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Earth First! wants to eliminate the industrial form of society.
This is clearly a revolutionary goal. Yet it seems that many or most
Earth First'ers still think and act like reformers, not like revolution-
aries.

This is illustrated by Darryl Cherney’s response to the bombing
in which we assassinated the president of the California Forestry
Association. According to newspaper reports Cherney was upset
by the bombing because he was afraid that there would be retalia-
tory attacks on Earth First!ers. Now we respect (with certain quali-
fications) the nonviolent principles of Earth First! (even though we
don’t think it would be practical for everyone to abide by them) and
if any Earth Firstlers get beaten up in retaliation for our bombings
we certainly sympathize with them. But Cherney’s reaction shows
that his mentality is that of a reformer, not a revolutionary.

To a revolutionary, what is important is not the short-term goal
of saving this or that bit of wilderness or securing some grudging
tolerance from the timber industry sympathizers. What is impor-
tant is the long-term goal of weakening and destabilizing industrial



society so that a revolution against it may become possible. From
this point of view it is desirable that timber industry sympathiz-
ers should make physical attacks on Earth Firstlers, because such
behavior tends to increase the social stresses in industrial society
and helps to turn people against the system.

It is important to distinguish between what the industrial sys-
tem “wants” and what certain people who claim to represent the
system may want or may do. By what the system “wants” we mean
that which helps to assure the survival and growth of the indus-
trial system. This corresponds approximately with what is desired
by the most rational, self-restrained and “responsible” members of
the systems [sic.] controlling elite. But people who believe them-
selves to be supporters of the system often behave in ways that are
harmful to the system and thus serve as unwitting allies of those
who want to overthrow the system.

Take police brutality as an example. The most rational and “re-
sponsible” members of the system’s elite are against police brutal-
ity. They want the police to use just enough force (and no more
than just enough) to insure [sic.] public order and obedience to the
system’s rules, because they know that police brutality increases
social stresses and tends to break down respect for the system. Bad
cops (or timber industry goons) who beat people up regard them-
selves as pro-system and hate those who are against the system,
but the behavior of such cops actually helps to undermine the sys-
tem. Thus police brutality is not really a part of the system, but is
a kind of disease of the system.

Similarly, the irresponsible politicians who are currently repeal-
ing environmental laws may be acting as unwitting allies of revo-
lutionaries. If their actions lead to a few more cases like Love Canal
and the Exxon Valdez oil spill, they will be helping to destroy re-
spect for the system. Moreover the actions of these politicians help
to weaken the standards of decent, “responsible” political behavior
on which the stability of the system depends.

successful operations will encourage and stimulate other mon-
keywrenchers. Those who have carried out successful operations
should report their action to the journal in an anonymous letter.
Such letters will constitute evidence in “criminal” cases, so the
journal will have to turn them over to the police to avoid prose-
cution for obstruction of justice. Therefore senders of the letters
should make sure they bear no evidence such as fingerprints or
handwriting.

Also, after every major successful monkeywrenching op-
eration, the saboteurs should send anonymous letters to the
mainstream media explaining both the reasons for that particular
monkeywrenching attack and the long-term goals of the radical
environmental movement.

The effectiveness of monkeywrenching operations will be
greatly increased if they are systematic and coordinated rather
than random and sporadic. Each monkeywrenching group should
plan not just one operation but a campaign of operations lasting
several months. Such a campaign is best designed not to attack
a lot of unrelated targets, but to concentrate pressure on some
particular class of targets. For example, the monkeywrenching
group might select a particular logging or mining company, or
a chemical or electronics firm, and attack a series of targets
belonging to that particular organization. It would be difficult
to coordinate the efforts of different monkeywrenching groups
without compromising security. But some degree of coordination
might be achieved by passing the word through the grapevine
that a certain week is to be a week of intense sabotage. A lot of
sabotage concentrated into one week would be more effective
than the same amount of sabotage spread out over an extended
period.
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knowing that those measures cannot be put into effect now . But
by advocating such measures he plants in people’s minds the idea
that doing away with the existing system is a conceivable alter-
native. In this manner he helps to prepare the way for a future
revolution that may occur when the time is ripe.

* k *

Some Earth First!ers think they can change the system just by
providing, through their own actions, examples of noble, nonvi-
olent, passive, environmentally nondestructive behavior. But it
won’t work. Look at history! It’s been tried before, repeatedly. The
earliest Christians, the Quakers, certain Hindus and Buddhists
relied on passive, nonviolent loving-kindness, but they had little
or no lasting effect on the behavior of the human race in general.
people of the saintly type may have an important role to play in a
revolutionary movement, but their kind of action by itself cannot
bring down the industrial system. For that, revolutionaries of a
tough, practical type are needed.

* k *

It is a big mistake to complain about “capitalism.” To do so gives
the impression that industrial society would be OK if it were run
according to some other ideology, such as socialism. Actually so-
cialism in Eastern Europe did more damage to the environment
than any capitalism did in the West. Our enemy is not capitalism,
socialism, or any other ideology that may pretend to guide the sys-
tem. Our enemy is the industrial-technological system itself.

