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tion. Power – at every scale – is about reducing complexity in theworld, simplifying
to what can be controlled, what can be made rigid. The drive for power is deeply
tied to a fear of the complexity created by other people having choices and thinking
for themselves. Nationalism is a great expression of this: violently slicing through
the complex tangle of actually existing human relationships and creating prisons
in which to contain people, limiting their choice in possible relationships.

But so too is forced contact between individuals and elevating a Relationship or
Community above individual choice. The abuser cannot stand their target thinking
their own thoughts or living their own life, as such creates space for dangerous
unknown possibilities. The abuser must interject and interrupt, make it impossible
for a train of thought or existence to take flight away from their control. They often
emotionally escalate or engage in other communicative strategies that demand fur-
ther communication, until they can force their target to become preoccupied with
them.

This hunger for real time contact is often righteously framed as a drive for hon-
esty through directness, but rawness is not the same thing as honesty. The process
of compressing our thoughts into words and then someone else unzipping those
words into conceptual relations in their own brain requires active reflection and de-
liberation to achieve accuracy. Bypassing that for an immediate rawness can only
mean a breakdown in the fidelity of the information transmitted, which reduces the
agency of both individuals.

The other individual, in trying to get distance or enforce a defensive boundary,
including permanent ones and even catalyzing social boycotts, is trying to create
a world where they can think about something other than whatever the abuser is
likely to do next and whatever is going on in their mind. Yes, the drawing of such
boundaries involves the curtailment or severing of specific lines of engagement but
they’re trying to create net possibility rather than strangle it.

But, sadly, many leftists dream not of a liberated world of infinite expanding
possibility but of the reassurances of fixed Community. Capitalism appears to them
primarily as an atomizing force that creates precarity and anxiety and so they focus
on visions of a world where everything is more or less assured. Their core motiva-
tion is thus a hunger for permanence rather than choice.

Combine this with liberal delusions that talking and the magic of “looking into
one another’s eyes” can solve any problem and what results is an ideology that can-
not accept unresolved conflict, that compulsively cannot respect unilateral deci-
sions to refuse to talk, and so makes every split worse.

I’ve spent the better part of two decades viciously critiquing the frameworks
and instincts of right-libertarians, in particular the notion of rights and negative
freedom. But they’re not wrong that norms and defaults of defensive individual
boundaries are important. They’re not wrong that power should be abolished rather
than democratized. CINA is a case study in the horrors of the opposite direction.
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tionalpolitics:Atextpointingtoegtheexistenceoffolksexaggeratingharmwhile
analyzingsuchwithnuancewilldrawacertainnumberofreaders,butatextthat
pointstothatexistenceandalsosayswhatabuserswanttohearwilldrawthose
samereadersplusahighlymotivatedarmyofabuseapologists.Onceasufficient
massofattentionisreached,agiventextbecomescanonicalandgetshandledwith
respectassomehowtheoriginofobviousthingsmentionedinpassing.JoFreeman
inventedpointingoutinformalpowerdynamics.MichelFoucaultinventedcompar-
ingschoolstoprisons.KristianWilliamsinventedthinkingaboutfalseaccusations.
You’reallowedtorespond,butaren’tyoublessedthattheystartedtheconversation.

IworrythissamecursedanddishonestdynamiciscongealingaroundCINAas
ithastakenrootinliberalandnon-profitspaces.

Youcansay,ifyoulikesomestraylegitimatepointsSchulmanmentions,finda
differentauthorortextthatmakesthem,orfuckit,makethemyourselfandshare
that,nobodyownsideas,noneedtopromoteanoverallevilbook.Buttheresponse
isincreasingly“butit’sthecanonicaltext!”usuallyfollowedbyattemptstoclaim
themantleof“nuance”bywayofshirkinganyresponsibilitytotakeastand.“You
bothmakesomeinterestingpoints!Weshouldpromotethedebate!…Whoeverremains
mostgenteelwins.”

Youjustwanttoscream.
Atthesametime,justastepidglancingtouchesontriviallyrealdynamicspro-

videscovertoSchulman’sperniciousargumentsandframeworks,Ialsoworrythat
CINAissonoxious,soobviouslybad,thatotherfolkswilltrytoslapdownits
abuserapologiabydismissingallconcernwithdynamicsofgrouployalty,split-
ting,spiraling,bubbling,etc.Thisis,afterall,howsomuchdiscoursegoes,the
counter-reactiontoanarrativeoftenslidesintorejectinganythingthatlookslike
anycomponentofitsarguments.Which,inturn,fuelsthecomplexesofthosewho
feellikethebookisasolitarytorchoflightinthedarkness,anobledissentagainst
ahegemonicculture,speakingtruthtopower.

ButCINAisnotatextthatbreaksnewgroundortakesrealchances,itsonly
remotelynovelcontentistheabsurdintensificationofancientabusernarratives.It
sayswhensomeonedrawsaboundaryandsays“Irefusetospeaktoyou”thatis
itselftantamounttoabuse(orIsraeliwarcrimes)andtheotherpersonhasaright,
evenmoralduty,toviolatethatboundary.Calling,messaging,physicallystalking,
harassinganymutuals,sealioningintheirmentions,anythingtoforcetheother
persontocometothetable.Youareevenobligedtodothisasabystanderto
someoneelsedrawingaboundary,infactTheCommunitymustcometogetherto
ensureescapeisimpossible.Youareobligedtodothisbecauseindividualscannot
beallowedautonomyintheirself-reflectionandyou,withacrudepsychoanalytic
just-so-story,surelyknowbetterthanthemwhentheyaremakingamistakeor
turningawayfromengagementwithreality.

Theideologyofdominationisabsolutelyfoundedinadriveforstasisandisola-
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Let’sbeclearfromtheoutset:ConflictIsNotAbuseisnotevenremotelythe
samethingasthesentimentorthesisthat“conflictisnotabuse.”Muchofthesuc-
cessSarahSchulman’sbookhasseenistheresultofpeoplewantingadefenseof
thelatterthesisandassumingherappropriationofthepre-existingphrasemeans
thebook’scontentfollowswhatevertheirownmotivationsandapproachtothat
distinctionis.IwillrefertoSchulman’sbookbytheacronymCINAthroughout
thisreviewspecificallytoavoidsuchadefaultassociationandemphasizetheways
inwhichCINAisnotanappropriateorproductiveillustrationofthedifferencesbe-
tweenconflictandabuse(adistinctionitbarelytouchesandhandlesinaccurately),
norausefulinvestigationintotheoriginsofconflationsbetweenthosetwocate-
gories.

ThefirsttimeIwasrecommendedCINAitwasbyanoldcomradeandformer
coworker,asurvivorofthegreenscare,someoneIhaveadeeppersonalrespect
andappreciationfor.TheLeft,shecomplainedtomeovercoffee,hasbecometoo
quicktocutpeopleoff,toleapintorecriminationsandbitterdenunciationsover
smallinfractions.Ignoranceofnon-standardlanguageoretiquette,tosaynothing
ofcomplexhistory,systems,anddynamics,isquicklyturnedintoanindeliblestain
ofcharacter.Thosewithoutaliberalartseducationandothermarkersofclassare
gatekeptfromTheLeft,whichincreasinglycollapsestonothingmorethanstatus
gamesinthenon-profitsector.Andwithinsuchspacesthosewhoflourishare
thosewhoturneverydisagreement,harm,orconflict,howeverminor,intoapoint
ofperpetualhostilityandfracture.Everysmallcliqueclosesupthedrawbridges.
Everywoundfesters.Mutualunintelligibilitygrowsandeveryissueofepistemol-
ogybecomesahotlypoliticaldeclarationofpersonalalliances.

Sure!Isaid,Ithinkprettymucheveryoneagreeswiththat.Indeedsuchasurface
characterizationoftheleft(compoundedbytoday’sparticularlycrudeandproto-
zoicsocialmediatools)isprettymuchuniversal.Butcrucialandgravedistinctions
emergeinouranalysisandprescriptions.OnecanfindsquabblesforstatusonFace-
bookorpreeningoverdemonstratingtheabsoluteperfectsocialjusticelanguage
tobelaughablyinanewhilealsosupportingtherecentparadigmshifttoaworld
wheretheregimesofsickeningpeacethatsomanypredatorsandtyrantsinsub-
culturalspacesdependeduponfordecadesiserodedandcounter-mobilizationisn’t
tampeddown.

MyfriendandItalkedforhours,butourbroademphasescouldnothavebeen
moredifferent.

InhermindthecentralflawoftheLeftwaspeople’stoleranceoreventaste
forconflictandschism.Inmymindthecentralflawoftheleftwastheinverse:a
hungerforunity,and,asaresult,asimple-mindedavoidanceofschism.

Indeed,Iargued,it’spreciselytheLeft’spursuitofcohesionaboveallandaninabil-
itytogracefullyacceptruptureandseparationthatisthesourceofmuchintractable
hostility.Insteadofsimplygoingourownways,theLeftseesanydivisionasfail-
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ure and so tries to force everything into The General Assembly or The Party or The
Community – creating self-perpetuating quagmires in a blind faith that discussion
can handle everything or that collectivity is a magical fountainhead of warm fuzzies.
But the harder we attempt to press everyone into peace and unity the more violent
and cataclysmic the inevitable splits. By trying to tamp down every fight and paper
over every difference we create more division in total. Instead of stepping up to
the hard fight to kick a serial abuser out of institutional power we defuse and avoid
explicit conflict, pushing everything into hidden accountability processes designed
solely to hold togetherThe Community orThe Organization, until the survivors get
so exhausted and demoralized they quit activism or end up in a massive schism not
just with the serial abuser but with the self-appointed overseers of accountability,
even with the entire passively complicit scene.

It’s a general pattern: the more a scene accepts separation, the less catastrophic
the divisions. Anarchist circles and projects, for example, certainly have our dis-
agreements, grudges, and lingering animosities, but the resulting conflicts, even
when they get violent or fucked up, are at least rarely as devastating as the unending
fractal of cataclysmic splits between factions of marxists who cannot ideologically
countenance any sort of schism and so are overrun by them.

In short, I agreed with the title of the book my friend so effusively praised, con-
flict isn’t abuse, but I disagreed with what she seemed to have gotten from it. While
there are some inane exceptions, we don’t have an epidemic of inflating conflict into
abuse, we far more often see abuse minimized and marginalized as mere “conflict,”
with struggles against abusers cast as even worse than abuse. And while normal
conflict is sometimes unnecessary or defaulted on for bad reasons, I believe it is
often good or even necessary in many situations to embrace conflict, and in many
cases that can take the form of individuals cutting off contact or collectively boy-
cotting (“ostracizing”). Yes, the insufficiently developed structure of certain contem-
porary communications technologies that still provide few options in social scope
and context, leads to a lot of noise and posturing over trivialities, but this issue
pales in comparison to the importance of tearing down the regimes of unjust peace
and unity in subcultural communities that have long held up predators, nihilistic
apathy and the old boys clubs that cultivate both.

It’s worth noting Sarah Schulman repeatedly emphasizes in interviews that she
didn’t write CINA to address abuse or #MeToo. And yet in practice the discourse
around CINA is invariably drawn to such issues.

The most pernicious and loudly prominent tendency among references to CINA
are those who use it to declare that a given situation of severe abuse is merely
“conflict” – and also, usually, to then frame those treating it more seriously as en-
gaging in “abuse” themselves for their reaction. #ConflictIsNotAbuse, in this usage,
becomes an opportunistic slogan for deflection and reversals, with a book only dis-
tantly attached, off in the ether, providing legitimization in a nebulous but authori-
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doing it would cause me. Obsessive stalker fans can thus make themselves into
utility monsters. “If you don’t drop everything to meet me right now I’ll kill myself.”
“Engage with my every question or I’ll lose my mind for weeks in anguish and rage.”
Unless one creates and holds personal boundaries, including holding to permanent
blocks, it incentivizes people to become emotional-investment traps whose wellbe-
ing hangs on your every action, to exploit your empathy. This is a stark runaway
failure mode, not just for the individual whose compassion is exploited, but for the
entire community where this kind of manipulation via self-mutilation is productive.

