrigerators and other appliances were badly damaged by being roughly thrown off the train and onto a pile at the point of delivery, because the factory got credit simply for manufacturing them, and the railroad got credit for delivering them, under the metrics of the Five Year Plan. Whether they actually worked, or arrived at the retailer in a condition such that someone was willing to buy them, was beside the point. Large corporations have the internal characteristics of a planned economy. Information flow is systematically distorted up the chain of command, by each rung in the hierarchy telling the next one up what it wants to hear. And each rung of management, based on nonsensical data (not to mention absolutely no direct knowledge of the production process) sends irrational decisions back down the chain of command. The only thing that keeps large, hierarchical organizations going is the fact that the productive laborers on the bottom actually know something about their own jobs, and have enough sense to ignore policy and lie about it so that production can stagger along despite the interference of the bosses. But the point is not that managers are inherently less intelligent or capable as individuals. Rather, it’s that hierarchical organizations are systematically stupid. For all the same reasons that make a planned economy unsustainable, no individual is “smart” enough to manage a large, hierarchical organization. Nobody possesses the qualities to make a bureaucratic hierarchy function rationally. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 18 Nobody’s that smart, any more than anybody’s smart enough to run Gosplan efficiently—that’s the whole point. No matter how insightful and resourceful they are, no matter how prudent, as human beings in dealing with actual reality, nevertheless by their very nature hierarchies insulate those at the top from the reality of what’s going on below, and force them to operate in imaginary worlds where all their intelligence becomes useless. No matter how intelligent managers are as individuals, a bureaucratic hierarchy makes their intelligence less usable. In network organization, just the opposite is the case: networked organization promotes maximum usability of intelligence. The fundamental reason for agility, in a self-managed peer network, is the lack of a bureaucratic hierarchy separating the worker from the end-user. The main metric of quality is direct end-user feedback. And in a self-managed peer network, “employee education” follows directly from what workers actually learn by doing their jobs. In a corporate hierarchy, in contrast, most quality metrics are developed to inform bureaucratic intermediaries who are neither providers nor end-users of the company’s services. And, much like management metrics of quality, their metrics of employee skill and competence are utterly divorced from reality. According to a 1973 USDA pamphlet (of all things), even mechanized farming reaches peak efficiency at a fairly small scale. Like all other internal economies of scale, economy of scale in mechanized farming relies mainly on making full use of equipment: “The fully mechanized one-man farm, producing the maximum acreage of crops of which the man and his machines are capable, is generally a technically efficient farm. From the standpoint of costs per unit of production, this size farm captures most of the economies associated with size... Beyond that range there may be diseconomies due to the increasing burden of supervision and communication between supervisor and workers... The incentive for increasing farm size beyond the technically optimum one-man form is not to reduce costs per unit of production, but to increase the volume of business, output, and total income.” Inefficiency Capitalism has a chronic tendency to overaccumulation: in other words, its overbuilt plant and equipment are unable to dispose of their full output, and the system tends to generate a surplus that only worsens the crisis over time. Mass-production industry minimizes unit costs by running its enormously costly capital-intensive machinery at full capacity 24/7, and then requires organizing a society to guarantee consumption of the full output whether consumers want the shit or not—what’s called “supply-push distribution.” If consumers won’t take it all, you soak up surplus output by destroying it through a permanent war economy, sinking it into an Interstate Highway System, etc.—or maybe just making stuff to fall apart (planned obsolescence). It’s especially important to remember that there’s no such thing as generic or immaculate “technology,” independent of the purposes of those who design it. The decision to develop one technology, rather than another, is made from the perspective of someone’s interest. The choice of a FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 19 particular technology is an answer to a question—so we should always be aware of who’s asking the question. “Efficiency” is determined by the nature of the environment to which the firm is adapting; but what role did power play in structuring the environment itself? The definition of “waste” depends on one’s understanding of efficiency; this means entirely different things, from the respective standpoints of labor and capital. For labor, efficiency means optimizing returns on labor; for capital, it means optimizing returns on capital. The selection of the “fitter” in evolution is not simply relative to the less successful but is dependent upon the general circumstances and environment in which selection takes place. The fitter are only fit in the context of a given environment: The differential treatment, for sales tax purposes, of transactions organized through the market and transactions organized internally, gives a competitive advantage to the firm over the market—it is a tax on market transactions and not on the same transactions organized within the firm. The sales tax, therefore, would not only furnish a reason for the emergence of a firm in a specialized exchange economy, but tends to make firms larger than they would otherwise be. The Meat Inspection Act, for instance, was passed primarily at the behest of the big meat packers. In the 1880s, repeated scandals involving tainted meat had resulted in U.S. firms being shut out of several European markets. The big packers had turned to the government to inspect exported meat. By organizing this function jointly, through the state, they removed quality inspection as a competitive issue between them, and the government provided a seal of approval in much the same way a trade association would. The problem with this early inspection regime was that only the largest packers were involved in the export trade, which gave a competitive advantage to the small firms that supplied only the domestic market. The main effect of Roosevelt’s Meat Inspection Act was to bring the small packers into the inspection regime, and thereby end the competitive disability it imposed on large firms. In 2007, the Department of Agriculture, which regulates the test for mad cow disease, argued that widespread testing could lead to a false positive that would harm the meat industry. A beef producer in Kansas, Creekstone Farms Premium Beef, wanted to test all of its cows. The Agriculture Department tested fewer than 1% of slaughtered cows for the disease, which can be fatal to humans who eat tainted beef. Larger meat companies feared that move because, if Creekstone should test its meat and advertised it as safe, they might have to perform the expensive tests on their larger herds as well. The Bush Administration said it would fight to keep meatpackers from testing all their animals. Exceeding government safety standards, it seems, unfairly implies that products which merely meet the ordinary USDA standard are less than adequate. Likewise, government minimum labeling requirements sometimes become a de facto maximum, with restrictions on the voluntary provision of additional information not required by law. As we have seen, the state reduces competitive costs of bureaucratic inefficiency, thereby shifting the point at which the transaction costs of hierarchy exceed those of contracting. Thus, the state “selects” for hierarchy. Only when organization makes it possible to exert external power over the market and FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 20 seek rents from the state, do the governance advantages of hierarchy outweigh the bureaucratic inefficiency costs. State spending serves to cartelize the economy in much the same way as regulation. Just as regulation removes significant areas of quality and safety as issues in cost competition, the socialization of operating costs on the state (e.g. R&D subsidies, government-funded technical education, etc.) allows monopoly capital to remove them as components of