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“The general level of insight now is more educated, curiosity is wide
awake, and judgments are made more quickly than formerly; so the
feet of them which shall carry thee out are already at the door” —
Hegel'

! Hegel: Texts and Commentary, tr. & ed. Walter Kaufman (Garden City, NY: Anchor Books,
1966), 110. “The feet of them which have buried thy husband are at the door, and shall carry thee
out” (Acts 5:9).



A Word from the Author

In 1997, C.A.L. Press published my Anarchy after Leftism, which took the form
of a point by point (or tit for tat) refutation of Murray Bookchin’s Social An-
archism or Lifestyle Anarchism: An Unbridgeable Chasm (A.K. Press [who else?]
1996). In the course of the writing, which occupied two months in 1996, I had
the occasion to consult some previous books by the Director Emeritus, as I was
sure that he was contradicting most of his previous positions. He was. What only
his inner circle then knew is that Bookchin had privately renounced anarchism
in 1995 (cf. the “communalism” website maintained by his remaining acolytes,
www.communalism.org). When, in the book, I demonstrated that Bookchin was
not an anarchist, leftists castigated me for my “purism.” They now observe a dis-
creet silence.

My readings, however, revealed that SALA was not just a senile aberration.
Across the board and from start to finish, Murray Bookchin Thought was author-
itarian, obscurantist, conceited, self-contradictory, ahistorical, hypocritical, even
racist. As to how he ever maintained a reputation as a great anarchist theorist, I
offer some thoughts in the following pages. I undertook to read or reread nearly
all of his books. It was an ordeal, but it was worth it, because it equipped me to
write Nightmares of Reason. Here I show that Bookchin’s errors (some qualify as
lies) abound in every area he bumbled into, be it history, anthropology, philosophy,
political theory, cosmology, or even lexicography. I adduce example after example
of the falsity, bad faith and even brutality of his polemics. Leftists who suppose —
mainly on his say-so — that Bookchin was a great scholar will learn here why no
scholars think so.

More or less unexpectedly, this book gave me the opportunity to develop my
own ideas, some of which find their first or fullest expression here, and influence
my future direction. This is where I came to the conclusion that the rejection of
democracy is the most important task for contemporary anarchists. Portions of
this book have appeared as articles, usually in Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed,
and in Bob Black, Withered Anarchism (London: Green Anarchist & Eugene, OR:
Anarchist Action Collective, n.d. [1997]). C.A.L. Press would like to publish the
text in hard copy, but lacks the financing. Perhaps some of my readers would like
to help out.


http://www.communalism.org

Bob Black

P.O. Box 3112

Albany, NY 12203 U.S.A.
abobob51@verizon.net



Chapter 1. Introduction

The tale is told of the American tourist abroad who, encountering some natives
who didn’t speak his language, assisted their understanding by repeating himself
in a louder voice. That is Murray Bookchin’s way with wayward anarchists. In
Social Anarchism or Lifestyle Anarchism: An Unbridgeable Chasm (1995)' the Direc-
tor Emeritus laid down for all time what anarchists are to believe and what they
are not to believe; and yet many perversely persist in error. The book’s very title
announces its divisive intent. Three books? and a slew of reviews suggest an over-
whelmingly adverse anarchist reaction to the ex-Director’s encyclical, although it
pleased Marxists.”> For Bookchin, there is only one possible explanation for anar-
chist intransigence: they didn’t hear him the first time. For who — having heard —
could fail to believe?

And so it came to pass — like wind — that the Director Emeritus is repeating him-
self, louder than ever, in Anarchism, Marxism, and the Future of the Left, especially
in the previously available essay “Whither Anarchism? A Reply to Recent Anar-
chist Critics”* But it’s not a reply, just a replay. In the words of Theodor Adorno,
Bookchin’s “verbal demeanour calls to mind the young man of low origins who,
embarrassed in good society, starts shouting to make himself heard: power and
insolence mixed.” If, as Mill maintained, “the weakest part of what everybody says
in defense of his opinion is what he intends as a reply to antagonists,”” understand-
ably an argument which commenced in exhaustion resumes in paralysis.

! Murray Bookchin, Social Anarchism or Lifestyle Anarchism: An Unbridgeable Chasm (Edin-
burgh, Scotland & San Francisco, CA: AK Press, 1995) [hereafter Bookchin, SALA].

2 Bob Black, Anarchy after Leftism (Columbia, MO: C.A L. Press, 1996) [hereafter: Black, AAL];
Andrew Light, ed., Social Ecology after Bookchin (New York: Guilford Publications, 1999); David
Watson, Beyond Bookchin: Preface for a Future Social Ecology (Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia and
Detroit, MI: Black & Red, 1996).

% “Max Anger” [Kevin Keating], “Lies, Damned Lies — and Trotskyoid Lies,” Anarchy: A Jour-
nal of Desire Armed 16(1) (Spring-Summer 1998), 81 (“excellent and timely”); Frank Girard, review
of SALA, Discussion Bulletin No.82 (1997), n.p.

4 Anarchism, Marxism, and the Future of the Left: Interviews and Essays, 1993—1998 (Edinburgh,
Scotland & San Francisco, CA: AK Press, 1999) [hereafter: Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism)].

> Theodor Adorno, Minima Moralia: Reflections from Damaged Life, tr. E.F.N. Jephcott (London:
NLB, 1974), 88 (quoted); John Stuart Mill, On Liberty (Chicago, IL: Henry Regnary Company, 1955),
64 (quoted). I am of the opposite opinion.



For those unfamiliar with the ex-Director’s dialectical mode of reasoning —
shame on you! — the distinction between appearance and essence must be made
incorrigibly clear. Thus, when the Director Emeritus writes that “it is not my in-
tention to repeat my exposition of the differences between social and lifestyle an-
archism,” in appearance, he is saying that it is not his intention to repeat his expo-
sition of the differences between Social Anarchism and Lifestyle Anarchism. But
understood dialectically, in essence, he is saying that it is his intention to repeat
his exposition of the differences between Social Anarchism and Lifestyle Anar-
chism. And that is exactly what, and all that, he proceeds to do, which validates
the method.

There may be those who, having read (let us hope) Anarchy after Leftism, won-
der if there is any point in my producing a second essay which necessarily covers
some of the same ground as the first. Bookchin already stands exposed, in Goethe’s
phrase, as “captious and frivolous in old age”® After all, neither Bookchin nor,
to my knowledge, anyone else even purports to have controverted even one of
my arguments. There is some risk that what’s been said about another critique of
Bookchin might be said about this one: “while there is much here to engage (and
provoke) the readers specifically interested in Bookchin, it is not always clear who
else will find the book a rewarding experience.”” And besides, Murray Bookchin
has now confirmed what I wrote there: he is not an anarchist.®* Only AK Press and
Black Rose Books remain in the dark.

For over ten years I have relentlessly pursued a single goal: “Through my satire I
make unimportant people big so that later they are worthy targets of my satire, and
no one can reproach me any longer” (Karl Kraus). For it ought not to be “rashly as-
sumed that those attacked by a respectable philosopher must themselves be philo-
sophically respectable” I can at least say, as did one of my reviewers, that what
was a joy to write is a joy to read.!® This book should be interesting, if it is interest-
ing at all (and it is), almost as much to those who are unfamiliar with Bookchin as
to those who are. It should satisfy those readers who, pleased as they are with the
rebuttal of SALA, wish I had elaborated the critique of libertarian municipalism

¢ Quoted in Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy and Other Writings, ed. Raymond Geuss
& Ronald Speirs, tr. Ronald Speirs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 56.

7 Mark Lacy, review of Social Ecology after Bookchin, Environmental Ethics 23(1) (Spring 2001),
82.

8 Black, AAL, ch. 5.

? No Compromise: Selected Writings of Karl Kraus, ed. Frederick Ungar (New York: Frederick
Ungar Publishing Co., 1977), 222 (quoted); Thomas Mautner, “Introduction” to Francis Hutchin-
son, On Human Nature, ed. Thomas Mautner (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), 39
(quoted).

10 Anonymous review of Black, AAL, Here and Now, No.18 (Winter 1997/98), 39.



and other Bookchin dogmas.'!. It is an expose, at once entertaining and informa-
tive, whose hapless subject is merely a pretext for me to show off. My method is
no more original than my message. I cribbed it from Jonathan Swift, Mark Twain
and Karl Kraus.

At this juncture, there cannot be too much deconstruction of sham scholarship
in anarchist argumentation. While no one who has read Anarchy after Leftism will
take Bookchin’s latest parade of sources at face value, there must be some readers
for whom his first reply-to-critics, “Whither Anarchism?” is something new and
presents an impressive facade. Traditionally, as Lawrence Jarach has long main-
tained, many anarchists have a weakness for typescript. Nor are all of the other
texts with which it was published devoid of interest, certainly not the fond rem-
iniscences of Bookchin’s Stalinist childhood and Trotskyist youth; or the tanta-
lizingly brief accounts of how the Director Emeritus heavily influenced the peace
movement, the anti-nuclear movement, the women’s movement, the New Left, the
counterculture, and the environmental movement. Here is information you cannot
get anywhere else, as the participants and historians of those movements have ne-
glected to mention his important role. They have neglected to mention him at all.

This book is written in the “ethnographic present,” without trying to keep pace
with Bookchin’s continued free-fall into statism. He now admits that he failed to
hijack the phrase “social anarchism” for his personalistic purposes. It only took him
45 years to realize that anarchism is “simply not a social theory,” and to denounce
the anarchist “myth” and “illusion” that “power can actually cease to exist.”'? His
renegacy of course confirms my arguments, but they needed no confirmation.

Bookchin is the kind of writer you can come back to again and again and always
find another mistake. That experience, frequently repeated, accounts for the length
of this essay. The smaller part of it corroborates Anarchy after Leftism. More of
it enlarges the scope of the critique there. The entire Bookchin ideology is laid
open, like a wound. I hope many readers come across something in my copious
references which, like Bookchin, they might like to run down. The ever-growing
legions of Bookchin-haters will welcome another demonstration that Bookchin’s
unbridgeable chasm is between his ears. Laughter means, according to Nietzsche,
being schadenfroh — taking mischievous delight in another’s discomfiture, “but

1 E.g., Laure Akai, “Terrible Tome,” Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed No.45 (Spring/Summer
1998), 22

12 Murray Bookchin, “The Communalist Project” Communalism No.2 (Nov. 2002), unpagi-
nated, on-line, www.communalism.org


http://www.communalism.org

with a good conscience”’® Here is an example. Finally, there are these ponderable
»14

words by James Gallant: “Much ado about nothing beats nothing, hands down.

13 Priedrich Nietzsche, “Seventy-five Aphorisms from Five Volumes,” in Basic Writings of Ni-
etzsche, tr. Walter Kaufmann (New York: The Modern Library, 1968), 172; see also Friedrich Niet-
zsche, The Gay Science, ed. Bernard Williams & tr. Josephine Nauckhoff (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 2001).
14 “Pope Had More Vigor,” in Thus Spake the Corpse: An Exquisite Corpse Reader, 1988—1998, ed.

Andrei Codrescu & Laura Rosenthal (2 vols.; Santa Rosa, CA: Black Sparrow Press, 1999-2000), 2:
71.1am deeply honored to be included here, ibid. at 2: 258-259.
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Chapter 2. Getting Personal(istic)

A decade ago, a Green observed that “Bookchin has a tendency to be vitupera-
tive in responses to criticism.”' By now Bookchin is completely out of control. My
book Anarchy after Leftism, according to the Director Emeritus, teems with false-
hoods so numerous “that to correct even a small number of them would be a waste
of the reader’s time” AAL is “transparently motivated by a white-hot animosity to-
ward [Bookchin],” in stark contrast to SALA, which is transparently motivated by
Bookchin’s own impersonal, disinterested quest for the truth, the whole truth, and
nothing but the truth, so help him History. “So malicious are its invectives [sic]”
that the Director Emeritus “will not dignify them with a reply.”

Even a cursory reading of SALA — more than it merits — confirms that Bookchin
himself is too high-minded to indulge in “invectives” Never (except once) does he
relegate David Watson and other anarcho-primitivists to “the lifestyle zoo,” an ex-
pression so demeaning and vicious that I wonder why I didn’t think of it first. Nor
does he descend, as does my “gutter journalism [sic],” to the indiscriminate, ma-
licious, and self-contradictory outpouring of such insults as “fascist,” “decadent,’
“individualist,” “mystical,” “petit bourgeois,” “infantile,” “unsavory,” “personalistic,”
“liberal,” “yuppie,” “lumpen,” “bourgeois,” “squirming,” “reactionary,” etc. Never
does Bookchin, who is rationality incarnate, resort to these abusive epithets, ex-
cept (a hundred times or so) as objective, scientifically validated characterizations
of Lifestyle Anarchists.’?

The Lifestyle category is boldly and baldly designed to define the irreconcilably
different as essentially the same to accomplish their common degradation. “It is
part of the genius of a great leader to make adversaries of different fields appear as
always belonging to one category only, because to weak and unstable characters
the knowledge that there are various enemies will lead only too easily to incipient
doubts as to their own cause,” as Adolf Hitler explained.? In this, if in nothing

! Andrew McLaughlin, Regarding Nature: Industrialism and Deep Ecology (Albany, NY: SUNY
Press, 1993), 258 n. 43.

2 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 167.

3 My use of this term does not reflect any change in my opinion, set forth in Anarchy after
Leftism, that it is meaningless. My every use discredits it, but my text shall not be blemished by the
ironic quotation marks which scar every page of Bookchin’s final books.

4 Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf (New York: Reynal & Hitchcock, 1941), 152-153, quoted in

11



else, Bookchin is the Great Leader he has always schemed to be. “One of the basic
principles of conspiritology,” according to Martin Cannon, “holds that everything
you don’t like must be connected” Aristotle, whom Bookchin purports to venerate,
might have taught the ex-Director that “falsehoods are not all derived from a single
identical set of principles: there are falsehoods which are the contraries of one
another and cannot coexist”® Bookchin is a hard act to follow, except with a pooper-
scooper.

Since Bookchin’s dialectic takes a little getting used to, consider another exam-
ple. When he says that he will not dignify with a reply a critique full of numerous
falsehoods and “intense and personalistic vilification,” such as mine, the reader un-
learned in dialectics might naively suppose that Bookchin means that he will not
dignify with a reply a critique full of numerous falsehoods and intense, personal-
istic vilification. Thus the Director Emeritus would never dignify with a reply a
“scandalous hatchet job” whose “almost every paragraph” contains “vituperative
attacks, manic denunciations, ad hominem characterizations, and even gossipy ru-
mors” (like the ones Bookchin relates about John P. Clark) — namely, David Wat-
son’s Beyond Bookchin.” And yet he does dignify (if that’s the word for what he
does) Watson’s book with 47 turgid pages of would-be rebuttal. Indeed, “almost
every paragraph of BB is either an insult or a lie®”: even I could scarcely have
surpassed it in depravity.

Once again I ask, what am I, chopped liver? (I wish Watson’s book was even a
fraction as much fun as Bookchin makes it sound. Bookchin has given Watson a
jacket blurb to die for.) But despair not, neophyte dialectician. Even a trained phi-
losophy professor, avowed dialectician, and (for almost two decades) inner-circle
Bookchin subaltern, John P. Clark, does not and — Bookchin belatedly relates —
never did understand Dialectical Bookchinism. With the possible exception of his
main squeeze Janet Biehl, only Bookchin is as yet a fully realized reasoning human
who has mastered the dialectic and, deploying it masterfully, divines the “subjectiv-

Michael Velli [Fredy & Lorraine Perlman], Manual for Revolutionary Leaders (2d ed.; Detroit: Black
& Red, 1974), 67.

> Martin Cannon, “Dan Brown versus History: Notes on the Da Vinci Code,” Paranoia No.35
(Spring 2004), 56.

¢ “Posterior Analytics,” in Introduction to Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon (New York: The Mod-
ern Library, 1947), 68. “Vices may be inconsistent with each other, but virtues never can.” “Chris-
tian Magnanimity,” in The Selected Writings of John Witherspoon, ed. Thomas Miller (Carbondale
& Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 1990), 117. Witherspoon, James Madison’s
teacher, was the only clergyman to sign the Declaration of Independence.

7 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 169 (quoted), 218-220 (Clark’s political background), 223
225 (circumstances of Clark’s break with Bookchin).

8 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 212.
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ity” and “directionality” of the Universe itself.” The rest of us are best advised not
to play with fire but rather to play it safe and simply believe whatever Bookchin
tells us to this week.

If T had any reservations about the way I rudely and ruthlessly ridiculed the
Director Emeritus in Anarchy after Leftism — actually, I didn’t — “Whither An-
archism?” would have laid them to rest. In Beyond Bookchin, David Watson re-
sponded a lot more respectfully to Bookchin than I did, and a lot more respectfully
than Bookchin ever responds to anybody.'” A fat lot of good it did him. The ex-
Director demonized Watson in the same hysterical terms he demonized me, but at
much greater length. Bookchin isn’t remotely interested in being civil, reasonable
or fair. To me, and not only to me, that was already obvious from SALA. Watson let
himself be played for a sucker. I can’t say I'm especially sympathetic, since Watson
affects a holier-than-thou attitude only a little less unctuous than Bookchin’s. He
and his fellow anarcho-liberal Fifth Estate yuppies gave me the silent treatment
long before the ex-Director did. What Nietzsche wrote covers the whole lot: “It
also seems to me that the rudest word, the rudest letter are still more benign, more
decent than silence”!! Perhaps no single word better sums up Bookchin the man
than indecent.

® Murray Bookchin, Remaking Society: Paths to a Green Future (Boston: South End Books
& Montreal, Canada: Black Rose Books, 1991), 37 [hereafter Bookchin, Remaking Society]; Mur-
ray Bookchin, The Ecology of Freedom: The Emergence and Dissolution of Hierarchy (Palo Alto, CA:
Cheshire Books, 1982), 355-364.

19 Bookchin’s pronounced incivility alienated the previous movement he sought to dominate,
the Greens. Even a commentator who is very sympathetic to the ex-Director’s intellectual preten-
sions nonetheless admits, regarding him and his followers: “Their aggressive debating tactics have
been criticized by other Greens and radical ecologists.” Michael E. Zimmerman, Contesting Earth’s
Future: Radical Ecology and Postmodernity (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1994),
151. With a ploy now familiar to anarchists, Bookchin publicized himself by lambasting the better
known leaders of Deep Ecology who were not even Greens, but “by 1991, the debate between deep
ecology and social ecology had ceased to be of interest in the Greens.” Greta Gaard, Ecological Poli-
tics: Ecofeminists and the Greens (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press, 1998), 312 n. 12. With
the Greens as now with the anarchists, Bookchin was profuse with accusations of irrationalism
and fascism, and he is open about his divisive, us-vs.-them intent. Even the wimpy Greens even-
tually took his word for it and gave Bookchin to believe that they considered him “them” I found
frequent references to the Director Emeritus in the radical ecology literature up to about 1996, but
none since, with one arresting exception. In 1993, Bookchin was anthologized in a volume about
environmental philosophy. In the second edition (1998), he was dumped and replaced by John P.
Clark! Environmental Philosophy: From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology, ed. Michael E. Zimmer-
man (2“01 ed.; Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1998). In the latest such compilation, with 40
contributors, Bookchin is mentioned once and social ecology, unlike deep ecology, is ignored. En-
vironmental Ethics: An Anthology, ed. Andrew Light & Holmes Rolston III (Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishing, 2003).

11 “Ecce Homo.” in Kaufmann, ed., Basic Writings of Nietzsche, 685. Fritz the Niche continues
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To correct even a small number of my errors, according to Bookchin, would be
a waste of the reader’s time, unlike his correction of a large number of the errors
of the miscreants Watson and Clark. The reader cannot be trusted to use his time
wisely, since he uses it to read Bookchin. Therefore the Director Emeritus vets his
own critics in his usual disinterested manner. The number “one” is, if I remem-
ber my arithmetic, as small as a whole number can get, yet it is big enough for
Bookchin to draw “one sample” to “demonstrate the overall dishonesty of [my]
tract” Bookchin, the sometime champion of science, does not even know the dif-
ference between an example and a sample. One observation is, to a statistician, not
a sample from which anything can be reliably inferred about even a population of
two, any more than a coin coming up “heads” has any tendency to indicate whether
next time it comes up heads or tails. But I am being hopelessly positivistic: the Di-
rector Emeritus disdains “logicians, positivists, and heirs of Galilean scientism!?

That someone has made one error has no tendency to prove that he has made
“numerous” errors. Even Bookchin — for the first time, so far as I know — now
admits that he made what he considers errors, indeed serious errors, in his earlier,
positive characterizations of “organic” (primitive) societies.”® If one error is jus-
tification enough to dismiss an entire book from consideration, then by his own
criterion almost every book by Bookchin must be dismissed from consideration,
which is not such a bad idea. In fact, probably every book by anyone must be
dismissed from consideration.

If my entire book-length critique is to be dismissed on the basis of one er-
ror, it should be a profoundly important error, one going to the fundamentals
of Bookchin’s dichotomy, his posited “unbridgeable chasm” between Social Anar-
chism and Lifestyle Anarchism, or my more meaningful dichotomy between leftist
and post-leftist anarchism. Instead, this denouncer of the “personalistic” preoccu-
pations he attributes to the Lifestyle Anarchists is, as to me, exclusively indignant
about my alleged errors in sketching his own personalistic political biography, as
I do in chapter 1 of Anarchy after Leftism. And even then, his only substantive
quibble is with my referring to him as “a ‘dean’ at Goddard College (AAL, p. 18), a
position that, [Black] would have his readers believe, endows me with the very sub-

with a diagnosis of Bookchin’s ill health: “Sickness itself is a kind of ressentiment.” Ibid., 686. I would
add, “and vice versa.”

12 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 355. This is odd, because he denounces “the antirationalism
of Paul Feyerabend’s fashionable antiscientism [sic]” Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 226. The ex-
Director is too illiterate to notice he is paying Feyerabend a compliment. Scientism is “Excessive
belief in the power of scientific knowledge and techniques.” It is “Freq. depreciative” “New Shorter
Oxford English Dictionary [hereafter OED], q/v “scientism.” Thus Bookchin himself espouses anti-
scientism.

13 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 187—188; Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 44-61 & passim.
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stantial income that I need in order to advance my nefarious ambitions,” whereas
the truth is that Bookchin “ended [his] professional connections with Goddard Col-
lege [as well as Ramapo College, which he also mentions] in 1981 My citation to
the 1995 Goddard College Off-Campus Catalog, “a rare document,” is an “outright
fabrication,” as the Catalog does not identify Bookchin as a Dean.'

Indeed it does not. I never said it did. For Bookchin to claim otherwise is an
outright fabrication. This is what I did cite the Catalog for: “The material base for
these superstructural effusions [i.e., the many books Bookchin cranked out in the
1980s] was Bookchin’s providential appointment as a Dean at Goddard College
near Burlington, Vermont, a cuddle-college for hippies and, more recently, punks,
with wealthy parents (cf. Goddard College 1995 [the Off-Campus Catalog]). He
also held an appointment at Ramapo College. Bookchin, who sneers at leftists who
have embarked upon ‘alluring university careers’ [SALA, 67], is one of them.”" I
cited the Catalog, not to verify Bookchin’s academic career — I never suspected
he would ever deny it, since he has flaunted it for so long — but rather in support
of my characterization of what kind of a college Goddard College is, an expensive
private college catering to the children of rich liberals (for 2003, annual tuition was
$9,100'¢). Maybe not, originally, an important point, but better a little truth than a
big lie. Bookchin pretends that I was saying, in 1996, that he was then a Dean at
Goddard College. He supplies no reference, since there can be none, for this false
attribution.

Still, if the credibility of my entire book turns on these three sentences, their
truth assumes unwonted importance. Bookchin categorically asserts that he ended
his professional connection with Ramapo College in 1981. But according to the
jacket blurb for The Ecology of Freedom (1982), he “is currently Professor of Social
Ecology at Ramapo College in New Jersey.” By 1987, according to the jacket blurb

14 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 158. This statement is typical of Bookchin’s declining ca-
pacity to express himself. He doesn’t mean what he says, that the citation is an outright fabrication:
the document “Goddard College 1995” does exist, as he had just confirmed. He meant to say that
my alleged inference (that it supports the attribution of Deanly status) is an outright fabrication.
Similar errors abound in the book. So do cliches, gratuitous or unwitting neologisms, grammatical
errors, and sentence fragments, such as the long, clumsy, incomprehensible sentence fragment at
Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 181 (last full paragraph, first [attempted] sentence). For some of
the many similar defects in SALA, see Black, AAL, 104. The 1995 catalog may be a “rare document”
by now — it was available upon request when AAL came out — but the ex-Director has cited an
older and even rarer document, “1992 Annual Meeting/Summer Program Evaluation,” Institute for
Social Ecology, Oct. 3, 1992, p. 9; minutes taken by Paula Emery; Janet Biehl files. Bookchin, An-
archism, Marxism, 257 n. 55. It would be a wonder if 20 people have ever seen this document, of
which Janet Biehl may well possess the only surviving copy.

15 Black, AAL, 18.

16 Institute for Social Ecology, 2003 Spring/Summer Catalog (Plainfield, VT: Institute for Social
Ecology, 2003), 8.
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for The Rise of Urbanization and the Decline of Citizenship, he “is Professor Emeritus
at the School of Environmental Studies, Ramapo College of New Jersey and Direc-
tor Emeritus of the Institute for Social Ecology at Rochester, Vermont.” According
to the 1994 Bookchin biography posted electronically “to Anarchy Archives on
behalf of Murray Bookchin by Janet Biehl,” which remains unaltered in the years
since I first read it, “in 1974, he [Bookchin] began teaching in Ramapo College in
New Jersey, becoming full professor of social theory entering and retiring in 1983
in an emeritus status.” As all I said about that is that Bookchin held (notice the
past tense) an appointment at Ramapo College, and all I implied was that this was
in the 1980s, Bookchin’s authorized spokeswoman and doxy confirms that I was
right. She also confirms, contrary to Bookchin, that he did not end his professional
association with Ramapo College in 1981, but rather in 1983. Does it matter? Ac-
cording to Bookchin, everythig about him matters, so who is anyone else to say it
doesn’t?

Then there is the affiliation with Goddard College. Now in referring to Bookchin
as “the Dean,” I was merely following the custom of referring to a distinguished re-
tiree by his highest achieved dignitary title, the way people refer to “President Clin-
ton” or “Senator Dole” Was my resort to this protocol, under the circumstances,
ironic rather than honorific? Obviously. Bookchin is a self-important, pompous ass.
He brings out the pie-throwing Groucho Marxist in me. Sure, I can also trounce him
on his own sub-academic terms, and I did. So did Watson. But “beyond Bookchin”
the pseudo-scholar is Bookchin the blowhard and Bookchin the bureaucrat. In a
letter to me (April 28, 1996), C.A.L. Press publisher Jason McQuinn relates that “the
first thing I did before I agreed to publish your book, was to call Goddard College
to fact check the ‘Dean’ accusation. The first person to answer didn’t know who
the hell he was, but someone else in the room confirmed that he had been such”
(Pd earlier made the same phone call and gotten the same answer.)