A common pattern of abuse is disrupting and monopolizing the target’s atten-
tion, forcing us to think about them, to empathize with them. And in the process
their emotional universe consumes our own. He had a bad day at work, she was
abused by her dad, they fear being abandoned, etc. The abuser ceases to be an indi-
vidual agent and becomes merely a vast network of tugging and pulling causes. We
regain a limited sense of control by uncovering these hidden causes, and we redirect
our attention from direct resistance to the abuse to instead trying to negotiate or
influence these external prods. If only I send him to work with a better lunch, maybe
he’ll weather the storm of his boss better. What is almost always lost in this sort
of analysis is any recognition of the abuser’s own agency or potential for agency.
And this facilitates them. The abuser gets to relax, to abandon any ethical pressure
to diligent consideration and reasoned reflection, and instead devolve into nothing
more than a billiard ball moved by other people and forces. Every impulse they
have is the product of something external and there is no obligation upon them to
reflect on it, much less deliberate and make a choice.

Empathy is often recognized as a characteristic of the oppressed; while our
rulers often don’t have to think about us, we can be forced to think endlessly about
our rulers. Even though this asymmetry of knowledge stems from their callous and
confident disregard, it can be turned around and leveraged as a tool of resistance.
The battered wife knows exactly how to administer the poison to her husband. The
hacker knows an exploit to take down the system.

But what can be useful as a strategy of resistance individually is not necessarily
desirable as social norms or individual obligations. Nor is obsession and emotional
dependence a certifier of being oppressed or in the right.

Conclusion: An Unending Curse

Standing around a campfire with a couple dozen comrades as conversation turned
to CINA, one of them asked, “Why do people always flock to the worst possible cri-
tiques of real problems? Why do they always pick the worst text and act like it invented
critiquing the problem?” The answer, I think – beyond who has the time and capital
to publish and promote full books that are academically “citable” – is just coali-
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aliberalnotionthatnooneistrulybadatheartandeveryonecanbereached.
Schulman’sgame,castingthosewhofuriouslyobjecttoCINA’sabuseapolo-

giaasirrationaltraumatizedchildrentryingtopreserveaweakmentalself-image
throughdefensiveblack-or-whitethinkingis,beyondbeingfunctionallyunfalsifi-
able,itselfaclearexampleofdefensivesimplisticthinking.

Thefactisthatmanypeopleclingto“theworldcomesingreys,neverblack
andwhite”asadefensivesimplificationofrealitytopreservetheirownself-image
assomeonewhocanchangeandmuddlemoralquestionstoavoidresponsibility.
Folksbecomeobsessivezealotsagainstthepossibilityorcommonalityofblackand
whitesituationsand,insodoing,throwpassionatesupportbehindeveryabuserand
cryptofascistintheircommunityinthenameoftransformativejustice,preciselyto
avoidthekindofdangerousself-reflectionSchulmanclaimstoprioritize.

Indeedit’sdeeplyirrationaltothinkthatTheCommunitycanorshouldcentrally
(ie“collectively”)planresponsestoabuse.Schulman’sfetishizationofcommunity
andcollectiveresponsesisfarworsethantherisksofepistemicclosureamongthe
survivor’sfriendssincebystandersarebroadlylessequippedwithrelevantanddi-
rectknowledge.Further,thesortoffolkswholeaptoappointthemselvesinvesti-
gatorsandarbitersof“accountabilityprocesses”overthewishesofsurvivorsare
justsovietcommissarswritsmalland,beyondthegrotesquepowerdynamics,we
shouldimmediatelyapprehendsuchsituationsasjustasfundamentallyirrationalas
statecommunism.Itisirrationaltoassumethatathirdparty,muchlessacommit-
teeofthem,willgenerallyhavebettercapacitytounderstand,evaluateandsolvea
situation,anditisirrationaltoelevatetheirgoals,values,andnotionsof“solution”
abovethatofasurvivor.It’sirrationaltopretendyousitinastateofpureignorance
andmustpersonallyundertakeafullinvestigationbeforeholdinganyevaluation
ofprobabilityinyourbrainwhenanaccusationismade.

Atleastitisirrationalifwepresumethestatedgoalsareindeedthegoals.
Wedohavebroadmoralobligationstoengagewithourselvesandtheworld

aroundus,tostruggletoavoidepistemicbubbles,toleanintosomehardandpainful
thingstolearnandbetterourselves.Butthisisnotatallthesamethingasaspecific
obligationtoanswerwhenSarahSchulmancalls.

Yes,therearereasonstobeinclinedtowardsengagementbutrejectingitin
specificcases–whatSchulmanseesascoldshouldering,shunning,etc–isinmany
casestheonlyrationalmove.

OnnumerousoccasionsIhave,forreasonsofcompassionandwhereIcalcu-
lateditcouldmakeanetpositivedifference,mademyselfavailablefor(limited)
communicationwithindividualswhohavestalkedorabusedme,sometimesagainst
theurgingsofallmyhousemates,friends,partners,etc.Butthereisalsoacleartrap
toanaiveorfirst-orderconsequentialistanalysis:bysimplyescalatingone’semo-
tionalinvestmentinmeit’salwayspossibleforsomeonetocreateasituationwhere
thepaincausedtothembymynotdoingathingishigherthanthedisutilitythat

5

tativeway.
It’sverysimilartoTheTyrannyOfStructurelessness–asimilarlynotorioustext

thatlivesprimarilyasaslogantolegitimizeanygiveninstanceoftyrannyand
bureaucracyortodismissoutofhandanyresistanceandalternativestosuch,as
wellastoshutdownallinvestigationortalkofnon-formalizedbottom-upstrategies
fordealingwithinformalpower.Theparticularsofthetextarelessimportantthan
theassumedcanonicityandunassailabilityofitstitle.Fewfansinvokingthetitle
ofthetexthaveactuallyreadthething;theydon’tneedto.

Thisisn’ttosaythatthewildlyfuckedupendstowhicheithertextgetcited
areunfairreadingsormisappropriationsofgoodtexts.Makenomistake,CINAis
ultimatelyexactlywhatithasbeenwidelyaccusedofbeing:ajawdroppingbook
ofnonstopabuseapologia,agoodrepresentationoftheideologicalframeworksand
defensivenarrativesofmanyabusersandtheirdefenders.Thearrayofhorridends
towhichCINAiswidelyleveragedmaynotalwaysbedirectreflectionsofthetext,
buttheydoinexorablyderivefromit.

Justasit’simportanttobefairandnoteherrepeateddismissalsthatshewasn’t
writingaboutabuse,it’salsoimportanttoprovidethecontextthatSchulmanwas,
accordingtoseveralpubliclypostedandwidelysharedaccountsoffellowactivists,
runoutofTorontoforabusingandstalkinganex,repeatedlyviolatingboundaries
andevenshowingupatherhouse.Whenshewritesthingslike“Resistanceto
shunning,exclusion,andunilateralcontrol,whilenecessary,aremischaracterizedas
harm,”she’squiteopenlyattemptingtocastherownpersonalhistoryofviolating
requestedboundariesasmorallynecessaryresistanceratherthanabuse.Thiscon-
textiscriticalandclearlydriveseverythinginCINA,whichrepeatedlytothepointof
cringecomedyinsertsasidesabouthowsuchstalkingandboundaryviolationisn’t
abuse,butisevenmorallyobligatory,allwhilecastingsomeonerefusingtoanswer
yourcallsasessentiallyTheRealAbuse.

YetIamnotheretoprovideonemoresweepingrhetoricaldenunciationof
Schulmanandhergrotesquebookbutanautopsy.HowspecificallydoesCINA
functiontowardstheendsofabuseapologia?Whymightafewreasonableand
evenvalorouspeoplefinditsympathetic?

CINAinvitesthereadertoconsiderthemanysituationseveryoneontheplanet
hasexperiencedwheresomeonedoingbadthingssees(orrhetoricallyframes)them-
selvesasgrievouslyharmedbyminoracts,includingtheresistanceorself-defense
ofthosethey’reharming.Sincethisisaverybroadandsweepingcategoryreaders
caninsertprettymuchwhatevertheylikeintothispicture.Afterall,it’sacommon
enoughexperienceinthemostabstractsense;we’reallfamiliarwithcrybullieswho
willclaimthesmallestmisstepiscataclysmicallyharmfulandthenframeanysortof
resistancetotheirclaimsasfurthergrievousinjustice.CINAsweepinglypostulates
thatinallthesecasesthebad-doerseesthemselvesasthevictimbecausetheyhave
littleexperiencedealingwithself-criticism,self-doubt,andpersonalchangeandso
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fear collapsing entirely in the face of engagement, choosing to lash out instead.
I want to be clear: instances of this can certainly occur!
The trap is that this explanation can be slapped over almost any situation… in-

cluding criticism of CINA. The credulous reader is enthused by the sense of sup-
port they get from the text regarding particular harrowing situations in their own
social life. Whenever Schulman’s language gets dicey they just remember that one
time someonewas out-of-pocket online (eg comparing reposting a journalist’s copy-
righted photo to rape or calling giving neighbors food racist). But increasingly the
psychological narrative explanation applies to everything, and so must reflect Deep
Truth. It becomes a hammer that can strike at anyone’s umbrage with you, all the
more so if they have little interest in handholding you endlessly but instead just
want you to fuck off and stop bothering them. And so when legions of survivors
recoil in horror and denounce CINA as abuse apologia, there’s a ready-made expla-
nation for their hysteria.

This potent appeal conjoins with the title into a readymade deflection: okay,
sure, the text could maybe do with more caveats that in various places the author isn’t
saying X when she says something that could be construed as X, but it’s not on her to
explore in depth what constitutes abuse rather than conflict. She’s just doing one half
of the work.

And finally, the favorite defense of Schulman herself: the book is just a grab
bag of random ideas, not a formal academic thesis, and is meant to be charitably
approached like a jumble of half-finished thoughts mumbled in a bar. Whatever the
merits or demerits of this approach, CINA has reached such cultural pervasiveness
because it does in fact functionally make a single argument and it’s one a lot of
people want to hear: The people accusing you of abuse are in fact the real abusers
because it’s not like you repeatedly beat anyone, but they ostracized you and refused
to return your calls, and that’s honestly the worst thing possible.

The lazy way to denounce CINA is to list some extremely horrible or scandalous
pull-quotes at the extremes of this and then just point to them and go “holy shit”
(believe me, we’ll do that) but I want to talk concretely about some straightforward
mistakes in CINA’s overall conceptual analysis, the values it assumes, and how they
build on one another. There are three core mistakes Schulman makes:

1) Centering community, collectivity and existing relationships – as opposed
to individual agency – as valuable in-and-of-themselves and the fountainhead of
solutions.

2) Ridiculously overestimating the utility or potency of verbal discussion, and
prioritizing maintaining communication rather than embracing free association.

3) Treating refusal to talk as itself abusive, or at least shockingly severe harm,
rather than something not only often pragmatically necessary but core to and inex-
tricable from individual agency.

The end result of these mistakes (and a variety of reinforcing ones) is the dimin-
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including that for nuanced accuracy, and much of anarchism is about addressing
this danger while we struggle against our enemies in power. We burn the guillotine
precisely because we are concerned about our own potential overreach or missteps
in fighting our oppressors. Denying that such can happen is not a good response
to CINA and will only perpetuate the way it gets its claws into people.