* % %

The Earth First! journal should have a section in which suc-
cessful monkeywrenching operations are reported. Reading about

Footnote [In their own way, Rush Limbaugh, reckless right
wing politicians and their like are rebels against the industrial
system even though they do not regard themselves as such. They
want the technology and “prosperity” that the system provides
but they reject the restraint and social discipline that are required
for the long-term health and stability of the system. These people
think they are for social discipline, but their concept of social
discipline is primitive: pile more homework on the kids and make
everybody click their heels and salute the flag. The kind of social
discipline the system needs would include temperance in the
expression of political opinions, and realization that what is good
for the long-term health of the system is not always what brings
the biggest profits right now, and that psychological techniques
are more sophisticated than just “getting tough” are needed
to make children behave in conformity with the needs of the
system. Through their irrational antics and lack of self-restraint
Rush Limbaugh & Co. are helping to weaken the system. Our
most dangerous enemies are not reckless right-wingers but those
leaders who take a rational and balanced approach to promoting
the growth and power of the system. That is why we of FC always
make it our policy to vote for those politicians who are most
corrupt, incompetent or irrational. They are the ones who will
help us break down the system. Pete Wilson said we deserve to die
for blowing up the president of the California Forestry Association.
He shouldn’t be so ungrateful. We voted for him.]

What the rational, self-controlled, “responsible” members of the
system’s elite want is not reckless repeal of environmental legisla-
tion; they want enough environmental legislation to preserve the
system’s image of benevolence but not enough to interfere very
seriously with economic growth and the increase of the system’s
power. They want exploitation of natural resources that is ratio-
nally planned for long-term economic growth and stability, and
that takes into consideration social needs (e.g. health, esthetics) as
well as economic ones. Like police brutality, environmental reck-



lessness is not really a part of the system, but is a disease of the
system.

Needless to say, police brutality and environmental reckless-
ness make us sick at the stomach, and we know that Earth First!ers
react the same way. And of course we have to stand against these
things. But at the same time it has to be recognized that ending po-
lice brutality and environmental recklessness are goals of reform-
ers. The goal of revolutionaries is to undermine the system as a
whole, and to this end police brutality and the grosser forms of
environmental recklessness are actually helpful.

The trouble with Earth First!ers is that, like reformers, they de-
vote their attention almost exclusively to fighting evils that are pe-
ripheral outgrowths of the system rather than fighting those insti-
tutions, structures and attitudes that are central to the system and
on which the system most depends. We’ve only read about 6 or 8
issues of Earth First!, but if these can be taken as a fair sample then
EF! articles are devoted almost exclusively to wilderness and envi-
ronmental questions. These are extremely important matters, but if
you devote your attention exclusively to them you will never over-
throw the industrial system, and as long as the system survives the
most you can hope to do is slow, not stop, the taming or destruc-
tion of wilderness. Therefore we argue that the Earth First! journal
should devote at least half of its content to questions that have cen-
tral relevance to the development of the industrial-technological
system. How about some articles on genetic enigineering and its
probably consequences for life on earth? How about some articles
concerning the tremendous powers that computer technology is
putting in the hands of the system? What will be the consequences
if the computer scientists ever succeed in developing machines that
are more intelligent than human beings? How about some articles
on propaganda and other psychological tools that help to induce
behavior that conforms to the needs of the system?

Most importantly, you need to develop a coherent ideology that
opposes technology and industrialism and is based on analysis and
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understanding of the industrial system, and you need to develop
plans and methods for weakening, undermining and destabilizing
industrial society.

As for action, with only one exception all the actions we’ve seen
reported in Earth First! have been focussed on environmental and
wilderness issues. But as long as you fight only on environmen-
tal and wilderness issues you are fighting defensively. The best de-
fense is a good offense, and to fight offensively you’ve got to get
out of the woods and attack the structures that make the system
run. For example, instead of demonstrating (or monkeywrenching)
at a logging site, you might demonstrate (or monkeywrench) at a
chemical plant. And the issue that you demonstrate about should
not be a particular case of environmental destructiveness but the
very existence of the chemical industry itself. You have to use your
ingenuity to devise some forms of action that will weaken the sys-
tem as a whole, not just slow its destruction of the environment.

* % %

Another indictaion of Earth First!’s essentially reformist men-
tality is your attitude about the paper industry. You want to stop
the cutting of trees for paper by finding alternative sources of fiber,
such as hemp. This is a reformist attitude. The revolutionary atti-
tude would be: Stop cutting trees for paper, and if that means that
the system comes grinding to a halt for lack of paper, so much the
better. To hell with the system.

You will answer that if your program implied an end to the mass
production of paper, then you would have no chance of putting that
program into effect, because few people would support a program
incompatible with the continued existence of industrial society.

But of course! That is the difference between the reformer and
the revolutionary. The reformer seeks to bring about some improve-
ment in conditions NCW, by means that are compatible with the
survival of an existing system of society. The revolutionary advo-
cates measures that are incompatible with the existing system,