Bookchin’s stunning expose of my dishonesty rests, at best, on a pissant ter-
minological quibble. As Janet Biehl says, “In 1974 he co-founded and directed the
Institute for Social Ecology in Plainfield, Vermont, which went on to acquire an
international reputation for its advanced courses in ecophilosophy, social theory,
and alternative technology that reflect his ideas” (I wonder what tripped-out mon-
eybags got conned into funding that sweet set-up.) For whatever legal or adminis-
trative reasons, the ISE was set up as an entity formally distinct from Goddard Col-
lege, but for all practical purposes — as Bookchin would say, “in effect” — it was the
graduate school of Goddard College. Thus David Watson in Beyond Bookchin made
what he undoubtedly considered a noncontroversial reference to “the Institute for
Social Ecology at Goddard College.”'” Bookchin, who objected to everything else

17 Watson, Beyond Bookchin, 38 n. 21.
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Watson said about him, did not object to this. In almost the same words, Ulrike
Heider writes: “In 1974 he founded the Institute for Social Ecology at Goddard
College in Plainfield, Vermont.”'® Bookchin, who has strongly taken issue with ev-
erything else Heider had to say about him, has said nothing about this. Writing
in 1993, Victor Ferkiss states that Bookchin “runs the Institute of Social Ecology
at Goddard College in Vermont.”*® This is how the Director Emeritus signed the
preface to The Limits of the City (1974): “Murray Bookchin, Social Ecology Stud-
ies Program, Goddard College.” And this is how he signed the introduction to The
Spanish Anarchists (1977): “Murray Bookchin/November, 1976/Ramapo College of
New Jersey/Mahwah, New Jersey/Goddard College, Plainfield, Vermont*

The administrator who has the title “Director” at the ISE has the title “Dean”
at most other post-secondary schools. That’s why Goddard College spokesmen
vaguely remember Bookchin as a dean. So Bookchin was a dean whether or not
he was a Dean. And his “professional connection” with Goddard/ISE persisted at
least until 1994 when, as Biehl then reported, “he still gives two core courses at
the Institute for Social Ecology each summer, where he has the status of director
emeritus.?! As a matter of fact, it persisted at least to 2003. The Spring/Summer
2003 Catalog listed the Director Emeritus as, well, the Director Emeritus in the
faculty. listing He was scheduled to lecture on “Ecology and Society” in the sum-
mer. The catalog also confirms the former Goddard/ISE connection. The credentials
listed for ISE faculty member Michael J. Cuba is “B.A., Goddard College/ISE”; for
two ISE faculty members, Arthur Foelsche and Darini Nicholas, “M.A., Goddard
College/ISE"** Bookchin’s pretext for disregarding my critique is therefore a lie.
Before I finish, I will have proven many more.

18 Ulrike Heider, Anarchism: Left, Right, and Green (San Francisco, CA: City Lights Books, 1994),
60. The point of view of this noxious book is well expressed by the title of the German original: Die
Narren der Freiheit: Anarchisten in den USA Heute, “The Fools of Freedom: Anarchists in the USA
Today” I'm surprised AK Press didn’t publish it.

19 Victor Ferkiss, Nature, Technology, and Society: Cultural Roots of the Environmental Crisis
(New York & London: New York University Press, 1993), 212.

2 Murray Bookchin, The Limits of the City (New York: Harper & Row, Colophon Books,
1974), xi; Murray Bookchin, The Spanish Anarchists: The Heroic Years, 1868—1936 (New York: Harper
Colophon, 1978), 11.

21 The preface to a 1994 book is signed “Murray Bookchin, Institute for Social Ecology, Plain-
field Vermont 05667, February 28, 1993” Murray Bookchin, To Remember Spain: The Anarchist and
Syndicalist Revolution of 1936 (Edinburgh, Scotland & San Francisco, CA: AK Press, 1994), 2.

22 Institute for Social Ecology, 2002 Catalog (Plainfield, VT: Institute for Social Ecology, 2002),
6 (with photograph), 13, 14; ISE, 2003 Spring/Summer Catalog, 17, 18. Apparently the Goddard con-
nection ended. The only ISE degree program then mentioned ws a B.A. program through Burling-
ton College. Currently (2004), the ISE offers an M.A. program (MAP) through Prescott College: “The
cost of this program includes the regular MAP tuition (currently $5,490 per term), the ISE fee of
$800 per term, plus additional courses attended in residence at the ISE” ISE, “Master of Arts Pro-
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Out of consideration for Bookchin’s feelings, I herein refer to him, not as the
Dean, but as the ex-Director or the Director Emeritus. He has no excuse for ignor-
ing me now.

Let us recur to why I devoted all of several pages out of 140 to the ex-Director’s
bureaucratic and academic career, which spanned a quarter of a century. One im-
mediate purpose was simply to flag Bookchin’s gross hypocrisy in denouncing
leftists who embarked upon “alluring academic careers”” when he had done the
same thing himself for over two decades. A broader purpose, opening out from
that, was to challenge what, if anything, Bookchin meant by his shotgun Marxist
epithet “bourgeois.” If it is an objective category of class analysis, then Bookchin (I
suggested) — as a salaried professional and order-giving bureaucrat — was a bour-
geois himself,?* unlike at least some of those he reviles as bourgeois, such as John
Zerzan (a babysitter) and L. Susan Brown (an office worker), who are objectively
proletarians. But if the ex-Director’s use of the word is not objective and scientific,
if he is not flexing his mental muscles — the “muscularity of thought” he says he
brought to the mushminded, ungrateful Greens® — then whatever does he mean by
“bourgeois”? In what way is what he calls Lifestyle Anarchism bourgeois whereas
what he calls Social Anarchism is not? He never says. For a devolved Marxist like
Bookchin, “bourgeois” (and “fascist”) are, as H.L. Mencken remarked, just “general
terms of abuse.”*®

The Director Emeritus, with typical obtuseness, never notices the obvious irony
in my incessantly referring to him as “the Dean,” “presumably on the assumption
that mere repetition will make my title a reality”?” Actually, it was on the assump-
tion that mere repetition would make his stomach sour. In SALA, Bookchin refers
to Hakim Bey (the pseudonym of Peter Lamborn Wilson) at least 27 times as “the
Bey,® presumably on the assumption that mere repetition will make his title a
reality. Hakim Bey is not a Bey. Nowadays nobody is. A Bey was the governor of a
province or district in the Ottoman Turkish Empire, which ceased to exist long be-

gram in Social Ecology” (2003). In-resident fees are apparently $310/credit. ISE, “2004 Winter In-
tensives at the Institute for Social Ecology” (2003). The minimum fees for the 2-year M.A. are thus
$25,160, plus additional thousands for in-resident coursework, as of six years ago.

23 Bookchin, SALA, 67.

24 Black, AAL, 28.

25 Black, AAL, 18, citing Murray Bookchin, “Thinking Ecologically: A Dialectical Approach,”
Our Generation 18(2) (March 1987), 3.

26 H.L. Mencken, The American Language: Supplement One (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962),
306. “The term ‘bourgeois, having become one of the least precise in political and historical writing,
requires definition.” C.B. MacPherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to
Locke (London: Oxford University Press, 1962), 162.

27 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 168: “presumably on the assumption” is redundant.

28 Bookchin, SALA, 20-26.
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fore Wilson was born. As Bookchin truly says, “one doesn’t have to be very bright
or knowledgeable to make it as a professor these days”?

I might have erred in Anarchy after Leftism in once referring to Bookchin as
“high income,” but even that remains to be seen. Bookchin can always release his
tax returns to settle the point. Undoubtedly his income fell when he retired, as does
everyone’s, but from what to what? In addition to his salaries from two colleges,
Bookchin collected royalties from the sales of over a dozen books (and, as he says,
advances on others), and collected fees from lecturing at (his own words) every
major university in the United States. I have no idea whether he managed all this
money wisely, I only point out that he must have had a nice chunk of change to
manage — at least enough that he should, in decency, forbear from class-baiting. I
stand by my original assertion that Bookchin probably has a higher income, even
now, than any individual he denounces, except maybe John P. Clark. It’s certainly
higher than mine. Whatever his income, the fact remains that Bookchin is a bour-
geois (in semi-retirement) whereas some anarchists he calls “bourgeois” are work-
ers, which was already a high probability at the time Bookchin claimed otherwise.
And he’s still lying about this.

In “Whither Anarchism?” the narrow, impoverished critique of SALA is further
foreshortened. In SALA, the Director Emeritus startled anarchists, whom he had ne-
glected for many years, by abruptly departing the Green fields of Social Ecology for
the killing fields of Social Anarchism. He argued — or rather, he declaimed — that
a tendency he calls Lifestyle Anarchism, the sinister shadow of Social Anarchism,
has since the 60s increasingly supplanted the latter, a usurpation he attributes to a
“climate of social reaction” which has prevailed since the 60s. Curiously, this was
the period in which almost all the ex-Director’s own books were published, in-
cluding all of them with even a little explicit anarchist content (several had none).
Apparently the climate of social reaction proved as bracing for Bookchin as for
the Lifestyle Anarchists, for whom he never had a discouraging word until 1996.
But in his reply to anarchist critics (or rather, to the weakest ones), the Director
Emeritus addresses, not criticism of his Social Anarchism, but criticism of his So-
cial Ecology — which was not the subject of SALA. And even on that plane, his
rebuttal dwindles to not much more than denouncing David Watson and John P.
Clark as mystics, which, even if true, is only name-calling, unresponsive to their
concrete criticisms of his Thought. And not even Bookchin is insolent enough to
accuse me of mysticism. I'm too mean to be a mystic.

The Director Emeritus and diviner of world-historical directionality disdains to
debate me directly, except as to details of his biography, already dealt with here
to his disadvantage. Ignoring me didn’t work for him before and it won’t work

2 Murray Bookchin, “Yes! — Whither Earth First?” Left Green Perspectives No.10 (Sept. 1988).
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now.** My summary dismissal is only an extreme expression of his essay’s monu-
mental lack of proportion. In “Whither Anarchism?” he says nothing about work,
wage-labor, organization, or even his pet preoccupation, municipal politics, but he
devotes two pages (there was more in the online version) to debating with Watson
the political meaning of a Goya engraving.*!

The Director Emeritus declines to explain or justify his previous abuse of the
epithet “bourgeois” — in fact, he makes even more use of it, as if other words
are failing him — but spares ten pages to denounce Taoism.** All of his gossipy,
personalistic, self-serving stories — especially concerning John P. Clark’s decades
of disciplehood — are, even if accurate, not a reply to critics. Judging Bookchin’s
priorities from what he finds important to discuss, he is much less interested in the
future of anarchism than in the future of his reputation. The irony is that SALA and
the reaction to it and now to Anarchism, Marxism and the Future of the Left have
surely done more damage, and much sooner, to Bookchin’s anarchist reputation
than has its molecular erosion by Lifestyle Anarchist tendencies.

Some of the ex-Director’s ongoing obsessions are of only symptomatic interest
to me. I don’t read Spanish and I don’t know anything about Goya. Having read
very little of Lewis Mumford, I continue to stay out of the unseemly custody strug-
gle for his corpse — I meant to say, his corpus — between Bookchin and Watson.
(Although I was amused to discover, quite by accident, that Mumford espoused
a version of the primitive-affluence thesis!**) I'm willing to grant that Bookchin
understood Mumford well enough to steal Social Ecology from him, although he
also stole the name and the concept from someone else.* I don’t think that trees
talk to each other, something Watson reportedly does not rule out, but I do think
that no tree could be much more wooden-headed than Murray Bookchin.

30 Like Jason McQuinn, I opined that I should have been one of the ex-Director’s targets and
was likely spared out of fear of a rejoinder. Black, AAL, 14; Jason McQuinn, “Preface,” ibid., 8-9. I
have just confirmed that I was, in fact, among the foremost Lifestyle Anarchist delinquents: “Even
anarchism, once a formidable tradition, has been repackaged by Hakim Bey, Bob Black, David Wat-
son and Jason McQuinn into a merchandisable boutique ideology that panders to petit-bourgeois
tastes for naughtiness and eccentricity” Murray Bookchin, “Theses on Social Ecology in an Age of
Reaction,” Left Green Perspectives No.33 (Oct. 1995). That I alone of these merchants of naughty was
unmentioned in the SALA diatribe which the ex-Director must have been writing at the same time
confirms his cowardly fear of me.

31 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 208—210.

32 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 220-222, 230-237.

3 Lewis Mumford, “Utopia, The City and the Machine,” Daedelus 94 (Spring 1965), 272-273 —
misdating primitive affluence, however, to the period of Neolithic agriculture.

34 John Clark, “A Social Ecology;” in Zimmerman, ed., Environmental Philosophy, 418; John P.
Clark, The Philosophical Anarchism of William Godwin (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1977), 197-198; see Lewis Mumford, Technics and Civilization (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Com-
pany, 1934). In 1976, Bookchin acknowledged that social ecology was “a term the late E.A. Gutkind
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Only a little more interesting to me is John P. Clark’s opinion that Taoism is, or
could be, compatible with anarchism. Ofthand it looks like it all depends on what
you mean by Taoism and what you mean by anarchism. If this seems like a banal
observation, well, that reflects my level of interest in the issue. I notice, though,
that many eminent anarchists, including the orthodox anarcho-syndicalist Rudolf
Rocker, have considered Taoism anarchist. So did Herbert Read.*® The Taoist sage
Chuang Tzu said that there must be no government: “If the nature of the world is
not distracted, why should there be any governing of the world?”*® One the other
hand, even a cursory scan of the text reveals many instances of advice to rulers. In
fact, most surviving Taoist texts, like many Confucianist texts, are advice on good

coined a quarter of a century ago in a masterful discussion on community,” viz., E.A. Gutkind, Com-
munity and Environment: A Discourse on Social Ecology (New York: Philosophical Library, 1954);
Murray Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society (Montreal, Canada: Black Rose Books, 1980), 108.
Gutkind’s prescription became Bookchin’s: communities of “mutual aid, immediateness of personal
relations, smallness of scale, and reciprocal adaptation of man and environment in a spirit of un-
derstanding and insight, not a fight of man against Nature” — in a stateless world. Gutkind, Com-
munity and Environment, 17.

Originally, Bookchin used the phrase without understanding it, as when, in 1965, he spoke of “a
crisis in social ecology,” i.e., social ecology was an environmental condition, not a theory. Murray
Bookchin, “Ecology and Revolutionary Thought,” in Post-Scarcity Anarchism (San Francisco, CA:
Ramparts Press, 1971), 62. Actually, Gutkind didn’t coin the phrase either. It’s been around since
at least the 1930s, and a book by that title came out in 1940. Radhakamal Mukerjee, “The Concepts
of Distribution and Succession in Social Ecology,” Social Forces 11(1) (Oct. 1932): 1-7; Radhakamal
Mukerjee, Social Ecology (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1940). Human ecology, a long estab-
lished field, studies relationships between humans and their environment, including other people.
It subdivides into cultural and social ecology; the latter refers to “the way the social structure of a
human group is a product of the group’s total environment.” Bernard Campbell, Human Ecology: The
Story of Our Place in Nature from Prehistory to the Present (New York: Aldine Publishing Co., 1983),
6-7,7 (quoted); e.g., The Life Region: The Social and Cultural Ecology of Sustainable Development, ed.
Per Raberg (London and New York: Routledge, 1997), section “The Science of Social Ecology,” 430-
436; F.E. Emery & E.L. Trist, Towards a Social Ecology: Contextual Appreciation of the Future in the
Present (London & New York: Plenum Press, 1973). Amusingly, in 1978, Bookchin’s nemesis Mar-
shall Sahlins was referred to in an anthology on urbanism as a social ecologist! Joyce Aschenbren-
ner & Lloyd R. Collins, “Introduction,” The Process of Urbanism: A Multidisciplinary Approach, ed.
Joyce Aschenbrenner & Lloyd R. Collins (The Hague, Netherlands & Paris, France: Moutin Publish-
ers, 1978), 5. The reason is that the editors used social ecology and cultural ecology interchangeably,
and Sahlins was originally a cultural ecologist, as is evident in his first book, Social Stratification in
Polynesia (1958). By 1978, though, they should have known that Sahlins had become a culturalist,
as evidenced by Culture and Practical Reason (1976). Social Ecology is thus a technical term with an
established academic meaning which is quite other than Bookchin’s ideology. The scientists have
never heard of him. What Bookchin’s peddling might be better called Socialist Ecology.

35 Rudolf Rocker, Anarcho-Syndicalism (London: Pluto Press, 1989), 12; Herbert Read, Anarchy
& Order: Essays in Politics (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1970), 205.

3¢ The Complete Writings of Chuang Tzu (New York: Columbia University Press, 1968), 114;
quoted in Read, Anarchy & Order, 84.
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government.®” Still, no anarchists have expressed the ex-Director’s opinion that
the Tao te Ching is a tyrants’ manual comparable to Plato’s Republic.*®

Indeed, despite what he says now, in the 60s Bookchin saw something politi-
cally positive in Taoism: “Drawing from early rock-and-roll music, from the beat
movement, the civil rights struggles, the peace movement, and even from the nat-
uralism of neo-Taoist and neo-Buddhist cults (however unsavory this may be to the
Left’), the Youth Culture has pieced together a life-style [!] that is aimed at the
internal system of domination that hierarchical society so viciously uses to bring
the individual into partnership with his/her own enslavement.”* I am provisionally
inclined to accept George Woodcock’s judgment that calling Lao-Tse an anarchist
is a mythmaking attempt to invest anarchism with the authority of an illustrious
pedigree.”’ I suspect the claim to be ahistorical or at least anachronistic. But I am
not about to place any credence in the ex-Professor’s contrary professions, famil-
iar as I am with the source. Bookchin has a way of discrediting even correct views
by occasionally agreeing with them. But this does not happen very often.

The Director Emeritus claims that he could “never accept Clark’s Taoism as part
of social ecology” — but he kept his criticisms private so long as Clark acted in pub-
lic as his loyal adjutant. According to Bookchin, “that my association with Clark
lasted as long as it did is testimony to my silent endurance of his Taoist claptrap
and my distinctly nondogmatic tolerance of views not in accordance with my own.”
Such stoic fortitude! Such latitudinarian generosity! “But in the late 1980s, as this
type of mystical quietism gained more and more influence into [sic] the ecology
movement, I could no longer remain silent.”*! So then (the reader has been primed
to expect) — with regret the Director Emeritus went public with his critique of
Clark, notwithstanding that Clark was “widely assumed” to be the ex-Director’s
“spokesman,” perhaps because “from the mid-1970s until early 1993, the author was
a close associate of [his]”?

37 Burt Alpert, Inversions (San Francisco, CA: self-published, 1972), 262.

38 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 232.

39 Murray Bookchin, “The Youth Culture: An Anarcho-Communist View,” in Hip Culture: Six
Essays on Its Revolutionary Potential (New York: Times Change Press, 1970), 59 [emphasis added,
obviously]. This was where Bookchin assured his readers that “Marxian predictions that the Youth
Culture would fade into a comfortable accomodation with the system have proven to be false”
Ibid., 60. Ten years later, Bookchin toiled to explain away his false prophesy: “this collection does
not stand in any contradiction to my earlier sixties collection of essays, Post-Scarcity Anarchism”
— the counterculture is not dead, just “aborted” Murray Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society
(Montreal, Canada: Black Rose Books, 1980), 23. And today?

40 George Woodcock, Anarchism: A History of Libertarian Ideas and Movements (Cleveland,
OH: The World Publishing Company, 1962), 39.

41 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 222-223.
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Er — actually, not. As the ex-Director goes on to say, in the late 1980s he cri-
tiqued, not Clark, but deep ecologist Dave Foreman of Earth First! Whatever Fore-
man’s failings, and they are many, he was no Taoist. Bookchin never openly re-
pudiated Clark’s dabbling in Taoism until Clark broke with Bookchin in 1993. The
Director’s “silent endurance” — silence, like “quietism,” is a quality Bookchin does
not conspicuously display — looks more like opportunism than tolerance. Either
way, Bookchin must never have thought that Taoism was any kind of serious threat
to, or important influence on, contemporary anarchism — and it isn’t.

It does the Director Emeritus no good to disinvite me to his (vanguard) party.
Erisian that I am, I'm crashing it. First I dispose of his misappropriated, misunder-
stood distinction between negative and positive freedom, which he fumbles as he
always does when he affects intellectual sophistication. Next, as in Anarchy after
Leftism, I set forth what has become a comprehensive refutation of Bookchin’s
prejudices against primitive society. These are a slurry of Christian moralism, vul-
garized 18" century irreligion, Marxisant 19" century social evolutionism, Judaic
blood tabus, and pure racism, and embellished with a personalistic preoccupation
with old age. Not every point of rebuttal is highly important, but I am not doing all
this just to show how many facts the Director Emeritus got wrong or faked. Believe
me, I only scratch the surface. I am also debunking, root and branch, a rhetorical
style — call it Lie Style Anarchism — a malignant Marxist import, alien to anarchist
discourse but tempting to the neo-platformist and workerist anarchists closest to
the authoritarian left. They must be taught not to count on their irrelevance to
secure them against comprehensive critique. Finally, although it’s hard to believe,
there’s a Bookchin personality cult kept up by, at this point, mainly his publishers,
who have so heavily invested in this fading star that all they can do is talk him up
as if they weren’t dreading the arrival of his next manuscript. They are fettered to
a corpse, but here I provide the key.
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Chapter 3. The Power of Positive
Thinking, or, Positive Thinking of
Power

Anarchism is a philosophy of freedom. Other philosophies which are older, like
liberalism, or better funded, like libertarianism, make the same claim, but they
shrink from the logical, unqualified assertion of liberty against its antithesis: the
state. To that extent, anarchists easily have a better understanding of freedom than
its other, deeply conflicted proponents. But better is not necessarily good enough.
The meaning of freedom is something anarchists more often take for granted than
articulate, much less analyse. We should think more about this.

Bookchin often tries to impress his readers with forays into other fields, includ-
ing philosophy. And indeed his philosophic dabbling is revealing. Since writing on
this topic, the Director Emeritus has finally agreed with my conclusion that he is
not an anarchist.! For once we can take him at his word, and he is a man of many,
many words, many, many of which he does not understand. One of these words is
freedom.

Some of the ex-Director’s readers must be puzzled by his terms negative and pos-
itive freedom, especially if they know what they mean. Negative freedom is said to
be “freedom from,” whereas positive freedom is “a fleshed-out concept of freedom
for” Bookchin does not define these opaque expressions, he simply assigns them
as gang colors. Lifestyle Anarchists “celebrate” negative freedom — also known,
in his argot, as autonomy — in keeping with their bourgeois individualist liberal
heritage. (What he calls) Social Anarchism, in contrast, “espouses a substantive
‘freedom to.” It “seeks to create a free society, in which humanity as a whole —
and hence the individual as well — enjoys the advantages of free political and
economic institutions.”> He blithely ignores the fact that liberal philosophers es-
pousing negative freedom — such as the utilitarians, the ultimate social engineers

! Murray Bookchin, “The Communalist Project Communalism No.2 (Nov. 2002),
www.communalism.org (unpaginated); cf. Black, AAL, ch. 5.

2 Bookchin, SALA, 4. In Bookchin’s world, nobody he disagrees with just believes something,
he always “celebrates” it, with the connotation of dizzy euphoria.
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— have always assigned the highest importance to designing what they considered
free political and economic institutions.’

The Director Emeritus says the Greek word autonomia means independence (of
other people) — but this is one of his many etymological bumbles. The word means
self-government, “having its own laws, f. AUTO + nomos law.” Another dictionary
renders the word as “political freedom,” with a different Greek word, eleutheria, for
“freedom.” It is something collective. Yet for the ex-Director, despite its etymology
and dictionary meaning, autonomy is the object only of negative freedom. How-
ever, autonomy is a better word for positive than for negative freedom. My reading
is also supported by the fact that the ancient Greeks, who coined the word, highly
valued collective self-government but lacked the very concept of individual rights.*

The Director Emeritus has made a category mistake, representing facts as be-
longing to one type when they belong to another.” What a concept of freedom
means and what kind of society would realize it are questions of a different order.
And Bookchin’s particular formulations are also empirically false in obvious ways.
The celebration of individual freedom is not the definition of Lifestyle Anarchism,
for liberals and laissez-faire libertarians also celebrate individual freedom, but they
are not anarchists.® The quest for a free society cannot define Social Anarchism, for,
as Bookchin says, “many lifestyle anarchists eagerly plunge into direct actions that
are ostensibly [sic] intended to achieve socialistic goals.”” Social Anarchists may
be right and Lifestyle Anarchists may be wrong, but not by definition, especially
in the absence of definitions.

Although he never explains what these phrases mean, the Director Emeritus fi-
nally says where he got them: Sir Isaiah Berlin’s well-known essay “Two Concepts
of Liberty” Although the distinction was at one time much discussed by philoso-

% E.g., John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (rev. ed.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, Belknap
Press, 1999); Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia (New York: Basic Books, 1974), ch. 10; F.A.
Hayek, Law, Legislation and Liberty (3 vols.; Chicago, IL & London: University of Chicago Press,
1973-1979), 3: 105-127 (of course, none of these gentlemen is a utilitarian).

* New Shorter OED, q/v “autonomy” (quoted); Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 144-145 &
passim; S.C. Woodhouse, English-Greek Dictionary (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1959), q/v
“freedom”; Martin Ostwald, “Shares and Rights: ‘Citizenship’ Greek Style and American Style,” in
Demokratia: A Conversation on Democracies, Ancient and Modern, ed. Josiah Ober & Charles Hedrick
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996), 54-57; Robert W. Wallace, “Law, Freedom, and
the and the Concept of Citizens’ Rights in Democratic Athens,” in ibid., 106-107.

5 Gilbert Ryle, The Concept of Mind (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1949), 16.

¢ As Bookchin confirms, with respect to the libertarians, in SALA, 5, and in Anarchism, Marx-
ism, 160, with respect to the liberals.

7 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 162. The ex-Director just had to throw in “ostensibly.” He’s
constitutionally incapable of acknowledging that anyone he disagrees with might be acting in good
faith. Yet by his own admission he’s a poor judge of character, having misjudged the blackguard
Clark for so many years. Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 217-225.
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phers, “it has been much criticized,” and the two concepts are really “not clearly dif-
ferentiated.” Bernard Williams calls the distinction misleading in several respects,
“especially if it is identified, as it is sometimes by Berlin [and always by Bookchin],
with a distinction between ‘freedom from’ and ‘freedom to.”® Generally, negative
freedom means freedom from prevention of action, from interference, or as John
P. Clark says, “freedom from coercion.”’

Positive freedom is the freedom — I think “capability” or “power” is the better
word — to accomplish one’s purposes. The reader who finds this confusing or hair-
splitting has my sympathy. How real is freedom of choice with nothing worth
choosing? How is the power to act possible without some protection from inter-
ference? Negative freedom, freedom from interference, is more important than
positive freedom if only because it is the latter’s precondition.!® I find useful Ger-
ald C. MacCallum’s popular proposal “to regard freedom as always one and the
same triadic relation, but recognize that various contending parties disagree with
each other in what they understand to be the ranges of the term variables” Free-
dom is a triadic relationship among an agent, “‘preventing conditions’ [such] as
constraints, restrictions, interferences, and barriers,” and “actions or conditions of
character or circumstance.”!!

What Sir Isaiah did make quite clear was his judgment as to the political implica-
tions of the two concepts. Writing during the Cold War, he was strongly committed

8 Bookchin, SALA, 4 (no attribution); Isaiah Berlin, Two Concepts of Liberty (Oxford: at the
Clarendon Press, 1958); Peter Jones, “Freedom,” in Encyclopedia of Democratic Thought, ed. Paul
Barry Clarke & Joe Foweracker (London & New York: Routledge, 2001), 293, 296; Bernard Williams,
“From Freedom to Liberty: The Construction of a Political Virtue,” Philosophy & Public Affairs 30(1)
(Winter 2001), 8 (quoted). The distinction was originated by Benjamin Constant, a liberal, in 1819.
Benjamin Constant, “The Liberty of the Ancients Compared With That of the Moderns,” Selected
Writings, ed. Biancamaria Fontana (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 309-328.

° John P. Clark, Max Stirner’s Egoism (London: Freedom Press, 1976), 59. Note that this book
was published when Clark (alias “Max Cafard”) was a Bookchinist. I suspect this was where, and
why, Bookchin came across the distinction. Ibid., ch. 7. The conclusion of Clark, who clearly does not
know what to make of Stirner, seems to be that Stirner espouses both negative and positive freedom
and criticizes both negative and positive freedom. Ibid., 68-89. Contrary to Bookchin, Stirner’s
philosophy isn’t anti-society. Even Daniel Guerin, an even more Marxist anarchist than Bookchin,
knows that. Daniel Guerin, Anarchism: From Theory to Practice (New York: Monthly Review Press,
1970), 29-30. It is unlikely that Bookchin ever read Stirner.