But I want to be very clear here because this is tricky territory and there’s a
dominant narrative around “the cycle of abuse” that portrays survivors as future
abusers by default or even just more inclined to abuse. This is simply not born out
by the numbers. A specific survivor can perpetuate abuse, in some cases, yes, giving
themselves permission to lean into splitting, see people as threats who are not and
escalate way out of bounds; but on the whole abusers do not have a background
as survivors and it is far more common for survivors to be targeted and victimized
again, rather than transforming into abusers themselves. Indeed the narrative that
survivors are “made crazy” from their trauma is often used by predators to isolate
them, just as the narrative that abuse originates from mental illness is used to shed
abusers from responsibility and help them DARVO against pathologized survivors.

And, at the same time, it’s totally reasonable for those who’ve survived trauma
to sharply adjust their heuristics accordingly, to have at least a bit more hair-trigger
response to some things. It would be irrational for someone attacked by a saber-
tooth tiger not to increase their estimation of the likelihood of encountering saber-
tooth tigers in their region. It would be an irrational investment of attention not
to err on the side of overactive pattern-recognition when the grass rustles. Both
in the senses of epistemic rationality and instrumental rationality. Moreover the
bayesian adjustments made by individuals, even if actually over-adjustments in the
most strict sense, can have collective benefits in social aggregate. If everyone else is
still dismissive about the threat of sabertooth tigers, survivors of their prior attacks
being hyper-vigilant can provide net benefits to the entire group including those
underestimating the threat.

Schulman replicates and reinforces tired narratives about survivors being irra-
tional and childish, but it’s critical that we note her prescriptions to not update our
beliefs on survivor testimony directly oblige individuals to act irrationally, against
their individual interests and best knowledge or evaluation of information, delet-
ing what they know from their brains. And this isn’t even a situation of individual
rationality versus collective rationality. Aggregate interests are often served best
by divergent individual strategies that are responsive to the distinct conditions and
information each encounters.

The fact is there are black-and-white situations, there are individuals of im-
mense malice and danger who are not merely mistaken but irrevocably committed
to bad values. To many survivors, our experiences are an epistemic awakening to
the very real cloaked presence of such predators. It is, sniff, pure ideology to demand
people abandon their own critical cognitive capacities because you’re committed to
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ingoutbyoverreaction,ashasbeendemonstrated,deepenstheprob-
lem.Allofthesesystemsrecommendthesametactic:delay.”

ItisworthnotingthatSchulmanatleastacceptstheoccasionalutilityoftem-
porarydistance.Butnotethatthisappealtodeliberationconflictswithherown
valorizationofpressingpeopleintoverbalreal-timecommunicationovertext.

And,whilewe’re“handingittoISIS”,thereissuchaphenomenonas“splitting”
or“dichotomousthinking”whichhappensandoccursineveryonetovaryingde-
grees,acrossavarietyofbackgrounds,pathologizedandnot.Andyes,it’salso
oftenadynamicwithabusers;givingthemselvespermissiontoturnonadimeinto
oneextremeemotionoranotherfromthesmallestofprompts,sotheirtargetsare
leftharriedbyconstantanxiety,tryingtopreemptorpredictthenexttriggerfor
theyellingorlove-bombing.Sometimessuchhot-and-coldbehaviorisconsciously
manipulative,butwhetherthepatternofbehaviorisintentionalornotwithagiven
abuserdoesn’tmatter.

But,yes,splittingcanalsobealingeringinclinationwithpeoplewho’vegone
throughtrauma.Thepushforabsoluteloyalty,andviolenthorrifiedhostilityto
anythingmorenuanced,canarisefromahungerforsimplicity,whichallabusers
share,butalsocanbecomereflexiveforcertainindividualsdealingwithlingering
traumaandseekingsafety.Indeed,manyabuserstargetandexploitpeopleprone
todichotomousthinking.

It’seasytoseehowsuchcanbemaliciouslypredatoryoracopingstrategy.
ThisdualityisprobablywhatscantsubstanceliesunderneathSchulman’sthe-

sis,althoughsheobviouslypackagesitinawfulterminologyandsweepingliberal
psychoanalyticalframeswhichisthenscaffoldingforherpilesofshockingabuse-
apologia.Butagain,it’snotlikethereareneverinstancesofthesortofdynamics
shereferences.

“Whentheotherseemstobemeetingtheirneeds,they’recastinthe
roleofgoodness,butwhenthepersonchallengesthem,theirintimate
becomesthevillain.Theinabilitytoholdsimultaneity,nuance,and
shadesofmutualweaknessandstrength”

Thisisafairenoughportrayalofathingthatdefinitelycanhappen.Andsuch
canbeasourceandstyleofabuse.Evenasatinychildmymotherwouldflip
betweenavarietyofperspectivestowardsmeliketendernessandthensuddenly
violentcastigationas“justanothermaleabuser!justlikeyourfather!justlikeyour
grandfather!”setoffbythingslikemyfour-year-oldselflettingadamptowelfallto
thefloor.Thisextremekindofreflexiveblackandwhite,allornothingthinkingcan
impedeepistemicrationalityandfacilitatebothindividualsandsocialcliquesfalling
intorunawaydynamicsofusversusthemthatnotjustoverrespondtolegitimately
fuckedshitbutalsoincorrectlyidentifythreats.Theoppressedcanbecomeoppres-
sors,thoseunderthebootcanuseitasanexcusetoabandonmoralresponsibilities,
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ishingofactualabuseintothecategoryofconflictbyshiftingthefocusofcritique
uponsurvivorsandotherswhosetboundariesaroundcommunicationandassoci-
ation.

Schulman’sexplicitdiminishmentofactualabuseisimportant,asareherex-
tremelyreactionarynarrativesaboutsurvivorsandfalseaccusations,butsuchare
theproductofacertainlogicthatmustbeexploredindepthtoberefuted.Along
thewayIwillnotintheslightestrespectthetissue-thinpretensethatCINAisa
bookmerelyaboutconflictandnotabuse.

CommunityOverIndividualChoice
Schulman,likealotofleftistsunfortunately,reallypassionatelybelievesinaphan-
tasmcalled“community”andhasthiskindofbackgroundassumptionthattogether-
nessisbothwhatwe’reallobviouslystrivingforandisalsobasicallyafountainhead
ofmagicthatcansolveanything.Shejusttakesitforgrantedthatanyonereading
wouldrecognize“relationships”holdinnatevalueinthemselvesabovethefreedom
oftheirconstituentindividuals,andshealsobelievesthatTheCommunityshould
betheprimaryagentandsovereigninvolvedinresolvingaconflict.Inshort,com-
munityisthegoal,themeans,andthesubject.Assheputsitattheoutset:

“Atthecenterofmyvisionistherecognitionthataboveall,itisthe
communitysurroundingaConflictthatisthesourceofitsresolution.
Thecommunityholdsthecrucialresponsibilitytoresistoverreac-
tiontodifference,andtoofferalternativesofunderstandingandcom-
plexity.Wehavetohelpeachotherilluminateandcountertheroleof
overstatingharminsteadofusingittojustifycruelty.Isuggestthatwe
haveabetterchanceatinterruptingunnecessarypainifwearticulate
oursharedresponsibilityincreatingalternatives.Lookingformethods
ofcollectiveproblem-solvingmakethesedestructive,tragicleaps
moredifficulttoaccomplish.Peoplewhoarebeingpunishedfordoing
nothing,forhavingnormativeconflict,orforresistingunjustifiedsit-
uations,needthehelpofotherpeople.Whiletherearemanyexcuses
fornotinterveninginunjustpunishment,thatinterventionis,nonethe-
less,essential.Withouttheinterventionthatmostpeopleareafraidto
committo,thisescalationcannotbeinterrupted.”[emphasisadded]

There’saworldofhorrorsShulmanisstuffingunderanodynephraseslike“nor-
mativeconflict”or“resistingunjustifiedsituations”but,again,we’llgettoallthat.
Howeverit’simportanttonotethatthe“tragic”“escalation”she’sconcernedwith
hereisexplicitlylaidoutasthatofrefusingtotalktosomeoneorattemptingtoor-
ganizeaboycottofthem,bothcharacterizedbytheseveringofrelationships.Such
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is something Schulman repeatedly treats as unimaginably dire and endlessly com-
pares or equivocates with things like racist police violence and Israel’s genocidal
project in Palestine. Schulman’s position is that if you see someone refusing to
talk to a shitbag or folks cutting ties over associating with said shitbag, you have
a moral obligation not just to proactively violate any requested boundaries against
contact (eg stalking and harassing them to get them to talk to said shitbag) but to
aggressively mobilize with other “community” members to band to the “aid” of the
shitbag, to force other people into association with said shitbag and defeat any boy-
cott or deplatforming that might otherwise result from a wider awareness of his
shitbaggery. Again, Schulman presents this sort of response as a moral imperative.
And she seems to think this isn’t happening and needs to.

“One problem here is how to intervenewith a personwho is overstating
harm, hiding behind technology [note: by this she explicitly means
anything from preferring email over phone calls to blocking someone],
shunning or otherwise escalating… This is the structure behind every
successful piece of non-violent progressive political action:

1. Scapegoated people cannot be made to stand alone.
2. Community needs to move towards negotiation.
3. More and more people have to join in together to create change.
4. The conversation is not over just because an escalator insists that

it is.”

But this is already the blueprint of pretty much every attack on a survivor in
subcultural spaces. A mob is rallied together to overwhelm someone and deny
their basic agency as an individual, to deny them the autonomy to set boundaries
and choose who they associate with, to impose an endless conversation against
their wishes, to re-establish relationships to some degree, rather than permit them
to escape.

Indeed one of the most constant critiques survivors make is that Leftist and
subcultural spaces prioritize themaintenance of “TheCommunity” over the freedom
of the survivors.

No one wants to sacrifice their own relationships and personal social capital
or disrupt the overall social network and so the interests of an abstract “The Com-
munity” are leveraged to keep abusers while aggressively mobilizing against the
disruptiveness of survivors. Even when the abuser in question is a literal admitted
child molester (as infamously occurred in the Portland IWW), his friends selfishly
don’t want to lose the benefits of their relationships with him and so when the
parent and a pile of survivors of child sexual assault demand his exclusion from
an organization and radical events (to say nothing of his frequent role providing
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contexts, albeit to much smaller missteps than slaughtering children. When affir-
mations like “you’re so valid‼�” are the only permissible response in a social circle,
delusion is inevitable.

While any CINA fans reading this will have long before now concluded that I’m
a hysterical extremist hostile to engagement and promoting us-vs-them epistemic
bubbles, the reality is I am reflexively the annoying friend who pivots on a dime
the moment they hear a bad argument against the enemy and must squash the bad
argument and defend the enemy from it. When consensus process is being violated
within an organization to silence a less popular member I intervene on their behalf.
I have a compulsion around my friends to counteract confirmation spirals where
a more extreme bit of rhetoric that diverges from facts gets reinforced as reality
by the empathic hunger to affirm. I try to gently retreat from absolutist leaps of
suspicion to numerical assessments of probability. Someone who, at heart, merely
means something like, “Personally I think there’s an 80% chance that abuse apologist
is himself an abuser with the way he talks and the company he keeps” can in some
cases slip into overemphasizing probabilities with the wrong rhetoric which in turn
can get passed around and cycle into assumed proof. I try to encourage placing
actual bets using numbers and things of value as a way to settle language down
around what we actually mean. Remembering that our predictions or suspicions
are probabilistic and never absolute in knowledge also helps soften any whiplash
upon a correction when it turns out we are indeed wrong. I strongly believe that
our first priority must be acquiring accurate maps of reality; we simply cannot
have agency without such. And this means pushing back against bad instincts and
cognitive biases.

Being a friend does mean often pushing back on a friend’s statements. But more
often that looks like firmly holding them to account when they underemphasize
something like “it was just taking off a condom, not Real Rape” and the murmuring
of reinforcing affirmation starts from a room full of bros. This kind of pushback
is not done by or in the service of The Community, but is necessarily an individ-
ual act and often a deeply divisive one that can involve burning friendships and
damaging communities. Merely telling a friend “yo dude, that was racist” has no
teeth unless unilaterally ending the friendship is at least a possibility. The option
of “shunning” is, in fact, often a means by which to secure real engagement rather
than comfortable dismissals.