price in cost competition between firms, and places them in the realm of guaranteed income to all firms in a market alike. Transportation subsidies reduce the competitive advantage of locating close to one’s market. Farm price support subsidies turn idle land into an extremely lucrative real estate investment. Whether through regulations or direct state subsidies to various forms of accumulation, the corporations act through the state to carry out some activities jointly, and to restrict competition to selected areas. The general effect of the state’s intervention in the economy, then, is to remove ever increasing spheres of economic activity from the realm of competition in price or quality, and to organize them collectively through organized capital as a whole. So cartelization and high costs from idle capacity, alongside push distribution and planned obsolescence, together constitute the twin pathologies of monopoly capitalism. Both are expedients for dealing with the enormous capital outlays and overproduction entailed in mass-production industry, and both require that outside society be subordinated to the needs of the corporation and subjected to its control. Interventionism The available evidence on economy of scale shows not only that the dominant firm is many times larger than would be warranted by efficiency considerations, but that its size results in significant net inefficiency costs compared to the smaller firm. The obvious question arises, in response to this finding: if the large firm is less efficient, why does it exist? The answer is that the state makes it artificially efficient by subsidizing its inefficiency costs and insulating it from competition. The state-imposed corporatization of the economy in the late nineteenth century could be compared in scope and severity, without much exaggeration, to Stalin’s collectivization of agriculture and the first Five Year Plan. State subsidies and mercantilism gave rise to centralized, overcapitalized industry, which led to overproduction, which led to the need to find a way of creating demand for lots of crap that nobody wanted. Despite all the state intervention up front to make the large corporation possible, state intervention was required afterward as well as before in order to keep the system running. These great corporate paragons of efficiency were unable to survive without the government guaranteeing an outlet for their overproduction, and protecting them from market competition. The ruling elites of the corporate-state nexus perceived, as early as the depression of the 1890s, that overbuilt industry could not dispose of its output, operating at full capacity, without government help. The major function of the interventionist state from the early twentieth century on has been to guarantee a market for overproduction, either through foreign imperialism, through government FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 21 spending to use up the surplus product, or through policies of increasing aggregate demand. The World Bank was designed to subsidize the export of capital to the Third World, by financing the infrastructure without which Western-owned production facilities could not be established there. It’s interesting to consider how many segments of the economy have a guaranteed market for their output, or a “conscript clientele” in place of willing consumers. The “military-industrial complex” is well known. But how about the state’s education and penal systems? How about the automobile-trucking-highway complex, or the civil aviation complex? Foreign surplus disposal (export dependant monopoly capitalism) and domestic surplus disposal (government purchases) are different forms of the same phenomenon. Throughout history, the state has been a means by which the producing classes were robbed of their produce in order to support an idle ruling class. Without state intervention in the marketplace, the natural wage of labor would be its product. It is statism that is at the root of all the exploitative features of capitalism. Capitalism, indeed, only exists to the extent that the principles of free exchange are violated. “Free market capitalism” is an oxymoron. [The Iron Fist Behind The Invisible Hand: Corporate Capitalism As a State-Guaranteed System of Privilege] [Studies in Mutualist Political Economy] [Organization Theory: A Libertarian Perspective] [The Homebrew Industrial Revolution: A Low-Overhead Manifesto] [The Desktop Regulatory State: The Countervailing Power of Individuals and Networks] FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 22 4: LEGIBILITY Designed or planned social order is necessarily schematic; it always ignores essential features of any real, functioning social order. This truth is best illustrated in a work-to-rule strike, which turns on the fact that any production process depends on a host of informal practices and improvisations that could never be codified. By merely following the rules meticulously, the workforce can virtually halt production. In the same fashion, the simplified rules animating plans for, say, a city, a village, or a collective farm are inadequate as a set of instructions for creating a functioning social order. Formal schemes are parasitic on informal processes that, alone, they cannot create or maintain. To the degree that formal schemes make no allowance for these processes or actually suppress them, they fail both the intended beneficiaries and ultimately the designers as well. We must keep in mind not only the capacity of state simplifications to transform the world but also the capacity of the society to modify, subvert, block, and even overturn the categories imposed upon it. Here it is useful to distinguish what might be called facts on paper from facts on the ground. The economic plan, survey map, record of ownership, forest management plan, classification of ethnicity, passbook, arrest record, and map of political boundaries acquire their force from the fact that these synoptic data are the points of departure for reality as state officials apprehend and shape it. In dictatorial settings where there is no effective way to assert another reality, fictitious facts-on-paper can often be made eventually to prevail on the ground, because it is on behalf of such pieces of paper that police and army are deployed. These paper records are the operative facts in a court of law, in an administrative dossier, and before most functionaries. In this sense, there are virtually no other facts for the state than those that are contained in documents standardized for that purpose. An error in such a document can have far more power—and for far longer—than can an unreported truth. If, for example, you want to defend your claim to real property, you are normally obliged to defend it with a document called a property deed, and to do so in the courts and tribunals created for that purpose. If you wish to have any standing in law, you must have a document that officials accept as evidence of citizenship, be that document a birth certificate, passport, or identity card. The categories used by state agents are not merely means to make their environment legible; they are an authoritative tune to which most of the population must dance. Taxation The shorthand formulas through which tax officials must apprehend reality are not mere tools of observation. By a kind of fiscal Heisenberg principle, they frequently have the power to transform the facts they take note of. The door-and-window tax established in France under the Directory and abolished only in 1917 is a striking case in point. Its originator must have reasoned that the number of windows and doors in a dwelling was proportional to the dwelling’s size. Thus a tax assessor need not enter the house or FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 23 measure it but merely count the doors and windows. As a simple, workable formula, it was a brilliant stroke, but it was not without consequences. Peasant dwellings were subsequently designed or renovated with the formula in mind so as to have as few openings as possible. While the fiscal losses could be recouped by raising the tax per opening, the long-term effects on the health of the rural population lasted for more than a century. Land Tenure The novel state-imposed form of land tenure was far more revolutionary than a door-and-window tax. It established a whole new institutional nexus. However simple and uniform the new tenure system was to an administrator, it flung villagers willy-nilly into a world of title deeds, land offices, fees, assessments, and applications. They faced powerful new specialists in the form of land clerks, surveyors, judges, and lawyers whose rules of procedure and decisions were unfamiliar. The fiscal or administrative goal toward which all modern states aspire is to measure, codify, and