19 Giovanni Baldelli, Social Anarchism (Chicago, IL & New York: Aldine-Atherton, 1971), 72;
Jones, “Freedom,” 294 (pointing out that freedom to vote is a negative freedom essential to democ-
racy).

1 Gerald C. MacCullum, Jr., “Negative and Positive Freedom,” Philosophical Review 76 (July
1967), 312, 314. His “claim is only about what makes talk concerning the freedom of agents intelli-
gible,” ibid., 314, and I acknowledge that there are intelligible ways of speaking of freedom which
fall outside the formulation, such as freedom in the sense of political participation. John Gray, “On
Negative and Positive Liberty,” in Conceptions of Liberty in Political Philosophy, ed. Zbigniew Pel-
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to the West.'? Negative freedom, he contended, implies limits on state action, but
positive freedom is totalitarian in tendency.!* At least since Rousseau, many theo-
rists of positive freedom have, like Bookchin, equated freedom with identification
with the general will. Real freedom consists, not in unconstrained individual in-
dulgence, but in fulfilling one’s — that is, everyone’s — true nature. In the case of
humans, rising above their animal origins, self-realization occurs in and through
the social whole. As Bookchin has approvingly (but falsely) written, “Bakunin em-
phatically prioritized the social over the individual.”** It can happen that the indi-
vidual, as Rousseau put it, can and should be forced to be free. I do not care for the
prospect of society prioritizing me.

Anarchism is nothing if it does not transcend this dichotomy. Bookchin himself
once said that his imaginal urban revolution expressed a demand for both, and he
authorized John P. Clark, then his subaltern, to represent him that way."” Nega-
tive freedom is not necessarily anarchist — Berlin is no anarchist — but positive
freedom, Berlin thinks, is necessarily authoritarian. This of course is diametrically
opposed to Bookchin’s use of the distinction, which explains why the Director
Emeritus keeps the specifics of Berlin’s argument out of his own. Bookchin him-
self admits that his is not the mainstream anarchist position: “Essentially, however,
anarchism as a whole advanced what Isaiah Berlin has called ‘negative freedom,
that is to say, a formal ‘freedom from, rather than a substantive freedom t0.”* But
Berlin does not equate negative freedom with formal freedom and positive free-
dom with substantive freedom. That’s transparently sleight of hand. Everybody
wants substantive freedom. The question is how to get it.

Berlin’s own census of major philosophers of freedom shows that his distinction
is no predictor of their politics. Adherents of negative freedom include Occam,
Erasmus, Hobbes, Locke, Bentham, Constant, J.S. Mill, de Tocqueville, Jefferson,

czynski and John Gray (London: The Athlone Press, 1984), 326. I prefer to refer to democracy as
democracy, not freedom or political freedom, so as not to beg the question of democracy’s rela-
tion to freedom in the personal sense. The concept of freedom should not be identified with what
Bookchin calls the forms of freedom by definitional fiat. The ex-Director’s beloved Athenian citi-
zens, for instance, enjoyed political freedom but were almost entirely without personal freedom.
Black, AAL, 66; Alfred Zimmern, The Greek Commonwealth: Politics and Economics in Fifth-Century
Athens (5th ed.; New York: The Modern Library, 1931), 169-170 & n.1; Wilhelm von Humboldt, The
Limits of State Action, ed. JW. Burrow (Indianapolis, IN: Liberty Fund, 1993), 47.

12 Michael Ignatieff, Isaiah Berlin: A Life (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1998), 199, 231.
In 1951, Berlin assisted British Intelligence in its search for academic accomplices of the Communist
defector Guy Burgess.

13 Berlin, Two Concepts of Liberty, 6.

14 Bookchin, SALA, 5.

15 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 335; Clark, Philosophical Anarchism of William Godwin, 313.

16 Bookchin, SALA, 4.
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Burke, and Paine. Hobbes and Locke? Burke and Paine? What use is a classifica-
tion that puts Paine on the same side as Burke but the opposite side from Rousseau?
Had Rousseau lived to see the French Revolution, he, not Paine, would have been
its greatest defender against Burke, its greatest critic. There is hardly an adherent
on the list who does not sometimes sound like he espouses positive freedom, in-
cluding the archetypal philosopher of negative freedom, Locke: “So that, however
it may be mistaken, the end of Law is not to abolish or restrain, but to preserve
and enlarge Freedom”"” Wilhelm von Humboldt thought the purpose of human
life is self-development, and that “social union” is a means by which individuals
realize themselves and one another. This sounds like the language of positive free-
dom with a German accent. But von Humboldt, like his admirer J.S. Mill, held that
provision of security, the one condition of self-development which an individual
cannot obtain by his own unaided efforts, is the only proper state function. And
Charles Taylor, a philosopher of positive freedom, thinks that Mill may belong in
that camp.’® I think maybe de Tocqueville does too.

Adherents of positive freedom include Plato, Epictetus, St. Ambrose, Mon-
tesquieu, Spinoza, Kant, Herder, Rousseau, Hegel, Fichte, Marx, Bukharin, Comte,
Carlyle, TH. Green, F.H. Bradley, and Bosanquet. Plato, for example, is represen-
tative of the ancient Greek “‘positive’ conception of freedom as obedience to right
authority”"” Here again, the attribution falters whenever looked into closely. As
Locke is the ultimate negative freedomseeker, Kant is the ultimate positive free-
domseeker, and Kant makes the negative/positive distinction explicitly. But John
Rawls, who also recognises the distinction and identifies his philosophy as in the
Kantian tradition, subordinates positive freedom to negative freedom. Implicitly,
so does the Kantian anarchist Robert Paul Wolff.?’

Almost any anarchist can be quoted as straddling this unbridgeable chasm. The
anarchist philosophy, in fact, shows up the inadequacy of the distinction. Bookchin
has accused Lifestyle Anarchists of perpetuating the pernicious German philosoph-
ical tradition which led from Fichte and Kant through Stirner to Heidegger and

17 John Locke, Two Treatises of Government (rev. ed.; New York: Mentor Books, 1968), 348,
quoted in MacCallum, “Negative and Positive Freedom,” 322 n. 9. “Locke is much closer here than
was once recognized to Rousseau’s position that men can be compelled to be free, compelled by
the law of the legislative which they have consented to set up.” Peter Laslett, “Introduction” to Two
Treatises, 126.

8 Von Humboldt, Limits of State Action, chs. 2 & 4; Charles Taylor, “What’s Wrong With
Negative Liberty?” in Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Anthology, ed. Robert E. Goodin &
Philip Pettit (Oxford & Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 1997), 418.

19 MacCallum, “Negative and Positive Freedom,” 321 n. 7; Mulgan, “Liberty in Ancient Greece,”
19 (quoted).

2 Immanuel Kant, Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, tr. Lewis White Beck (Indianapo-
lis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Library of Liberal Arts, 1959), 64-65; John Rawls, “Kantian Con-
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Hitler.?! (Stirner is maliciously misplaced in this Bloc of Rights and Trotskyists,
since he was influenced by Hegel, not Kant, and influenced neither Heidegger nor
Hitler.) For blatantly self-serving reasons the Director Emeritus omits Hegel, Marx,
Engels, Lassalle, Kautsky, Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, and Mao. Nor does Bookchin re-
mind the reader of his own earlier admiration for “Fichte’s stirring prose,”* much
less his current claim that Fichte “essentially wrote that human beings are nature
rendered self-conscious,” as Bookchin also contends.?® All these gentlemen adhered
to the positive concept of freedom. Although, as is obvious from the lists, adher-
ents of each view are all over the political map, there is some perceptible tendency
for adherents of positive freedom not to be adherents of freedom at all.?* Thus the
Director Emeritus has found his place.

For Bookchin, of all the malignant influences on Lifestyle Anarchism, Max
Stirner seems to be the worst. Sputtering with horror, he cannot more vehemently
express the degeneracy of Hakim “The Bey” than by ejaculating that “Hakim Bey
even invokes Max Stirner, who believed that the concerns of the ego — the T —
should be the guide of all human action” (Although the ex-Director formerly wrote
that, “in principle [sic], Stirner created a utopistic [sic] vision of individuality that
marked a new point of departure for the affirmation of personality in an increas-
ingly impersonal world.)”® Stirner with his individualist, surrational, amoral ego-
ism epitomizes more of what Bookchin loathes than any other classical anarchist

structivism in Moral Theory,” Journal of Philosophy 77(9) (Sept. 1980), 519-520; Rawls, A Theory of
Justice, 201-202; Robert Paul Wolff, In Defense of Anarchism (Berkeley, CA: University of Califor-
nia Press, 1998).

#1 Bookchin, SALA, 11, 29-30, 50, 61.

22 Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society, 110. After moving from New York City to Burling-
ton in 1970, Bookchin “studied Aristotle, Hegel, Fichte, the Frankfurt School, and other interna-
tional classics of philosophy..” Heider, Anarchism, 60. One wonders when he finally got around to
studying the anarchists.

23 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 283. The Director Emeritus is forever torn between his de-
sire to legitimate his doctrine by providing it with classical credentials and his own egotistic claims
to originality.

24 E.g., Catherine MacKinnon, Towards a Feminist Theory of the State (Cambridge: Harvard Uni-
versity Press, 1981), 169-170 (criticizing the “negative state”). Correcting a scholar who thought
she saw something liberal in her, MacKinnon makes clear that for her, “choice and consent” are
nothing but objects of critique. Catherine MacKinnon, “The ‘Case’ Responds,” American Political Sci-
ence Review 95(3) (Sept. 2000), 709. Although she is a law professor, MacKinnon is a relentless foe
of free speech, and drafted the unconstitutional Indianapolis anti-pornography ordinance. Donald
Alexander Downs, The New Politics of Pornography (Chicago, IL & London: University of Chicago
Press, 1989). When this proven legal quack was hired to teach the First Amendment at the Univer-
sity of Michigan, my alma mater, I said: “Hiring MacKinnon to teach the First Amendment is like
hiring Lysenko to teach Biology”

%5 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 125 (emphasis added); Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 159
(emphasis in original).
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thinker. In 1976, the Director’s disciple John P. Clark devoted an entire book, per-
haps on his orders, to refuting Stirner’s heresies, which had not received so much
hostile attention since Marx and Engels wrote The German Ideology 130 years be-
fore. Stirner, then, should be an exponent, maybe the ultimate exponent, of nega-
tive freedom.

Instead, he is the ultimate exponent of positive freedom: “Who is it that is to
become free? You, I, we. I, therefore, am the kernel that is to be delivered from all
wrappings and — freed from all cramping shells. What is left when I have been
freed from everything that is not I? Only [; nothing but I. But freedom has nothing
further to offer to this I himself. As to what is now to happen further after I have
become free, freedom is silent — as our governments, when the prisoner’s time is
up, merely let him go, thrusting him out into abandonment.”* For Stirner as for
Bookchin, negative freedom is insufficient at best, a formalistic mockery at worst.*
What Bookchin calls positive freedom, Stirner calls “ownness” (die Eigenheit): “1
have no objection to [negative] freedom, but I wish more than freedom for you:
you should not merely be rid of what you do not want; you should not only be a
‘freeman, you should be an ‘owner [Eigner]’ too”

Even if it has some utility in other contexts, the distinction between positive and
negative freedom does nothing to differentiate Social Anarchism from Lifestyle An-
archism, or even to characterize anarchism as such. On the contrary, as Clark says,
“anarchism is the one major political theory which has attempted to synthesise the
values of negative and positive freedom into a single, more comprehensive view
of human liberty””® Bakunin did not prioritize society over the individual: “Man is
not only the most individual being on earth,” he wrote, “but also the most social”
In fact, Bakunin nearly anticipated Berlin’s two concepts of liberty and even his
terminology. “We see that liberty as conceived by the materialists [as he then de-
fined himself] is very positive, complex and, above all, an eminently social matter,
which can only be realized by means of society and through the strictest equality

2% Max Stirner, “Art and Religion,” in The Young Hegelians, ed. Lawrence Stepelevich (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 344.

27 Clark, Max Stirner’s Egoism, 61.

28 Max Stirner, The Ego and Its Own, ed. David Leopold (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1995), 142. Stirner goes on to characterize (negative) freedom as “the doctrine of Christian-
ity”! Ibid. The quotation also gives the lie to the accusation by Marx, Kropotkin and Bookchin that
Stirner’s egoism is for the individual egoist alone (in which case the charge of elitism would have
some merit). Stirner exhorts “you” — the reader — to assert your ownness. The effectiveness of his
own egoism is multiplied by the ownness of others. Cf. For Ourselves, The Right to Be Greedy: The-
ses on the Practical Necessity of Demanding Everything (Port Townsend, WA: Loompanics Unlim-
ited, n.d.), and my Preface thereto, reprinted in Bob Black, The Abolition of Work and Other Essays
(Port Townsend, WA: Loompanics Unlimited, n.d. [1986]), 129-131.

29 Clark, Max Stirner’s Egoism, 61.
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and solidarity of each and everybody... The second aspect of liberty is negative. It
consists in the rebellion of the human individual against all authority, whether di-
vine or human, collective or individual.”*® Bookchin has never demonstrated that
any Lifestyle Anarchist espouses negative freedom to the exclusion of positive
freedom. In fact, he has never demonstrated that any Lifestyle Anarchist espouses
negative freedom. He misappropriates the distinction to try to infuse some content
into his own incoherent dichotomy between Social Anarchism and Lifestyle Anar-
chism, but the infusion does not relieve the confusion. The semi-literate Director
Emeritus is, as so often, showing off by pretending to be smarter than he really is.

30 “State and Society,” in Michael Bakunin: Selected Writings, ed. Arthur Lehning (New York:
Grove Press, 1973), 136,148—149
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Chapter 4. This Side of Paradise

Bookchin might have begun his discussion of primitive society as did Jean-
Jacques Rousseau: “Let us begin by laying the facts aside, as they do not affect
the question.”! For all his huffing and puffing, the Director Emeritus adds nothing
to the inadequate and dishonest “evidentiality” (one of his gratuitous neologisms)
which Watson and I have already shown to be wanting in SALA. He continues to
ignore the anthropological studies summarized in John Zerzan’s Future Primitive,
Watson’s Beyond Bookchin, and my Friendly Fire* and Anarchy after Leftism. He
continues to pretend that the thesis that stateless hunter-gatherers enjoyed a sort
of primitive affluence was a short-lived 60s fad, like smoking banana peels — lit-
tle more than the rebellious, euphoric romanticizing of non-Western peoples by
tripped-out hippies, like the ones who fell for Carlos Casteneda’s “Don Juan” hoax.
This anthropological aberration, he again assures us, has been corrected by the
sober scholarship of the period of social reaction.

The Director Emeritus persists in his dogged and dogmatic reiteration of the
bourgeois Hobbesian myth of the lives of pre-urban anarchist foragers as solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and short, in dramatic contrast to the life of Murray Bookchin:
nasty, brutish, and long. Hobbes himself did not believe that the war of each against
all described the original condition of all societies.> When your Hobbesian argu-
ment is refuted by Hobbes, you are off to a bad start.

! Jean Jacques Rousseau, “A Discourse on the Origins of Inequality,” in The Social Contract and
Discourses, tr. GD.H. Cole (New York: E.P. Dutton and Company & London: J.M. Dent and Sons,
1950), 198.

2 Bob Black, “Primitive Affluence,” in Friendly Fire (Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia, 1992), 19-41.

3 Hobbes himself believed that this condition “was never generally so, over all the world:
but there are many places where they live so now,” as in many parts of America. His theory is an
“Inference, made from the passions” — deductive, not inductive. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, ed. C.B.
Macpherson (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books, 1968), 187, 186. Hobbes was
wrong about primitive warfare. It is thoroughly regulated in a way Kropotkin thought analogous
to international law. P.A. Kropotkin, “The State: Its Historic Role,” in Selected Writings on Anarchism
and Revolution, ed. Martin A. Miller (Cambridge & London: M.LT. Press, 1970), 216-217. Hegel
considered the noble savage and the state of nature theoretical fictions not descriptive of actual
“primitive conditions”: “it would indeed be difficult, were the attempt seriously made, to detect
any such condition anywhere, either in the present or the past” GW.F. Hegel, Reason in History
(Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill Educational Publishing, The Library of Liberal Arts, 1953), 54.
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Again, what are the implications for Bookchin’s own theory of a protracted pe-
riod of “social reaction” as the explanation why decadent Lifestyle Anarchism has
supplanted heroic Social Anarchism over the last 30 years? Apparently periods
of — what? social progress? political turbulence? — foster theoretical progress,
such as that singlehandledly accomplished by the Director Emeritus. By implica-
tion the 60s were not a period of social reaction. It was then that the ex-Director
came into his own as an anarchist theorist — proof enough of the fructifying in-
fluence of those heady times.* Yet this was also when the hippie anthropologists
concocted their ludicrous “primitive affluence” thesis based on little more than
intensive ethnographic fieldwork and careful historical research. Incredibly, this
absurd, empirically-grounded conception prevailed as anthropological orthodoxy,
as the Director Emeritus complains, well into the 80s. Undoubtedly it owed much

* Bookchin has never explained his conversion to anarchism circa 1960. In his own autobio-
graphical account there is a chasm (unbridgeable?) between Our Synthetic Environment, written in
1958 and devoid of anarchist content, and “Ecology and Revolutionary Thought,” written in 1964.
Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 53-58. According to Ulrike Heider, who interviewed the Director
Emeritus, “Kropotkin had not been translated into English, he told me, his first acquaintance with
classical anarchist theory was through secondary sources, but he worked out these ideas more and
more by himself” Heider, Anarchism, 59. In fact, Kropotkin’s most influential books and articles had
been written in English, among them Mutual Aid, Memoirs of a Revolutionist and Fields, Factories,
and Workshops. Many titles must have been available at the magnificent New York public library.
Later Bookchin told a somewhat different story. He thinks that Kropotkin’s writings were out of
print in the 1950s and 1960s, so Bookchin had to deduce anarcho-communism independently from
his “decades-long studies of the Athenian polis” He generously allows as how Kropotkin “antici-
pated” his brilliant work. Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 57-58 (quoted); Heider, Anarchism, 59.

With his usual modesty, the Director Emeritus is claiming to have independently invented clas-
sical anarchism. In point of fact, one of Kropotkin’s books was reprinted in 1955, and there were at
least ten reprintings of at least seven titles in the 60s: Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution (Boston, MA:
Extending Horizons Books, 1955); Memoirs of a Revolutionist (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1962),
reprinted (Gloucester, MA: P. Smith, 1967) and (New York: Horizon Press, 1968); Russian Literature
(New York: B. Blom, 1967); The Conquest of Bread (New York: B. Blom, 1968); Ethics: Origin and Devel-
opment (New York: B. Blom, 1968); Fields, Factories, and Workshops (rev., enl. ed.; New York: B. Blom,
1968) and (New York: Greenwood Press, 1968); Kropotkin’s Revolutionary Pamphlets, ed. Roger N.
Baldwin (New York: B. Blom, 1968); The State: Its Historic Role (London: Freedom Press, 1969). Curi-
ouser still, in 1990 Bookchin referred to himself in the passive voice and the third person plural: “an
attempt was made in 1964 by anarchist writers to rework libertarian ideas along broadly ecological
lines,” a new approach “rooted in the writings of Kropotkin.” Bookchin, Remaking Society, 154.

It seems odd that in the late 60s, by which time he was calling himself an anarchist, Bookchin had
yet to read the major anarchist theorists, yet from 1967 to 1969 he found the very considerable time
to research The Spanish Anarchists, 3. In this book he discusses, if only in a cursory fashion, some of
the ideas of Proudhon, Bakunin and Kropotkin. Ibid., 20-31, 115-116. Kropotkin does not appear in
the footnotes or the bibliographical essay, so maybe it’s true that Bookchin hadn’t read him yet. But
then why not? This looks to be the only book by the Director Emeritus which may have a readership
in a generation, although the first scholarly history will supersede it. Even Post-Scarcity Anarchism
looks worse every time I open it, if only because I know how some of its ambiguities will be resolved.
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of its undue influence to its qualified endorsement by the Director Emeritus him-
self in The Ecology of Freedom (1982), an epochal work which — as I demonstrated
in AAL by surveying all its academic reviews (both of them)’ — took the world
of social science by storm. If, and insofar as, there has been a professional reac-
tion against the primitive-affluence thesis, it is entirely, like Social Ecology and
Social Anarchism, a product of the period of social reaction. How odd (and yet,
how dialectical) that from decadence, from decay, the life-force, conscious “sec-
ond nature” — renewed by rot and reaction — is resurgent in the person and the
praxis of the ex-Director of directionality and such lackeys as he finds useful from
time to time.

To support his claim that Hobbesianism has been restored to anthropological
orthodoxy, the Director Emeritus cited in SALA one highly controversial book (dis-
cussed in Chapter 6), one review of that book, and a pop science story,® none of
which was of very recent vintage when he wrote. In his latest outing, in the face of
the challenge of the massed evidence assembled by Watson and myself, Bookchin
does not cite a single new source. It is characteristic of Bookchin’s scrupulously sci-
entific method that he affirms as the new consensus — because it suits his political
purposes — the most extreme statement of one polar position (Edwin Wilmsen’s)
in an ongoing controversy. Make that “controversies”: anthropologists are debat-
ing a number of issues involving foragers, issues partly or wholly independent of
one another. What most exercises the specialists turns out to be what’s least rele-
vant to anarchists. To say, for example, that “the 'Kung [San] model of the foraging
lifeway — small, nomadic bands — is no longer taken as typical of preagricultural
human societies™ invites the question, “In what respects?” As of 1992 there were al-
ready at least 582 items published relating to the Kalahari foragers alone® — ample
evidence of controversy. Eighteen years later, there are many more.

There’s one thing that bothers me. If prehistoric humans weren’t foragers, like
all other primates,” what were they? Factory workers?

> Black, AAL, 93-96.

¢ Edwin N. Wilmsen, Land Filled with Flies: A Political Economy of the Kalahari (Chicago, IL
& London: The University of Chicago Press, 1989) (discussed in Chapter 6); Thomas N. Headland,
“Paradise Revised [a review of Wilmsen],” The Sciences 242 (Sept.-Oct. 1990): 45-50 (inadvertently
omitted from the AAL bibliography); Roger Lewin, “New Views Emerge on Hunters and Gatherers,”
Science 240 (May 27, 1988), 1146—1147 (“Past Perspectives,” cited by Bookchin as if it were an inde-
pendent article, is just a four-paragraph sidebar to the Lewin article). As he did in SALA, Bookchin
erroneously references the Headland review to Science, not to The Sciences, a different periodical.
Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 251 n. 23.

7 Lewin, “New Views Emerge on Hunters and Gatherers,” 1146-1147.

8 Alan Barnard, The Kalahari Debate: A Bibliographical Essay (Edinburgh, Scotland: Edinburgh
University Press, 1992).

® P.A. Garber, “Foraging Strategies Among Living Primates,” Annual Review of Anthropology
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Insofar as any generalization is possible, even a leading revisionist, Thomas N.
Headland, approvingly quoted by the ex-Director on the same subject,'® wrote in
1997 that “while we now doubt that prehistoric hunter-gatherers were as affluent
as Sahlins, Lee and others first suggested, we do not want to return to the pre-1966
Hobbesian idea that their lives were nasty, brutish and short ..” Sahlins himself
had already written that the Hobbes cliché “becomes now a subject for textbook
burlesque,” but the Director Emeritus doesn’t get the joke.!' He never does. Similar
conclusions are common in the literature.'* The most recent statement I located is
by a critic of the Sahlins thesis who nonetheless concedes that Sahlins “appears
to have carried the day and has come to represent the new enlightened view of
hunting-gathering societies”"* In Anarchy after Leftism 1 already quoted M.A.P. Re-
nouf, writing in 1991, to the effect that “although the more idealized aspects of the
Lee and DeVore model are commonly acknowledged, I think it is fair to say that no
fundamental revision of it has been made”** Reviewing the scholarship of the nine
years subsequent to AAL, I found nothing to refute or dilute this judgment. By the
late 1980s, forager (and specifically San) controversies were turning to such ques-
tions as whether archeology and the historical record provide evidence of an Iron
Age San culture and to what extent the San are, or were, subordinated by sedentary
Bantus. New field studies also make clear the diversity of San adaptations.”” Thus,
the general validity of at least a moderate version of what the Director Emeritus

16 (1987): 339-364.

10 Headland, “Paradise Revised” Note that the title is “Paradise Revised. not “Paradise Re-
futed”

I Thomas N. Headland, “Revisionism in Ecological Anthropology,” Current Anthropology 38(4)
(Aug.-Oct. 1997), 609; Marshall Sahlins, Tribesmen (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1968), 7
(quoted).

12 F g, Alan Bernard & James Woodburn, “Property, Power and Ideology in Hunting-
Gathering Societies: An Introduction,” in Hunters and Gatherers 2: Property, Power and Ideology, ed.
Tim Ingold, David Riches, & James Woodburn (Oxford: Berg Publishers, 1988), 11; Elizabeth Cash-
dan, “Hunters and Gatherers: Economic Behavior in Bands,” in Economic Anthropology, ed. Stewart
Plattner (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 1989), 22-30; David Byrd-Merut, “Beyond the
‘Original Affluent Society, A Culturalist Interpretation,” Current Anthropology 31(1) (Feb.1990), 27.

13 David Kaplan, “The Darker Side of the ‘Original Affluent Society,” Journal of Anthropological
Research 56(2) (Summer 2000), 303.

14 M.A.P. Renouf, “Sedentary Hunter-Gatherers: A Case for Northwest Coasts,” in Between
Bands and States, ed. Susan Gregg (Carbondale, IL: Southern University of Illinois at Carbondale,
1991), 90; see also Margaret W. Conkey, “To Find Ourselves: Art and Social Geography of Prehistoric
Hunter-Gatherers,” in Past and Present in Hunter Gatherer Societies, ed. Carmel Schrire (Orlando, FL:
Academic Press, 1984), 257.

15 E.g., Bird-David, “Beyond the ‘Original Affluent Society’: A Culturalist Interpretation,” 25—
48; Susan Kent, “The Current Forager Controversy: Real versus Ideal Views of Hunter-Gatherers,”
Man 27(1) (March 1987): 45-70; Jacqueline Solway & Richard B. Lee, “Hunter-Gatherers, Real or
Spurious? Situating the Kalahari San in History,” Current Anthropology 31(2) (April 1990): 109-
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calls “the preposterous theory of an ‘original affluent society’”'¢ is still the current

orthodoxy. It appears in current college textbooks, such as Anthropology by Em-
ber, Ember and Peregrine (2002), which cites Richard B. Lee’s calculation of !Kung
hours of work and remarks that that the !Kung San have more leisure than many
agriculturalists.”

For present purposes, as in AAL, I am only addressing aspects of forager society
of direct relevance to anarchism. Revisionist corrections, valid or not, mostly re-
late to other issues. It doesn’t matter to anarchists, for instance, if contemporary
foragers are “living fossils” who have always lived as they do now, in “pristine” so-
cieties. The media, not the anthropologists, are mainly responsible for that public
misperception.’ It doesn’t matter that foragers have histories (who ever doubted
it?), including histories of trade and other interactions with agriculturalists and
herders. It doesn’t matter if foragers aren’t always and everywhere the benign care-
takers of the environment. It doesn’t matter if prehistoric humans were scavengers
(not a revisionist thesis, by the way, but rather a quirky Bookchinist thesis'®). So
what does matter to anarchists about these people? In two of my books I specified
two crucial points:

“They operate the only known viable stateless societies.”

“And they don’t, except in occasional emergencies, work ..

To these I would now add (or rather, make explicit) two more. The first — cour-
tesy of the ex-Director — is the egalitarian communism of hunter-gatherers:

146; Robert K. Hitchcock, “Comment,” ibid., 129; Thomas C. Patterson, “Comment,” ibid., 132; John
Gowdy, “Hunter-Gatherers and the Mythology of the Market,” The Cambridge Encyclopedia of
Hunters and Gatherers (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 392-393.