Schulman is also correct that a solution in interpersonal conflicts can sometimes
be taking space for deescalated deliberation:

“The sudden, triggered reaction a) without consideration of choices; b)
without looking at the order of events, motives, justifications, contexts,
or outcomes; c) without taking responsibility for consequences on oth-
ers and the escalation of Conflict; and d) without self-criticism, is the
source of social and personal cruelty and the cause of great pain. Lash-
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monthsagodeemedslightlyproblematic?WellI’veneverencounteredsuchextreme
violence!Thisattemptuponmylifehasleftmescarredanddisfigured!We’veallbeen
longfamiliarwithextremelybadfaithactorsorjustthosesonaivethattheyliterally
dothinksuchmaneuveringsareliberatorystruggle.

Althoughnotethatsuchroboticinanitiesanddisingenuousopportunismasnow
runsrampantamongtheliberalcollegeandnonprofitsetarenotintheslightestbit
explainedbythepsychoanalyticalstorySchulmantells.Nooneactuallyfeelslike
everyuseoftheword“bad”isaheinoustransmisogynistmicroaggressionbecause
ofsomepostulatedetymology.Nooneactuallyfeelsdeeplyhurtthat“straightshave
startedappropriatingtheterm‘partner’.”Andthoseindividualsactingprofoundly
harmedbysuchareobviously,triviallyengagedinaperformancewhoseself-aware
goaliscontrolandstatus,notoriginatinginsometraumatizedfearofcriticalself-
recognitionorwhatever.Thereareplentyofviciousjackalsanddisconnectedrich
kidswhohavedelightedinadoptingsocialjusticelikeit’sagame–eventhemost
remoteuncontactedtribesknowthisbynow–butthathasnothingtodowiththe
heinousepidemicofpeoplenotpickingupthephonewhenSarahSchulmancalls.

Itisalsotriviallythecasethatsocialdividesanddistanceposedangers,with
differentcliquescongealinginto“teams”thatactasmicro-nationalisms.Schulman
isnotwrongtopointoutthat,

“Thereisoftena“cadre”ofbadfriendsaroundapersonencouraging
themtodothingsthataremorallywrong,unjustified,andunethical,
becauseendorsingeachother’snegativeactionsisbuiltintothegroup
relationship.”

Itisabsolutelytruethatpeoplewilloftenechosupportandhypeeachother
upintodelusionsormoralerosions.Beingloyalisplacedabovebeingprincipled
oraccurateandtheresultisanopportunisticcollectivewarpingofrealityandeth-
icalvalues.It’sjustthatthisgrouployaltydynamicmostoftenattacksdisruptive
survivors.Andforobviousreasons.Nooneisagreaterthreattocommunityloy-
altythanasurvivordemandingfolksplaceanarchistvaluesabovetheirpersonal
friendshipswiththeperpetrator.

Yes,ageneralnormofloyaltythroughthickandthinandfiercehostilitytothose
whobetraythisnormbyeverobjectingornuancingagainstthegroupconsensusis
obviouslytoxic.Andthiscanoccuramongthetraumatizedandoppressed,leading
tounethicaloverreaction.Togiveanextremecontemporaryexamplefromasym-
patheticsubjectatasimilarsweepingscaletoSchulman’sfavoriteexamples:the
YPGinfamouslypromisedtomurderthefamiliesandchildrenofISISmembers,be-
foreretractingthetweetinEnglish.Fearofapressingenemyandthefearfulneed
forloyalcommunitycansealusofffromimportantcorrectionsandletourmoral
compassesgoawry,andit’seasytoimaginethisbeingattherootoftheabovewar
crime.I’veseenthishappeninorganizations,smallcirclesandcrewsinendless
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childcareatmeetings)theywereframedasaggressorsagainstthesocialpeacetear-
ingapart“TheCommunity”(hurtingtheorganization’sreputation,harming“the
work”,destroyingrelationships,violatingproceduresforendlessformaldiscussion,
etc).Becausewhat’sreally(selfishly)valuedissocialpeaceratherthanindividual
autonomy,bettersocialnorms,ortheliberationofsurvivors.Anarchistshaveend-
lesslywrittenaboutthisoverthelasttwodecades:

“Inthemostextremecases,accountabilityprocesseswillbeinitiated
againsttheexplicitwishesofsurvivors,asanattempttolegitimizethe
perpetratorintheeyesofothers.Thepretenceofmakingita“commu-
nityissue”allowsthefalsesupporterstonotonlytakecontroloutof
thesurvivorshands,butalsotoportraysurvivorswhorefusetocoop-
eratewiththeirowndisempowermentasabarriertoaccountability.“
(Betrayal:ACriticalAnalysisofRapeCultureInAnarchistSubcultures,
2013)

“Transformativejusticeprocesses”havewidelybecomenotonetoolamong
manythatsurvivorscouldpickassuitstheirneedsandevaluationofaspecificcon-
textandperpetrator,butahiddencellarintowhichsurvivorscanbereliablyforced
byorganizationsandmilieus–by“TheCommunity”–tocontaintheirdisruptive-
ness,oftenaggressivelystickingthembackintothehandsoftheirabuser’smind
games,threats,traumaticmemories,andexhaustinglies.Likeasmalltowndeliv-
eringanunrulywifeintownsquarebackintothecontainingboxofherhusband’s
housewithafewtokensternwordstohim,thepointisto“repairthedamage”to
“TheCommunity,”notthesurvivor.

Theplaybookishistoricallyconsistentandwidespreadacrosssubculturesand
ostensiblepolitics:formranksaroundtheabuserandcollectivelybullyanysur-
vivorsdemandinghisexclusionorhonestlyreallyanything.Requeststhatheleave
heralone,sharingwhathedidtowarnotherpeopletostayaway,muchlessmobiliz-
inggrassrootssocialboycottsofhim,aretreatedashightreasonouscrimesagainst
“TheCommunity”andthewebofrelationshipsthatcompriseit.

Howeverinpracticethesheerself-interestofthesemachinationsisprettytrans-
parent.Inthefaceofadeclarationthatsomeonewasabusive,folksmobilizetode-
fendtheirfriendships,socialcapital,andthebroadersocialorderthreatenedbythe
survivoroftenwithoutanysortofpretense(aswellastocrackdownonanychance
theythemselvesmightfacenegativeconsequencesoneday).Andwhenmoralar-
gumentsaregraspedattodefendthemaintenanceofvariousrelationships,itis
usuallyajumbled,reactive,contradictoryaffair.

What’srelativelynovelaboutCINAisthewayitattemptstoprovideacoherent
unifiedmoralargumenttorejectpersonalboundaries(“avoidance”)andgrassroots
boycotts(“shunning”)entirely.Thisiswhatmakesthebooksouniquelydangerous
asarallyingdocumentforabuseapologists.Butitalsomakesitafascinatingarti-
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fact because, in so doing, Schulman leverages the collectivist values unfortunately
already popular among leftists to shockingly extreme conclusions. CINA is noth-
ing if not a systematic reductio ad absurdum of collectivism. If a Right Libertarian
wrote it as a parody document of The Left we would sneer that it was a cartoonish
hack job with takes no one real would ever make. And yet CINA is littered with
sweeping statements that aggressively reject individual autonomy, to give just one
example:

“If someone wishes to alter a relationship, they must discuss it with
the other person, negotiate the change, and listen to the other person’s
account. There is no ethical way around it.”

One would hope that any reasonable person would instantly recognize this
claim as ridiculous and abhorrent. Individual agency implies plenty of situations
where unilateral alteration of a relationship is clearly licensed and no “negotiation”
whatsoever is appropriate. If a friend or acquaintance reveals a sexual interest in
me they have unavoidably unilaterally changed some aspects to our relationship,
and I may reciprocate or not, but I owe them no negotiation in my response, which
in turn unilaterally creates a change. If a friend asks to become fuckbuddies I don’t
even necessarily owe them an explanation for my refusal. Relationships are not
democratic communes.

Another obvious and salient example is breaking up with someone. The right
of exit from a relationship is not up for negotiation nor should it ever be, if someone
wants out, they’re out. Hell, I say this as someone in my youth broken up with via
an “I love you too intensely and I’ve decided I don’t want to feel such intensity, please
don’t respond” text, a maddeningly and painfully limited puzzlebox if ever there was
one. Everyone knows that getting ghosted can suck, but a breakup is fundamentally
a matter of individual choice and should not be something where both parties are
forced into a negotiation by some National Romantic Relations Board.

There are many situations of change in relationships in which discussion and
even negotiation are quite ethically valorous, sometimes requisite on some level,
but they are simply not as fundamental of moral priorities as individual autonomy.
Having agency comes first. As such, there will always be many contexts in which
there is no obligation or pull whatsoever to discuss or “negotiate” a change to a
relationship. An employee, for example, is in a financial relationship with her boss
and she can simply unilaterally declare that relationship finished at any time. If a
friend of mine starts knowingly dating a cop or infamous snitch I do not owe them
a discussion about their betrayal of our shared values or the risk they now pose,
certainly not any negotiation, I can and should cut all contact with them ASAP.

Schulman’s language in even just the above betrays how deeply she sees things
in terms of collectives, she speaks of “a relationship” as if it were a unified thing but
there is actually no singular ontological object out there of “the relationship” that
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“antifa supremacy” as a problem.
Indeed one fan of CINA, an admitted abuser, responded to my essay “Bad Peo-

ple” where I discuss among others, torturers at Abu Ghraib, with the breathless
accusation that I was a “supremacist” because I implicitly judged non-abusers as
better than abusers. Like, yes? Also genocidaires are worse than non-genocidaires.
Everyone reading this is probably better than Hitler. I prefer good things over bad
things? I prefer to eat pizza than a pile of dogshit. You got me, I’m a “supremacist.”
Who could conceivably care?

But the discursive trainwreck of centering “supremacy‼” on its own has grown
in the wake of CINA’s publication and popularization, particularly around the kind
of non-profit spaces where rich liberals make pastel slides for instagram and diver-
sity trainings. It’s a good fit for them because it avoids talking about concrete and
structural dynamics while at the same time pre-condemning any radical personal
values or obligations. Don’t bother taking action because the core problem is just
in people’s hearts, but also don’t believe in anything too hard because that would
be supremacist.

The commonality across CINA’s focus on self-interrogation and its hostility to
supremacy is an implicit commitment to “humility” as a virtue. It’s not humble to
block Sarah Schulman’s number because you know she’s only going to waste your
time, it’s not humble to think you could know better than The Community, it’s not
humble to believe an accusation without a full trial. This fetishized timidity is the
very heart of liberalism. Liberalism condemns taking action as not humble, it con-
demns caring about anything consistently or radically as not humble. It maintains
the status quo and smothers individual agency by encouraging us to think that we
can’t know anything and we dare not care enough to act on our own.

Fuck this “humility.” Let’s take it out back and beat it to death with baseball
bats.

Rationality and Extreme Responses

All that said, it would be misguided and unproductive to treat CINA as though
its every single paragraph were devoid of accurate statements. I may find such
points inane, so obvious, basic, and uncontroversial as to be beneath discussion,
but numerous fans of CINA evidently find them a breath of fresh air that legitimize
or eclipse the rest of the book’s outrages.

Again, many people do opportunistically inflate minor grievances or harm in
outrageous rhetorical terms. This has been particularly abundant in social media
spaces since liberals discovered a set of anti-oppression heuristics and norms and
collapsed them into overly simplistic codes, gamifying radical politics into a series
of card-playing moves for clout. Someone still using a commonword that was a few
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theyarepossible,havingfixedhighlyaccurateandtightlycompressiblemapsof
theworldenablesfluiditybecausetheyprovideusmoreagencyinouractions.