simplify land tenure in much the same way as scientific forestry reconceived the forest. Accommodating the luxuriant variety of customary land tenure was simply inconceivable. The historical solution, at least for the liberal state, has typically been the heroic simplification of individual freehold tenure. Land is owned by a legal individual who possesses wide powers of use, inheritance, or sale and whose ownership is represented by a uniform deed of title enforced through the judicial and police institutions of the state. Just as the flora of the forest were reduced to Normalbaume, so the complex tenure arrangements of customary practice are reduced to freehold, transferrable title. In an agrarian setting, the administrative landscape is blanketed with a uniform grid of homogeneous land, each parcel of which has a legal person as owner and hence taxpayer. How much easier it then becomes to assess such property and its owner on the basis of its acreage, its soil class, the crops it normally bears, and its assumed yield than to untangle the thicket of common property and mixed forms of tenure. The crowning artifact of this mighty simplification is the cadastral map. Created by trained surveyors and mapped to a given scale, the cadastral map is a more or less complete and accurate survey of all landholdings. Since the driving logic behind the map is to create a manageable and reliable format for taxation, the map is associated with a property register in which each specified (usually numbered) lot on the map is linked to an owner who is responsible for paying its taxes. The cadastral map and property register are to the taxation of land as the maps and tables of the scientific forester were to the fiscal exploitation of the forest. Surnames Customary naming practices throughout much of the world are enormously rich. Among some peoples, it is not uncommon for individuals to have different names during different stages of life (infancy, childhood, adulthood) and in some cases after death; added to these are names used for joking, rituals, and mourning and names used for interactions with same-sex friends or with in-laws. Each name is specific to a certain phase of life, social setting, or interlocutor. A single individual will FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 24 frequently be called by several different names, depending on the stage of life and the person addressing him or her. To the question “What is your name?” which has a more unambiguous answer in the contemporary West, the only plausible answer is “It depends.” The invention of permanent, inherited patronyms was, after the administrative simplification of nature (for example, the forest) and space (for example, land tenure), the last step in establishing the necessary preconditions of modern statecraft. In almost every case it was a state project, designed to allow officials to identify, unambiguously, the majority of its citizens. When successful, it went far to create a legible people. Tax and tithe rolls, property rolls, conscription lists, censuses, and property deeds recognized in law were inconceivable without some means of fixing an individual’s identity and linking him or her to a kin group. Campaigns to assign permanent patronyms have typically taken place, as one might expect, in the context of a state’s exertions to put its fiscal system on a sounder and more lucrative footing. Fearing, with good reason, that an effort to enumerate and register them could be a prelude to some new tax burden or conscription, local officials and the population at large often resisted such campaigns. Colonization In British India, British census personnel collected data on the caste, religion, profession, and age of each Native to define the content of the “character” of each group. Previous imperial practices of counting landholdings and household heads or collating raw numbers of human (and often plant and other animal) inhabitants gave way to the goal of making each and every colonized Native legible to empire. The construction of a separated and divided colonial population was facilitated by the labyrinth of censuses and tax rolls initiated in the colonies during the mid to late nineteenth century. With such methods of population data collection, the British Empire categorized Natives into separate, supposedly incommensurable, biopolitical groups. Ideas of the “sameness” of one group of Natives materialized “differences” between them so that, in true racist fashion, each was constructed as comprising a distinct type of Native. Over time, biopolitical technologies, initially used to define juridical categories, established long-lasting social and political boundaries between separated Native groups. An example from British India helps us see how this was done. In 1862, the idea that Hindus and Muslims were wholly different types of people was shored up by identifying each as having discrete customs, culture, history, and traditions. The British Raj institutionalized such ideas by empowering the supposed guardians of tradition—princes, priests, and landholders—and by consolidating authoritarian British rule. The passing of separate “personal codes” or “personal laws” was part of this. The “civil” (or “personal”) matters of Hindus and Muslims would be dealt with by separate Native authorities established by the British but portrayed as emanating from the “traditions” of the named group. In the subsequent decade (1862–1872), further legal and administrative reforms were enacted to “preserve” and “protect” these now-differentiated groups of Natives. The British thus actively constructed new identities—communal and individual—by institutionalizing the significance of religion in social and political life in unprecedented ways. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 25 The U.S. federal government formed “Indian tribes” whose allotted “reservations” were nominally managed by “tribal governments” led by appointed chiefs and tribal councils. Of course, each recognized Native political structure was under the authority of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which held both plenary and financial power over it. Even so, the U.S. state portrayed the establishment of reservations, with the oft-accompanying forced relocation of “Indians” onto them, as a form of protecting them and their “traditions.” As colonial practices did in Asia and Africa, these led to the further destruction of prior land tenure systems and livelihoods and significant disruptions of previous social relationships, including a massive reduction in the status of women. Reservations were a colonial dream wherein fixity, control, visibility, productivity, and, most importantly, docility, were the state’s main objectives. Villagization The ujamaa village campaign in Tanzania from 1973 to 1976 was a massive attempt to permanently settle most of the country’s population in villages, of which the layouts, housing designs, and local economies were planned, partly or wholly, by officials of the central government. It was by most accounts the largest forced resettlement scheme undertaken in independent Africa up to that time; at least 5 million Tanzanians were relocated. Julius Nyerere, Tanzania’s head of state, viewed the permanent resettlement in ways that were strikingly continuous with colonial policy, and his ideas about both mechanization and economies of scale in agriculture were part and parcel of international development discourse at the time. That discourse of modernization was, in turn, heavily influenced by the model of the Tennessee Valley Authority, the development of capital-intensive agriculture in the United States, and the lessons of economic mobilization from World War II. Nyerere made a point of warning against the use of administrative or military coercion, insisting that no one should be forced, against their will, into the new villages. Even so, the ujamaa campaign was coercive and occasionally violent. It proved, moreover, a failure, ecologically as well as economically. The vast majority of the Tanzanian rural population was, in terms of legibility and appropriation, outside the reach of the state. At independence, an estimated 11 out of 12 million rural dwellers lived “scattered” across the landscape. With the exception of densely settled areas in the cool, wet highlands where substantial amounts of coffee and tea were grown and marketed, much of the population practiced subsistence farming or pastoralism. Much of what they did sell was offered at local markets largely outside the ambit of state supervision and taxation. Ujamaa villages (that is, socialist cooperatives) would set the rural economy on a different path. “What is here being proposed,” Nyerere explained, “is that we in Tanzania should move from being a nation of individual peasant producers who are gradually