16 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 187.

17 Carol R. Ember, Melvin Ember & Peter N. Peregrine, Anthropology (10 ed.; Uper Saddle
River, NJ: PrenticeHall, 2002), 273.

8 M.G. Bicchieri, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 30(1) (Feb. 1989), 51; Stefen Zeitz, “Com-
ment,” in ibid., 59. Anthropologists have been debunking the myth of the isolated forager at least
since a classic ethnography of the Seligmanns in 1907. G.G. & B.Z. Seligmann, The Veddas (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1911), 410-411. Prominent anthropologists who have done the
same include A.L. Kroeber, Claude Levi-Strauss and Elman R. Service. Peter M. Gardner, “Com-
ment,” Current Anthropology 30(1) (Feb. 1989), 55-56.

19 Because hunting provides a much larger and much more reliable supply of meat than scav-
enging, any advocate of preponderant scavenging without hunting (I know of no such advocate) has
a “burdensome hypothesis” to sustain. John Tooty, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 28(4) (Aug.-
Oct. 1987), 400. No mammal derives the majority of its food from scavenging. D.C. Houston, “The
Adaptation of Scavengers,” in Serengeti: Dynamics of an Ecosystem, ed. A.R.E. Sinolain & M. Norton-
Griffiths (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 263-286. This scavenging whimsy looks
like yet another of the ex-Director’s half-remembered scraps of pop science. Anyway it’s irrelevant.

20 Black, AAL, 106, quoting Black, Friendly Fire, 54.
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“There is very much we can learn from preliterate cultures ... their
practices of usufruct and the inequality of equals [?] are of great
relevance to an ecological society.”

And finally, a somewhat general, summary contention:

Foragers enjoy a relatively high quality of life, when the blessings of
anarchy, leisure, equality and community are considered along with
relative good health and longevity.

It is only certain aspects of this last contention (of those of any interest to anar-
chists) which some revisionist anthropologists would seriously dispute, but even
if we had to bid farewell to it, the first three points would still stand.

Foraging as Anarchy

So far as I can determine, none of the research or argument of the revision-
ists even purports to deny the long-established and unanimous anthropological
consensus that nonsedentary hunter-gatherers, at least — and at least most of the
sedentary ones — have always been stateless.?? This was common ground between
them and the Lee/DeVore school and all their predecessors, just as it was common
ground between Marx and Kropotkin. Not even Bookchin seems to dispute the
primitive-anarchy thesis, the thesis most important to anarchists.

Foraging as Zerowork

In “The Original Affluent Society” — which Bookchin has apparently not read,*
although he formerly praised it as “one of the more readable and well-argued ac-

21 Bookchin, SALA, 41; Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 189. Inequality of equals seems to
mean distribution according to need. Murray Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 143-144.If so, it should
be the other way around, “equality of unequals.” The reader will encounter many more mutilations
of English by the Director Emeritus, who should concern himself less with lifestyle and more with
writing style.

22 Harold Barclay, People Without Government: An Anthropology of Anarchism (London: Kahn
& Averill with Cienfuegos Press, 1982), ch. 3.

23 1 infer this for two reasons. One is that Bookchin never cites it, rather citing a brief pre-
publication excerpt from it, “Notes on the Original Affluent Society,” in Man the Hunter, ed. Richard
B. Lee & Erven DeVore (Chicago, IL: Aldine-Atherton, 1968). The other is that when Bookchin
refers to Sahlins, he always assumes that Sahlins’ only data were those on the San supplied by Lee.
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counts of the huntering-gathering case”* — Marshall Sahlins wrote: “A good case
can be made that hunters and gatherers work less than we do; and, rather than a
continuous travail, the food quest is intermittent, leisure abundant, and there is a
greater amount of sleep in the daytime per capita per year than in any other condi-
tion of society”* Citing the then-unpublished results of Richard B. Lee’s fieldwork
among the !Kung San (“Bushmen”), Sahlins estimated that the San worked a four-
hour day. In their refined, published version, Lee’s figures were even lower, 2.2 to
2.4 hours a day.?® Such evidence renders ridiculous what Bookchin is still spouting
today, the Marxist dogma about “toil and material uncertainties (as well as natu-
ral ones)”’ that have in the past shackled the human spirit to a nearly exclusive
concern for subsistence.” The foraging San were not preoccupied with subsistence.
They had no reason to be.

The quantitative data, as startling as they are, only begin to disclose the qualita-
tive difference between primitive and modern work, in respects I summarized in
Friendly Fire:

In addition to shorter hours, “flextime” and the more reliable “safety
net” afforded by general food sharing, foragers’ work is more satis-
fying than most modern work. We awaken to the alarm clock; they
sleep a lot, night and day. We are sedentary in our buildings in our
polluted cities; they move about breathing the fresh air of the open
country. We have bosses; they have companions. Our work typically
implicates one, or at most a few hyper-specialized skills, if any; theirs
combines handwork and brainwork in a versatile variety of activities,
exactly as the great utopians called for. Our “commute” is dead time,
and unpaid to boot; foragers cannot even leave the campsite without
“reading” the landscape in a potentially productive way.?

In fact, Sahlins provided a second extended example — the Australian aborigines — based on both
historical and ethnographic evidence, as I mentioned in Friendly Fire, 19. But this is not apparent
from the “Notes” excerpt.

24 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom (quoted); Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society, 24.

25 Marshall Sahlins, “The Original Affluent Society,” in Stone Age Economics (Chicago, IL:
Aldine-Atherton, 1972), 14.

% Richard B. Lee, The !Kung San: Men, Women, and Work in a Foraging Society (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979), 256.

27 Another manifestation of Bookchin’s faltering command of the English language: what’s
the difference between “material” and “natural” subsistence uncertainties for hunter-gatherers
whose way of life he repudiates precisely because it is merely natural?

28 Black, Friendly Fire, 33. Marjorie Shostack refers to San “women who were as familiar with
the environment as they were with their children.” Return to Nisa (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2000), 212.
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To which I might add that hunting, in Europe as elsewhere, has always been
the “sport of kings” — play, not work — characterized by what Kierkegaard called
“the lovable seriousness which belongs essentially to play”’® The synthesis of work
(production for its own sake) and play (activity for its own sake) is what I have long
called, and long called for, the abolition of work. Someone else might phrase the
goal differently, as, for instance, “a joyous artfulness in life and work” — as Murray
Bookchin once did.*

According to an author highly regarded by Bookchin, “the labor of pastoral peo-
ples is so light and simple that it hardly requires the labor of slaves. Consequently
we see that for nomadic and pastoral peoples the number of slaves is very lim-
ited, if not zero. Things are otherwise with agricultural and settled peoples. Agri-
culture requires assiduous, painful, heavy labor. The free man of the forests and
plains, the hunter as well as the herdsman, takes to agriculture only with great
repugnance.” The Director Emeritus formerly endorsed this point of view.** The
anarcho-primitivist crazy who wrote these words was Mikhail Bakunin.

It is not just that foragers work much less than the members of agricultural and
industrial societies, if by work is meant production. It is not just that they work
differently, in more varied and mostly more challenging and satisfying ways.* It
is not just that they work in cooperation, not in competition. It is not just that they
are almost always free of time-discipline, i.e., at any particular time they literally
don’t have to do anything.® It is not just that they sleep in as late as they like

%% Sgren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling/The Sickness Unto Death (Garden City, NY: Double-
day Anchor Books, n.d.), 131.

30 Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society, 45.

31 “Physiological or Natural Patriotism,” in From Out of the Dustbin: Bakunin’s Basic Writings,
1869-1871, ed. Robert M. Cutler (Ann Arbor, MI: Ardis Publishers, 1985), 190-191; Bookchin, Re-
making Society, 76-77.

32 “Men know no occupations other than hunting and warring, which our own civilization
still considers the most noble callings; ..” Ibid., 191. I hasten to confess, preempting the expose,
that I have truncated the statement to remove a reference to the women doing all the real work.
I did so because it isn’t true. Bakunin repeats the standard misperception of Europeans who only
observed Indians in their villages, not on “the hunt — where the writing kind of European does
not seem to have followed.” Francis Jennings, The Invasion of America: Indians, Colonialism, and the
Cant of Conquest (New York & London: WW. Norton & Co., 1976), 92. Richard B. Lee found that
San women did less work than San men. Lee, The !Kung San, 277-278.

33 Polly Wiessner, “Risk, Reciprocity and Social Influences on !Kung San,” in Politics and His-
tory in Band Societies, ed. Eleanor Leacock & Richard Lee (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
& Paris: Editions de la Maison des Sciences de L'Homme, 1982), 79. “When we consider people liv-
ing under some of the harshest, most commanding conditions on earth, who can nevertheless do
what they like when the notion occurs to them, we should be able to witness the contemporary
doubt about civilization’s superiority without growing indignant” Watson, Beyond Bookchin, 240.
Wishful thinking: there is very little that Murray Bookchin witnesses, except Vermont town meet-
ings and seminars stocked with his acolytes, without growing indignant. After quoting scraps of
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and loaf a lot. In every one of these particulars, forager working life is superior
to ours, but more important is what their coincidence implies about the foraging
mode of production. At some point, less work plus better work ends up as activity
it no longer makes sense to call work at all, although it furnishes the means of
life. Foragers are at that point. They don’t work, not if work means forced labor,
compulsory production, or the subordination of pleasure to production when these
objectives diverge.

Now it is possible to define work in other ways than I do. No one owns the
word. I don’t hijack words the way Murray Bookchin does. But an important rev-
olutionary current, by now rooted mainly in anarchism, is explicitly anti-work in
approximately the sense I've defined work in several essays, one of them well-
known,** going back twenty five years.*® By now, many anarchists appreciate that
the abolition of the state without the abolition of work is as fatally incomplete —
and as fated for failure — as the abolition of the state without the abolition of cap-
italism. In his early anarchist essays, Bookchin seemed (to many of us) to say so
too when he condemned needless and stultifying “toil”*® “The distinction of plea-
surable work and onerous toil should always be kept in mind,”*’ he said, and he
made it hard to forget by repeating it often, though not recently. I of course pre-
fer my own definitions — to which I have devoted some years of careful thought
— and which I like to think identify the essentials of work while still correspond-
ing to common usage. But if somebody else prefers a different terminology, that’s
fine, as long as he makes its meaning explicit and refrains from spouting eccentric

Watson’s sentence, the Director delivers a damning riposte: “One can only gasp: Really!” Yes —
really! Watson only echoes the ecologists and anthropologists. E.g., Jared Diamond, Guns, Germs,
and Steel: The Fates of Human Societies (New York & London: WW. Norton & Company, 1992), 113;
Marjorie Shostack, Nisa: The Life and Words of a !Kung Woman (New York: Vintage Books, 1983),
17; Mathias Guenther, “Comment,” Current Anthropologist 31(2) (April 1990), 127.

3% “The Abolition of Work,” in Black, Abolition of Work, 17-33, and in many other places. In the
utterly unlikely event the Director Emeritus never saw it sooner, he certainly saw it in Reinventing
Anarchy, Again, ed. Howard J. Ehrlich (Edinburgh, Scotland & San Francisco, CA: AK Press, 1996),
236-253, cheek by jowl (my cheek, his jowl) with Murray Bookchin, “Anarchism: Past and Present,”
19-30. “Abolition” has been published in translation in Russian, French, German, Swedish, Italian,
Spanish, Serbo-Croatian, Portuguese (Peninsular and Luso-Brazilian), Dutch, Slovene and other
languages. And I did discuss forager zerowork. Black, “Abolition of Work,” 24-25.

35 Black, Friendly Fire, 11-62; Black, AAL, ch. 9 & passim; Bob Black, “What’s Wrong With
This Picture?” Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed, No.43 (Spring/Summer 1997): 11-14 (reviewing
Jeremy Rifkin, The End of Work).

36 Bookchin, Post-Scarcity Anarchism, 15, 34, 70, 92, 94, 102, 105, 112, 134 & passim. Bookchin
still talked that way in the 70s, though not nearly so often. Bookchin, “Self-Management and the
New Technology,” in Toward an Ecological Society, 118, 123, 127, 129.

%7 1bid., 92.
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verbiage to muddle the matter. Whatever you call it, foragers usually had it. They
were zeroworkers.

With respect to the San, Bookchin fudges the figures for working time in a crude
way which is extraordinarily, and blatantly, dishonest even by the relaxed stan-
dards of his dotage. He claims that “[Richard B.] Lee has greatly revised the length
of the workweek he formerly attributed to the Zhu [sic*]”; the average workweek
for both sexes, he wrote in 1979, is not eighteen but 42.3 hours.”* Now I cannot do
better than I did in Friendly Fire to refute, in advance, this clumsy lie. Originally,
“Lee studied the San equivalent of what is conventionally accounted work in indus-
trial society — hunting and gathering in their case, wage-labor in ours”* In other
words, as I discuss in Friendly Fire, housework — a form of “shadow work™' — was
originally excluded from the comparisons Sahlins made, not only because Lee had
yet to measure housework, but also because housework had always been excluded
by our economists from what they measure as work because it is unpaid, and any-
thing not measured in money is invisible to economists. This does not, as I wrote
in Friendly Fire, invalidate the comparison, although it invites the more expansive
comparison which Lee returned to the field to record, and which I summarized as
follows:

Upon returning to the field, Lee broadened his definition of work to
encompass all “those activities that contribute to the direct appropri-
ation of food, water or materials from the environment” — adding to
subsistence activity tool-making and — fixing and housework (mainly
food preparation). These activities didn’t increase the San workload
as much as their equivalents in our sort of society increase ours —
relatively we fall even f[u]rther behind. Per diem the manufacture
and maintenance of tools takes 64 minutes for men, 45 minutes for
women.** San women devote 22.4 hours a week to housework, 40.1
hours to all work.** American women with full-time jobs devote 40-
plus hours a week to them in addition to doing 25-35 hours of house-
work.**

38 “Zhu” is not a synonym for “San,” rather, it is one of the three regional divisions of the !Kung-
speaking northern San peoples. Lee, The 'Kung San, 37-38. There is no consensus on a general term
for these people: Zhu, San, Bushmen, and Basarwa are all in circulation. Wilmsen, like Bookchin,
is notorious for personalistic indulgence in an unnecessary private nomenclature.

39 Citing Lee, The 'Kung San, 278.

40 Black, Friendly Fire, 20.

41 Tvan Illich, Shadow Work (Boston, MA & London: Marion Boyars, 1981), esp. ch. 5.

42 Black, Friendly Fire, 20.

3 Black, Friendly Fire, 20-21, citing Lee, The !Kung San, 277-278.

4 Juliet B. Schor, The Overworked American: The Unexpected Decline of Leisure (New York: Basic
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In other words, Bookchin is comparing San direct subsistence work plus shadow
work with American direct subsistence work without shadow work.

After the deceptive citation to Lee, the ex-Director adds, as if to clinch the point:
“Irven DeVore, the Harvard anthropologist who shared Lee’s conclusions on the
Bushmen in the 1960s and 1970s, has observed: “We were being a bit romantic...
Our assumptions and interpretations were much too simple.”* There is no indica-
tion of what exactly DeVore and his colleagues thought they had been romantic
or simplistic about. This was just a journalistic sound-bite. Nothing in the article
by Roger Lewin (quoting DeVore) suggests that DeVore is referring to the data
on working time. The article’s only reference to forager working time is to sum-
marize the original Lee/DeVore finding “that the !Kung were able to satisfy their
material needs with just a few hours work each day, their effort being divided
between male hunting and female gathering of plant foods”*® Lewin reports chal-
lenges to several aspects of the Lee/DeVore model, and it must have been to these
that DeVore referred, but none to the findings on working time.

Lee studied the foraging !Kung San of the Dobe area of the Kalahari. Susan Kent
studied the Kutse group of recently sedentarized San in southeast Botswana. Al-
though some of them kept a few goats and chickens, 90-95% of their meat was
obtained by hunting. Per diem the economically active men on average devoted
barely two hours to hunting, 22 minutes to tending goats, and less than ten min-
utes to making traps, for a total of 3.09 hours work.*’ Jiri Tanaka, who was also
not in the Lee-DeVore group, studied another group of San in the #Kade area
of the Kalahari in the late 1960s and early 1970s. His figures on working time,
though slightly higher than Lee’s, in general provide independent support for the
primitive-zerowork thesis. The daily average of time away from camp, hunting and
gathering, is 4 hours and 39 minutes; this includes long breaks, as “the sun’s rays
beat down mercilessly on the Kalahari most of the year, [so] the San often stop to
rest in the shade during their day’s work ..” In-camp chores add about two hours
a day.”® That makes for a workweek of 46 hours and 33 minutes, a bit higher than
Lee’s estimate (44.5 hours for men, 40.1 hours for women), but then Tanaka ac-
quired his data at a time of severe drought.”” Tanaka is Japanese, from a nation of

Books, 1992), 83.

% Quoted in Lewin, “New Views Emerge on Hunters and Gatherers,” 1146.

4 Lewin, “New Views Emerge on Hunters and Gatherers,” 1147.

47 Susan Kent, “Hunting Variability at a Recently Sedentarized Kalahari Village,” in Cultural
Diversity among Twentieth-Century Foragers: An African Perspective, ed. Susan Kent (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 132 (calculated from Table 6.1).

8 Jiri Tanaka, The San: Hunter-Gatherers of the Kalahari: A Study in Ecological Anthropology
(Tokyo, Japan: University of Tokyo, 1980), 77.

4 Kent, “Hunting Variability,” 126.
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workaholics. It is unlikely he was subject to the counter-cultural influences which
Bookchin improbably blames for the primitive-affluence theory. Tanaka did not
come to the Kalahari as a believer in that theory: the figure he arrived at “is less
than [he] expected.” Finally, Lorna J. Marshall, who studied the !Kung San in the
50s, a decade before Richard B. Lee and others from the Harvard Kalahari project
arrived, reports that the San hunters work less than two hours a day. During the
dry season, which is six months of the year, three women she knew spent 43% of
their time in camp. And when the !Kung are in camp, “more time is spent in leisure
than in tasks.”!

So far as I can tell, none of the ex-Director’s cited sources overturns or even
qualifies the primitive-zerowork thesis. The Lewin article I have already dealt with.
Wilmsen’s polemic Land Filled with Flies is a fierce critique of most aspects of the
Lee/DeVore model, but it does not address forager working time. Bookchin relies
heavily on Headland’s review of Wilmsen, “Paradise Revised,” as “summarizing
current research,” something Headland did not purport to do, and fourteen years
later, when I first wrote this passage, such a summary would be obsolete anyway.*
Rather, he spoke of an awakening in anthropology “that is still taking place”** As
so often happens, soon the cutting edge grew dull. By 1997 Headland, as quoted
above,” stated that the prevailing view is a moderate version of the primitive-
affluence thesis.

It is not hard to see why Headland would back off from his 1990 position in
just seven years. After mentioning Lee’s contention that “the Dobe !Kung were
able to supply their needs easily by working only two or three hours a day,” he
went on to make the point that Lee’s original “calculations of the amount of work
the !Kung devoted to subsistence ignored the time spent in preparing food, which
turned out to be substantial.”>> He does not explain why he did not use Lee’s later
calculations, which did include food preparation, and which had been published
eleven years previously. The augmented data only widen the gap between the San
and ourselves to our disadvantage. Headland does not say how much time devoted
to food preparation he considers substantial, but the time that San foragers devote
to food preparation (about two hours a day) is not much different from the time
we devote to it, especially if we factor in shopping. Whereas the time they devote
to direct food acquisition is, as we have seen, far less. Headland’s initial revision-

50 Tanaka, The San, 78.

> Lorna J. Marshall, The !Kung of Nyae Nyae (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Peabody
Museum of Archeology & Ethnology, 1976), 105, 313 (quoted).

52 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 191 & n. 23.

53 Headland, “Paradise Revised,” 46.

5% Headland, “Revisionism in Ecological Anthropology,” 609.

%5 Headland, “Paradise Revised,” 46, 48.
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ism is explained, if not excused, by the condition of the foragers he studied, the
Agta of the Phillipines, who suffer from high mortality, poor nutrition, and low
foraging return, “but since this appears to be due primarily to encroachment by
agriculturalists the relevance to Sahlins’s thesis is limited.”

The San are not the only example of primitive leisure, just the best quantified.
Using historical sources and the reports of fieldwork, Marshall Sahlins held up the
Australian aborigines, along with the San, as exemplars of primitive affluence.”
The Hadza in East Africa, who are surrounded by agriculturalists and pastoralists,
nonetheless persist in foraging — mainly because, as they explain, they do not like
hard work. The men spending more time gambling than working. Sahlins quips
that they “seem much more concerned with games of chance than with chances
of game.” The hunters spend less than two hours a day obtaining food.*® Another
case: the Guayaki Indians of Paraguay, men and women, work less than two hours a
day.”® In pre-contact conditions the Tiwi of north Australia enjoyed “an abundance
of native food available the whole year round” — so much that male initiates aged
14 to 25 desisted from food production for long periods of the year, something
“only a very well-off tribe could afford to allow.”®® But primitive affluence is not
confined to foragers. It is generally (not universally) true that underproduction
is typical of primitives, notably shifting cultivators. They could produce more, as
shown by the fact that, pressed by population increase or conquistador coercion,
they did produce more.*! Without at least potential primitive affluence, civilization
could not have arisen.

Without rhyme or reason, the Director Emeritus abruptly fast-forwards (or -
backwards) to medieval Europe: “Given the demands of highly labor-intensive
farming, what kind of free time, in the twelfth century, did small-scale farmers
have? If history is any guide, it was a luxury they rarely enjoyed, even during the
agriculturally dormant winters. During the months when farmers were not tilling
the land and harvesting its produce, they struggled endlessly to make repairs, tend

%6 Eric Alden Smith, “The Current State of Hunter-Gatherer Studies.” American Anthropologist
32(1) (Feb. 1991), 74.

37 Sahlins, Stone Age Economics, 14-20, 23-26.

°8 Sahlins, Stone Age Economics, 26-27, 27 (quoted); James Woodburn, “An Introduction to
Hadza Ecology,” in Lee & DeVore, eds., Man the Hunter, 54.

% Pierre Clastres, Society Against the State: The Leader as Servant and the Humane Uses of Power
Among the Indians of the Americas, tr. Robert Hurley (New York: Urizen Books, Mole Editions, 1974),
164.

80 CW.M. Hart & Arnold R. Pilling, The Tiwi of North Australia (New York: Holt, Rinehart
& Winston, 1960), 34 (quoted), 95 (quoted). Note that this monograph antedates the primitive-
affluence thesis.

61 Sahlins, Stone Age Economics, ch. 2.
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animals, perform domestic labor, and the like.”®* This is entirely beside the point —
any point — at issue. The appeal to history is unaccompanied by any reference to
what historians actually say about work in medieval Europe. These peasants were
working to support the cities Bookchin celebrates, as well as a parisitic nobility
and church. Even so, how many weeks of work a year did Englishmen devote to
subsistence in 1495? Ten!®®* Marxist that he is, Bookchin should remember that Paul
Lafargue in The Right to Be Lazy wrote that 25% of the pre-industrial French peas-
ant’s calendar consisted of work-free Sundays and holidays.** Family celebrations
such as betrothals, weddings and funerals subtracted another day from work in a
typical month.®® But, for peasants as for foragers — although to a lesser degree —
simply counting days of work and days of leisure understates the superior quality
of low-energy modes of production for the direct producers. “The recreational ac-
tivities of the Middle Ages,” writes historian Keith Thomas, “recall the old primitive

confusion as to where work ended and leisure began.”®

92 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 182.

%3 Black, Friendly Fire, 27, citing Joseph Eyer and Peter Sterling, “Stress-Related Mortality and
Social Organization,” Review of Radical Political Economics 9(1) (Spring 1977), 15. Bookchin’s word
“farmers” is inaccurate and anachronistic. A farmer is a capitalist, an agricultural entrepreneur pro-
ducing for the market. There were no farmers in Europe in the 12 century. 12-century cultiva-
tors were peasants. Peasants till the soil to sustain their households and to pay rent, tithes and
taxes to their exploiters. Eric R. Wolf, Peasants (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1966), 2. This
blunder is typical of the ex-Director’s disquisitions on the Middle Ages: he hates it, as an age of
faith, too much to understand it. He also believes that there existed state bureaucracies in the 12
century. Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 156 (“kings and their bureaucratic minions”). That is not
only absurd but, in Bookchin’s terminology, tautological: for him the state is bureaucratic by def-
inition. Murray Bookchin, The Rise of Urbanism and the Decline of Citizenship (San Francisco, CA:
Sierra Club Books, (1987), 33. If, as Bookchin insists, the anarchist revolution must be worldwide
and all-encompassing if it is to succeed, his fixation on urbanism impedes that revolution, for it
reduces the peasantry, in traditional Marxist fashion, to semi-conscious cannon fodder of the rev-
olutionary proletariat. Now this is rather odd, because Bookchin’s beloved civilization has usually
been associated with urbanism and always associated with statism. Bookchin, Rise of Urbanism,
10-11. Peasant anarchists who were actually engaged in revolution didn’t noticed the inherent an-
archist potential of the city, possibly because it hasn’t any. The Makhnovists, Ukrainian peasants,
according to Makhno himself were mostly not consciously anarchists, but “in their communal life
they felt an anarchist solidarity such as manifests itself only in the practical life of ordinary toil-
ers who have not yet tasted the political poison of the cities, with their atmosphere of deception
and betrayal that smothers even many who call themselves anarchists.” Nestor Makhno, “Agricul-
tural Communes,” in The Anarchists in the Russian Revolution, ed. Paul Avrich (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
Paperbacks, 1973), 131-132.
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Foraging as Egalitarian Communism

This is the one aspect of forager society which Bookchin even now accepts and
approves of. The revisionists have not gone very far in dispelling this conception,
to which both Marx and Kropotkin subscribed: they have just identified a few more
exceptions to the general rule of equality and food-sharing. The mode of produc-
tion in bands, tribes, and some chiefdoms is precisely the “primitive communism”
of which Marx and Kropotkin wrote.®” Usually, as I pointed out in Anarchy after
Leftism, it is the sedentary hunter-gatherers who may (but often do not) develop
some social stratification, as did the Northwest Coast Indians with permanent vil-
lages adjoining salmon runs in which property rights were recognized. Their anar-
chy is a borderline case.®®

It’s not impossible, however — just extremely rare — for even nomadic hunter-
gatherers to distribute wealth unequally or assert ownership rights to the means of
production. A 19" century example is the Tutchone, a nomadic Athapaskan Indian
people in the Yukon. Despite their general poverty, they allocated food resources
unequally and even maintained a form of domestic slavery, allegedly without bor-
rowing these practices from other stratified societies. In SALA, Bookchin cited an-
other aberrant, pathological example, the Yuqui — all 43 of them.®® But that’s just
“the ‘not-so-in-Bongobongoland’ style of argument.” Probably all South American
foragers, including the miserable Yuqui, are devolved from more complex societies
destroyed by European contact.”’ That was not an issue in prehistoric times. If for-
ager egalitarianism is not universal, it almost is, and every other form of society
departs from equality to the extent of its greater complexity.

in the dispensing of justice, in the settlement of debts” Raoul Vaneigem, The Revolution of Everyday
Life, tr. Donald Nicholson-Smith (2nd rev. ed.; London: Rebel Press & Seattle, WA: Left Bank Books,
1994), 256.

87 Richard B. Lee, “Reflections on Primitive Communism,” in Hunters and Gatherers 1: History,
Evolution and Social Change, ed. Tim Ingold, David Riches & James Woodburn (Oxford, England:
Berg, 1988), 252-268; Richard B. Lee, “Primitive Communism and the Origin of Social Inequality,”
in The Evolution of Political Systems: Sociopolitics in Small-Scale Sedentary Societies, ed. Steadman
Upham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 225-246; Frederick Engels, “Origin of the
Family, Private Property and the State,” in Karl Marx & Frederick Engels, Selected Works in One
Volume (New York: International Publishers, 1968), 528; Kropotkin, Mutual Aid, 261, 263.