Butmorepertinently,dominationcancomepackagedasadriveforconnection
and“engagement.”Thedriveforsimplicityandcontroloftenexpressesasadomi-
neeringhungertogooutandbatterdowntheother,toforcethemintoaformof
contactorengagementthatshrinkstheircapacitytothinkandmakechoices.Plenty
ofstalkersturnobsessiveaboutdemanding“engagement”aroundsome“mispercep-
tions”orfixateonsomenarrativewheretheyviewthemselvesassimplytryingto
introducecriticalself-reflectiononthepartoftheirtargets,alltoavoidcriticalself-
reflectionaroundtheirowninfractionsandabusivebehavior.

Engagementcanevenbetransformativefortheabuser,promptingthemtoself-
reflectandadaptratherthanremainutterlyfixed,butadaptinadirectionofever
moresimplicity.Anabusercandragthemselvesintothemud,destroytheirown
life,whiledoingthesamefortheirvictim,allinthenameofan“engagement”that
increasinglyconstrainsallagencyandoptionsforbothparties.Themerewilling-
nesstoquestiononeself,evenradicallytransformoneselfisnotonitsownavirtue
ormarkerthatoneisnotadanger.

Whileengagementinsomebroadsenseisacrucialcomponenttotheultimate
endsofliberationandindailylife,it’samistaketoconflateallengagementasthe
sameoralwaysgoodinandofitself.Arefusaltoengagecanbeandoftenisneces-
sary,evencriticaltothemaximizationofagencyasawhole.Firewallsarenecessary
tokeepmalicioushackersoutofourdevices.Whenyouknowsomeoneisattempt-
ingtothreatenorblackmailyoubuttheyhavenotmanagedtorelayparticularsyet,
thebeststrategyisoftentosimplyrefusetoreadtheirmessages.

Therelayingandreceptionofinformationarenotnecessarilypositiveoreven
neutralacts.Someonecominguptoyouonthebusandinquiringiftheycanlick
yourearisnotmerelyaskingforconsent,theirveryinquiryisitselfanactionthat
canbeviolational.Life’scomplicatedthatway.

Schulman’sfixationonavoidanceofengagementandself-interrogationasthe
rootevilinCINAisoverlysimplistictodangerousconclusions.

Sotoo,obviouslyisheranalysisintermsofasweepinglygeneralized
“SupremacyIdeology,”aquintessentiallyboomerbrainwormafflictionwherethe
problemissaidtobenotmaterialrelationsofdominationorevenadesirefor
control,butrathermerelyrankingorvaluinganythingaboveanythingelse.One
getsawhiffoftheoldhippienihilistsandpostmodernistswhoaccusedanarchists
ofbeing“totalitarians”forourmoralstancethatfreedomisbetterthandomination.
“Whoareyoutosaythatanythingisbetterthananythingelse⁈”Ofcourse,specific
patternsandecosystemsofdominationcanbelabeledsupremacistasjustamatter
offact,whitesupremacyandadultsupremacyareclearlysystemsthatvalueand
empoweranarbitrarysetofpeopleoverothers,buttogeneralize“supremacy”as
somekindofproblemin-of-itself,wouldmeanlabeling“antiracistsupremacy”or
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weareco-ownersorconstituentcitizensof.Thereareratheralwaysjustindividu-
alswithdifferentorientationsorsentimentstoothers.Yoursentimenttowardsme
isnotthesameobjectasmysentimenttowardsyou,theycaninteractbuttheyare,
atcore,autonomous.Richlyanddelightedlyentangledthoughwemaybecomein
friendshipsandlove,wearestillinfinitelymoreindividualsthansomenetcollective
entity.Evenwhiletheabstractsimplificationof“ourrelationship”mighthavesignif-
icantutilityasshorthand,itisjustasultimatelyontologicallyvacuousasaggregate
abstractionslike“table”or“hand”–whileusefulshorthandinalotofcontexts,it
describesnoactualrootthingintheuniverseanditiscertainlynotemergently
autonomousasanewcausalormoralentitybeyondourindividualmindsandori-
entations.“Radicalism”ispreciselyaboutrejectingabstractconjuredholismsand
insteadfocusingoureyesontheactualroots.

It’snotuncommonforanabusiveparentorpartnertoharanguesomeonefor
not“doingmoreforOurRelationship”inverymuchthesametermsthatLeninists
willpressureyoutosacrificeforTheOrganizationtheyrunorjingoistswillencour-
ageyoutosacrificeatthealtarofTheNation.Thesearenotrealthingsbutsimplified
abstractionsthatareinvokedtoobscuretherealdynamicsanddesiresatplay.

Yourinternalsentimentandorientationtowardsmeisentirelyyourchoice–
wereitanythinglessyouwouldbereducedinyourcapacitytoevenfunctionas
aself-reflectiveagent.Oursentimentstowardsoneanothermay,ofcourse,grow
stronglycausallyintertwined,andwemayindeedpickupstrongobligationsin
variouscontextstodiscuss,engageorinformoneanotherofthingsthatexpand
ourawarenessandagency.Communicationisvitaltoconsentjustasknowledgeis
vitaltoagency,sotherecanbeextremesituationswhereyouhaveanimperativeto
conveyvitalinformationtosomeonewhentheydonotconsenttohearit.Someone
withahangovermighttellyoutoleavetheminsilence,butifyouseethemabout
topourmislabeledratpoisonintotheircoffeeyouobviouslyhaveamoraldutyto
violatetheirrequest.Butthisisjustasobviouslynotthesamethingasageneral
obligationtoeachothers’attentionandengagement.Nordoesitrisetothelevelofa
dutyofengagementthatshouldbeenforceduponthetwoofusbyTheCommunity.

It’salltherageinTheLefttotreat“agency”asakindofarbitrarycompartmen-
talizationthatcanbeappliedlikeafractal,atanyscale.Inthislenscollectives
(fromrelationshipstonations)arejustasmuch“agents”asindividuals,butthere
isadrasticallyimportantdistinctionthatarisesfromthevastdifferencesinhow
quicklyanddenselyinformationcanflowbetweenneuronswithinabrainversus
betweenconversingcommitteemembers.Putsimply:therichnessanddepthof
ourthoughts,knowledgeandexperiencesaregeneratedfarfasterthanlanguage
caneverconveytoanotherperson.Weareanindividuatedspeciesbecausethe
self-reflectiveprocessesthatgiverisetomeaningfulchoicehappen–byordersof
magnitude–primarilyinourskullsratherthaninthethinbandwidthofcommuni-
cationthatisabletopassbetweenus.Thisiswhyindividualsmustbeattheroot
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of any “radical” analysis; in the absence of actual telepathy or borg-like hiveminds,
agency and choice are only properties of individuals.

To maximize freedom thus obliges respecting the autonomy of individuals so
that they can make their own choices rather than be drowned as mere components
of some committee (or community) they are locked into. This is not to say that we
always have no ethical obligations, I’ve noted the complexity at play and potential
exceptions, but our primary lens and our starting point should always be something
closer to the individual “right” of free association. It’s imperative that individual
autonomy be preserved so that choices can be made at all, so that people can even
just think for themselves, rather than be trapped under the barrage of inefficient
chatter. Relations that are not actively and continually chosen by each individual
can only suppress freedom in net.

It can be worth questioning the absolutist framework of “rights” that this prior-
itization is often framed in terms of, but Schulman’s approach is simply to reverse
the right:

“What we have instead is a devolved definition of personal responsi-
bility, which constructs avoidance as a right regardless of the harm it
does to others.”
“Simply wanting to exclude… someone through forced absence is not
an inherent right.”
“The concept of “safe space” …is used by the dominant to defend against
the discomfort of hearing other people’s realities, to repress nuance,
ignore multiple experiences, and reject the inherent human right to
be heard.”

It’s truly hard to fathom a claim as gobsmackingly dystopian as a “right to be
heard.” If Schulman recognizes that she’s declared an inherent right to ownership
and control over another person’s brain, she’s completely untroubled by it. Again,
Libertarians love to complain that The Left has a tendency to argue sloppily and
make up “positive rights” to labor from other people (eg the “right” to a doctor’s
labor), but not a one of them ever dreamed things could go this far. This is a right
to abuse, and nothing less.

Instead of treating engagement as something to be pursued as a general ends
or instrumental goal, Schulman instead presents it as a personal obligation in all
relationships and contexts. Even worse, it’s a personal obligation that must be en-
forced by a community. You’re not allowed to come to the conclusion that there
are better things to do with your life than continue arguing with your ex; The Com-
munity will pressure you to continue to engage with them, because your ex has a
right to your attention. The Relationship has rights. The Community has a right to
perpetuation. And these rights stand above individual free association (which nec-
essarily includes choosing to not engage with someone, e.g. to avoid them). This
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You see how the argument works: Rather than just outright declaring that ac-
cusations of abuse are at least as often wrong as right, Schulman conflates such
with wildly different institutional and historical situations where we recognize ac-
cusations are in fact largely bullshit, then implicitly transposes this finding over the
weird combined bundle back down to the specific.

But in the real world where it is easy to ostracize someone for liking the wrong
band or being cringe, it’s demonstrably very hard in virtually every subculture to
get folks to ostracize someone over accusations of abuse or rape. If someone admits
they’ve been ostracized by a scene over accusations of abuse, that’s a sharp indica-
tor of the likely veracity of those accusations. Not perfect proof, of course, but a
strong relationship nonetheless. If none of your friends will hang with someone
because they each claim he was out-of-pocket and creepy, it’s rational and fair to
likewise decline his invitation to a date. This adds up to collective shunning, an
emergent boycott, but to outright reject “cold-shouldering” and “shunning” in-and-
of-themselves requires the suppression of individual reason, it requires us to blind
ourselves to data and refuse to think.

Engagement, Supremacy, and Humility
If there’s a single paragraph that provides the core thesis of CINA it’s the following
abuse apologia narrative:

“Over and over I have seen traumatized people refuse to hear or en-
gage information that would alter their self-concepts, even inways that
could bring them more happiness and integrity. For the Supremacist,
this refusal comes from a sense of entitlement; that they have an inher-
ent “right” not to question themselves. Conversely, the unrecovered
traumatized person’s refusal is rooted in a panic that their fragile self
cannot bear interrogation; that whatever is keeping them together is
not flexible.”

It is absolutely the case that reactionary and power-seeking perspectives are
almost always rooted with a drive towards simplicity and fixedness, often including
a struggle to retain a fixed identity, narrative, strategy, worldview, or other attribute.
The need to preserve an arbitrary structure through curtailing fluid possibility is
almost always what motivates domination. This can cash out as an aversion to
self-questioning or being questioned.

But there’s a lot that shouldn’t be extrapolated from that relationship.
To give just one example of a common misstep from that point, the drive to

find a simple and fixed explanation for something is not in and of itself a problem;
in many contexts the truth or the best solution is fixed and simple. Indeed, where
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thatintersectwithageneralhungerforpowerandviolententitlementtoit…but
it’simperativethatwenotetheoveralltendencytowardsflatteningineverydimen-
siontoonemetanarrative,onesimpletrick.Theindividual“fearsdifference”andso
“lashesout”ratherthanhavingaheart-to-heartconversation.That’sit.That’sall
thatcouldconceivablybeatplaytoSchulman.

Nowit’scertainlytruethatIsraelcultivatesanationalvictimnarrative,andit’s
certainlytruethatsomecopsgrowparanoidandfearful,oratleastrememberto
intonethewords“fearedformylife”onthestand,butthisissofarandawayfrom
policeviolencebeingofthesamenatureassomeonemovingoutandnottalking
toanex.Similarly,thedynamicsandmistakesthatleadtooppressionfromthe
oppressed,whenthathappens,takeplaceinavastvarietyofwayswellbeyond
Schulman’snarrative.Togiveanotherhistoricalexample,slaughteringthemixed-
racechildrenofSpanishcolonizersduringafewrevoltswasnotsomethingdone
becausetheoppressed“fearself-criticalvulnerability.”