adopting the incentives and ethics of the capitalist system. Instead we should gradually become a nation of ujamaa villages where the people co-operate directly in small groups and where these small groups cooperate together for joint enterprises.” FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 26 Given single-party rule, an authoritarian administrative tradition, and a dictator (albeit a rather benevolent one) who wanted results, the normal bureaucratic pathologies were exaggerated. Sites for new settlements were often chosen, not by economic logic, but by finding “blank spots” on the map (preferably near roads) where the settlers might be dumped. Rural Tanzanians were understandably reluctant to move into new communities planned by the state. Their past experience, whether before independence or after, warranted their skepticism. As cultivators and pastoralists, they had developed patterns of settlement and, in many cases, patterns of periodic movements that were finely tuned adaptations to an often stingy environment which they knew exceptionally well. The state-mandated movement threatened to destroy the logic of this adaptation. Administrative convenience, not ecological considerations, governed the selection of sites; they were often far from fuelwood and water, and their population often exceeded the carrying capacity of the land. Given the resistance of the population and the bureaucratic-military imperative of a crash program, violence was inevitable. Threats were all but universal. The militia and the army were mobilized to provide transport and to compel compliance. Such incentives as clinics, piped water, and schools were offered to those who went peacefully. Sometimes they did, although they tried to insist on a written contract with officials and to require that the new services promised them be established before they moved. Positive inducements were, apparently, more typical of the early, voluntary phase of villagization than the later, compulsory phase. When Nyerere learned exactly how thin was the fiction of persuasion and how widespread were the brutalities, he expressed his dismay. He decried the failure to compensate peasants for their destroyed huts and allowed that some officials had moved people to unsuitable locations that lacked water or sufficient arable land. But it was “absurd to pretend that these cases were typical of villagization,” let alone to call off the campaign. The planned new villages followed both a bureaucratic logic and an aesthetic logic. Nyerere and his planners had a visual idea of just how a modern village should look. The desire to have all the houses in a planned village perfectly aligned, which was presumably linked to easy surveying and the desire to please the inspecting officials, might require that a house be dismantled in order to move it a scant fifty feet to the surveyor’s line. Some of the villages were laid out as “one long street of houses stretching for miles. Administrators had a penchant for locating new villages along the major roads, where they could be most easily reached and monitored. Roadside siting rarely made economic sense; it did, on the other hand, demonstrate how the goal of extending the state’s control over the peasantry often trumped the state’s other goal of raising agricultural production. Tanzanian farmers often planted two or more crops together in the same field (a technique variously called polycropping, intercropping, or relay cropping). In the coffee-growing areas, for example, coffee was often interplanted with bananas, beans, and other annuals. For most agronomists, this practice was anathema. Agricultural field officers judged their accomplishments by whether each crop under their supervision was planted in straight, properly spaced rows and was not mixed with any other cultigen. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 27 The modern planned village in Tanzania was essentially a point-by-point negation of existing rural practice, which included shifting cultivation and pastoralism; polycropping; living well off the main roads; kinship and lineage authority; small, scattered settlements with houses built higgledy-piggledy; and production that was dispersed and opaque to the state. The logic of this negation seemed often to prevail over sound ecological or economic considerations. While empirical evidence was even then mounting in favor of the ecological soundness and productivity of some intercropping regimes, the faith continued unabated. What is clear, however, is that monocropping and row planting vastly facilitate the work of administrators and agronomists. Both techniques facilitate inspection and calculations of acreage and yield; they greatly simplify field trials by minimizing the number of variables at play in any one field; they streamline the job of extension recommendations and the supervision of cultivation; and, finally, they simplify control of the harvest. The simplified and legible field crop offers to state agricultural officers many of the same advantages that the “stripped-down” commercial forest offered to scientific foresters and revenue officers. Resettlement was far more than a change in scenery. Once a farmer was moved, often to a vastly different ecological setting, his local knowledge was all but useless. It took people from a setting in which they had the skills and resources to produce many of their own basic needs and hence the means of a reasonably self-sufficient independence. Under the circumstances, wholesale, by-the-book resettlement made a havoc of peasant lives. Only a few of the most obvious ecological failures of villagization will serve to illustrate the pattern of ignorance. Peasants were forcibly moved from annually flooded lands that were vital to their cropping regime and shifted to poor soils on high ground. They were, as we have seen, moved to all-weather roads where the soil was unfamiliar or unsuitable for the crops envisaged. Village living placed cultivators far from their fields, thus thwarting the crop watching and pest control that more dispersed homesteads made possible. The concentration of livestock and people often had the unfortunate consequence of encouraging cholera and livestock epidemics. The failure of ujamaa villages was almost guaranteed by the high-modernist hubris of planners and specialists who believed that they alone knew how to organize a more satisfactory, rational, and productive life for their citizens. It should be noted that they did have something to contribute to what could have been a more fruitful development of the Tanzanian countryside. But their insistence that they had a monopoly on useful knowledge and that they impose this knowledge set the stage for disaster. The Tanzanian state’s relative weakness and unwillingness to resort to Stalinist methods as well as the Tanzanian peasants’ tactical advantages, including flight, unofficial production and trade, smuggling, and foot-dragging, combined to make the practice of villagization far less destructive than the theory. The conflict between the officials and specialists actively planning the future on one hand and the peasantry on the other has been billed by the first group as a struggle between progress and obscurantism, rationality and superstition, science and religion. Yet it is apparent from the schemes we have examined that the “rational” plans they imposed were often spectacular failures. As units of FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 28 production, as human communities, or as a means of delivering services, the planned villages failed the people they were intended, sometimes sincerely, to serve. [Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed] [Home Rule: National Sovereignty and the Separation of Natives and Migrants] FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 29 PART II: THE NATION “In the beginning of Time, the great Creator Reason, made the Earth to be a Common Treasury, to preserve Beasts, Birds, Fishes, and Man, the lord that was to govern this Creation... but not one word was spoken in the beginning, That one branch of mankind should rule over another. And the Reason is this, Every single man, Male and Female, is a perfect Creature of himself; and the same Spirit that made the Globe, dwells in man to govern the Globe.” —The True Levellers, 1649 1: THE POSTCOLONIAL NEW WORLD ORDER The story of the Deluge comes to us from a time of great antiquity. A divine retribution in the form of a great outpouring of waters flooded the face of the earth. In the aftermath of this catastrophe, the waters gradually subsided to reveal a new world to the remnants of a decimated humanity. In the years that followed, the legend tells us that humanity regenerated itself and set its feet once again on the path of a great collective endeavor: “And the whole earth was of