%8 Thomas K. King, “Don’t That Beat the Band? Nonegalitarian Political Organization in Pre-
historic Central California,” in Social Archaeology: Beyond Subsistence and Dating, ed. Charles L.
Redman et al. (New York: Academic Press, 1978), 244-246; Black, AAL, 118; Barclay, People Without
Government, 48—49.

% Dominique Legros, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 38(4) (Aug.-Oct. 1997), 617; Bookchin,
SALA, 45.

7 David Pollock, review of Yanomami Warfare, by R. Bryan Ferguson, Ethnohistory 44(1) (Win-
ter 1997), 191; M. Kay Martin, “South American Foragers: A Case Study in Cultural Devolution,”

46



To seriously challenge the thesis of forager egalitarianism, the revisionists
would have to find inequality among the many foraging peoples where ethnogra-
phers have hitherto found equality. So far as I know, the only revisionist to make
such a claim is Edwin Wilmsen in Land Filled with Flies. His provocative example is,
improbably, the San. Wilmsen asserts that “meat sharing — the putative sine qua
non of San egalitarianism — is thoroughly controlled to meet the political ends
of the distributors””* There are several difficulties here. The distributor of meat
(the owner of the arrow which killed the animal) has no political ends, for the San
are anarchists. What he does have is expectations to satisfy which are determined
mainly by kinship. To infer inequality from this is a non sequitur, for few if any
San are entirely without family and friends at a campsite: “virtually all members
in a band are directly or indirectly related to a core member and thus have free
access to the area’s resources”” San principles of food-sharing priorities do not
mathematically guarantee absolute distributive equality, but in practice they ap-
proximate it. The same has been said of another foraging people, the Paliyans: they
do not achieve perfect equality, “but they come closer to doing so than most social
philosophers dare dream of””®> Generally, hunter-gatherer societies represent “the
closest approximation to equality known in any human societies.”’*

However, even arguments at this modest level of sophistication are unnecessary
to dispose of Wilmsen’s example — for that’s all it is: a single “anecdote” (his word)
about a San who complained of receiving no meat from a band in which she had
no relatives. Even that sounds fishy, or at least nontraditional, because the practice
is that everyone in camp gets some meat, and some of it (not the choicest cuts) is
shared with non-relatives.” Probably she just got less than she wanted. These San
are, in fact, nontraditional. They are not foragers, they are pastoralists who hunt,
part-time, from horseback, and partly with rifles.”®

Wilmsen’s claim for class distinctions among foraging San is his “most con-
tentious,” overstated, and least accepted proposition.”” Several anthropologists,
even Wilmsen’s main target Richard B. Lee, credit Wilmsen with placing emphasis
on the historical dimension of San studies, but they contest the findings of his field-
work, which commenced only in 1973, as “so at odds with previous works that it
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is impossible to reconcile one’s prior knowledge of the Kalahari with what Wilm-
sen presents.”’® Even a fellow revisionist like Thomas Headland, in a review which
Bookchin cites approvingly, concludes that “one can be generally convinced by
Wilmsen’s account of outside influence in the Kalahari desert while being troubled
by his complete rejection of earlier portraits of the !Kung.””’

Wilmsen’s embrace of history (and archeology, his specialty®) at the expense
of ethnography looks like sour grapes. He arrived in the field in 1973,%! too late to
study viable San foragers, as Marshall, Lee, Howell, Tanaka, Shostack and others
had done. Instead, he rummaged the archives to prove that there’d never been any
such foragers, only the same impoverished underclass he found in the 1970s. But
Marjorie Shostack observed rapid change from 1969 onwards.** Susan Kent, an-
other anthropologist who has studied the San, surely had Wilmsen in mind when
she wrote: “For people not experiencing such rapid change, it sometimes is diffi-
cult to conceive that it can occur so quickly. Some researchers are consequently
skeptical about descriptions of a people they know today that were written only a
decade ago®

Still another of Wilmsen’s reviewers notes that “page after page denounces
Richard Lee and a host of other ethnographers with unnecessary stings, while
some other pages rely on the findings of these very scholars.”®* Murray Bookchin
is right to recognize in Wilmsen a kindred spirit, another lawyer trapped in the
body of a scholar, except that Bookchin isn’t even a scholar. “Scholarship,” no-
ticed one of Bookchin’s rare scholarly reviewers, “is not his point, or his achieve-

78 1bid., 816.

7% Headland, “Paradise Revised,” 50.

8 Little archeological research has been conducted in the Kalahari, but Wilmsen has made
expansive claims that it proves 2,000 years of extensive socio-economic interactions between San
and Iron Age Bantu. A recent review of the literature finds the evidence insufficient. Karim Sadr,
“Kalahari Archeology and the Bushmen Debate,” Current Anthropology 38(1) (Feb. 1997): 104-112.

81 Edwin N. Wilmsen, Journeys with Flies (Chicago, IL & London: University of Chicago Press,
1999), xii. This book is a post-modernist melange of diary, diatribe, quotations and reminiscences
which a reviewer describes as “exhaustive, unconvincing, and difficult to read” Miegan Bisele, “Dis-
tance From the Manuscript: Anthropological Publishers’ Responsibilities,” American Anthropologist
103(4) (Dec. 2001), 1104. Bisele all but says that it was irresponsible to publish the book. The ex-
Director does not explain why he relies, as his only source for debunking all other accounts of the
San, on a post-modernist, a real one, although Bookchin elsewhere claims that everybody he de-
nounces has at least an affinity with post-modernism, even people like John Zerzan who also de-
nounce post-modernism.

82 Shostack, Return to Nisa, 4.

85 Susan Kent, “Cultural Diversity among African Foragers,” in Kent, ed., Cultural Diversity
among African Foragers, 16-17.

8 Parker Shipton, review of Land Filled with Flies, American Anthropologist 93(3) (Sept. 1991),
756.

48



ment,” and his “method is to ransack world history — more or less at random”
for examples that seem to support his position.?> Bookchin relies on Wilmsen in
exactly the opportunistic way Wilmsen relies on Lee “and a host of other ethno-
graphers,” grabbing whatever sounds like support for an advocacy position, and
never mind what it really means or the context or the rest of the story. When
lawyers pillage history this way, historians refer to the result contemptuously as
“law-office history.”®® Bookchin writes law-office history, law-office anthropology,
and law-office philosophy, which is to say, pseudo-history, pseudo-anthropology,
and pseudo-philosophy.

Foraging as the Good Life.

By the catchall phrase “the good life” I refer to various further features of forag-
ing society which are significant for what I can only refer to, vaguely at the outset,
as the quality of life. Necessarily, interpretation and value judgments enter into the
assessment of this dimension even more openly than in the assessment of the first
three, but just as necessarily there is no avoiding them in a full appraisal. Viable
anarcho-communist societies naturally interest anarchists, but if hunter-gatherers
enjoy little more than the freedom to suffer, and equality in poverty, their exam-
ple is not very inspiring. If that is all that anarchy offers, anarchism has no appeal
except to the fanatic few. Abundance and good health, for instance, may not be
supreme values, but values they are. If they are too lacking for too long, the widest
liberty, equality and fraternity lose their savor. But for foragers, the price of liberty,
equality and fraternity is not nearly so high.

When Marshall Sahlins characterized hunter-gatherers as the original affluent
society, he meant to make several points. One I have already dealt with: relatively
short working time. The other, which has always attracted more attention, is the
contention that foragers typically enjoy a food supply not only abundant but reli-
able. They do not work very much because they have no need to work any longer
or any harder in order to have all that they want to consume. They do not store
much food or for long, partly for lack of the requisite technology, but fundamen-
tally because of their confidence that they can always go out and get some more.
Instead of the desperate preoccupation with survival which Bookchin attributes
to them, the foragers’ attitude toward the quest for subsistence, is, as Sahlins says,
one of “nonchalance.”®’

8 Anonymous review of Murray Bookchin, The Rise of Urbanization and the Decline of Citizen-
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As everyone acknowledges — Watson and I included®® — although abundance is
the norm among contemporary hunter-gatherers, they may go hungry occasion-
ally. There’s a two-month period of the year, for instance, in which San food intake
declines. That does not validate the Hobbesian view, which is exactly the opposite:
that for foragers, hunger is the norm. Lee and demographer Nancy Howell mea-
sured a 1% to 2% loss in San body weight during the low point, “far short of [the] 4
to 6.5 percent average loss observed among agriculturalists.”® And although say-
ing so incenses the easily irked Director Emeritus, it is obviously relevant to the
primitive-affluence thesis that in prehistoric times, foragers had all the world’s
habitats to enjoy, not just the marginal wastes to which contemporary foragers are
relegated by civilized techno-violence. It is reasonable to infer that when foragers
had the whole world to themselves, they enjoyed even greater ease and affluence,
the material base of their successful anarchy.” I daresay that more Americans than
foragers will go to bed hungry tonight.

The world of the foragers is not, any more than ours is, absolutely secure. Such
words as “paradise” and “edenic” are never used by anthropologists and not often
used, and then usually metaphorically, by anarcho-primitivists. It is their critics,
above all Bookchin, who put these words in their mouths, compounding the de-
ception by putting these nonexistent quotations in quotation marks — a Bookchin
abuse I targeted in Anarchy after Leftism but which the Director Emeritus now
indulges in more recklessly than ever.”’ Like Bookchin, but unlike a fine wine,
it has not improved with age. Inverted commas are a “stylistic tic” with which,
as Bookchin does, “‘trendy lefties’ make quotation mark signs in the air at every
third word.” As Karl Kraus wrote: “It is a pitiful form of mockery that expends itself
in punctuation — employing exclamation marks, question marks, and dashes as if
they were whips, snares, and goads.”> As John Zerzan says, “you see pretty much

8 Watson, Beyond Bookchin, 110.

8 Lee, The Kung San, 301.
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everything in quotes when you look at postmodern writing. So it’s a lot of irony,
of course””?

For Bookchin, the world of ideas is a fragile and fearful place. If an idea is wrong,
it is counter-revolutionary, and vice versa. That is why it never occurs to him that
any of the ideas he assails, even if his criticisms are cogent, are just trivial. To
be wrong about Goya or Taoism is as calamitous as being wrong about liberatory
industrial technology or the polis as human destiny. Every error, no matter how
seemingly remote from political practice, is even more catastrophic than every
other error, and they all form one vast, malignant pattern. To believe (as all reflec-
tive scientists do) that there are no definitive explanations — no one could “have
formulated a more disastrous notion”! As usual, the Director Emeritus blames Ni-
etzsche and the Post-Modernists for a point of view with multiple origins, among
them Pragmatism, which has prevailed among scientists for a century. At one time
he admitted himself that there are no “brute facts” independent of interpretation.”
What practical difference does it make if one upholds an absolutist or, as scientists
do, a probabilistic conception of knowledge? Practicality be damned when the soul
is in peril.

And that is also why he calls everything he opposes “bourgeois,” as the term
seems to explain and justify a range of rejections which would otherwise look
arbitrary and idiosyncratic. In his Stalinist youth, the Director Emeritus learned
how to say that whatever the Communist Party opposed that week was “objec-
tively counterrevolutionary.” As that expression has acquired notoriety, Bookchin
turns to “bourgeois” as a substitute. He never explains what is bourgeois about
this or that hobby-horse because there is never any social basis to refer to. When
he says that “primitivism is precisely the privilege of affluent urbanites,” he lies,
because he knows that John Zerzan, for instance, is not affluent, and neither are
many other primitivists.” He never explains how astrology, deep ecology, Tempo-
rary Autonomous Zones, situationist theory, Taoism, and the primitive-affluence
thesis serve the class interests of the bourgeoisie.

When the ex-Director ventures an explanation, as with Taoism and the situ-
ationists, it is that the offending idea promotes passivity and indifference to the
“political sphere,” in other words, it deprives him of cadre. But that would not make
situationists and Taoists bourgeois, nor alter the reality that the political sphere is
overwhelmingly bourgeois. The passivity thesis founders on familiar facts. Over
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90% of Americans believe in God’® — and this is not something new in the period
of social reaction — yet the Religious Right surpasses all other interest groups in po-
litical activism. Taoism is supposed to induce political quietism, yet John P. Clark
is rather too active politically to suit the Director Emeritus.”” To speak of the situa-
tionists as politically quiescent is belied by their activity in Paris in May-June 1968,
when Bookchin was in New York waiting out the general strike (see Appendix).”®

As often as not, it is Bookchin’s ideology which is the more plausible candidate
for reinforcing the status quo. “The town meeting ideal,” states a political scientist
who does not mean to be critical, “plainly touches something very close to the
heart of the dominant ideology.”® To be pro-technology is to remove a basis for
opposing those who own the technology and what they do with it. Technology
may be liberatory potentially, but that does not trouble the capitalists so long as it
is profitable actually. “Potentially” may never come and, after all, it never has. To be
pro-electoral reproduces the representative system at all levels, not just the one not
abstained from, and diverts oppositional forces from direct action. To criticize all
other anarchists who differ even somewhat from oneself in goals and methods as
delusional or vicious is to split the movement, which is exactly what the Director
Emeritus is trying to do, since he cannot hope to place himself at its head. The
Greens would not rally behind his leadership and, with uncharacteristic realism,
Bookchin has finally figured out that neither would the anarchists. In appearance,
the Director Emeritus is an anarchist; in essence, he is a Trotskyist.

It makes no sense to suggest that the myth of the Noble Savage benefits the
bourgeoisie. Today, as in the 18" century, the principal political use of the myth is
to criticize civilized society (a function to which it was put by Diderot, Rousseau
and others who made explicit that they did not call for a return to primitive ways).
Primitive society is actually primitive communism, and, “obviously, the concept
is out of step with bourgeois ideology. Bourgeois ideology would have us believe
that primitive communism does not exist. In popular consciousness it is lumped
with romanticism, exoticism: the noble savage... There is a considerable industry in
anthropology, and especially pop anthropology, to show the primitive as a Hobbe-
sian being — with a life that is ‘nasty, brutish and short. In the current climate of
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opinion in the West, no one is going to go broke by appealing to the cynicism and
sophistication of the intellectual in late capitalism” (Richard B. Lee).!?

100 1 ee, “Reflections on Primitive Communism,” 253.

53



Chapter 5. Stone Age or Old Age: An
Unbridgeable Chasm

For many years now the Director Emeritus has exhibited, as I have mentioned,
a personalistic preoccupation with old age. Often his opinions are scarcely sub-
limated emotions — for example, his transparently autobiographical anxiety that
“the lives of the old are always clouded by a sense of insecurity.” And only an
insecure (and paranoid) old man could suppose that one of the groups against
which mass discontent is channeled by reactionaries is — besides the usual suspects
(racial minorities, the poor, etc.) — “the elderly.”! As so often, Bookchin echoes his
beloved Athenians, this time the Aristophanes character who says: “Isn’t old age
the worst of evils? Of course it is.”* His insecurities are not, however, “always” felt
by the elderly — not in primitive societies: “The idea that one might fear or re-
sent growing up or growing old does not evidently occur in traditional preliterate,
preindustrial societies.”

Shortly after he turned 60, Bookchin’s Ecology of Freedom (1982) advanced,
among other eccentricities, the thesis that the origin of hierarchy in human soci-
ety was gerontocracy, domination by the elderly. After all, “People who have lived
longer can often be expected to know more than those who are very young” Or to
think they do. According to the Director Emeritus, “gerontocracy, whose priority I
emphasize as probably the earliest form of hierarchy, is one of the most widespread
hierarchical developments described in the anthropological literature,”* but he ne-
glects to cite a single example of these widespread developments in The Ecology of
Freedom, Remaking Society or, so far as I know, anywhere else. The only anthropol-
ogist to review The Ecology of Freedom (and surprisingly sympathetically) wrote
that the ex-Director’s “emphasis on age stratification as the key to domination is
unconvincing and suffers from such a paucity of empirical evidence that it reads

1 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 82; Bookchin, SALA, 1.

2 “Wasps,” in Aristophanes: Plays: I, tr. Patric Dickinson (London: Oxford University Press,
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at times like a ‘Just-So’ story.” You’d think an anthropologist would be aware that
gerontocracy is one of the most widespread hierarchical developments described
in the anthropological literature, but, what does she know anyway?

Bookchin’s Just-So story is unrecorded in any ethnographic, historical or archae-
ological source. It does not even appear in the 19" century conjectural histories
alongside the primal horde, the matriarchy, animism, and the “psychic unity” of
mankind. Exactly how he knows the thoughts of prehistoric men is unclear, since
he was probably too young to remember anything. It looks like an example of the
ex-Director’s trademark introspective/projective method. Occasionally, the emer-
gence of age hierarchy — or rather, the emergence of age groups which might be
ranked hierarchically — is known to have taken place in historic time. The one
example I came across, though, does not seem to corroborate Bookchin’s theory.
It is the Plains Indians after they become heavily involved in the fur trade: “Age
grades were borrowed from neighboring groups as a mechanism for expressing
and channeling the vertical mobility which accompanied increasing wealth”® In
this case the origin of age grades was economic — namely, incorporation into the
capitalist world-system — an aspect of social change the Director Emeritus usually
ignores.

In East Africa, the stronghold of age groups, the origin was military. The age
class consisting of all initiated males below the current set of elders, where there
is only one such set, is the warrior age grade: “A political system of this kind is
clearly focused on military organisation.” The first Zulu king, Dingeswayo, “orga-
nized regiments of warriors on the basis of their social age-grades, and thereby
increased organizational efficiency and morale” Colonial governments demilita-
rized the warrior age grades throughout Africa, artificially tilting the balance of
power in favor of the easily controlled elders. Thus among the Samburu, the ex-
warriors have lost their power while the elder grade has retained theirs, and so the
younger men have “turned from warriors into angry young men.”’ You can call
it gerontocracy if you want to, but by any name, it is a policy or by-product of
colonialism which has nothing to do with the emergence of hierarchy.

In Anarchy after Leftism 1 suggested that Bookchin’s belief in gerontocracy as
“one of the oldest forms of hierarchy” or “the original form of hierarchy” (which
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is it?) was wishful thinking.® The San, for instance, have no gerontocracy. A cross-
cultural study of the role of the aged found a strong negative correlation (-.44) be-
tween hunting and aged men in councils.” The Director Emeritus may have erred
by generalizing from his own, no doubt satisfying career experience. Something
approximating gerontocracy does prevail on college campuses (there it’s known
as “tenure”), but in few other areas of any society. No contemporary anthropolo-
gists believe that true gerontocracy ever existed anywhere. Their infrequent use of
the word is metaphorical. The word does not even appear in anthropological en-
cyclopedias and dictionaries.'® The ex-Director’s personalistic obsession with age
increases as his own does.

By definition, gerontocracy, as an -ocracy, does not appear among stateless
(acratic) primitive societies. What have appeared to be age-based hierarchies often
result merely from the fact that it may take a lifetime to accumulate the material
and social resources to assume an influential role: authority is achieved, not as-
cribed.! The U.S. Senate is an example. A false impression of gerontocracy may
also result from the common situation where roles of authority, such as chief or
(sometimes) elder, are held for life, so the average age of the official is likely to be
much higher than the average age of accession to office, the latter being the true
indicator of gerontocracy. The U.S. Supreme Court is an example. But only “in rel-
atively rare cases has age alone qualified one for positions of civil responsibility.”*?

Both factors are at work in the so-called “gerontocracy” of the Jokwele Kpelle in
Liberia. The ethnographer applies the term to the loi namu, high ritual officeholders
who, it is averred, have power over public officials although they cannot hold pub-
lic office themselves. Her single anecdote hardly persuades that the power exists,
but even if it does, it rests on other sources than age: birthplace, ancestry, long-
term residence, skills as public speakers and advisors, completion of a progress
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12 Simmons, Role of the Aged in Primitive Society, 105, 130 (quoted).
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through the stages of initiation of the ritual hierarchy of a secret society, and fi-
nally, retirement from the civil office of chief. “Clearly, the loi namu do not attain
their positions simply by becoming old.” In fact, only 2.3% of the population over 50
become loi namu (or “town elders,” a lesser honor), and there were eight loi namu
in their late 60s or 70s in a town of 757. The author makes clear that their glory
does not reflect on the ordinary oldsters, who have no distinctive prerogatives and
may not be treated respectfully.”® Here is hierarchy all right, but not gerontocracy.
The existence of age-sets or age-grades in a minority of societies likewise
does not entail gerontocracy. The leading scholar of age class systems, Bernardo
Bernardi, rejects the application of the word “gerontocracy” to such systems. Age
groups may be mere categories “which never act corporately,” as among the Nuer
in the Sudan or, in Australia, the Walbiri.'* Even where political authority, such
as it is, is assigned to a certain age group, it is may not be assigned to the oldest
age group. Among the Nyakusa of East Africa — who carry age distinctions to the
unique extreme of residential segregation in “age-villages” — the middle of three
age groups, known as “the ruling generation,” is responsible for administration
and defense; the elder group is respected but restricted to ritual functions. Simi-
larly, among the Walbiri of Australia, the 40-55 age group, are the men who have
seen all the ceremonial and ritual objects, and have the highest social status. But
by age 60 one is considered an “old man,” enjoying only ritual recognition."
Among the Arusha of Tanzania, no age-group dominates the parish assembly,
and of the four adult age-groups, the third highest, the junior elders (25-37) most
heavily participates in political, legal and ritual affairs; the senior elders (37-49)
participate to a lesser extent, but are considered indispensable in diplomacy and
dispute resolution; and the retired elders (over 49) “give up participation in public
affairs unless personally involved; indeed they are specifically excluded and their
experience ignored.” In fact, societies where politics is the primary or exclusive
prerogative of a middle-aged group, not the elders, seem to be common in Africa.
It seems ludicrous to appy the term gerontocracy to a society like that of the Sam-

13 Michele Teitelbaum, “Old Age, Midwifery and Good Talk: Paths to Power in a West African
Gerontocracy, in Aging & Cultural Diversity: New Directions and Annotated Bibliography, ed.
Heather Strange & Michele Teitelbaum (South Hadley, MA: Bergin & Garvey Publishers, 1987), 39-
60, 51 (quoted).

14 Bernardi, Age Class Systems, 30; E.E. Evans-Pritchard, The Nuer: A Description of the Modes
of Livelihood and Political Institutions of a Nilotic People (New York & Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press, 1940), 259; M.J. Meggitt, Desert People: A Study of the Walbiri Aborigines of Central
Australia (Chicago, IL & London: University of Chicago Press, 1965), 233, 239.

15 Monica Wilson, “Nyakusa Age-Villages,” in Cultures and Societies of Africa, ed. Phoebe &
Simon Ottenburgh (New York: Random House, 1960), 231; Meggitt, Desert People, 235.
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buru where the “elders” are those 35 and older!" And it is difficult to see how
gerontocracy could emerge where the ruling class is subject to term limits.

Such is the pattern almost everywhere in Oceania (including Australia), a vast
area, although its societies do divide the life cycle into sequential stages defined
by physical and/or behavioral criteria. Old men per se were relied upon and re-
spected for their expertise in matters of sacred ritual and belief — but only within
that domain. As for the public sphere, in nearly every society, most privileged or
influential roles “were held by males who were past ‘youth’ and not yet ‘old.”"
According to Bookchin, as discussed below, it is with gerontocracy that hierarchy
emerges, slowly, cautiously, and often unnoticeably” — first “big men/small men
[sic],” then warriors/followers, then chiefs/community, then nobles/peasants, and
finally the “incipient, quasi, or partial states'® It would seem, then, that societies
without gerontocracies are in no immediate danger of becoming states, or even
chiefdoms. Yet several Oceanian societies — notably Hawaii and Tahiti — devel-
oped what were at least socially stratified complex chiefdoms. The anthropological
debate is whether they were states or only on the threshold of statehood.'® Either
way, the grand theory of the Director Emeritus is refuted.

Bookchin’s conjectural reconstruction of gerontocracy is inconsistent and un-
convincing. To an old man such as himself, rule by old men is simply “logical”:

The logical beginnings of hierarchy, as well as a good deal of anthropo-
logical data at our disposal, suggest that hierarchy stems from the as-
cendancy of the elders, who seem to have initiated the earliest systems
of command and obedience. This system of rule by the elders, benign
as it may have been initially [how would he know?], has been desig-
nated as a “gerontocracy” and it often included old women as well as
old men [not true]. We detect evidence of its basic, probably primary

16 P.H. Gulliver, Social Control in an African Society: A Study of the Arusha; Agricultural Masai of
Northern Tanganyika (Boston, MA: Boston University Press, 1963), 28, 36—-39, 59, 38 (quoted); A.H.J.
Prins, East African Age-Class Systems: An Inquiry into the Social Order of Galla, Kipsigis and Kikuyu
(Groningen, West Germany: J.B. Wolters, 1953); Bernardi, Age Class Systems, 29 (Masai), 103-104,
106 (Lagoon Peoples of the Ivory Coast); Monica Wilson, Good Company: A Study of Nyakusa Age-
Villages (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1963), 31; Spencer, The Samburu, 86. Although the “elders” do
manipulate when an age set reaches the elder grade, meanwhile marrying young women, still, men
marry in their late 20s and early 30s. Spencer, The Samburu, 137.

7 Douglas L. Oliver, Oceania: The Native Cultures of Australia and the Pacific Islands (2 vols.;
Honolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press, 1989), 1: 662, 745 (quoted), 745-748.

18 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 57, 67.

19 Service, Origins of the State and Civilization, ch. 9; Marshall D. Sahlins, Social Stratification
in Polynesia (Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press, 1958), 13-22, 37-47; Allen W. Johnson &
Timothy Earle, The Evolution of Human Societies (2" ed.; Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
2000), 284—294.
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role in virtually all existing societies up to recent times — be it as coun-
cils of elders that were adapted to clan, tribal, urban and state forms, or,
for that matter, in such striking cultural features as ancestor-worship
and an etiquette of deference to older people in many different kinds
of societies.”

Thus hierarchy begins, in part, with — (the logic of) hierarchy. If this is not a
tautology it is gibberish. Either way;, it is no support for the thesis. The claim that
many ethnographic data support the idea that gerontocracy is the first form of hi-
erarchy is false, not only because there is no such thing as a true gerontocracy, but
because origins are not necessarily deducible from later developments. No ethnog-
rapher of patriarchy, shamanism, councils of elders, age-class systems or anything
else has ever drawn the conclusions from his data that Bookchin has. The Direc-
tor Emeritus presents gerontocracy as a turning point in the evolution toward the
state. Scholarship on the origins of the state does not so much as mention age
groups, much less gerontocracies. Indeed, anthropologists rarely speak of geron-
tocracy, not even with reference to Australia.”® And an archaeologist has made the
obvious point (see below) that if, as Bookchin claims, old people in our sense of
the term were absent in prehistoric times, “then in prehistoric societies there was
no gerontocracy.”*

Revealing here is the empirical part of the ex-Director’s methodology here (if
a ten dollar word can be said to apply to a ten cent scribbler). The existence of
an institution in the past is inferred from its “survivals” in the present, the only
difficulty being that there is no independent evidence that the survival was ever
part of the institution. E.B. Tylor, the first to use the term, defined it: “These are
processes, customs, opinions, and so forth which have been carried on by force of
habit into a new state of society different from that in which they had their orig-
inal home, and they thus remain as proofs and examples of an older condition of
culture out of which a newer has evolved.” Interpreting survivals was crucial to the
reconstructions of the past in the theories of the 19" century social evolutionists,
but came under withering attack in the first half of the 20" century from empiri-
cally oriented anthropologists. Today, they deny that survivals explain anything:

20 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 54.

21 E.g., Elman R. Service, Primitive Social Organization: An Evolutionary Perspective (2" ed.;
New York: Random House, 1971); Jonathan Haas, The Evolution of the Prehistoric State (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1982); and, concerning gerontocracy in current ethnography, Ronald M.
Berndt, “Law and Order in Aboriginal Australia,” in Aboriginal Man in Australia: Essays in Honour
of Emeritus Professor A.P. Elkin, ed. Ronald M. Berndt & Catherine M. Berndt (Sydney, Australia:
Angus and Robertson, 1965), 168.