Toflattensuchintothesameunderlyingpsychoanalyticaldynamictakesstu-
pendousefforttoavoidthinking.And,ofcourse,itiswildlyinsultingtosurvivors.

ExamplesofthiskindofflatteningareeverywhereinCINA.EvenwhenSchul-
manthinksshe’sintroducingnuanceshestillthinksintermsofdegreewithina
singledimension.

“Thereisacontinuumofpathologyinblame,cold-shouldering,shun-
ning,scapegoating,groupbullying,incarcerating,occupying,assault-
ing,andkilling.”

Thisisanarrayofstrategies,buttheyarenotnecessarilypathologiesnorap-
proachesthatshouldberejectedoutright.Manyclearlyhavecontextsinwhich
theyarenotjustpermissiblebutmorallyobligatory.Andsurely,evenapacifist
whowouldn’tkillherrapistorfightthenaziscanadmitweshouldblamepeople
whoaretoblame!YetinSchulman’swarpedboomerliberalism,evenassigning
causalblameis“pathological”becauseitgetsinthewayofresolvingconflictvia
conversation.

Thisbundlingofcolonialism,policeviolence,andrefusingtopickupthephone
isinvokedinawaythatallowsSchulmantoperformintuitionpumpsacrossthe
combinedbundle:

“Themerefactthatsomeonehasbeentherecipientofgroupcrueltyhas
norelationshiptowhetherornottheyhavedoneanythingtomeritit.”

Thatsomeonehasseentheirlandinvadedbyaforeignarmysurelyhasnore-
lationshipwithmerit,butwhensomeonewhinesthatthey’vebeenrunoutofmul-
tiplecities’activistscenesornoneoftheirexeswillspeakwiththemshouldwe
reallyforceourselvestoblanklyassumethere’snolikelyfirebehindthesmoke?
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iswhat’sinextricablyatplayinSchulman’sframework.Youhaveadutytoengage
withotherpeople,toanswertheircalls,toincludethemwhenyourfriendshang
out,tonegotiateeverysocialactionyoutakeratherthanmakingthemfreely,and
thisdutymustbeenforceduponyou,whichisequivalenttoassertingthatothers
havearighttoyourattention,avoteinyour“relationship”inallsituationsasifit
wereacollectiveornation.

Schulmanactsasthoughit’sself-evidentlyludicroustoclaimwehavearightto
shunbutofcoursewehavetherighttoshun.Goodgod,wehavenothingifwedonot
havesucha“right”!Whichistosayinmoreclearterms:we,asindividuals,must
havethecorefreedomtochoosewhoweassociatewithandwhowewastetime
engagingwith.Thisistheverypremiseofindividualagency:choice.Not“voice”
inademocraticassemblage,butchoiceinwhetherornottoshowupornot.And,
ofcourse,choiceinwhethertoforktheorganizationorgroupandconveneanew
oneminustheassholesdefendingthechildmolester.Anythinglessiscommunistic
tyrannyratherthananarchy.

Forasustainableworldofrichconnection,individualsmusthaveconscious
choiceintheirconnections.Wemustbeabletofluidlyreorganizeandreposition
ourselves,buildingnotjustchosenfamilybutconstantlyandactivelychosenfamily.
Schulmanhatestheterm“family”(“thephrase“chosenfamily”makesmequakewith
fear”),which,fairenough,andshejuxtaposesthiswithfriendship,concluding“a
truefriendhastheconversation.”

IwillsaythatitisvalorousthatSchulmanseeksaworldofconnectionand
engagement,Idoaswell,butthisleadshertopraiseandseektodeepenprecisely
the“unchosencharacterofinclusiveandpluralcohabitation.”[emphasisadded]

Thereare,ofcourse,realandimportantdangerstoclusteringeffectswhereby
differentcommunitiesorculturesmightsealthemselvesfromoneanotherandthere
isanimperativetoresistsuchculturalandepistemicclosureinsomespecificways
byencouragingthechoiceofengagement,butSchulman’ssolutionsareslapdash
andauthoritarian:Ifsomepeoplemightchoosetoclusterhomogeneously,then
takeawaytheirchoice;forcethemintodiversepluralisticsocialrelationshipsthat
theyhavenoagencyinreconfiguringornavigating.This“solution”isnottherich
teemingchaosofcosmopolitanismbutanationalistandtotalitariancaricatureofit
inwhichweallhaveassignedseatingtomeetsomecrudediversityquotas.

Nationalistscomplainthatwithoutcollectivelyenforcedbordersthefreeasso-
ciationofindividualsmeanstheirneighborcouldselltheirhometoaforeignerand
thus“impose”diversityuponthem.Schulman’sargumentinCINAtakesliterally
thesameformbutwithdifferentends.Butnationalismisn’tjustwrongintheends
ofhomogeneity,itiswronginitsmeansofsuppressingindividualchoice.Aworld
ofrandomarbitraryrelationshipsintowhichwearethrustandlocked,andthat
wemustembraceratherthanexercisechoiceover,isnotasolutiontonational-
istdividesbutratherhasbeenacharacteristicfascistwetdreamsincethetimeof
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Heidegger.
The whole point to cosmopolitanism and increasingly global connectivity is to

give people more choice. Bands of hunter-gatherers come together in large fairs,
rural folks run away from small towns to giant cities, so many have fought for the
online world we finally have, precisely so that people could havemore social options.
This often looks like more avenues of flight: a battered wife stuck in a small village
has fewer chances for solidarity or a place to flee to than she does in a big city. But
it can also look like more options in terms of affinity. Cities (and the biggest city,
the internet) are sites of constantly spontaneously generated subcultures from the
magic of free association. This enables the generation of complex and diverse new
cultural experiments, but it also means the erosion of those that don’t work for their
members. That is to say, diversity in some directions and not others.

That part is critical because “diversity” is not a value in and of itself. Nor is
“tolerance.” Such notions are liberal pluralist hangups very different from anarchist
commitments. Sadly, Schulman is firmly in the grip of an analysis in terms of di-
versity and difference:

“most of the pain, destruction, waste, and neglect towards human life
that we create on this planet and beyond, are consequences of our over-
reaction to difference”

But that’s clearly not the case. If one person wants to selfishly consume a lim-
ited resource and the other person doesn’t want them to, that’s a conflict in values
totally separate from any position on or response to difference. The small child tor-
turing small animals to death for fun in the backyard isn’t acting out some fear of
difference/otherness but simply not caring by default about anything beyond their
self. Perhaps they can come to eventually recognize and blur their sense of self
with the common spark of agency in other patches of the universe, but a failure to
evolve such an awareness is not by any means automatically the result of fearing
difference.

And we don’t seek to tolerate the existence of evangelical christians, we seek to
completely replace them by facilitating escape (and militant resistance). We seek
to crush and exterminate bad subcultures and communities from national socialist
black metal to hindufascism. To accomplish this means fluidly prefiguratively com-
ing together in new social and cultural spaceswith better values and norms inwhich
we can not just breathe more freely but where folks can escape to. Social boycott
dynamics are critical to this process to keep out the creep of everything that goes
against those values. It’s not through some centralized politburo meeting where
edicts are voted on that better social spaces develop, but through individuals freely
choosing to associate with people who share their values and not with those who
don’t. People can only truly engage when they each have choice in their relations,
the freedom to escape, to be able to cut any tie and build new ones with anyone
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any sort of shit about survivors and abuse, and we could assist in enforcing such,
we should remember that it’s better to err on the side of mutual escape.

Schulman wraps CINA up in the legitimization of “mutual abuse is impossible”
and uses a focus on inequality of power rather than power itself as a way of work-
ing against escape from control. Like the worst liberals and leftists, she wants to de-
mocratize and communize control, make it a broad issue of community, to bind each
other in “conversation” and “negotiation.” But power is the problem, not merely
inequalities of it, our ends should be freedom, and language that doesn’t reflect that
opens the door to dark shit.

Wild Comparisons
One of the most common critiques of CINA takes the form of just pointing in out-
rage to the comparisons Schulman makes between bottom-up individual choices to
not associate with someone and institutional systems of exclusion and oppression.
Refusing to talk to an ex or friends shunning someone is put in the same sweep-
ing category as racist police violence, the suppression of queer activists during the
AIDS crisis, and Israeli colonialism. Schulman makes clear she sees these on a spec-
trum of intensity, but the point of the comparison is to frame them as categorically
the same, all explainable in terms of the same underlying dynamic.

Right out the gate she makes the following characterization

“Eric Garner informed the police of the consequences of their actions
on him, when he told them eleven times, while in an illegal choke-
hold, “I can’t breathe.” Michael Brown raised his hands in a sign of
surrender and said, “Don’t shoot.” But something occurred within the
minds, impulses, and group identities of the white police officers, in
that they construed the original non-event compounded with these fac-
tual and peacemaking communications as some kind of threat or attack.
In other words, these policemen looked at nothing, the complete ab-
sence of threat, and there they saw threat gross enough to justify mur-
der. Nothing happened, but these people with power saw abuse.”[her
emphasis]

Of course virtually no cop in any such situation would even think to use that
word, of course it’s deeply minimizing of the abuse to conflate the conceptual cate-
gory of “threat” with the conceptual category of “abuse” as if all “harm” is concep-
tually the same, of course it’s ridiculous to remove the context of the state or treat
it’s actions exactly as one would those of some random individual, and of course it’s
grotesque to frame cop actions as actually being motivated by, as they say on the
stand, “fear” rather than the myriad other emotions like outrage, anger, and disgust,
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support.Thisisnotatallalicensetoignoredifferencesinpowerandstartlabeling
resistanceas“mutualabuse.”Again,anyonecitingmeheretodefendaclaimof
“mutualabuse”amongtheirfriendsisalmostcertainlymyenemy.Butthereisalso
practicaldangerincollapsingthingsto“conflict”outofarhetoricallydefensive
refusaltoacknowledgeeventheremotepossibilityofmutualabuse.

““Thereshouldneverbecross-restrainingorders,”Hodessaid.That’s
likesayingweagreetonotseeeachother.Restrainingordersshould
onlybeissuedifonepersonisdeemedtobeaperpetratorandthere-
strainingorderisnecessarytosavetheotherfromPowerOver.It’s
notatacticalstrategydesignedtoproveapoint.Ifbothpeoplearecon-
tributingtotheproblem,thenitismutualandthereforeConflict,and
theinterventionofthecourtisunreasonable.”

Puttingasidethestatelegalsystem,surelytherearesituationswheretwoparties
wouldbenefitfromboundariesfromoneanotherandneithertruststheotherto
keeptheirwordwithoutbroadersocialenforcement.BothJaneandJillcouldbe
controllingandputtheotherinfearforherlife.Butifonesideofthatis(asis
mostcommon)lyingtotryanddefensivelyreversethingsorleveragetheirgreater
socialcapitalagainsttheirtarget…it’sanobjectivelypositiveimprovementtoassist
bothboundaries!

Ifweascommunityandintimatebystanderssomehowdon’tknowliterallyany-
thingorthere’ssomedarkandpressinguncertainty,ifwetrulycan’ttellwhothe
realabuseris,andbothostensiblywanttoescapetheother…let’sfuckingfacilitate
that!Whynotjustsayneitherisallowedtogototheother’shomeorwork?Why
notsharebothaccountsandasksaroundthesituation?

IfJaneistellingthetruthandJillispersuasivelyDARVOing,no“mutualagree-
ment”tonotseeeachotherwouldbeworthanything.Ifthecommunitysupports
bothboundaries,bothactsof“shunning,”asSchulmanwoulddecry,thenwhenJill
violatesthatshitatleastJanehasfolksreadytorespondtohelpher.Tobecertain,
itisabsolutelyatravestyandinfuriatingtoallowJilltogoaroundlyingortellJane
she’snotallowedtocomewithinablockoftheco-opwhereJillworks,muchbetter
tofigureoutthetruth,getagirlgangtogetherandgosmashoutJill’swindows,
butwhenitcomestosplittingthebaby,“thecommunity”enforcingeachparty’s
protectiveboundariesisinfinitelyfuckingbetterthanforcing“conversation”and
interveningtostop“shunning.”Ourgoalshouldbetofacilitateagencyandescape.