one language, and of one speech. . . . And they said one to another, Go to, let us make brick, and burn them thoroughly. . . . Let us build us a city and a tower, whose top may reach unto heaven” (Genesis 11). Thus did they aspire together and so engaged in a great work. The people had a common purpose and a shared vision. They spoke the same language, so to speak. God was greatly displeased: jealous but also afraid. From his omniscient vantage point, he realized the dire threat the builders of the city and tower of Babel posed to his kingdom. Their city with its “tower whose top assaults the sky” marked humanity’s rejection of the border between heaven and earth, the very line he had drawn between his own divine realm and the mundane clay from which he had shaped humanity. He saw that they built not to exalt his greatness but their own. Their mutual cooperation demonstrated the builders’ view of heaven as life; not heaven as post-life. Thus, he thundered, “Indeed the people are one and they all have one language, and this is what they begin to do; now nothing that they propose to do will be withheld from them.” Thus, God worried, and he fumed. Setting out to undermine the builders’ plans, he knew they would not be deterred were he merely to destroy the tower. Had he not just flooded the world in his wrath FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 30 only to see them striking out boldly without him once again? Therefore, instead of smashing the city and its tower that daily encroached upon his exclusive domain, God set out to confound their collective project. He shouted, “Come let us go down and there confuse their language, that they may not understand one another’s speech.” He succeeded. The builders of the great city and the tower of Babel abruptly faltered and ceased working together. Their sense of common purpose, the solidarity that had expressed itself in a grand communal imagining and shared labor, was instantly transmuted into mutual incomprehensibility. In this way did God “scatter them abroad from there over the face of all the earth.” By separating people one from the other, God had won. Usurping the creative capacity of the builders, he took the title of Creator for himself. Expropriating their productive power for his own aggrandizement, he lorded his sovereign power over them. The biblical story about the great city and tower of Babel is a very old one. It has been preserved in both written word and oral tradition in many places across the world, well beyond the Judeo-Christian version that is most familiar. In Genesis 11:9, Babel stems from the Hebrew verb balal, meaning to confuse or confound and also to mix up. Much as God did when destroying Babel, earthbound overlords have separated and disempowered people joined in a collective effort at liberty by placing them in defined and differentiated groups. Done in the name of God, the monarch, the father, the empire, the “race,” or the “nation,” these separations have had very real and long-lasting effects. The group with which one is identified shapes every aspect, great and small, of our world. Our ability to engage in a common endeavor across—and especially against—these differences has become difficult to imagine and even harder to carry out. Separation has indeed been glorified. God has long since been replaced by the new religion of nationalism. The authority once granted to God (and his earthly representatives) has devolved to the representatives of the “nation,” even as religion continues to play a significant part in some ideas of “nationhood.” Autochthony The formation of new racialized geographies of autochthonous belonging was driven by efforts from imperial states to maintain their rule. Autochthonous discourses created a distance in imperial states between those categorized as “people of a place” and those categorized as “people out of place.” This distance materialized the separation between Natives and Migrants and made such categorical identities a meaningful way for people to understand themselves and others. After a massive, mid-nineteenth century rebellion of Natives in British India, one imperial state after another created and separated colonized natives into the two categories of Indigenous-Natives and Migrant-Natives, with the former regarded as more native than the latter. The basis of this imperial distinction was the idea that a primordial relationship existed between a certain group of people and a designated place. Indigenous-Natives, not unlike certain flora and fauna, were portrayed as being “of the place,” further naturing them in the process. Migrant-Natives, on the other hand, were portrayed as being subsequent settlers from outside the colony and therefore not of it. In the same period, in what became the White Settler colonies of the New World, the British imperial state, as well as the independent but not quite yet nation-state of the United States created a system of racialized segregation by establishing separate territorial reservations for Natives and using racialized ideas of FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 31 blood quantum to limit the number of people eligible to make a life on them. Such practices, while intent on controlling Natives, were also about controlling the relationships between imperial subjects—and ensuring the separation of people who otherwise coexisted in imperial (and soon, national) space. Informed by the imperial discursive production of Indigenous-Natives who were both natured and emplaced, nationalisms are grounded in a fantasy of familiarity on the part of those seen to share origins. National historiographies of shared ancestors (“blood”) and shared territory (“soil”) emerge from this belief. Origins, in the autochthonous politics of nationalism, are both racialized and geographical: one’s race defines one’s nation and, thus, one’s place (or, more accurately, one’s national territory). The emergence of a Postcolonial New World Order in which people are defined as part of separated “nations” and ruled through the apparatus of nation-state sovereignty, international bodies, and global capital marked the end of the political legitimacy of imperial-state sovereignty and the beginning of the hegemony of national forms of state sovereignty. After World War II, with astonishing speed, the near-global space of imperialism was mostly nationalized. It is an axiom of postcolonialism that nation-states belong to members of the nation. No feathers would be ruffled were one to say that India belongs to “Indians,” Jamaica belongs to “Jamaicans,” or, increasingly, Britain belongs to the “British.” Nationalists took the imperial idea of indigeneity as a stable and static group and retooled it to fit the nations they were in the process of creating. With “independence,” the imperialist meanings attached to both Natives and Migrants were relocated to nationalized territory. When the colonies and, later, imperial metropoles nationalized their sovereignties from the late nineteenth century, claims to national status were underpinned by claims to autochthonous belonging. Being Native, once the denigrated Other to the colonizer, has, in the Postcolonial New World Order, become the quintessential criterion for being a member of the nation. Migrants, unable to cross the racialized boundary of Nativeness (at least in the places they actually live) and unable to organize themselves into a nation, remain “out of place.” Placing people into separated categories of National-Natives and Migrants is no trifling matter. People’s relationship to nation-states, to national political bodies, and to one another are organized by the rights associated with the category people find themselves in. Across the world system of nation-states, a further contraction of the already limited criteria of national belonging has taken place around the figure of the National-Native. At the same time, an expansion of the term “colonizer” has occurred, one that encompasses all those seen to be Migrants. Borrowing the imperial meaning of Natives as colonized people, National-Natives see themselves as “colonized” by Migrants. In turn, Migrants’ own experience of colonization is seen as unimportant—and unpolitical. Instead Migrants are demonized as destroyers of nations. White National-Natives have long seen non-White Migrants as a significant threat. Indeed, the former White Settler colonies, particularly the United States, were among the first to nationalize state sovereignty through their enactment of racist immigration restrictions. What is more novel is how FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 32 many Indigenous National-Natives, since at least the late 1980s, have come to view all Migrants (White and non-White) as barriers to their own claims to national sovereignty. Indeed, a growing chorus of Indigenous