22 Henri de Vallois, “The Social Life of Early Man: The Skeletal Evidence;” in Social Life of Early
Man, ed. Sherwood L. Washburn (Chicago, IL: Aldine Publishing Company, 1961), 223.
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“On the contrary, the concept of survival is almost a confession of defeat before the
challenge to find a contemporary sense in anything.”®® Even an anthropologist who
does not “totally discount” survivals acknowledges that “to identify something as a
genuine survival in the present always requires some independent corroboration.”
Without it, “to speak of survivals merely begs the whole question.”**

Thus we have this method to thank for the theory of “mother right” lately re-
vived by feminists: the existence of matrilineal descent in (a minority of) contempo-
rary or historical primitive societies is taken to prove matriarchy, rule by women,
in the prehistoric past. The problem is that there is no independent evidence that
matrilineality and matriarchy are related, or for that matter that matriarchy has
ever existed. In fact, all known societies, including all known matrilineal soci-
eties, are patriarchal. Still less does the existence of a trait in some societies in the
present prove that it existed in all societies in the past. The simplest societies, bands
of hunter-gatherers, are patrilineal or composite, never matrilineal.® Matriarchy
does not exist in the present, there is no direct evidence of its existence in the past,
and all of its supposed survivals may coexist with authority systems which are not
matriarchal. Ethnohistory reports no patrilineal society which turned matrilineal,
but reports at least one — the Tiwi of Australia — which went from patrilineal to
matrilineal before the eyes of Western observers. And the clincher: the Director
Emeritus does not believe in primitive matriarchy.?® Similarly, gerontocracy does
not exist in the present, there is no direct evidence of its existence in the past, and
all of its supposed survivals may coexist with authority systems which are not
gerontocratic.

Bookchin’s first contention which smacks of being an argument is the propo-
sition that councils of elders are tantamount to gerontocracy because they have
played a basic role in all societies until recently. He is wrong, first, because ubig-
uity does not prove antiquity. The state, for example, is ubiquitous, but nobody
thinks it is older than anarchy. Many states are of recent vintage. Capitalism is also
ubiquitous, but it is relatively recent, whereas the domestic mode of production is
ancient but increasingly marginalized.

23 Marvin Harris, The Rise of Anthropological Theory: A History of Theories of Culture (New
York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1968), 164-171, quoting (at 164) E.B. Tylor, Primitive Culture
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1958), 1: 16; Julian Pitt-Rivers, “Preface,” The Fate of Shechem or The
Politics of Sex: Essays in the Anthropology of the Mediterranean (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1977), vii-viii (quoted).

24 Thomas M. Kiefer, “An Anthropological Perspective on the Nineteenth Century Sulu Sul-
tanate,” in Perspectives on Philippine Historiography: A Symposium, ed. John A. Larkin (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Southeast Asian Studies, 1979), 58.

%5 Service, Primitive Social Organization, 38, 48—49.

2 Hart & Pilling, Tiwi of North Australia, 111-112; Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 79.
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Second, antiquity does not prove priority. No matter how how old gerontocracy
is, patriarchy, for instance, might be older.

Third, councils of elders and the like play no part in the lively current debate
among archaologists and ethnohistorians on the origins of the state, whose an-
tecedent is usually considered to be the complex chiefdom in ranked society.?’

Fourth, councils of elders are not ubiquitous. This requires no documentation.
They do not exist now in Western societies or most others. They did not exist in
the European monarchies of the ancien regime; or in any of the Hellenic and Italian
Renaissance city-states which Bookchin celebrates; or at any time in American
history. They are also absent from many small-scale traditional societies, including
the Nuer, the Yanamamo, the Tikopia, the San, the Montenegrins, the Kalinga of
northern Luzon, the Basseri tribesmen of Iran, Sicilian peasants, the Kachins, the
Tsembaga Maring, etc., to mention only some that [ happen to know of. In Australia,
the supposed stronghold of gerontocracy, “there are almost no judiciary bodies
which we can reasonably call ‘councils.”?®

Bookchin’s reliance on ancestor-worship is, for several reasons, no evidence of
gerontocracy past or present. I grant that the association seems plausible. Ances-
tral ghosts may be conjectured to concern themselves with the superior rights of
the elders who will be joining them soon. But ancestor worship is not universal.
Ghosts cannot promote elder power where the living do not attach much impor-
tance to the ghosts, as among the Nuer, who have no “elders’ concerned with the
administraton of the country.”®

Furthermore, an age class system is a sine qua non of gerontocracy, yet some
ancestor-worshipping societies lack them. Such systems are far from ubiquitous.
They have always been as rare in Eurasia as they have been common in Africa.
Outside Africa, age sets and age grades find only limited application. Even in Africa
they are not “overwhelmingly important in most societies.” In South America they
are found only in Brazil.*® As noted in Roy Rappaport’s classic monograph Pigs
for the Ancestors, the ritual/ecological cycle among the Tsembaga of New Guinea
revolves around ancestor worship, but there is virtually no social differentiation by

21 E.g.,, Chiefdoms: Power, Economy, and Ideology, ed. Timothy Earle (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991); The Transition to Statehood in the New World, ed. Grant D. Jones & Robert
R. Kautz (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), esp. Robert L. Carneiro, “The Chiefdom
as Precursor of the State,” 37-79.

28 Berndt, “Law and Order in Aboriginal Australia,” 204 (quoted).

29 Jack Goody, Death, Property and the Ancestors: A Study of the Mortuary Customs of the Loda-
gaa of West Africa (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1962), 18; E.E. Evans-Pritchard, “The
Nuer of the Southern Sudan,” in African Political Systems, ed. M. Fortes & E.E. Evans-Pritchard (Lon-
don & Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1940), 289 (quoted).

%0 Pierre L. van den Bergh, “Age Differentiation in Human Societies,” in The Sociology of Ag-
ing: Selected Readings, Robert C. Atchley & Mildred Seltzer (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing
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age.’! The Chinese are well-known for ancestor worship, but in traditional China
there were no age-grades and “age is not, of itself, a qualification for leadership.*

Note too that ancestor worship is not the cult of the dead in general. People may
worship only their own ancestors,* which is the spiritual counterpart of household
patriarchy, not gerontocracy. Even where the aged form an age group (i.e., a corpo-
rate group) and ancestor-worship prevails, the elder class may be assigned ritual
rather than political functions, as we have seen, or just put out to pasture.** An-
cestor worship is even compatible with the custom of killing useless old men like
Bookchin. In a cross-cultural study of the role of the aged in 71 societies, there was
a positive correlation (+.29) between ancestor worship and the practice of killing
old men.* In the social sciences that is a respectable though not a strong posi-
tive correlation, but on Bookchin’s argument, the correlation should be strongly
negative.

The purported fact that the aged possess essential technical or ritual knowledge
which they turn to political advantage is not universally true. In many societies
all adults, subject to gender differentiations, possess all necessary know-how: “Un-
like the manufactured capital of industrial society, hunter-gatherer capital stock
is knowledge that is freely given and impossible to control for individual advan-
tage”*® The aged possess no such special knowledge among the San, where nobody
rules. Boys play at hunting from as early as age 3, and receive formal instruction
from “older men” (not “old men”) from age 12. The main tracking skills, though,
are acquired in the field. Hunters say that it takes a lifetime to learn the country.

Company, 1983), 77 (quoted); Max Gluckman, Politics, Law and Ritual in Tribal Society (Chicago, IL:
Aldine Publishing Company, 1965), 227; E.E. Evans-Pritchard, Nuer Religion (Oxford: at the Claren-
don Press, 1956), 161-162; Bernardi, Age Class Systems, 5253, 62.

31 Roy A. Rappaport, Pigs for the Ancestors: Ritual in the Ecology of a New Guinea People (new,
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lecturer Napoleon Chagnon.

32 Morton H. Fried, The Fabric of Chinese Society: A Study of a Chinese County Seat (New York:
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of age); Martin C. Yang, A Chinese Village: Taitou, Shantung Province (London: Kegan Paul, Trench,
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3% Wilson, Good Company, 122.

34 Meyer Fortes, Religion, Morality and the Person: Essays on Tallensi Religion, ed. Jack Goody
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), 22, 76; Raymond Firth, Tikopia Ritual and Belief
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1967), 27, 90, 227, 279-280 & passim; Gulliver, Social Control in an African
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35 Simmons, Role of the Old in Primitive Societies, 284. It is interesting that the correlation be-
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Thus the aged have no more to teach than other men, and cannot impart the vital
skills training gained away from camp.’” Among the Netsilik Eskimo, “Despite the
complexity of articles such as the kayak and the composite bow, every man had
the skills and the tools to be technologically self-sufficient.” Even if the old make
themselves useful with their craft skills, as among the Eskimos, once an elderly
Eskimo’s children leave the household, the elder will be resented as a burden and
encouraged to kill himself, which he is usually willing to do.*® The only knowledge
the aged might monopolize is religious knowledge, as in Australia.’

One would think that if this theory were valid, gerontocracy would have
“emerged” in all the earliest human societies, which would contradict the ex-
Director’s continued belief in primitive egalitarianism. To patch his theory, the
Director Emeritus explains that it was “growing knowledge” which the elderly
used to take power.* But if the growing knowledge was technical, it would have
to be shared to be used, and if it was ritual or esoteric knowledge, since the elders
have all of it anyway, what difference does it make if it grows or not? Especially
since Bookchin would be the first to assert that superstition in any quantity is not
knowledge at all.

The hypothesis makes no sense. Even if the elders possessed essential technical
knowledge, they would have to transfer that knowledge in order for it to be used for
everybody’s benefit, since the elderly are usually, or even by definition, no longer
capable of supporting themselves. In other words — Bookchin’s words — “I've cited
the infirmities and insecurities aging produces in the elderly and their capacity to
bring their greater experience and knowledge to the service of their increasing
status” In their decrepitude they need the young at least as much as the young
need them; the young are able-bodied and more numerous than the old; and the old
men will probably need a feed before the young men need a ritual.*! Here is a blunt
description of the situation in aboriginal Australia, which is gerontocratic if any
place is: “Physical weakness with advancing age meant loss of status for practical
purposes, whatever religious knowledge a man possessed.” Superannuated men
were known by the uncomplimentary term “close-up dead” Among the Arusha of
East Africa, retired elders are “rather pitied by younger men, and even despised as
‘too old for anything.”** Thus the pension scheme the Director Emeritus attributes

37 Lee, “What Hunters Do for a Living,” 36; Lee, The !Kung San, 236-237; Lorna Marshall, “The
'Kung Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert,” in James Lowell Gibbs, Jr., Peoples of Africa, Abridged (New
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1978), 146.

38 Asen Balikci, The Netsilik Eskimo (Garden City, NY: The Natural History Press, 1970), 4.

% Berndt, “Law and Order in Aboriginal Australia,” 174, 181.

40 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 62.

41 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 81-82; Simmons, Role of the Aged in Primitive Society, 105.

42 Ronald M. Berndt & Cathleen M. Berndt, Land, Man & Myth in North Australia (East Lansing,
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to elderly primitives fails when it is most needed; they live on charity; nothing
remains of their former power.

Respect for the aged has been claimed to be “practically universal,” and a recent
cross-cultural study based on the Human Relations Area Files reported respect
for the aged in 88% of the sample. But the same study shows that respect does
not confer power, as we saw in the Nyakusa case. 42% of the 60 societies were
actively supportive of their helpless elderly, but in 26% the aged were forsaken or
abandoned and allowed to die, and in another 19% they were killed. Often, then,
respect does not even prevent the useless elderly from being killed or left to die.*
In this respect civilization is no different. Whether the oldster is set adrift on an ice
floe, forced into a Victorian workhouse on a sub-subsistence diet, or denied costly
medical care in a modern nursing home, it amounts to killing him.**

The way the elders impose their ideology (we are told) is through control over
socialization of the young:

Initially, the medium by which the old create a modicum of power
for themselves is through their control of the socialization process. Fa-
thers teach their sons the arts of getting food; mothers, their daughters.
The adults, in turn, consult their parents on virtually every detail of
life, from the workaday pragmatic to the ritual. In a preliterate commu-
nity, the most comprehensive compendium of knowledge is inscribed
on the brains of the elders. However much this knowledge is prof-
fered with concern and love, it is not always completely disinterested;
it is often permeated, even if unconsciously, by a certain amount of
cunning and self-interest. Not only is the young mind shaped by the
adults, as must necessarily be the case in all societies, but it is shaped
to respect the curriculum of the adults, if not their authority.*

Every aboriginal parent is a mama’s boy or daddy’s little girl. No one has ever
reported a society in which adults consult their old parents on virtually every de-
tail of life. Although most of the details of everyday life are routine and repetitious

MI: Michigan State University Press, 1970), 185-186 (quoted); A.P. Elkin, The Australian Aborigines:
How to Understand Them (Z“d ed.; Sydney, Australia & London: Angus and Robertson, 1948), 75
(quoted); Gulliver, Social Control in an African Society, 38 (quoted).

43 Simmons, Role of the Aged in Primitive Society, 79 (quoted); Anthony P. Glascock & Susan
L. Feinman, “Social Asset or Social Burden: Treatment of the Aged in Non-Industrial Societies,” in
Christine L. Fry et al., Dimensions: Aging, Culture, and Health (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1981),
28, 26.

4 Mike Brogden & Jessica Kingsley, Geronticide: Killing the Elderly (London & Philadelphia,
PA: Kingsley Publisher, 2001), 11.

45 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 82.
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everywhere, Bookchin’s portrayal is of parents, self-supporting adults, with the
know-how and the dependency needs of small children. How many times does
anyone need to be told how to plant a yam seed? The images are arresting: the old
Eskimo mom buttoning up her son’s parka before he goes whaling; the venerable
San father reminding his son, as he does every day, to point the spear toward the
warthog; the Navajo mother, always there for her daughter, telling her to prepare
tortillas for dinner, just like last night. It takes at least as much practical infor-
mation, probably more, to navigate the day in our own society, but only Norman
Bates consults his mother on every detail. For the elders to use their “monopoly of
knowledge™*® would be to use it up.

Since their adult offspring are such helpless nitwits, for the aged to control the
socialization process they would have to undertake most of the skills training and
child rearing, but there are few if any societies in which they have done so. Chil-
dren are socialized by their parents, often augmented by older children, siblings,
aunts and uncles (both real and classificatory), and sometimes even grandparents.
In a few societies, grandparents play a significant role in childrearing, but not in
the vast majority. At minimum they would have to live in the child’s household to
do so, as part of an extended family, but many societies — more than half of those
in George Peter Murdock’s Cross-Cultural Survey — have the nuclear family in-
stead. In the nuclear family, their role in childrearing usually ranges from modest
to nil. Thus an early anthropological classic on socialization, Becoming a Kwoma,
does not even mention grandparents.”” Bookchin, who believes that ordinary peo-
ple can manage our complex society without dependency on technocrats, incon-
sistently believes that ordinary people cannot manage a simple society without
dependency on elders.

I have oversimplified Bookchin’s complex, inflected account of the emergence
of hierarchy. If it were just a matter of waiting on old people hand and foot, the
benign if self-serving hierarchy of the old would only be annoying. There had to be
other, more culpable makers of the fully realized hierarchy of social class and the
state. The elders’ form of hierarchy and theirs alone at least began as “benign.” For
what happened next, the Director Emeritus exonerates the elderly of full respon-
sibility: “Certain strata, such as the elders and shamans and ultimately the males
in general, began to claim privileges for themselves,” from which the state and the
class system duly followed. To this enlarged docket of defendants he adds the final
authority figures, the “big men”: “When the number of horticultural communities
began to multiply to a point where cultivable land became relatively scarce and

46 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 79.

47 George Peter Murdock, Social Structure (New York: The Free Press & London: Collier
Macmillan Limited, 1949), 2; John W.M. Whiting, Becoming a Kwoma (New Haven, CT: Yale Uni-
versity Press for the Institute of Social Relations, 1941).
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warfare increasingly common, the younger warriors began to enjoy a sociopoliti-
cal eminence that made them the ‘big men’ of the community, sharing power with
the elders and shamans*®

Younger men, older men, shamans — that’s universal manhood suffrage in the
Stone Age! That leaves nobody to dominate but women and children — in which
case, the origin of hierarchy is patriarchy — yet the Director Emeritus gasses us:
“the sterner features of patriarchy were often absent during this transitional pe-
riod”* All the usual whipping-boys are on the list except the important one: the
chief. And by prestidigitation, Bookchin has derived the state, i.e., civil authority,
from civil authority, i.e, the state, just as he derived hierarchy from hierarchy.

“Big man” is a term of art and, as such, beyond the ken of a literalist like the Di-
rector Emeritus. He makes it sound like big men comprise warrior bands. But big
men are individuals, not groups of men, and they need not be warriors. Marshall
Sahlins (that name again!) produced the most influential characterization of the
big man of Melanesia. His position is not an office — he is a self-made (big) man
— and his power is purely personal. He “must be prepared to demonstrate that he
possesses the kinds of skills that command respect — magical powers, gardening
prowess, mastery of oratorical style, perhaps bravery in war and feud [emphasis
added]” Above all, he strives to assemble a faction by amassing goods (usually pigs,
shell money and vegetable foods) and redistributing them in “public giveaways”
which attest to his wealth and generosity. The core of his faction is his household,
enlarged by plural marriages and by taking in the socially disconnected, by “finess-
ing” via reciprocity relations with kinsmen, and by placing men under obligations
to him near and far. His faction is not a group capable of corporate action: he is
center-man to each of his clients individually. It dissolves upon his death, and of-
ten collapses sooner, because the big man is competing for power with other big
men who are doing the same things. Eventually he fails to reconcile his simulta-
neous needs to reward his clients and to exploit them.>® All this is played out in
autonomous village communities of several hundred people.

What is the big man’s real role in the emergence of advanced hierarchy? He
doesn’t play one! The chief, the man in the empty chair, is the incipient ruler. The

48 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 6 (quoted), 7. Although there is no evidence that chiefs ever
supplanted shamans, there is contemporary evidence that shamans may supplant chiefs, as they
are doing in South America, where shamans have assumed leadership of indigenous rights move-
ments. Beth A. Conklin, “Shamans versus Pirates in the Amazonian Treasure Chest,” American An-
thropologist 104(4) (Dec. 2002): 1051-1061.

4 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 7.

30 Marshall D. Sahlins, “Poor Man, Rich Man, Big Man, Chief: Political Types in Melanesia and
Polynesia,” in Cultures of the Pacific: Selected Readings, ed. Thomas G. Harding & Ben J. Wallace
(New York: The Free Press & London: Collier Macmillan, 1970), 205-210; Sahlins, Tribesmen, 22—23.
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big man’s quest for power is structurally self-defeating, which is not the path to
the state: “Developing internal constraints the Melanesian big-man political order
brakes evolutionary advance at a certain level. It sets ceilings on the intensification
of political authority, on the intensification of household production by political
means, and on the diversion of household outputs in support of wider political
organization.” Other men work for the chief; the big man works for other men
(Sahlins calls this “autoexploitation”), which is not the path to class stratification.
The system is unstable because it depends upon the big-man’s personalistic suc-
cess.”! Big-men do not form a group because they compete with each other. And
any “warrior” aspect to the role is incidental and not intrinsically more important
than the gardening role or the magical role. It has even been suggested that big
men are just fallout from collapsed chiefdoms.”® In that case, big men could not
have been a stage in the emergence of hierarchy because they result from devo-
lution, not development, from evolving hierarchy. There is no known example of
a big-man system growing into a chiefdom, and “the prospect of a chiefdom to
grow into a state seems much better than that of a ‘Big-Man’ system to grow into
a chiefdom.”” It is like saying that the “Big Man on Campus” is the origin of the
Deanship.

The fun is just beginning: “The bas reliefs of Mesopotamia and Egypt, and later
the writings of Plato and Aristotle, leave no doubt [for Bookchin there is always
‘no doubt’] that the precondition for the emergence of tribal ‘big men’ involved not
only material sufficiency but cultural inferiority.”** This does not even describe the
condition of big men, much less their precondition. There is no “cultural inferiority”
in a homogeneous tribal culture; for the third time, the Director Emeritus slips the
effect in ahead of the cause. This style of reasoning is Hermetic — it is, in Bookchin-
speak, mystical: “a consequence is assumed and interpreted as its own cause” (Um-
berto Eco).”> And those bas reliefs must be an eyeful. Too bad he doesn’t say where
they are. Herodotus might have written something remotely relevant to big men

51 Sahlins, “Poor Man, Rich Man, Big Man, Chief;” 209 (quoted); Sahlins, Stone Age Economics,
135-138; Service, Origins of the State and Civilization, 293-294.

52 J. Friedman & M.J. Rowlands, “Notes Towards an Epigenetic Model of the Evolution of ‘Civil-
isation,” in The Evolution of Social Systems, ed. J. Friedman & M.J. Rowlands (London: Gerald Duck-
worth and Co., 1977), 213.

5% Alex T. Strating & T. Christian Uhlenbeck, “An Explanatory Model for Structural Change
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Martin A. van Bakel, Renee R. Hagesteijn & Pieter van de Velde (Leiden, Netherlands: E.J. Brill,
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tion, ed. Stefan Collini (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 51.

67



(although he didn’t), but hardly Aristotle, and certainly not Plato. Contempt for
“barbarians” does not comport well with ethnological curiosity.
The Director Emeritus, however, is not quite finished:

The most challenging form of social status, however, is probably the
power that “big men” gained and concentrated, initially in their own
persons, later in increasingly institutionalized “companies” [why the
quotation marks?]. Here, we encounter a very subtle and complex di-
alectic. “Big men” were notable, as we have seen, for their generos-
ity, not only for their prowess. Their ceremonial redistribution of gifts
to people — a system for the redistribution of wealth that acquired
highly neurotic [sic] traits in the Potlatch ceremonies of the Northwest
Indians, where bitter contests between “big men” led to an orgiastic
“disaccumulation” of everything they owned in order to “accumulate”
prestige within the community — may have had very benign origins.

Watch out for those benign origins! Whenever the Director Emeritus says “di-
alectic,” he’s about to tell a whopper. So here’s the sequence: “Everywhere along
the way, in effect [sic], conflicting alternatives confronted each community as po-
tential hierarchies began to appear: first, as gerontocracies, later, as individual ‘big
men’ and warrior groups.””® How does he know the big men didn’t come first? Or,
as just suggested, last?

The Northwest Coast potlaches involved chiefs, not big men — this was the very
distinction explicated in Sahlins’ article, between big men (Melanesia) and chiefs
(Polynesia, Northwest Coast). And Bookchin has said so! Elsewhere Sahlins ex-
plains that if the external feastings of Northwest Coast chiefs and Melanesian big
men are similar as prestige quests, nonetheless “the chief has an entirely different
relation to the internal economy.” The chief as lineage head uses lineage resources;
the big man has to establish a personal claim by autoexploitation.”” Furthermore,
for a big man, his military prowess, if any, is secondary to his generosity, not,
as Bookchin would have it, the other way around. Now we are told that the po-
tential hierarchies emerged sequentially: gerontocracy, big man, warrior group.
We know where Bookchin thinks gerontocracy came from (and we know better).
Where do big men and warrior groups come from? If big men are warriors, they
cannot very well emerge from gerontocracies of the enfeebled. Warrior groups
presumably come from big men. Where do big men come from?

% Bookchin, Remaking Society, 63.
37 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 125; Sahlins, Stone Age Economics, 137 (quoted); Elman R.
Service, The Hunters (2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1979), 3.
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“From out of the skin of the most able hunter emerged a new kind of creature:
the ‘big man, who was also a ‘great warrior.” It follows that warrior groups emerge
from, well, warrior groups. By definition, there has always been an ablest hunter
in every hunting band such as flourished for 99% of human existence — why after
two million years did he finally start to get out of line? The Director Emeritus pro-
ceeds to replace one imaginary oath, the “blood oath,” with another one, “oaths of
fealty” sworn by “soldierly ‘companions’ (why the quotation marks?) recruited
from outside the clan. (I suspect that Bookchin swears a lot.) Whereupon “lesser
men’ [why the quotation marks?] appeared [out of whose skin this time?] who
were obliged to craft his weapons, provide for his sustenance, build and adorn
his dwellings, and finally, erect his fortifications and monumentalize his achieve-
ments with impressive palaces and burial sites””® The Director Emeritus gave us
an explanation, albeit a preposterous one, for the gerontocrat emerging out of the
wrinkled skin of the old man. He gives no explanation how or why the big man
emerges out of the skin of the hunter. If he was “the most able hunter,” he must
have been doing all right already, why rock the boat? What’s his motivation? Per-
sonalistic self-advancement at the expense of the community? Bookchin has told
us that people don’t think that way in organic societies.’® If he can’t tell us why
they changed their minds, he can’t tell us how hierarchy emerged.

Why does it have to be the most able hunter? The least able hunter would be the
one most motivated to try something he might be better at, like ordering people
around. Why a hunter? Why not a gardener? The assumption is gratuitous unless
they’re all hunters. But if they’re all hunters, Bookchin is positing the emergence
of ranked society — chiefdom — directly out of band society, which is impossible if
only because chiefdoms are “an order of magnitude larger than simpler polities”®
Almost (if not quite) all anthropologists and archaeologists believe that chiefdoms
emerge only from tribes. The Director Emeritus might be affiliating with the minor-
ity view, but it’s more likely he’s oblivious to the issue, or he might have mentioned
it.

The big man’s retinue is “drawn from clans other than his own, indeed, from
solitary strangers.”®’ How can Bookchin possibly know this? DNA testing? And
why not draw men from the big man’s own clan, since they’d be the most likely to
sign on with him? Two pages later he tells us that they do!®* Are there no editors
at South End Press? In real life, a big man’s original power base is his household

8 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 57.

% Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 14, 51, 73.

8 Service, Primitive Social Organization, 100, 133; Johnson & Earle, Evolution of Human Soci-
eties, 265 (quoted).

61 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 57.

2 Bookchin, Remaking Society, 59.
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and relations. Once again, the Director Emeritus assumes the consequent. Who but
a big man could recruit a military retinue in the first place? As depicted, the big
man’s domination commences with sheer brute force. But “difficulties arise from
the fact that force is a crude and expensive technique for the implementation of
decisions. More importantly, force itself has to depend on interpersonal relation-
ships that are based on something other than force” Bookchin himself admits that
even the state can’t rule by brute force alone.®® Still less can a chief, who does not,
in fact, possess any coercive power.®*

Why should anybody repudiate his sacred blood oath (Chapter 9) for such a
dubious venture? And who are these “solitary strangers,” why are they solitary, and
if they are solitary (rather than merely shy), how is it possible they’re still alive?
Lord Bolingbroke ridiculed Locke for positing pre-political “solitary vagabonds”
and “strolling savages.” The mockery, unfairly applied to Locke, fairly applies to
Bookchin. Why didn’t the big man’s clan stop his putsch before it started? Two or
three weak men can always kill one strong man, as Hobbes remarked: “For as to
the strength of body, the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either
by secret machination, or by cofederacy with others, that are in the same danger
with himselfe”®> These “companions” also allow for bounding over developmental
stages, although Bookchin formerly told us that “a leap from tribalism to despotism
is an obvious myth.” Without social loyalties or traditions, the companions “can
easily be set against the community or reared above it into a coercive monarchy
and aristocracy”®® That is, these deracinated mercenaries skip over chieftainship
and create the state out of communities of several hundred people. No known
states are so small. Even in chiefdoms the population is at least one thousand, and
usually tens of thousands.?’

The best way to mock Murray Bookchin is to take him seriously. In a still state-
less society of indeterminate socioeconomic form, “lesser men” are crafting the big
man’s weapons. While they’re at it, why don’t they craft some for themselves? Sud-

6% Marc J. Swartz, Victor W. Turner, & Arthur Tuden, “Introduction,” in Political Anthropology,
ed. Marc J. Swartz, Victor W. Turner & Arthur Tuden (Chicago, IL: Aldine Publishing Company,
1966), 9-10 (quoted); Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 94-95.