EverysurvivorIknowwhowantstheirrapistorabuserdeaddoessobecause
theyremainanactivethreattothemortoothersthatdramaticallyconstrainstheir
freedom.Radicalmilieusarenotoriouslybadatenforcinganythinglikearestrain-
ingorder(onlysurpassedinineffectivenessorunwillingnesstoenforcebythecops
andthestate)butifasituationaroseinwhichcommunitymembersdid,infact,give
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consenting.Tobuildamorerichlyconnectedworldonthewholeweoftenhave
tocutawayourpersonalconnectionswithmaliciousnodesinthenetwork.The
anarchistprojectinvolvesembracingthisasacatalyzingindividualprocessfrom
thebottom-up.

Soinshort:noteveryinstanceofhomogeneousclusteringorexclusionisperni-
cious.Achildmolestershouldnotbetablingataunion’sfamilyevents.Immigrants
newtoacityreasonablydesiretomaintainmanytiesandcommonalities.Andrad-
icalsubculturesofresistanceshouldostracizepeopleforseverelyviolatingtheir
assumedbaselineofsharedvaluesandexpectations.

SpeechAsMagic
IfonehalfofSchulman’smoralappealinCINAisareductioofleftismascollec-
tivism,itsotherhalfisareductioofliberalism’snaivefaithinspeechassalveto
everything.Ifpeoplewouldonlyallowhertohaveaconversationwiththem,Schul-
mancouldcorrect“misinterpretations”ofherandforcethemtocomeovertoher
perspective.CINA’sgrandtheoryisthatfailingtocriticallyengageandbecritiqued
byothersengendersakindofneedforpsychologicalstasisintraumaorentitlement
thatisthesourceofallclosedgroupsanddominationoftheother.Thisisnotady-
namicthatneverhappens,itcertainlydescribesmanysituationswellenough,and
I’llengagewithitmoreinacomingsection,butCINAcashesthisoutasanimper-
ativetoalwaystalk.

Inthisframeevenfascismisexplicitlyrenderednothingmorethanafranticat-
tempttoescapewhose“antidote”isliterallyjust“love.”(Likeaboomerparodypar
excellenceshe’sreallyintotheearly20thcenturypseudoscienceof“psychoanaly-
sis”andspendsachapterwishingtotallydiscreditedwingnutslikeWilhelmReich
couldhavejustsatallthenazisdowninatherapysessionandthussolvedevery-
thing.)Inthisframe“thecouragetolove”isliterally“inexhaustible”magicthatcan
solveanyproblem.

“Theresponsiblepersonwhounderstandsthatallpartiesparticipatein
conflict,says,“Weneedhelp.”Ifwereallythinkthatsomeone“needs
help,”wehelpthem.Theclaim“youneedhelp,thereforeIwillcom-
poundyourproblemsbyshunningandbullyingyou,”obviouslyisen-
tirelyunethical,hypocritical,andsociallydetrimental.”

ThisshockinglevelofboomerliberalismextendsfromSchulmanexplicitlyre-
jectingNoPlatformingfascists,toembracinginaneIDWtalkingpointslike“the
bestanswertospeechismorespeech…thebestanswerto[negative]movementsis
morecommunication…whatweneedismorediscomfort.”(41:10here)toabsolutely
laugh-out-loudanalysisofsocialchange:
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“If the powers that be had invited people with HIV into their halls and
said, “We have a conflict here. Therefore we need to sit down together
and solve it,” people with HIV would not have had to do civil disobedi-
ence, for which they and their supporters were arrested by the police.
It was the shunning that made them have to do this. It was the immoral
shunning that criminalized people with HIV.”

Naturally she also opposes content warnings as coddling those damn college
kids too.

This is all so deeply liberal it’s gobsmacking. I already wrote a lengthy good
faith engagement with critics of antifascism in 2017 handling every single argu-
ment against No Platforming extensively and laboriously showing how punching
nazis is often the most efficient way to pursue the ends of a more connected and
engaged world. Any liberal or conservative readers who have happened here and
want the 101 should go there; I won’t insult your intelligence and the complexity of
objections by simplifying and condensing everything here. However it goes with-
out saying for anarchists or other radicals that Schulman’s takes here are deeply
disqualifying.

This sort of liberal stuff is obviously embarrassing, and tends to be what many
leftists sympathetic to CINA will make exceptions around or admit the book goes
off the rails around, framing it as like “well grandma’s gonna say some cringe shit, but
nevertheless,” but they’re not disconnected from everything else. They’re a critical
link in the chain of Schulman’s argument.

Some of the most easily mocked passages in CINA arise from Schulman’s rants
against kids these days with their text messages and emails; why won’t they answer
the phone when I call⁈! How dare they take advantage of the possibility for explicit
consent‼

“Most Americans have cell phones now. They can return phone calls on
thewalk from the subway station to their apartment buildings, from the
car to themall. There is no reasonwhy people do not return phone calls
except for the power-play of not answering. It certainly does not save
time. It is tragic that we have evolved a social custom that people need
to email in order to ask for permission to make a phone call. Just call!
Emailing to ask for permission to speak privileges the rage, Supremacy,
and Trauma of withholding over the human responsibility to commu-
nicate and understand. I say, let’s get back to the first one hundred
years of telephone culture, where people looked up each other’s num-
bers and called. The now “forbidden” ten-to-twenty-minute phone con-
versation could save the subsequent months or years of misplaced bad
feeling. All this terrible loss, for nothing.”
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run a rape cult, with as far as I can tell equal power and material resources, raping
others even while reportedly alternatingly drugging and violating each other. ”Con-
flict” is simply too cheap a word for what was going on in that relationship, nor do
I feel their systematic controlling is separable from either’s history of abusing. Nor
was I comfortable with attempts after they separated by folks in their subculture to
frame either one as The Survivor to the exclusion of the other and even appeal to
me to side with or help one I had known a decade before. Both needed to be thrown
into the ocean.

At play in this specific type of example I think is often a fetishization of strength
in which neither can admit to the weakness of being afraid or hurt by the other,
and so must each escalate in egregious acts of domination to prove their status as
ubermensch to themselves and the other.

But consider also a codependent couple whose hunger for security in their rela-
tionship, for assurances that the other will never leave them, escalating in mutually
agreed upon norms of never talking to other people, openly surveilling each other,
etc, until such a toxic environment has developed that both desperately want to es-
cape the other’s lines of control and yet do not want to surrender their own. Threats
of retaliation can escalate to enforce the ratcheting norms of control. Both can even
fear for their life and desperately want to escape the other’s control while simul-
taneously hungering for control of the other themselves. They could even both
be houseless without any disparity of control of physical resources. This is qual-
itatively distinct from conflict (no matter how negative) because of the sustained
systematic control each leverages over the other.

These are extreme and rare examples that may seem esoteric or contrived, but
it’s an important point that people can chain each other down, much the same way
that in Schulman’s ideal community members would chain each other down; you
force me into engagement with someone today, I force you into engagement with some-
one tomorrow, and so on.

Schulman is incapable of seeing the horror of her prescription precisely because
she sees power as neutral when it’s equalized. But power is what is wrong. And
it’s not a scalar (a quantity about which you can say nothing beyond who has more)
but more like a vector space of relations where each point has its own relation to
each other, containing whatever mix of control or resistance. We recognize there
can be cults, polycules, and communes of roughly equal participation in extreme
mutual control. When a circle of rabid maoists in the cultural revolution held each
other down, there need not have been one apex abuser or even a dominant clique.
Mutual domination is possible.

This is not at all to say that we shouldn’t use basic sense, good heuristics, and
conscientious evaluation of trust networks to evaluate situations, nor is it to say to
that different proportionalities of control don’t matter immensely. Context matters,
and a survivor who got a little “problematic” in resisting her abuser needs our full
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partnerhadsaidcallousshitsoitwasjustconflict,justapowerstruggle.

“Ibelievethatwhatthesecoupleswentthroughwasmutualandthere-
foreConflict,notAbuse.”

AndSchulmandelightedlyquoteshertrainer:

“Allhumanrelationshipshavepowerdynamicsandthatisneithergood
norbad.Powerisnottheproblem,”Hodessaid.“It’showitiswielded.”

But,asananarchist,Ihavealwaysfundamentallyandvehementlyrejectedthe
notionthatpowerisinherentandmorallyneutral,anoxiousframinganddangerous
useoflanguagewehavenoreasontoconcedetojustbecauseittookoffinthe
AcademicLeftafterFoucault.Istandwithanarchiststhroughouttheageswhohave
alwaysrejectedpower,fromRussiananarchistsdeclaringallpowerispoisontothe
Crasssloganthatdefinedagenerationofpunk,urgingustodestroypower.Precisely
whatisradicalaboutanarchismisourmissiontoincreasinglyandultimatelyabolish
powerdynamicsonallscalesandinallcracks,notmerelyrearrangeorequalize
them.

Thissortofanalysisisimpossibletoafascistorleninistforwhomeverythingis
powerandit’sonlyaquestionofwhogetshowmuch.Insuchablinkeredframea
slaverevoltisjustadifferentsortofpower,adifferentsidegettingtotakecontrol.
ButIthinkthere’samajordifferencebetweenresistanceandcontrol:controldi-
minishesagencyandnetoptions,resistance,bywayofdisruptingcontrol,expands
netoptions.Escapingfromyourabuser,fightingdirtyagainstthem,orevenjust
blockingsomeonewastingyourtime,expandsoptions.

PartofwhatisstrippedoutandflattenedawayinSchulman’ssortofframing
of“abuse”and“conflict”isanaccountoftheethicsofconflict.Surelytherearepos-
itivewaystohaveconflict.Twofolkstalkingshit(sincerely)fordecadesaboutthe
other’sopposedpoliticalpositioncanbeneutralorevenpositiveconflict.Incon-
trast,onepersondishonestlybelittlinganotherperson’squalificationsinanactivist
meetingandtheotherpersongettingdrunkandstealingtheirvanandwrecking
itisnotahealthyconflict.Nogreatactsthere,severelyharmfulmaybe,evende-
servingofsharpcommunityresponselikeboycotting,butalsonotabusivebecause
they’renotmattersofsystematiccontrol.

Butthereareandcanbe,howeverrarely,situationsofmutualandequalsys-
tematiccontrol.Twodeeplyabusivescumfuckswhohungerforcontrolcanpairup
togetherandcreateaspiralofmutuallyassureddestructioniftheotherattempts
toescape,whilecontinuingtogettheirrocksoffcontrollingtheother.Predatory
monstersdonotalwaysavoidoneanother,noristhereanylawofphysicsassuring
thatonewillhavemeaningfullygreatermaterialorsocialresourcesthantheother.
Iknowoftwoserialrapistandabuseroccultistswhoeventuallycametogetherto
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It’stemptingtowritetheseabsurditiesoffasmerelyanembarrassingboomer
momentirrelevanttotherestofCINAandmoveon,butIthinkit’sdeeplyillumi-
natingtoexaminewhyshefocusesinonphonecallsandin-personconversations
aspositiveconversationandissohostiletonotjusttextmessagesbutletters.One
caneasilyarguethattextcanstripawaytone,butsotoodophonecallsstripaway
visualcues.Inanycasethiswouldmakesuchcommunicationmorelimitedband-
width,butstillanetpositiveovernocommunication.YetSchulmanhatestext.As
sheputsit:

“emailandtextarebothunidirectionalanddon’tallowforreturninfor-
mationtoenhanceortransformcomprehension.”