National-Native opinion asserts that all Migrants are “settler colonists.” Some Indigenous National-Natives have even said that “the label settler is too historically and politically sterile” and that all Migrants are nothing less than “occupiers.” As the “White” in White Settler colonialism is omitted and replaced by a generic discussion of “settler colonialism,” negatively racialized people (i.e., Black, Latinx, or, perhaps especially, Asian people)—each of whom was expressly excluded from the White Settler colonial project—are increasingly depicted as colonizers of Indigenous National-Natives. Significantly, in each instance of the aforementioned national politics of autochthony, colonization is conflated with migration. In them, real or imagined human migration—today, hundreds, or even thousands of years ago—is seen as nothing less than colonization. Being a “settler/colonist” is synonymous with being defined as a Migrant to national territory. And “colonialism” becomes nothing more than the existence of Migrants in the “nation.” This is what makes autochthonous politics uncanny. This is perhaps nowhere more so than when people once categorized as the Natives of various European colonies are now described as colonizers. Sometimes they are said to “colonize” Native-Europeans, at other times, they “colonize” National-Natives in the national liberation states or Indigenous National-Natives seeking a separate national sovereignty. In both the former colonies and the former metropoles, some people have been made a People and believe that it is they who govern themselves. As is the nation itself, this power is understood as part of a cross-class project whose benefits are limited to those who are Natives of the nation. Yet nowhere is everyone living within any given nation-state—either in the Rich or the Poor World—so defined. Instead, within all nation-states are its allochthonous others—Migrants from elsewhere. Whether knowing no other home, or whether from the next town over, the next province, or another nation-state altogether, those made into Migrants are represented as usurpers of the always-limited resources of the nation—its land, women, jobs, housing, hospital beds, schools, water, and so on. While autochthony seems to offer a safe, even ‘natural’ belonging, it is nonetheless haunted by a basic insecurity: apprehension about its own authenticity, the need to prove itself by unmasking ‘fake’ autochthons, that inevitably leads to internal division and violence. Possession of formal citizenship, National-Natives argue, does not make someone a member of the nation. Thus, as citizenship has been extended to some Migrant-Others, an autochthonous identity has become a refuge as well as a rampart from which to attack them. Autochthonous discourses are deployed across the political spectrum. This tells us something very important about the character of power in the Postcolonial New World Order. It reveals to us that the differences posited between autochthons and allochthons—Natives and Migrants—is a fundamental political, as well as ontological and epistemological, challenge we must address to achieve something that can live up to our aspirations for liberty. This is because, contrary to ideals of separation, National-Natives and Migrants are cotemporal (they have a shared time), they are cospatial (they have a shared space), and they are coproductive (they have a shared history). FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 33 Migration as Colonization Increasingly, both White National-Natives and Indigenous National-Natives view Migrants as having “colonized” them. By centering Whiteness as a criterion for national belonging, while simultaneously portraying themselves as the victims of a “flood of Migrants,” White National-Natives extend the racist project begun by imperial states. On the other hand, the Indigenous National-Native discourse of autochthony, by dramatically expanding the category of “colonizer” (or “settler colonist”) to include non-Whites who were expressly excluded from White Settler colonial projects, conflates migration with colonialism. Both are classic postcolonial moves. The understanding of migration-as-colonialization goes something like this: Indigenous National-Natives comprise the nation and were once sovereign over their national territories, but their sovereignty was usurped by colonizers. Colonization thus consists of a lack of national sovereignty by National-Natives. Non-Natives living on these territories can neither be nationals nor sovereigns but are, instead, Migrants. Migrants can be nothing other than colonists when on Indigenous National-Native territory that is not their own. Finally, because decolonization is defined as national self-determination, Migrants do not have any legitimate say in such efforts. Instead, they represent barriers to decolonization, especially if Migrants make liberatory claims themselves. Thus, as with all national autochthonous discourses, the exercise of national sovereignty by Indigenous National-Natives entails the right to define membership in the nation. Struggles over membership in indigenous nations are viewed as both an existential issue and a practical issue of allocating rights and resources. Imagined within the framework of nationhood, such views reproduce an antagonism of Indigenous National-Natives to Migrants. Determining Indigenous National-Native membership is represented as a legitimate matter for nations to decide among themselves, while Migrants’ calls for the “right to have rights” are portrayed as an intrusion upon indigenous national sovereignty. The continuing significance of movements for “national self-determination,” both in extant nation-states and in movements for new national sovereigns, has left us with an understanding of colonialism as nothing more than “foreign rule.” Consequently, decolonization has become nothing more than “home rule”—the elevation of National-Natives over Migrants. The Postcolonial New World Order has thus been extraordinarily successful in continuing the imperial practices of “define and rule” through the constant evocation of the ideas of autochthony and allochthony. This too has helped to contain anticolonial demands by allowing nationalists of all stripes to make the case that the reason national sovereignty has not yet been realized is the existence of “foreigners” in the nation’s territory. The result has been a hardening of nationalism(s) and a resultant increase in anti-immigrant politics. Indeed, anticolonialism has been redefined as anti-immigration, and contenders for political power in Rich and Poor World nation-states bemoan their lack of “national independence.” The reason for people’s lack of land, lack of a sustainable livelihood, and lack of respect is said to be that the People are not yet independent of “foreign rule.” FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 34 Borders & Race What flowed from nationalist ideas of home rule was the sorting of “populations.” The idea that nation-states ought to be comprised of and for those whose nationality matched that of the state began its rapid ascent. With the dissolution of many empires party to WWI, some significant parts of their territories were redefined as national homelands by those hoping to govern new, nationally sovereign states. As nationalists everywhere viewed nations as having an “eternal” and essential sovereignty over certain territories, autochthony was given a new, national lease on life. As Nationals autochthonized themselves into National-Natives, those defined as outsiders to the nation were made allochthons. In each new nation were people redefined as “foreign” bodies, people racialized as originating from a place that those “of their type” were from. The very structure of nation-states meant that they portrayed themselves as ever precarious. From their formation, threats to the nation were said to be everywhere. The best-known example of this was Germany after the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nazis) took control of the state in February 1933. The Nazi Party, formed in the years following the dissolution of the German Empire, adhered to racist, sexist, ableist, anticommunist, and populist politics. They promoted the most limited view of German nationhood on offer and became central to normalizing fascism. In the Nazis’ 1935 Reich Citizenship Law, German citizenship was further limited to people racialized as “German,” loyal to the Nazi regime, and meeting fascist standards for physical and mental normativity. As a result, Jewish people, and later, people categorized as “Gypsies, Negroes, and their bastards,” as well as people said to have mental and/or genetic deformities were made stateless and thus deportable. The Nazis’ planned expulsion of stateless people failed, however, largely due to Allied states’ refusal to dismantle the vast “paper walls” they had erected against Migrants. Refused admittance by other states, large numbers of the Nazis’ victims were forced to remain in (expanding) German state territory. The first death camps were established after it became clear that Nazi plans for their expulsion were not feasible. Thus, it is not a coincidence that it was precisely when being a racist became anathema to most—racism’s legitimacy dying with millions of people in Nazi gas chambers—that ideas of distinct “races” shifted to ideas of separate “nations” whose sovereignty was defined by the power to decide who was or was not able to enter, stay, or have rights in the nation-state. Another way of putting it that it is difficult to overestimate the significance of citizenship and immigration controls for practices of racism. As foreigners were portrayed as existing within national territories only because they had moved there from someplace else, nationalist origin stories not only narrated the timeless and territorial nation but also narrated a migration story for the others. For this reason, each partition and forced population transfer was portrayed as a return, a sending home of Migrants to “their own” eternal and essential national territory. Thus, the formation of national communities, each imagined as static, unleashed large-scale migrations. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 35 Immediately upon its independence in 1960, Nigeria expelled those seen as Ghanaian. It did so again in 1983 when approximately three million people were expelled, of which an estimated one million were Ghanaians. Likewise, throughout the 1960s Ghana, which became independent from the British in 1957, expelled hundreds of thousands of “foreigners,” including those born in Ghana. In 1969, the Pan-Africanist president of Ghana, Kwame Nkrumah, relabeled Yoruba people as “aliens” from Nigeria, portrayed them as threats to the “national interest,” and deported them en masse. Indeed, a popular term to identify Yoruba people in Ghana was Mubako, meaning “You are going.” Guinea, which gained its independence in 1958 from France, expelled fishermen who went to Ghana. Cameroon, Ivory Coast, Ghana, and Zaire each expelled traders who went to Nigeria. Ivory Coast and Niger expelled civil servants who went to Benin. Ghana and Ivory Coast expelled farmers and laborers who went to Togo. Unsurprisingly, the discourse of autochthony haunted the deportees. They faced many difficulties as a result of being referred to as “newcomers or new arrivals” upon their entry to nation-states viewed as their autochthonous homelands by those who deported them. Liberia, South Africa, and Zimbabwe share a long history of racialized political membership—and discrimination against those defined as lacking the criteria for full belonging in the state. Restrictions in citizenship and immigration have changed along with the form of state power. While state-enforced exclusions have been continuous, one change that was world-transforming took place when exclusions previously understood to be racist were reproduced in the name of the nations many believed had ended injustice. By shifting the formal basis of discrimination from racialization to nationalization, exclusions enacted against Migrants were normalized and largely rendered unpolitical. Immigration Controls All states have attempted to control the movement of people subjected to their rule, be it by facilitating their movements (e.g., transporting them as slaves) or in trying to prevent their flight. All states have also engaged in discursive practices to represent people’s movements—and purported stasis—in such a way as to normalize the state’s seizure of the monopoly over legitimate movements. It is not for nothing that an origin of “state” is “stasis,” or immobility. However, imperial states were primarily concerned with preventing people’s escape from imperial territory. Simultaneously, imperial states also moved people into imperial-state spaces across numerous continents and archipelagos, largely to labor or fight for its glory. Indeed, empires developed entire systems of movement, including Atlantic slavery, convict transportation, and the “coolie” system of indentured labor. Imperial-state practices concerning the entry of people into its territories thus operated under a logic of facilitation. Nation-states reversed this imperial order by operating under a logic of constraint. By the end of the nineteenth century, immigration controls defined the sovereignty of emergent nation-states, first in the Americas. Indeed, the nationalization of state sovereignty was announced—and institutionalized—by controls limiting both the entry and rights of those who came to be classified as Migrants. Thus, far from a general characteristic of state sovereignty, immigration controls became a hallmark of state sovereignty only with the advent of the nation form of state power. FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 36 The regulations imposed by the British on the movement of coolie workers marked the emergence of the figure—and state category—of the Migrant. Even though humans have moved since time immemorial, Migrants were produced out of a new regime of labor control required by investors reeling from the victories of the slavery abolitionist movement. The Migrant was not simply someone who moved across space. Instead, Migrants were people whose mobility was controlled by the state. Migrant, then, did not exist as a political category prior to the imposition of state controls on (some) people’s ability to move. Across the postcolonial world, especially in the Rich World, there is a structural reliance on the recruitment of Migrant Workers. The categorization of workers as Migrants allows nation-states to use their citizenship and immigration policies to create ever greater competition between workers. Such a strategy works because of the nationalization of the wage. Nationals are generally granted more workplace rights and paid more than Migrants. Thus, aside from producing nationalism as a strong territorial attachment, citizenship and immigration policies also produce Migrants as the sort of flexible and precarious worker sought by employers and states. Migrants thus show us that national states do not form a closed system but are part of a global one. Indeed, the expansion of capitalist social relations under conditions of postcolonialism—and the consequent growth in capitalists’ need for commodified labor power—is one of the main ties that bind not only individual nation-states but also workers together into a global system. Defining jobs, at least “good jobs,” as “belonging” to Nationals is an important aspect of how Nationals believe that nations are cross-class communities. We can see this in slogans such as British Labor Prime Minister Gordon Brown’s infamous 2007 “British Jobs for British Workers” election campaign, which was used again by the far-right British National Party in the 2010 election. The nationalization of the wage—and the immigration controls necessary for the production of Nationals—maintains the plausibility of national projects. Immigration controls, because they operate as a mechanism that changes the value of people according to whether they are Nationals or Migrants, becomes seen as a necessary part of the “citizenship premium.” Being Nationals—and not Migrants—is a way of being in the Postcolonial New World Order that allows people to claim (relatively good) waged jobs as theirs. Indeed, in the Postcolonial New World Order, one’s nationality has become the greatest determinant of one’s income and wealth. In stark contrast to the situation in the mid-nineteenth century, when the real income of workers in most countries was similar and low and when much of the inequality between people in the world could be explained by the differences in income between capitalists and workers, today, the gap between unskilled workers’ wages in rich and poor countries often differ by a factor of 10 to 1. The ascendency and global institutionalization of the nationalist idea that only people who are a People (i.e., “nations”) have the right to self-determination (sovereignty) over their territories, along with the post-WWII expansion, intensification, and racialization of immigration controls, has led eventually and through a long, circuitous but certainly not inevitable route to the postcolonial condition of increased mobility rights for capital and their commodities and increased restrictions on the ability of people to move. In this sense, national forms of state power, and the limits on FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 37 citizenship and immigration that define them, have territorialized the power of states—and people’s attachment to them—more so than any previous form of