84 Colin Renfrew, Approaches to Social Archaeology (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
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151; Claude Levi-Strauss, Tristes Tropiques, tr. John & Doreen Weightman (New York: Pocket Books,
1977), 350.
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denly — for this is an abrupt break with previous life-ways — yesterday’s hunters
are today’s engineers, architects, masons, carpenters, overseers, etc. The great leap
forward is even greater than it seemed at first. The archaelogical record has so far
identified monumental building only in states.®® “Hierarchy,” according to the Di-
rector Emeritus, “did not suddenly explode into prehistory. It expanded its place
gradually, cautiously, and often unnoticeably, by an almost metabolic [sic] form
of growth when ‘big men’ began to dominate ‘small men’ [why the quotation
marks?], when warriors and their ‘companions’ begin gradually to dominate their
followers” — their followers or their subjects? — “when chiefs began to dominate
the community, and finally, when nobles began to dominate peasants and serfs.”*

The difference between stone age and iron age economics is that band and tribal
peoples produce no surplus, although they could.”” I cannot imagine how an egali-
tarian hunter (or gardener, for that matter) could “gradually” out of a face-to-face
kinship society recruit an armed force small enough for him to support but large
enough for a takeover. If these misfits and strangers can be spared from subsistence
activities, the primitive affluence thesis must be true. If not, after their recruitment
but before the coup, what does the big man do, tell his men to keep their day jobs?
Private plotting could never escape notice in primitive societies where social life
is almost entirely public.

Finally, in the last act, the Prince of Denmark appears in the play. “Still another
refinement of hierarchy was the transition from the big man,” this time defined
semi-accurately, “into a quasi-monarchical figure who evokes fear” with his goon
squad and pretensions to supernatural power.”! Thus the chief emerges out of the
skin of the big man, but, as with the big man’s emergence out of the skin of the
hunter, cause and motive are not mentioned. The big man is not explained, nor does
he explain anything. All we have is a row of increasingly hierarchal statuses — an
array of “alternatives” for the anarchist society shopping, for reasons unstated, for
hierarchy. It’s hard to imagine that this was a matter of choice, although we do
have the Biblical story of the Israelites importuning Samuel to make them a king,
“but the thing displeased Samuel,” understandably (I Sam. 8: 6). Add the king and
the series is complete, but we will never understand why, as His Majesty Alley Oop
comes as the culmination of three unexplained transmutations.

Despite the subtitle of The Ecology of Freedom, Bookchin has failed to explain
the emergence of hierarchy, and he never even tries to explain any prospects of its

%8 Haas, Evolution of the Prehistoric State, 216; Kent V. Flannery, “The Ground Plans of Ancient
States,” in Archaic States, ed. Gary M. Feinman & Joyce Marcus (Santa Fe, NM: American Research
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dissolution. When David Watson confesses his inability to explain the emergence
of hierarchy, the Director Emeritus is scathing: “I hate to think how dessicated
[sic] social theory would become if all its thinkers exhibited the same paucity of
curiosity and speculative verve that this off-handed remark reveals” A prudent
agnosticism compares favorably with delusional certitude. Rather would I say, with
Malatesta, that “the fact of not knowing how to solve a problem does not oblige
one to accept unconvincing solutions.””?

It’s remarkable for an incipient, quasi or partial Marxist to proffer a theory of hi-
erarchy — or anything else, for that matter — which completely ignores economics,
technology and demography. Bookchin does find it “difficult to not believe that
class rule, private property and the State could have emerged, fully accoutred and
omnipresent, largely because surpluses made their existence possible.””* Although
that’s more plausible than saying that class rule, private property and the state
emerged because old men felt insecure. What’s even more difficult is to believe
that it’s possible to analyse the emergence of chiefdoms and states while ignoring
such variables as population size, population density, sedentarism, agriculture, en-
vironmental and social circumscription, long distance trade, ecological variation,
esoteric wealth, fission, redistribution, external ideologies, food storage, potential
for intensification, craft specialization, primogeniture, and irrigation.”* These are
among the concepts, some self-explanatory, some not, which figure in serious con-
temporary research and argument about the origins of hierarchy.

An anarchist theory of the origins of hierarchy, no matter how many prior stages
it conjectures, has to assign unique importance to the onset of coercive hierarchy,
and recognize the fundamental discontinuity — the unbridgeable chasm — between
stateless and state societies. The primitive affluence thesis is true. For farmers, so-
cial complexity leads to the loss of personal independence and a lower standard of
living: “The essential question is, why do so many people accept from a few a so-
cial contract that is clearly disadvantageous? The only conceivable answer is that
it is not a matter of choice, but the process that leads to stratification is coercive,
mechanistic, and highly predictive”” That answer cannot be found by spinning
prehistoric fairy tales which make the creation myths of primitives look plausible
by comparison.
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To sum up: Murray Bookchin has no theory of the emergence of hierarchy.

Claims of primitive gerontocracy are found in travelogues and older accounts,
especially narratives by missionaries or colonial officials, or in early ethnographies
based on the memories of nostalgic old men. The Victorians were highly suscepti-
ble to interpreting aboriginal phenomena in terms of their own ideologies, such as
nationalism (“Take me to your leader!”) and Christianity. The first instinct of colo-
nizers is to “find the chief” — or invent him.” In some cases, something like geron-
tocracy was not observed, it was constructed. British colonial rulers perpetuated
Nyakusa chiefs in office much longer than they would have served in precolonial
days, and they expanded the power of the Igbo elders in Nigeria.”’ Stories of the Old
Testament patriarchs were vividly familiar to Victorians of the respectable classes.
Thus Jehovah, after devoting four chapters of the Book of Exodus to dictating rules
to the Israelites, continued: “Come up unto the LORD, thou, and Aaron, Nadab, and
Abihu, and seventy of the elders of Israel; and worship ye afar off” There are many
other references.”® Bookchin’s faith reflects “the strong gerontocratic prejudice we
have inherited from the Judaic tradition.””’

Bookchin does not seem to have noticed that his notion of a short primitive
lifespan, discussed below, contradicts his notion of gerontocracy. If, for example,
the average lifespan of of foragers (the San, let’s say) is 30 years, as he says at one
point, they don’t have enough elders for gerontocracy. Adult foragers could not
consult their parents about almost every detail of everyday life because nearly all
their parents would be dead. To make matters worse, San bands or camps are rather
small, 10-30 people, with shifting compositions, including temporary residents. In
1964, the average population of the eight permanent water holes in the Dobe area
was 58. In the older age grades, women outnumber men, as they do in all societies,*
7 females for 1 male, and it is always male elders who monopolize essential esoteric
knowledge if anyone does. The percentage of elderly males (60+) ranged, at three
points of time, from 7.8% to 9.1%, with the ratio of children to elders 3:2. On the ex-
Director’s assumptions, the average water hole would not have even one resident
male elder.

Obviously his assumptions are false. Average age of death is always irrelevant,
and San elders do not monopolize sacred knowledge. Using real figures — which
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were available to Bookchin — and using a conservative estimate of 8% male elders,
there would only be at most one elder in every other camp. But actual camps vary
widely in size, so actually the odds were over two to one against there being a male
elder in even the camp with the most people (35). Some camps, of course did include
elders.®! But the point is that Bookchin’s vision of male elders indoctrinating boys
with gerontocratic values is demographically impossible.

At the tribal level, the residential unit will be larger, in the low hundreds,** but
mortality might be higher and the children may be required to commence subsis-
tence activity sooner. I can just barely imagine a village of 200 horticulturists with
16 elders indoctrinating 24 or more children, but only apart from the household
in something like a school, and that I can’t imagine at all. Apparently, neither can
Bookchin, since he nowhere hints that the old wise men operated schools.

Prehistoric man, according to Bookchin, never lived past age 50. Actually, the
remains of a Neanderthal man in his fifties show that his people not only provided
his food but specially prepared it for him, much as Janet Biehl must do for the ex-
Director. That opinion was based on earlier measures of skeletal aging which were
systematically biased.®® At the Shanidar site in Iraq were found two Neanderthal
infants, three young adults, and four older adults, a fossil sample “clearly domi-
nated, in numbers and degree of preservation, by elderly males” The author cites
three other sites containing elderly males.® A summary of the data from all the
many Neanderthal remains found up to 1961 reveals that 35.8% of them were from
31 to 60 years of age at death.®® Besides, it is not obvious — if this even matters
— that Neanderthals were the ancestors of those now denominated “anatomically
modern humans,” namely, ourselves. The experts have debated that question for
decades and they still do. For present purposes, it’s irrelevant.

In SALA, and now again in its sequel, Bookchin indicts the San (standing in for
hunter-gatherers) for their brief life-spans. Unlike in SALA, Bookchin this time
provides a source for his claim that the average San lifespan is 30 years — it is
Headland’s old review of Wilmsen.*® Headland has done no research on the San
and provided no reference to anyone who has. In SALA, Bookchin left the impres-
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sion that “Wilmsen and his associates” came up with this figure,” but Wilmsen
does not even refer to San lifespan, much less purport to estimate it based on his
own research. It begins to look as if Bookchin has never read Wilmsen.

Arriving at ages for the San is actually a research problem. The San don’t know
how old they are (the usual situation among primitives), and in their own language
they can only count to three.®® The most thorough investigation of San demogra-
phy was done by Nancy Howell, a member of the Lee/DeVore team, among the
Dobe San. Her estimate of life expectancy at birth was 30-35 years.** Another
study, which I cited in Anarchy after Leftism, produced an estimate of 32 years.”
For the #Kade San, Tanaka’s estimate was 40 years.”’ But a San who survives to
the age of 15 can expect to live to be 55.” Laura Marshall counted 15% of a !Kung
population who were over 50.”® By comparison, the life expectancy for ancient Ro-
mans was 20 to 30 years;’* thus the highest estimate for the civilized Romans is the
lowest estimate for the savage San. Just a century ago, American life expectancy
was only 40 years. And as the ex-Director remarks, in the mid-19" century, “to be
in one’s mid-sixties was to be quite elderly.””

Are these statistics appalling? No doubt they are to a sick, scared old man like
Bookchin who knows his time is short. Had ke died at 40, none of his books would
ever have been written. It is embarrassingly obvious that his recent tirades are the
outbursts of someone in a desperate hurry to perpetuate an ideological legacy he
rightly perceives to be in eclipse. He fears the loss of the only kind of immortality
he believes in. But his private terror at the prospect of death and disregard is a
personalistic demon. There is more to the quality of life than the quantity of life.
How much more is strictly a value judgment. Bookchin’s philhellenism fails him
here; he should heed Epicurus: “As [the wise man] does not choose the food that is
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most in quantity but that which is most pleasant, so he does not seek the enjoyment
of the longest life but of the happiest.”*®

According to one of the Grimm’s fairy tales, “God originally set the life span for
all creatures at 30 years; finding so long a life wearisome, the ass, the dog, and the
monkey had theirs reduced by 18, 12, and 10 years respectively. Only man wished
a longer life, and added to his previous span what the others had relinquished.
He paid dearly for longevity; at 48 his condition became that of the ass, carrying
countless burdens; at 60 like the dog’s, growling toothlessly and dragging himself
from corner to corner; and at 70 like the monkey’s, a derisory, witless creature”®’
I leave to the reader the amusement of tracking this sequence onto Bookchin’s
career. Achilles chose a short life as a hero over a long life as a nobody. Pirates
preferred a short and merry life to a longer life of drudgery. Some people, as Zapata
put it, would rather die on their feet than live on their knees. And some people
can pack a lot of life into a short span. If foragers generally live lives of liberty,
conviviality, abundance and ease, it is by no means obvious that their shorter, high-
quality lives are inferior to our longer, low-quality lives.

Murray Bookchin tells us that it is modern medical technology which is keep-
ing him alive.”® This is not the best argument for modern medical technology.
Most of the maladies which afflict our elders — including hypertension, for which
Bookchin receives treatment — are nonexistent among the San.”” These absent con-
ditions include obesity, coronary and hypertensive heart disease, high cholesterol,
and suicide (and homicide is very rare). Viral diseases are unknown among hunter-
gatherers.!” Tuberculosis, unknown in prehistory, “is associated with keeping live-
stock and living in sedentary or urban centers.”’’’ Among tribal and band peoples,
for example, one would never find a “portly” fellow, short of breath, “a man of sixty
or so, bald on top, flatfooted on bottom, wide-assed narrow-minded and slope-
shouldered, he resembled in shape a child’s toy known as Mr. Potato-Head.”'**
That is, one would never find — as here described by Edward Abbey — Murray
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Smithsonian University Press, 1998), 89. It is the same for tooth decay. Ibid.

102 Edward Abbey, Heyduke Lives! (Boston, MA: Little, Brown & Co., 1990), 201. This is “Bernie
Mushkin,” a barely fictionalized Murray Bookchin, as he appeared at an Earth First! gathering.
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Bookchin. Judging from SALA and “Whither Anarchism?” the Director Emeritus
is not enjoying his golden years. Nobody else is enjoying his golden years either.

Lest anyone else panic over the statistics, let’s consider what they really mean.
In Anarchy after Leftism 1 already pointed out that life expectancy at birth is no
measure of how long those who survive infancy, or who reach any particular age,
can expect to live.!” That’s why there are jobs for actuaries. Bookchin first fell for
this fallacy in SALA, and I corrected him in AAL; he repeated it in the on-line ver-
sion of “Whither Anarchism?” and I corrected him again in the shorter pamphlet
version of the present essay.'** Its recommitment to text for a third appearance can-
not be a mistake. It is a conscious lie, a recrudescence of Bookchin’s irrepressible
Stalinism.

In all human populations, including ours, infant mortality is high relative to the
mortality of all other age groups except the very old. In this respect, as Nancy
Howell concluded, “the !Kung have an age pattern of mortality more or less like
everyone else”’® Richard B. Lee observed that “the Dobe population pyramid looks
like that of a developed country, for example, like that of the United States around
1900.”'% The high rate of infant mortality depresses the average lifespan, but real
people live, not the average lifespan, but their own lifespans. According to the ex-
Director, back in the Old Stone Age, “few lived beyond their fiftieth year” (more
recently he says that no “human beings survived beyond the age of fifty”).!?” As
Nancy Howell discovered, that was not true of the San. Over 17% were over 50;
29% were over 40; 43% were over 30. One San man was approximately 82.% In
1988, another anthropologist interviewed at least one San who was in his 90s.'%
According to Tanaka, too, many San live far beyond the age of 40.'° According to
Shostack, a San who lives to be 15 can expect to live to 55, and 10% of the population
was aged over 60.'!

103 Black, AAL, 109-111; Hopkins, “On the Probable Age Structure of the Roman Population,”
247; Robert Boyd, “Urbanization, Morbidity and Mortality,” in Man, Settlement and Urbanism, ed.
Peter J. Ucko, Ruth Tringham, & D.W. Dimbleby (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., 1972), 345.

104 Black, AAL, 109-111; Bob Black, Withered Anarchism (London: Green Anarchist & Eugene,
OR: Anarchist Action Collective, n.d.), 17-18.

15 Howell, Demography of the Dobe Kung, 82.

106 Lee, The Kung San, 47.

107 Bookchin, SALA, 46; Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 121. Whenever the Director Emeritus
amends a former proposition it is always to make it simpler and more extreme, and always without
acknowledgment

108 Howell, Demography of the Dobe !Kung, 30, 35; cf- Lee, The !Kung San, 44-48.

199 patricia Draper & Henry Harpending, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 30(1) (Feb. 1990),
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To these figures we may compare those compiled from the tombstones of an-
cient Romans (n = 4,575) and non-Roman Italians (n = 3,269). Only 10% of the
Romans were over 50, compared to 17% of the San; for the Italians it was 18.4%.
16% of the Romans and 22.5% of the Italians were over 40, compared with 29% of
the San. 26.7% of the Romans and 18.4% of the Italians were over 30, compared
with 43% of the San. For both ancient populations, the life expectancy of persons
aged 5-44 was much less than 20 years in every age cohort.''? The life expectancy
for a San at age 15, according to Konner and Shostack, is 40 years. The Roman
and Italian statistics, by the way, based on the evidence from tombstones, greatly
underestimate mortality, because very few babies under one year old were buried
with tombstones. According to United Nations Model Life Tables, which average
the life expectancy rates of underdeveloped nations, the first year of life has the
highest mortality rate (33.2%) except for the 60-64 cohort (35%).'"* Another histo-
rian, whose own tombstone survey produced an estimated lifespan of 30, observed
that the population structure of the later Roman Empire resembled that of India in
about 1900.'"

Mortality rates for Bookchin’s revered classical Athens are like the Roman rather
than the San figures. A study of 2,022 classical Greek sepulchral inscriptions, where
again infants and small children are underrepresented, as children of the very poor
may also be, yielded an average life expectancy of 29.43 years — a little lower than
the lowest figure, Bookchin’s false figure, for San life expectancy. 42.63% of the
sample died before they were 21, and an astonishingly high 64.73% before they
were 30. Only 16.43% were over 50 — again lower than the San figure.'”® Death
was ever-present: “In the Greek world death was prevalent among persons of all
age groups, whether as a result of warfare, accident, or illness or, in the case of
women, as a consequence of giving birth.”!!® In fourth-century Athens, only 2% of
people over 18 were over 40,"” reflecting a much higher mortality rate than among
the San. The high respect the Greeks accorded their elderly reflects the fact that
there were not enough of them to be burdensome.

In his celebrated Funeral Oration, Pericles consoled the parents of sons fallen in
the war by assuring them that their troubles are almost over: “As for those of you

112 Hopkins, “On the Probable Age Structure of the Roman Population,” 252 (calculated from
Table 4).

113 Tbid. (Table 4).

114 A H.M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284-602: A Social Economic and Administrative Sur-
vey (2 vols.; Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1964), 2: 1041.

115 Bessie Ellen Richardson, Old Age Among the Ancient Greeks: The Greek Portrayal of Old Age
in Literature, Art, and Inscriptions (New York: Greenwood Press, 1969), 231-234.

116 Robert Garland, Daily Life of the Ancient Greeks (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1998), 114.

17 Mogens Herman Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes: Structure,
Principles and Ideology (Oxford & Cambridge, MA: Basil Blackwell, 1991), 249.
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who are now too old to have children, I would ask you to count as gain the greater
part of your life, and remember that what remains is not long”''® Parents with adult
children, in other words, will soon be dead. It occurs to me that many aspects of
Greek life — such as war and philosophy — might be illuminated by the fact and the
awareness of early death. Ancient philosophers who disagreed about everything
else agreed that “fear of death is the supreme enemy of life.”!* These “appalling”
mortality rates have never troubled the Director Emeritus, perhaps because he ad-
mires almost everything about classical civilization but despises everything about
the San, from their size to their shamanism, but above all, for their anarchism.

118 J Lawrence Angel, “The Length of Life in Ancient Greece,” Journal of Gerontology 2(1) (Jan.

1947), 23; Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, tr. Rex Warner (London: Penguin Books,
1954), 150 (quoted).

119 Peter Gay, The Enlightenment: A Modern Interpretation (2 vols.; New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1976-1978), 2: 84-87, 85 (quoted).
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Chapter 6. Book Filled with Lies

The latest of the ex-Director’s ironic indiscretions is his heavy reliance on Ed-
win Wilmsen’s Land Filled with Flies to bash the anarcho-primitivists. In SALA,
Bookchin asserted an affinity between anarcho-primitivism and post-modernism,
with sublime indifference to the fact that post-modernism has no harsher critic
than John Zerzan.! To any reader of Wilmsen not in thrall to an ulterior motive,
Wilmsen is blatantly a post-modernist.? One of his reviewers, Henry Harpending,
is a biological anthropologist who is charmingly innocent of exposure to PoMo. He
had “a lot of trouble” with the beginning of the book, which contains “an alarming
discussion of people and things being interpellated in the introduction and in the
first chapter, but my best efforts with a dictionary left me utterly ignorant about
what it all meant”® Not surprisingly: the jargon (“interpellation of the subject”)
is that of Louis Althusser, the structuralist Marxist who went mad and murdered
his wife.* According to Thomas Headland, Wilmsen-style “revisionism is not just
testing and rejecting hypotheses. Partially fueled by postmodernism, it seems to
be ideologically driven.”

When it was published in 1989, Land Filled with Flies created a sensation, as it
was meant to. Not only did it debunk the conventional wisdom, it did so as insult-
ingly as possible. Not only did it furnish startling new data drawn from language,
archeology and history in addition to fieldwork, it placed them in a pretentious

! John Zerzan, “The Catastrophe of Postmodernism,” in Future Primitive and Other Essays
(Brooklyn, NY: Autonomedia & Columbia, MO: Anarchy/C.A.L. Press, 1994), 101-134; John Zerzan,
Running on Empty: The Pathology of Civilization (Los Angeles, CA: Feral House, 2002), 136-139,
165-167.

? Headland, “Paradise Revised,” 50; Mathias Guenther, “Comment,” Current Anthropology
31(5) (Dec. 1990), 509; Bicchieri, “Comment,” 507; Richard B. Lee, “Comment,” in ibid., 511 (“post-
modern rhetoric”); Michael S. Alford, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 38(4) (Aug.-Oct. 1997), 610;
Allyn Maclean Stearman, “Comment,” in ibid., 623.

* Henry Harpending, review of Land Filled with Flies, Anthropos 86 (1991), 314. He continues:
“When I deduced that ‘interposing instruments of production between themselves and subjects of
labor’ (48) meant spearing animals I gave up on the rich language of the theoretical arguments and
decided to concentrate on the substance of the book.” Ibid.
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5 Thomas N. Headland, “Reply;” Current Anthropology 38(4) (August-Oct. 1997), 624.
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theoretical apparatus. And it seethed with self-righteousness. By not recognizing
the San for what they are — an underclass, the poorest of the poor under com-
prador capitalism — all other anthropologists were ideologically complicit in their
subjugation. Since all anthropologists who have lived with the San are strongly
committed to some notion of their rights and autonomy, naturally they were in-
furiated to be castigated as the dupes or tools of neo-colonialism. Rebuttals were
soon forthcoming, and the controversy, much abated, continues. But Wilmsen en-
joyed a strategic advantage: his quadruple-barreled shotgun attack. His linguistic,
archeological, historical and ethnographic researches all converged on the same or
on congruent conclusions. In methodology as in morals, Wilmsen is the Stewart
Home of anthropology.

Academics are the timid type in the best of circumstances. By temperament they
prefer to be the big fish in a pond however small. The phrase “a school of fish” says
as much about school as it does about fish. Specialization is the source and the limit
of the academic’s authority. The expert in one subfield, such as ethnography, can-
not help but lose self-confidence — something he probably never had very much
of — when his certitudes are impeached by researches in three other subfields. He
begins to wonder if he can be sure of even the evidence of his own senses (or what
he remembers to be such). Wilmsen, by purporting to possess expertise in so many
areas, intimidates the experts in all of them — at first, anyway. But scholars have
started checking up on Wilmsen, just as anarchists have started checking up on
Bookchin, and with similar consequences.

Most of Edwin Wilmsen’s observations of 70s San are strikingly unlike the ob-
servations of all his dozen-odd predecessors in the field. Previous anthropologists
had already reported how abruptly the San foraging life-way was succumbing to
pressures ranging from protracted drought to entanglement in counterinsurgency
in Southwest Africa to the sedentarizing, nationalizing policies of newly indepen-
dent Botswana. Nobody denies that most of the San have been forced into the
capitalist world-system at its very bottom level — and while it was happening, no-
body did deny it® — but only Bookchin is obscene enough to enthuse over this
particular extension of the development of the productive forces. He doesn’t care
what happens to people so long as he can turn it to polemical advantage.

Most of Wilmsen’s fieldwork was done at a waterhole he calls CaeCae, whose
inhabitants he labels, according to how he classifies their “principal production
activities,” as variously “pastoralist, independent, forager, reliant, and client” — a

% E.g., Lee, The !Kung San, ch. 14 (“Economic and Social Change in the 1960s and 1970s”);
Richard B. Lee, “What Hunters Do for a Living, or How to Make Out on Scarce Resources,” in Lee &
DeVore, eds., Man the Hunter, 30-48; Mathias G. Guenther, “From Hunters to Squatters: Social and
Cultural Change Among the Farm San of Ghanzi, Botswana,” in Lee & DeVore, eds., Kalahari Hunter-
Gatherers, 120-134.In 1965, the year in which, according to Bookchin, the primitive-affluence thesis
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rather elaborate typology for just 16 households, only 9 of which were San.” There’s
almost a category for every San household, which rather defeats the purpose of cat-
egorization. In 1975-1976, only two households (both San) consisted of foragers,
people deriving over 95% of their food from hunting and gathering; by 1979-1980,
both subsisted on a combination of relief and casual wage-labor. As for the “inde-
pendents,” who owned some livestock but derived over half their subsistence from
foraging, there were three households in the earlier period, two in the later.® Those
in the other households did some hunting, but subsisted mainly by other means.
Now even if Wilmsen’s findings are accurate, they derive from a ridiculously small
sample, 2-5 households at the most, of people who were obviously caught up in a
process of proletarianization so accelerated that it would have made Karl Marx’s
head spin.

I read a bunch of reviews of Wilmsen’s book, pro and con, before I read the
book itself. Nothing prepared me for the sheer, shocking near-nothingness of its
ethnographic database: it was like reading The Ecology of Freedom. And nothing
Wilmsen says he found in the field, even if true, refutes or even calls into question
what previous researchers discovered about far larger groups of San at earlier times
and in other places. Wilmsen berates his predecessors for ignoring history (they
didn’t’). But he’s the one who has trouble accepting the possibility that, just as the
people he studied were living differently in 1980 than they were in 1975, the people
that Lee, DeVore, Howell, Tanaka and others studied before 1975 might have in a
rather short time come to live differently. Marjorie Shostack, whose first visit to
the field took place near the end of the Lee/DeVore project, reported exactly such
a transformation:

Although pressures for change were being universally felt in 1969,
the time of my first field trip, !Kung traditions still dominated. By the
spring of 1975, however, when I made my second field trip, the pace
of change had increased and changes could be seen everywhere. Gath-
ered and hunted foods were still in ample evidence, but gardens were
being planted, herds of goats were being tended, donkeys were being
used to transport food from the bush, and cattle were being bought
with money saved from selling crafts. Most of all, the attitude of the

was promulgated, Richard B. Lee’s dissertation discussed social change among the San. “Subsistence
Ecology of 'Kung Bushmen,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1965.

7 Wilmsen, Land Filled with Flies, 225 (quoted), 225-226, 198.

8 Wilmsen, Land Filled with Flies, 225-226.

° E.g., Lee, The Kung San, ch. 3 (“The Dobe Area: Its Peoples and Their History”).
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people had changed. They were now looking to the agricultural and
herding people near them as a model for their future.'

Wilmsen is the victim of a tragic fate. He missed the last chance to study a pure
hunter-gatherer society. As of 1968, there were only 27 such societies known to be
in existence.! Today probably all of them are gone.'* Wilmsen’s first monograph
was an archaeological reconstruction of a Paleo-Indian site. The occupants were
hunter-gatherers, and in explaining their way of life, Wilmsen explicitly invoked
Man the Hunter."> These were the kind of people he wanted to know in the flesh.
But when he went to the Kalahari, they were already gone. To persuade himself
that he had lost nothing, especially nothing irrecoverable, he persuaded himself
and now tries to persuade others that there was nothing there to lose, even if that
means dismissing all his luckier predecessors as liars and conspirators. Wilmsen
missed the boat. The historian himself needs historicizing,.

Among Wilmsen’s most controversial claims is for longstanding social stratifi-
cation among the San and between the San and Bantu-speaking peoples. Since his
ethnographic evidence is paltry, he relies mainly on evidence of inequality embed-
ded in the languages of the San and their Bantu neighbors, such as the Herero. Un-
fortunately for Wilmsen, one of his reviewers, Henry Harpending, actually knows
these languages. Wilmsen claims that a word the Herero apply to the San they
also apply to their cattle, implying that the San are their chattels. However, the
Herero apply the same word to the Afrikaaners, and nobody would say that the
Afrikaaners are the Herero’s property. The Herero word implies antagonism, not
ownership, just as I do when I say that Freddie Baer is a cow. According to Harp-
ending, Wilmsen derives sociological conclusions from bad puns: “This all, and
much more, is fanciful drivel. It is like saying that the people of Deutschland are
called ‘Germans, meaning ‘infected people, from the word ‘germ’ meaning a mi-
croorganism that causes illness. Almost every foray into linguistics appears to be
entirely contrived, created from nothing, even when there is no reason to contrive
anything.”

10 Shostack, Nisa, 346 (quoted); Kent, “Cultural Diversity among African Foragers,” 16-17.

I George Peter Murdock, “The Current Status of the World’s Hunting and Gathering Peoples,’
in Lee & DeVore, eds., Man the Hunter, 14-20. 10,000 years ago there were only hunter-gatherers;
by the birth of Christ, they occupied half or less of the face of the earth; by 1492, 15%. Ibid., 13.

12 T may have spoken too soon. There are still hunter-gatherer peoples in New Guinea (four are
mentioned) who derive over 85% of their subsistence from foraging. And they are less acculturated
than were other hunter-gatherer societies when they were first studied. Paul Roscoe, “The Hunters
and Gatherers of New Guinea,” Current Ethnology 43(1) (Feb. 2002), 158.

3 Edwin Wilmsen, Lindenmeier: A Pleistocene Hunting Society (New York: Harper & Row,
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Yet another “bizarre analysis,” this one drawn from San kinship terminology,
Harpending characterizes thusly: “It is as if I were to claim that the English word
grandmother refers to a custom whereby old people stay at home and grind wheat
for the family bread and that grandmother is really a corruption of grindmother.
Of course, if I were to write such nonsense it would never be published. Editors
and referees would laugh me out the door because they would be familiar with
English. But hardly anyone in Europe and North America is familiar with !Kung
and Otjiherero*

Wilmsen claims that archeology demonstrates — well, let’s let Bookchin say it
in his own inimitable way — “The San people of the Kalahari are now known to
have been gardeners before they were driven into the desert. Several hundred years
ago, according to Edwin Wilmsen, San-speaking peoples were herding and farming
[Wilmsen never says they were farmers], not to speak of trading with neighboring
agricultural chiefdoms in a network that extended to the Indian Ocean. By the year
1000, excavations have shown, their area, Dobe'>, was populated by people who
made ceramics, worked with iron, and herded cattle ... “!® These conclusions the
Director Emeritus serves up as indisputable facts. That they are not.

Karim Sadr has taken up Richard B. Lee’s exasperated proposal for independent
review of all of Wilmsen’s controversial claims.'” Sadr addresses only the archeo-
logical claims, and concludes that they are unsupported by what little evidence is
available so far. Wilmsen’s ally Denbow, as Sadr has related, “says that his model is
based on over 400 surveyed sites and excavations at 22 localities. The 400 or more
surveyed sites, however, provide no relevant evidence. The model is really based
on a dozen of the excavated sites, and of these only three have been adequately
published.”*®

One does not have to be an expert to notice how forced and foolish some of the
Wilmsenist arguments are. Rock paintings of uncertain age depicting stick figures,
supposedly San, alongside cattle are claimed to be evidence that the San at some
indefinite past time herded cattle. From this premise — even if true — is drawn
the illogical conclusion that the San were working for Bantu bosses who owned
the cattle. Why the San were incapable of owning and herding their own cattle is

4 Harpending, review, 314.

15 Sorry to interrupt so compelling a narrative, but Dobe is only a small part of the Kalahari
now inhabited by the San. The Dobe area was where Lee, DeVore, Howell and associates focused
their research in the 60s and 70s. Obviously Bookchin has not even bothered to read Wilmsen’s
book, but at best skimmed it — or had Janet Biehl skim it — to cull quotations as ammunition.

16 Bookchin, SALA, 44.

17 Richard B. Lee and Mathias Guenther, “Errors Corrected or Compounded? A Reply to Wilm-
sen,” Current Anthropology 32 (1991): 298-305.

18 Sadr, “Kalahari Archaeology and the Bushmen Debate,” 105.
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not disclosed. As Sadr says, “the stick figures may be herding or stealing the cattle,
or the Bushmen may have received the cattle in fair trade. To stretch the point,
maybe the paintings represent wishful thinking. One alternative is as speculative
as another”!” Besides, as another anthropologist asks: “Has the identity of the rock
paintings been unequivocally established?”*

Actually, to say that one alternative is as speculative as another may be an un-
warranted concession to Wilmsen. Some rock paintings do depict San rustling cat-
tle from Bantus. San were stealing Bantu cattle as recently as the first decade of
the 20 century,? and that was likely not a recent innovation. There are also depic-
tions of San in proximity to cattle which rule out the serfdom theory, for example,
showing Bantus offering cattle to a San rain-maker (a much sought after special-
ist).?? San could and did herd their own cattle, as some do today. In the 17t century,
Europeans saw San with their own cattle.”> San rock painting goes back at least
10,500 years, and possibly 19,000 to 27,000 years,?* and forward to the late 19 cen-
tury. There are 2,000 sites, and almost 15,000 paintings.”® Yet Wilmsen is unable
to point to a single painting which unambiguously indicates San subordination to
the Bantus.

The main evidence cited to show San “encapsulation” by Iron Age Bantu speak-
ers from the sixth to eleventh centuries is cattle and sheep remains found at San
sites in the Kalahari. The proportions, however, are extremely small, like those
found in the Cape area where there were no Iron Age chiefdoms to encapsulate
foragers. The evidence of all kinds is scanty and inconclusive. San might have been
encapsulated at certain times and places, dominant at others. Nothing rules out the
possibility “that they may very well have retained their autonomous hunting and
gathering way of life until historic times.”*

Wilmsen claims that when Europeans perceived hunter-gatherers, they were
constructing them as such in accordance with ideological preconceptions. It was

19 Sadr, “Kalahari Archaeology and the Bushmen Debate,” 105.

20 Bicchieri, “Comment,” 507.

21 G. Baldwin Brown, The Art of the Cave Dweller: A Study of the Earliest Artistic Activities of
Man (London: John Murray, 1928), 220 (Fig. 144); J. David Lewis-Williams, Believing and Seeing:
Symbolic Meanings in Southern San Rock Paintings (London: Academic Press, 1981), 9 (Fig. 1) (late
19th century); Wilmsen, Land Filled with Flies, 136—-137.

22 Lewis-Williams, Believing and Seeing, 105.

> Andy Smith, Candy Malherbe, Mat Guenther, & Penny Berens, The Bushmen of South Africa:
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Ohio University Press, 2000), 30.
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26 Bicchieri, 111.

85



the other way around: 17" century Europeans originated the stereotypes, such as

the miserable poverty of the San, which Wilmsen is trying to revive today.”’” But
when Herero pastoralists, refugees from a vicious German military campaign in
Southwest Africa, passed through the Kalahari in 1904 and 1905, they, too, saw only
San who lived entirely by foraging.? It is unlikely that these Bantus were readers of
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Lewis Henry Morgan or Friedrich Engels. It is almost as if
the San would have been foragers even if there had been no Europeans to construct
them. The San have been reporting to Western ethnographers since 1951, and the
memories of some of these informants went back to the late 19" century. None of
them remembers or has heard of a time when the San were herders or cultivators.*
In 1988, Patricia Draper interviewed 13 San whose ages ranged from the 60s to the
90s. Except for one woman who lived in a border area, all these San spent their
early childhoods in the bush, with no contact whatsoever with Bantus.*

Which brings us to the strictly historical content of Wilmsen’s case. He made
more, and more systematic use, of archival evidence than any previous ethnogra-
pher of the Kalahari. Identifying these sources and emphasizing their importance
may well be his only lasting accomplishment.* What he made of them is some-
thing else again. Travelers reported seeing “Bushmen with cattle somewhere in the
Kalahari in the nineteenth century,” but since nobody ever doubted that Bushmen
have long been in contact with cattle-raising Bantu,** as were foraging Bushmen
in the 1960s, this does not prove anything about the Bushman way of life.*

The very fact that until the 1970s, some San were still pure foragers despite cen-
turies of contact with herders is an objection to Wilmsen’s theory, which assumes
that contact means subordination. Wilmsen denounces the classical social evolu-
tionists and also those he derides, with questionable cause, as their latter-day inher-
itors. But he shares with them the assumption that upon contact with the higher,
more complex systems of society, the lower, simpler systems are subsumed or else
wilt and wither away. To Wilmsen, as to Bookchin, it is unthinkable that foragers
might hold their own against herders or farmers. They are, by definition, inferior!
Exposure to a higher level of social organization is like exposure to pathogens to
which the savages have no immunity. But “contact does not automatically entail

27 Smith, Malherbe, Guenter & Berens, Bushmen of South Africa, 28-29.

28 Harpending, review, 315.

29 Shostack, Nisa, 35.

3 Harpending & Draper, “Comment;” 128.

31 Harpending, review, 315.

32 Alan Bernard, Hunters and Herders of Southern Africa: A Comparative Ethnography of the
Khoisan Peoples (Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 1992), 40-41.

3% Harpending, review, 314; Alan Barnard, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 31(2) (April
1990), 122; Irenaus Eibl-Eibesfeldt, “On Subsistence and Social Relations in the Kalahari,” Current
Anthropology 32(2) (April 1991), 55.
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the domination and exploitation of peoples that practice hunting-gathering modes
of existence.” Nor does trade necessarily entail loss of economic autonomy or the
abandonment of foraging.**

Wilmsen’s position begs every question. For all anybody knows, foragers might
have dealt with their neighbors from a position of strength. As late as 1850, even
1877 — as Wilmsen informs us — the northern San recognized no outside authority
over them, and their Herero neighbors respected their military prowess.* If you
look at the situation from a purely military perspective, for instance, the foragers
had definite advantages over the sedentary Bantu herders. The Bantus permanently
occupied villages whose locations were easy for an enemy to ascertain. The San
often moved their campsites, taking their scanty personal property with them. The
Bantus mainly lived off their cattle, whose whereabouts were easily known, and
which could be stolen or killed. The San lived off of wild game and gathered plant
food which no enemy could destroy or despoil them of. The Bantus could probably
mobilize more manpower for war than the San, but to do what? In the 19th century,
their neighbors did not regard the San as “the harmless people.”® There’s no reason
to think that Bushmen and Bantus have, or ever had, some cause of chronic conflict.
Wilmsen’s own argument holds otherwise. These peoples had some incentive to
interact, perhaps some incentive to avoid each other otherwise, but no known
incentive to wage permanent war on each other.

It is above all with history that Wilmsen seeks to overawe the anthropologists.
His book is very much part of the historical turn the discipline has taken in the
last twenty years. “People without history”* nowhere exist, of course. Berating
other anthropologists as ahistorical possesses a strategic advantage for someone
like Wilmsen in addition to its trendiness. When he contradicts the ethnography
of a dozen predecessors, they are inclined to retort that either conditions changed
or Wilmsen is wrong. It wouldn’t be the first time an anthropologist with an ideo-
logical agenda went into the field and saw what he wanted to see.’® But if Wilmsen
was a latecomer, indeed a too-latecomer to the field, he was almost a pioneer in the

34 Patterson, “Comment,” 133 (quoted); Susan Kent, “Comment,” Current Anthropology 31(2)
(April 1990), 132; Solway & Lee, “Foragers, Genuine or Spurious?”; Adams, “Anthropological Per-
spectives on Ancient Trade,” 240.

3 Wilmsen, Land Filled with Flies, 103.

3 Alluding to a widely read popular account of the life of the San, Elizabeth Marshall Thomas,
The Harmless People (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1959). It was assigned reading in the first anthro-
pology course I took, in 1970. For the San, war is now a thing of the past, but intra-group violence
is significant and “homicide is not rare” Lee, The Kung San, 370 (quoted) & ch. 7.

37 Eric Wolf, Europe and the People without History (Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University
of California Press, 1982).

38 Such as, notoriously, Margaret Mitchell. Derek Freeman, The Fateful Hoaxing of Margaret
Mead: A Historical Analysis of Her Samoan Research (Oxford, England & Boulder, CO: Westview

87



archives where time is on his side. If the others point to the 1960s, he can point to
the 1860s. Take that! But there is a crucial disadvantage too. There is no returning
to the ethnographic 1960s, but the archival 1860s are available for others to visit.
Wilmsen’s critics did research his sources, as I researched Bookchin’s, and with
the same devastating results.

Richard B. Lee and Mathias Guenther sought out the traders’ and travelers’
diaries (in English, German and Afrikaans), the maps, the letters and the other
sources on which Wilmsen relied to prove that the remote arid region of the Kala-
hari where the Lee/DeVore anthropologists found foraging San a century later was
a major trade crossroads in the mid-nineteenth century. The Dobe area, according
to Wilmsen, “pulsed” with commercial activity in which Europeans, Bantus and
San were all heavily involved. On this account the San, however, were herders, not
hunters — they were the serfs of the Bantus whose cattle they tended — and when
disease decimated the cattle in the late nineteenth century, the San lost their liveli-
hoods and were forced into the desert to forage (“literally devolved, probably very
much against their will,” in the ex-Director’s learned words). Even a priori there
was reason to doubt this remarkable discovery. As Harpending writes: “There is
more trade through Xai Xai than anywhere in South Africa! Yet Xai Xai is perhaps
the most remote isolated place I have ever visited. I am ready to believe that the
occasional trader showed up at Xai Xai, but I am not ready to believe that it was
ever a hub of major trade routes”*

According to Wilmsen, the records left by European traders confirm their com-
mercial activity in the Dobe area. But not according to Lee and Guenther.* Re-
peatedly, the diaries and maps cited by Wilmsen to place these Europeans in or
near the Dobe area actually place them hundreds of kilometers away. In fact, the
Europeans say that they went well out of their way to avoid the area. It was un-
mapped — all the maps Wilmsen refers to display the Dobe area as a big blank spot
— its commercial potential was limited, and its inhabitants, who were mostly the
then-numerous San, were known to be warlike and hostile to intruders.

The chicanery doesn’t end there. Wilmsen’s linguistic flimflammery, previously
noted, isn’t confined to obscure African languages where he might hope to get
away with it. He mistranslates German too. One of his most highly-hyped findings
is in a German-language source which, he claims, identifies “oxen” at an archeolog-
ical San site. The German word quoted actually means onions, not oxen. Lee and

Press, 1999); Derek Freeman, “Was Margaret Mead Misled or Did She Mislead on Samoa?” Current
Anthropology 41(4) (Aug.-Oct. 2000): 609-616; Martin Orans, Not Even Wrong: Margaret Mead, Derek
Freeman, and the Samoans (Novato, CA: Chandler & Sharp Publishers, 1996).

3 Harpending, review, 314-315.

%0 Richard B. Lee and Mathias Guenther, “Problems in Kalahari Historical Demography and
the Tolerance of Error,” History in Africa 20 (1993): 185-235.
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Guenther also adduce other mistranslations. In self-serving ways Wilmsen inserts
words which clearly have no counterparts in the German originals, usually for the
purpose of faking evidence of ethnic stratification.

The Post-Modernist fad in anthropology, and possibly elsewhere, is now blow-
ing over.! Revisionism in the extreme form espoused by Wilmsen is untenable,
but nothing less extreme debunks the primitive-affluence thesis as Bookchin has
caricatured it. The reader will by now be weary of 'Kung calorie-counting and kin-
dred esoterica: and Bookchin is counting on it. He deploys an argument almost as
persuasive as the argument from force, namely, the argument from boredom. Any-
thing you say, Murray, just don’t say it to me! Anyone ever involved with a leftist
group knows the school where Bookchin learned “process.” Bookchin’s perverse
paradise is precisely this pathology generalized.** The winner of every argument
is the guy who won’t shut up, the Last Man Grandstanding.

‘1 ENN. Anderson, “New Textbooks Show Ecological Anthropology Is Flourishing,” Reviews
in Anthropology 31(3) (July-Sept. 2002), 240; John Zerzan, “Why Primitivism?” (unpublished MS.,
2002), 3, 7 n. 17. As early as 1997, in the opinion of Richard Rorty, the “term post-modernism, has
been ruined by over-use,” and he advised its abandonment. Richard Rorty, Truth, Politics and “Post-
Modernism” (n.p. [Amsterdam, Netherlands]: Van Gorcum, 1997), 13.

42 Black, AAL, 66-70.
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Chapter 7. Primitivism and the
Enlightenment

In his prime, Bookchin could be a harsh critic of the Enlightenment, or, as he
invariably referred to it, “the bourgeois Enlightenment.”! Now his only criticism
is that with respect to primitive society, it wasn’t bourgeois enough. As he now
sees it, the Enlightenment, which fought for reason and progress in its own soci-
ety, inconsistently tolerated and even celebrated stagnant, backward, ignorant and
superstitious primitive peoples. In this as in so many other ways, it is Bookchin’s
project to perfect and complete the essentially rational and progressive project of
the bourgeois Enlightenment. He always understands what people are doing better
than they do.

“There is nothing new,” the Director Emeritus intones, “about the romanticiza-
tion of tribal peoples. Two centuries ago, denizens of Paris, from Enlighteners such
as Denis Diderot to reactionaries like Marie Antoinette, created a cult of ‘primi-
tivism’ that saw tribal people as morally superior to members of European soci-
ety, who presumably were corrupted by the vices of civilization” Actually, two
centuries before they were both dead. Bookchin makes it sound like they were
collaborators. If there was a Parisian cult of the primitive, the airhead Marie An-
toinette (d. 1793) had no part in creating it. Her cult of choice was Catholicism.
Denis and Marie never met. And, as so often with Bookchin, the quotation marks
around “primitivism” do not identify a quotation, they imply disapproval — an
abuse, especially rife among Marxists, which I have already protested.” Quotation
marks could not properly be used here because the English word “primitivism” and
its French cognate did not enter those languages until the 19" and 20% centuries,
respectively.” Am I quibbling about dates and details? Doesn’t the Director Emeri-
tus? This guy claims to discern the directionality, not only of human history, but of

1 Bookchin, Toward an Ecological Society, 195, 197.

2 Black, AAL, 38, quoting Theodor W. Adorno, “Punctuation Marks,” The Antioch Review (Sum-
mer 1990), 303.

% The Oxford English Dictionary (2d ed.; 20 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), 12: 486, q/
v “primitivism”; Grand Larrousse de la lange francaise (7 vols.; Paris: Librairie Larrousse, 1976), 5:
4629, g/v “primitivisme.”
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natural history. How can he tell where history is going if he doesn’t know where
it’s been, or even when?

Bookchin misdates the romanticizing of the primitive not by years but by cen-
turies and, in the Garden of Eden version, by millennia. The noble savage wasn’t
dreamed up at a Parisian salon. Although it is not quite primitivism, the pastoral
ideal goes back to Bookchin’s dream-world, the urban-dominated world of classi-
cal antiquity.* Hesiod and Ovid wrote of an original Golden Age.’ Primitivist ideas
were expressed in the Middle Ages. The German barbarians of Tacitus are likewise
noble and free. European notions of a specifically primitive freedom, virtue and
comfort are at least as old as extensive European contacts with primitive peoples,
especially in the Americas. They were Columbus’ first impressions of the Indians,
and the first impressions of Captain John Smith in Virginia. Neither of these con-
quistadors was by any stretch of the imagination an Enlightenment humanist. In
1584, a sea captain working for Sir Walter Raleigh scouted the coast of Virginia.
He saw it as a garden of “incredible abundance” whose inhabitants were “most
gentle, loving and faithfull, voide of all guile and treason, and such as live after
the manner of the golden age”® Peter Martyr (1459-1526) relied on the accounts
of his voyages by Columbus in composing an influential account of Amerindian
primordial innocence. The Indians remained the locus classicus of the noble savage
until the late 18 century.”

Montaigne’s celebrated essay on cannibals (1580) is “one of the fountainheads
of modern primitivism.” It influenced Shakespeare, among many others, who even
lifted some of its actual words.® In The Tempest (1611), the “honest old Councellor”
Gonzalo envisages Prospero’s enchanted island — under his own self-abolishing
rule — as an anarchist, communist, amoral, libertine, pacific, primitivist, zerowork

* Gay, Enlightenment, 2: 92-94; Shepard Krech III, The Ecological Indian: Myth and History
(New York & London: WW. Norton & Company, 1999), 17-18; Leo Marx, The Machine in the Garden:
Technology and the Pastoral Ideal in America (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1964), 19-24. “In
Elizabethan writing the distinction between primitive and pastoral styles of life is often blurred,
and devices first used by Theocritus and Virgil appear in many descriptions of the new continent”
Marx, Machine in the Garden, 39.

> Dictionary of the History of Ideas: Studies of Selected Pivotal Ideas (New York: Charles Scrib-
ner’s Sons, 1973), q/v “Primitivism.”

¢ George Boas, Primitivism and Related Ideas in the Middle Ages (Baltimore, MD: The Johns
Hopkins University, 1948); “Primitivism,” 36—37; Krech, The Ecological Indian, 18.

7 George W. Stocking, Victorian Anthropology (New York: The Free Press & London: Collier-
Macmillan, 1987), 18.

8 The Essays of Michel de Montaigne, tr. George B. Ives (3 vols.; New York: The Heritage Press,
1946), 1: 271-288; Marx, Machine in the Garden, 49. Montaigne was reacting to accounts of Brazilian
Indans; he even interviewed one through a translator. The first English translation of the Essays
(1603) happens to be the only book which Shakespeare is known to have owned. Essays, 3: 1654
1655.
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commonwealth, a place not to repeat the mistakes of civilization.” I am not claim-
ing Shakespeare was a primitivist; he is sceptical, perhaps mocking here. But he is
also a sensitive witness that one pole of the European perception of primitives was
already primitivist in 1611. Serious uopias too, like Francis Bacon’s, “now could be
plausibly located in America. In their good order, just government, supportive so-
ciety, peaceful abundance, and absence of greed, vice, and private property, these
happy social constructions, situated by their authors in the New World, served as
the antithesis of the Old”*° Accurate or not, these impressions indicate an attrac-
tion for the primitive which long antedates the eighteenth century.

And is it so unthinkable that some of these early-contact impressions, formed
before European aggression and spoliation embittered relations with the Indians,
might be true? Several historians — historians, mind you, not anthropologists —
believe that they are.!! That there is nothing new about an idea does not mean that
there is nothing true about it. What the Director Emeritus does not appreciate is
that the primitivists of the 18" century, notably Rousseau, believed that mankind
could not return to the primitive condition. As Rousseau wrote: “For it is by no
means a light undertaking to distinguish properly between what is original and
what is artificial in the actual nature of man, or to form a true idea of a state which
no longer exists, perhaps never did exist, and probably never will exist; and of
which it is, necessary to have true ideas, in order to form a proper judgment of our
present state”'

Of all the things Bookchin does badly, intellectual history may be the worst. He
is so balled up with anti-religious rage that he is hardly capable of an accurate state-
ment about the history of religion. At one point — actually, at too many points —
he castigates David Watson for thinking that civilization as such represents regres-
sion for humanity. The ex-Director makes the obvious comparison to the Garden
of Eden story, with which I find no fault except for its banality. He should have
left it at that. Everything he goes on to say reveals him as an ignorant bigot.

® William Shakespeare, The Tempest, II. 1. 143-160; Marx, The Machine in the Garden, 48-49.

10 Jack P. Greene, “America and the Creation of the Revolutionary Intellectual World of the
Enlightenment,” in Imperatives, Behaviors, and Identities: Essays in Early American Cultural History
(Charlottesville, VA & London: University Press of Virginia, 1992), 353.

1 Jennings, Invasion of America, 61-71; Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery, American Free-
dom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York & London: WW. Norton & Company, 1975), 48-57;
Neal Salisbury, Manitou and Providence: Indians, Europeans and the Making of New England, 1500-
1643 (New York & Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), ch. 1. Anthropologists have drawn simi-
lar conclusions from historical sources, among them Clastres, Society Against the State.

12 Gay, Enlightenment, 2: 95, 538; Anthony Pagden, European Encounters with the New World:
Renaissance to Romanticism (New Haven, CT & London: Yale University Press, 1993), 145; Jean
Jacques Rousseau, “A Discourse on the Origin of Inequality,” in The Social Contract and Discourses,
tr. G.D.H. Cole (New York: E.P. Dutton and Company & London: J.M. Dent and Sons, 1950), 190-
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“This sort of rubbish,” the Director Emeritus continues in his usual dispassion-
ate voice, “may have been good coin in medieval universities.””* Medieval univer-
sities were urban institutions. Evidently Bookchin is unfamiliar with their cur-
ricula. Aristotle is the ex-Director’s favorite philosopher, and “the authority of
Aristotle was supreme throughout this [the 12" century] as well as the later me-
dieval period”'* The universities soon taught the Thomist interpretation of Aris-
totelian teleology, to which Bookchin’s dialectical naturalism is much closer than
it is to the mechanistic philosophy of his revered Enlightenment. Official Chris-
tianity was never anti-urban or anti-civilization. Christianity originated in the
urban-dominated Roman Empire, and its original appeal was in the cities, not the
countryside — the word “pagan” derives from the same root as the word “peasant.”
Saint Augustine would not have written of the City of God if he thought God had
something against cities. Where previous religions had been particularistic, “the
Heavenly City — for Augustine, its early voice in the universal Church — melds all
diversity among peoples, ‘all citizens from all nations and tongues [into] a single
pilgrim band.” Sez who? Murray Bookchin. After the fall of Rome, “the Christian
church preserved the language of the polis ... Even heaven was conceived to be a
city-state”"

Christian orthodoxy has never interpreted human history or destiny as the re-
covery of the primal innocence preceding the Fall. That was the teaching of anar-
chic heretics like the Brethren of the Free Spirit, the Adamites, the Diggers and the
Ranters. Rather, orthodox Christianity, like Marxism and Bookchinism, is forward-
looking, eschatological. The Kingdom of Heaven is not the Garden of Eden restored,
it’s the City of God, the ultimate polis, except that a loving Lord as a special dispen-
sation for the saved excuses them from attending town meetings. In the Commune
of Hell, attendance is obligatory for all eternity. By the 18" century, the dominant
tendency in religious thought was to regard the Fall as an “episode in prehistory”
marking the origin of human society, and not such a bad thing after all.'®

So here’s the ex-Director’s next sentence: “But in the late Middle Ages, few ideas
in Christian theology did more to hold back advances in science and experimental
research than the notion that with the Fall, humanity lost its innocence”’ Try as I

191 (quoted).

13 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 171.

4 Hastings Rashdall, The Universities of Europe in the Middle Ages, ed. FM. Powicke & A.B.
Emden (3 vols.; Oxford: at the Clarendon Press, 1987), 1: 38.

15 Bookchin, Ecology of Freedom, 159-160, 160 (quoted); Richard Mackenney, The City-State,
1500-1700: Republican Liberty in an Age of Princely Power (London: Macmillan Education, 1989), 2
(quoted).

16 Norman Hampson, The Enlightenment (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin
Books, 1968), 102.

17 Bookchin, Anarchism, Marxism, 171.

93



have, I am unable to understand why the notion that humanity lost its innocence
should retard scientific progress. So far as I know, no historian has ever said so.
And I'm unaware that anyone in the later Middle Ages was even trying to con-
duct experimental research, aside from the alchemists. That is why it was possible
to publish, in eight volumes, A History of Magic and Experimental Science.'® The
distinction is relatively recent.

Presumably, if the fall-from-innocence idea retarded scientific and technologi-
cal progress in the late Middle Ages, it must have done so throughout the Middle
Ages. That nearly reverses the reality. Scientific progress, it is true, was slowed
by the prevailing ideology — not by Christianity, but by ideas inherited from pa-
gan classical antiquity, from urbanites like Aristotle, Galen and Ptolemy.!” On the
other hand, there was rapid technological progress, unlike the stagnation of Greek
and Roman times. From the standpoint of invention, “the period of more than a
thousand years that spans the gap between early Greek and late Roman civiliza-
tion was, to say the least, 