state power. The heart of this process lies in the association made between nationality and access to state-granted rights in any given territory. Immigration controls not only assume that Nationals have a right to be present upon national territory and that Migrants do not, but they also ensure that the anti-immigrant discourse of autochthony becomes the (increasingly violent) site of nationalist politics. Most do not see this global system of nation-states as unjust, however. Quite the opposite: national sovereignty is seen as the rightful exercise of power by the nation over its territory. Immigration controls are regarded as crucial for the realization of such home rule. Taken for granted are the ideas that only those at home in the nation are its members, that only members have the inherent right to a life in national territory while everyone else is a non-National who, at the very least, should seek permission to enter the nation’s homeland. Such views are enshrined in the UN’s definition of national sovereignty as the “right of each country to determine the number and categories of international migrants to be admitted into its territory.” Consequently, analytic distinctions have been made between human mobility within nation-states and international migration. National stasis is normalized, while moving outside one’s national borders is seen as deviant. Simply put, without immigration controls, there would be no nation-states with their national economy, national labor market, and national social entitlements. Donald Trump understood this well on the campaign trail when he stated, “A nation without borders is not a nation at all. We must have a wall.” Nation-states are wholly reliant on the existence of citizenship and immigration controls. Trump uttered this to exalt the nation and normalize its border-making practices. However, we can turn his message on its head. “No borders” leads to “no nations”—and this, I argue, is a good thing indeed. From the start, migrants have been the specter haunting postcolonialism. Migrants do pose a particular kind of existential danger to the idea of national sovereignty and it is this: the very fact of people’s mobility calls into question the organization—and segregation—of the world into discrete, demarcated zones of national belonging. [Home Rule: National Sovereignty and the Separation of Natives and Migrants] FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 38 2: DEMOCRACY The word democracy derives from the ancient Greek dēmokratía, from dêmos (people) and krátos (power). By association, the word invokes an abstract aspiration to egalitarian, inclusive, and participatory politics. The fundamental question for those who embrace these aspirations is whether the practices associated with democracy are the most effective way to realize them. Not everyone believes that democracy is a means of state governance. Some proponents of democracy have attempted to transform the discourse, arguing that true democracy is irreconcilable with state structures. For opponents of the state, this appears to be a strategic move, in that it appropriates all the legitimacy that has been invested in democracy across three centuries of popular movements and self-congratulatory state propaganda. Those who promote democracy as an alternative to the state rarely draw a meaningful distinction between the two. If you dispense with representation, coercive enforcement, and the rule of law, yet keep all the other hallmarks that make democracy a means of governing—citizenship, voting, and the centralization of legitimacy in a single decision-making structure—you end up retaining the procedures of government without the mechanisms that make them effective. This combines the worst of both worlds. It ensures that those who approach anti-state democracy expecting it to perform the same function as the state will inevitably be disappointed, while creating a situation in which anti-state democracy tends to reproduce the dynamics associated with state democracy on a smaller scale. The root words, demos and kratos, suggest two common denominators of all democratic procedures: a way of determining who participates in the decision-making and a way of enforcing decisions. In short, citizenship and policing. These are the essentials of democracy; they are what make it a form of government. Anything short of that is more properly described as anarchy—the absence of government, from the Greek an- (without) and arkhos (ruler). Who qualifies as demos, the people? For there to be legitimate decisions, there have to be defined conditions of legitimacy and a specific set of people who meet them. Consequently, every form of democracy requires a way of distinguishing between included and excluded. This dividing line could be status in a legislature, citizenship in a nation, membership in a group, or participation in neighborhood assemblies; it could be race, gender, property ownership, or age. Who gets to make the decisions might simply be determined by who can show up to meetings—but even in the most informal cases, democratic structures always require a mechanism of inclusion and exclusion. In this regard, democracy institutionalizes a provincial, chauvinist character at the same time as it seemingly offers a model that could involve all the world. This is why it has proven so compatible with nationalism and the state; democracy presupposes the Other, who is not accorded the same rights or political agency. If democracy is the ideal form of egalitarian relations, why has it been implicated in structural racism for practically its entire existence? We often hear arguments for democracy on the grounds that, as FOREVER TOWARD ANARCHY: AN OUTLINE OF ANARCHIST FRAMEWORKS 39 the most inclusive form of government, it is the best suited to combat the racism and sexism of our society. Yet as long as the categories of rulers/ruled and included/excluded are built into the structure of politics, coded as “majorities” and “minorities” even when the minorities outnumber the majorities, imbalances of power along race and gender lines will always be reflected as disparities in political power. Where politics is constructed as a zero-sum competition, those who hold power will be loath to share it with others. Consider the men who opposed universal suffrage and the white people who opposed the extension of voting rights to people of color: the structures of democracy did not discourage their bigotry, but gave them an incentive to institutionalize it. Ethnic and racial divisions were ingrained in our society long before the dawn of capitalism. It is possible that racial divisions could outlast the next massive economic and political shift, too—for example, as exclusive assemblies of predominantly white citizens. There are no easy fixes for this problem. Reformers often speak about making our political system more “democratic,” by which they mean more inclusive and egalitarian. Yet when their reforms are realized in a way that legitimizes and strengthens the institutions of government, this only puts more weight behind those institutions when they strike at the targeted and marginalized—witness the mass incarceration of black people since the civil rights movement. Malcolm X and other advocates of black separatism were right that a white-founded democracy would never offer freedom to black people—not because white and black people can never coexist, but because in rendering politics a competition for centralized political power, democratic governance creates conflicts that preclude coexistence. If today’s racial conflicts can ever be resolved, it will be through the establishment of new relations on the basis of anarchy, not by integrating the excluded into the political order of the included. As long as we understand what we are doing together politically as democracy—as government by a legitimate decisionmaking process—we will see that legitimacy invoked to justify programs that are functionally white supremacist, whether they are the policies of a state or the decisions of a spokescouncil. (For example, the tensions between the decision-making processes of the predominantly white general assemblies and the less white encampments within many Occupy groups.) Only when we dispense with the idea that any political process is inherently legitimate will we be able to strip away the final alibi of the racial disparities that have always characterized democratic governance. Consensus If the common denominators of democratic government are citizenship and policing—demos and kratos—the most radical democracy would expand those categories to include the whole world: universal citizenship, community policing. In the ideal democratic society, every person would be a citizen, and every citizen would be a policeman. 
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