Therearemanydistinctionsbetweentextandverbalcommunication,eachof
whichcanbeanetpositiveornegativeindifferentcontexts,yetthe“unidirection-
ality”Schulmanfocusesonwouldbebetterframedasamatteroflettingsome-
onegathertheirthoughts,tothinkatthespeedtheyneedto,tobepreciseand
considered,ratherthanrushedandprovoked.Abuserslovetocornerpeoplein
inescapableratchetsofimmediacy,denyingthemthespaceandtimetoformulate
andclarifytheirthoughtsconsciously.

Attheveryleastconsiderthebreathtakingneurotypicalsupremacy(andtotal
lackofempatheticmodelingofothers)inSchulman’scharacterizationofsomeone
preferringtext:

“onepartymakesanegativepower-playbyrefusingtospeaktothe
otherinperson.”

Preferringadifferentmediumofcommunicationisthustransmutedintoa
“power-play“!Andyetdemandingsomeoneallowyoutocornertheminamedium
wheretheycanambushandescalateinwilddirectionsandyoucan’tgatheryour
thoughtstodealwiththeseunforeseenmaneuversissomehownotoneofthemost
classicpower-plays⁈

Surelywehaveallseenthewaysthatpoliticiansanddemagoguesusethe
real-timeconstraintsofverbaldiscussiontoderail,mislead,manipulate,duck,
andcounteronthefly?Ifwewanttotalkaboutunidirectionalityorasymmetry,
howabouttheasymmetrythatasmallamountoftimeandeffortatbullshittakes
farmoretimeandefforttoclearup?Verbalcommunicationisdeeplyproneto
manipulatorsbarragingyouwithtinydenseattacksordeflectionsthatwouldtake
pagesofwrittentexttobreakdowninresponse.Therearesurelyplentyofvalid
reasonstowanttoavoidspeakingtosomeoneinperson.

Schulmangivesanexampleofafriendemailinghertocanceltheirlunchplans
becauseofstressfulmajorlifecommitmentsandpresentsthatemailasatrap:
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“So if I respond to your email with one of my own: “I am sad, but let’s
talk on the phone before you leave”—that could cause the cataclysmic
catastrophic end of all ends. Instead of just calling me, you can decide
that I am abusing you. That I am pressuring you, guilt-tripping you…
All your anger… converges on me and the horrible transgressing de-
mand I have made on you by asking for us to talk. I am actually your
friend, but you turn me into your foe. You therefore don’t answer me,
and now we’re fucked up.”

The assumption (or recollection) that such a response is even on the table speaks
volumes about Schulman’s relationships and the patterns she’s personally estab-
lished, but put that aside and note the supposedly innocuous example language she
unthinkingly gives without a trace of self-criticism or self-awareness! “I am sad,
but let’s talk on the phone before you leave.” The very first thing out of Schulman’s
mouth is a declaration of her own feelings rather than any sort of sympathy with
her friend’s life stresses. The second thing out of her mouth is an almost finalistic
declaration of what will happen in a heavyhanded tone. Let’s. There’s no open “do
you think you might have time to briefly catch up over phone after the chaos ends?”
Also why on earth do a phone call when there isn’t space for a meet up? Why
must a phone call happen in the brief window when you’re in the same city? There
haven’t been long-distance charges for a glacial eon, Schulman.

So much abuse is about trapping and monopolizing the target’s attention, feel-
ing entitled to claim a chunk of their brain. The experience of being abused is often
one of being forced into thinking about the abuser constantly, from trying to predict
their acts to trying to follow the latest tangle in their proclamations. Abuse strips
away agency by stripping away the capacity for the abused to think for yourself, to
think about anything else or think at all. If the abuser controls critical needs then
everything is devoted to trying to turn yourself into a complex key that can unlock
those needs. If the abuser besieges and terrorizes you randomly, you form your
brain into a vast prediction net, trying to preempt as best you can every single av-
enue by which they might strike. Or you huddle up and turn yourself off, turn your
brain off, to try and weather through things like an inert object. All of these are
about losing your capacity for agency in a way that extends beyond any physical
constraints directly imposed upon you. Abuse takes over your brain.

Sometimes the abuser acts so as to not have to think about you, to terrorize you
into smallness and confined predictability, but sometimes the abuser is themselves
driven by their own ravenous attention on you and the need to make you dedicate
that same level of attention to them. This sort of abuser is never more happy than
when their provocations force you into direct immediate raw unthought emotional
tangles with them. They yell and yell until you finally yell back, and then they grin
in glee because they have you. Neither abuser can stand your escape to any degree,
which they read as a direct assault on them.

27

most emphatically (and seemingly personally) the “I demand communication from
you” genres of abuse.

To do this, Schulman cribs the authority of a single trainer, CatherineHodes, giv-
ing a single training she attended, where Schulman breathlessly relays her dawning
realization of inane ancient canards like “Abuse is Power Over and Conflict is Power
Struggle.”

You can feel Schulman’s excitement as she relays scribbling these declarations
down. Did you know that an action that at first glance, alone and in isolation, like
yelling at a partner, appears abusive can be nothing of the sort when put in a wider
context⁈ Schulman runs with such banalities in the direction of mandating inqui-
sitions into every accusation and pushing to dismissively redefine most everything
as “conflict.”

How reflective this is of Hodes’ positions is hard to judge, and Schulman is
clearly making some leaps from these starting points and ignoring other possible
paths, but I think there’s another misstep at play that intersects with and reinforces
every other horrible argument she makes in CINA.

So far some will have judged me as unoriginal dogmatic attack dog of plumbline
feminism, maybe only opportunistically slagging Schulman because she’s unpopu-
lar rather than horrifyingly wrong, but let me now illustrate a place where I have a
nonstandard opinion a number of feminist comrades disagree with me on and how
it is relevant to CINA: I think “power” is best understood as a relationship of con-
trol, not a resource ideally to be equally distributed, and thus there can be, however
rarely, situations of mutual control and thus, technically, “mutual abuse.”

One has to be really careful with talk of “mutual abuse” because that concept is
most often leveraged in the service of abuse apologia by way of false equivalence
and a refusal to take sides or intervene. Indeed “mutual abuse” is almost always
invoked to avoid shunning or otherwise sacrificing personal social capital. The
survivor ever fought back or was grouchy at her abuser? Honestly that relationship
was soooo toxic who can really say. It’s disgusting and if anyone cites me here to
legitimize throwing around the accusation of “mutual abuse” to discredit survivors
I’ll hunt you down. Also, it is absolutely worth noting that many comrades I respect
who work in domestic violence disagree with me here, take everything with a grain
of salt.

Yet intense mutual control is clearly a thing that can exist – and much of the
Left’s most horrific failure modes stem from failing to understand that. Equal par-
ticipation in a toxic democratic commune wherein everyone is severely controlled is
not liberation, and this is very relevant because Schulman’s appeals toThe Commu-
nity replicate precisely this kind of evil.

Schulman’s diminishment of abuse looks like retaining the classic “mutual
abuse” deflection but re-labeling it “conflict” to water things down even further.
Only one partner used physical violence against another? Yeah, well but the other
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stalker”or“She’sabusive”)andtheywantustoshun,becoldto,
exclude,orinotherwayspunishthisperson.Ourfirstresponsibility
istodetermineiftheyareinphysicaldangerfromrealviolence.Ifnot,
thenweasktothinkwiththemabouttheorderofeventssothatthe
complexitiesofthesituationandhowitunfoldedcanberevealed.It
isunethicaltohurtsomeonebecausewehavebeentoldtodoso.We
arerequiredbydecencytoaskboththecomplainantandtheaccused
howtheyunderstandthesituation.Andthis,Itrulybelieve,requires
anin-persondiscussion.”

Solet’sbeclearonwhatthisstandarddirectlymeans:
1)Noboycottseverbecauseeverysinglepersoninvolvedwouldneedtohave

apersonalinpersonconversationwiththeoriginalparties.Youcan’tevenheed
someone’swarningaboutsomeoneyou’reabouttogoonadatewith,atleastnot
withoutsnitchingonthemforwarningyoubybringingitupwithhim.

2)Constantlyre-traumatizingthesurvivorandforcingthemtospendalltheir
energylitigatingforthesmallestofpossibleconcessionsreboxingouttheirabuser.

Fuckthat.

MinimizingAbuseIntoConflict
OnecommoncriticismofCINAisthatSchulmanneverdefinesabuse.Thatisap-
proximatelytrueinthatshehandwavesanddeflectsaroundit,butnotentirelyfair.
It’ssomewhatreasonableandcommonenoughtoassertthatit’simpossibletogive
acomprehensivedescriptionofabusebecausepeoplearehorrificallycontrollingin
somanydiverseandnovelwaysandabuseisoftenamatterofsufficientdegreein
termsofcontrol,whichnecessarilyinvolvessome“weknowitwhenweexperience
it”imprecision.Further,itmustbeadmittedthatSchulmandefinitelyadmitssome
limited(albeitextremeandbasic)examplesofabuse.Ithinktherearesomecontexts
whereCINAisfloggedasthedefaultabuseapologiamanifestowhereSchulmanher-
selfwouldadmit,contrarytothoseinvokingherbook,thatabuseistakingplace.
Althoughit’salwayseasiertooffhandedlysupportasurvivorwhenthesituationis
farawayfromone’scommunityorcontext.

AsCINAhasgrownininfamyI’veincreasinglyrunacrosspeoplewho’veonly
encountereditsecondhandorthroughshockingpullquotesofherabuseapologia.
“Idon’tgetit,she’ssoopposedtoboundarieswouldshereallybeokaywithsomeone
rapingher?”It’simportanttocorrectsuchconfusions:Schulmannodoubtdoes
thinktherearevalidboundaries.Sheobjectstoabuseintheformofongoingrela-
tionshipsofone-sidedrepeatedphysicalviolence.

Theproblemisn’tthatSchulmanminimizesliterallyallabuse,it’sthatshefo-
cusesinCINAonequivocatinganddownplayingaroundsometypesofabuse,and
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Therearemanyaspectsofabuse,butabusersfeelentitledtoyourattention.
Ican’temphasizethisenough.Demandingthatanexlistentoyou,mobiliz-

ingTheCommunitytoforcethatextogiveyouamonopolyovertheirbrainisan
abuser’swetdream.It’showthousandsofaccountabilityprocesseshavederailed
intoanabusercontinuouslyretraumatizingtheirsurvivor.

Schulman,itmustbeemphasized,hasnoargumentforwhyweshouldbeobli-
gatedtogiveawayourattentiontoanyonewhowantsit.Whatshehasinsteadis
1)afixationonpainandsufferingofthosedeniedcontrolovertheattentionoftheir
targets,and2)therepeatedassertionthathavingnoboundariesis“adult”whereas
sayingnois“childish”.Matureadultstalkthingsoutinperson,onlyimmaturechil-
dren–orthosesotraumatizedandbrokenastobeinfantilechildren–woulddraw
alinearoundtheirattentionandenforceit.

“Inanotherexamplefromotherpeople’slives,sometimesangry,
supremacist,ortraumatizedpeoplesendemailscommanding,“Do
notcontactme.”Iwanttostatehere,fortherecord,thatnooneis
obligatedtoobeyaunidirectionalorderthathasnotbeendiscussed.
Negotiationisahumanresponsibility.Littlechildrenordertheir
parentsaround:“Mommy,sitthere!”Whenadultsgiveorderswhile
hidingbehindtechnology,theyarebehavingillegitimately.These
unilateralordersdonothavetobeobeyed.Theyneedtobediscussed.”

Itwouldbetrivialtocomposealittlepassagereversingtheassociations,casting
knowinghowtodrawboundariesandassertone’sindependenceandagencyasthe
“matureadult”positionwhereasbeingcaughtunderthebootofothersdemandsto
thepointwhereyoucan’townyourownassociationsorattentionasthe“child”
experience.ButIwanttorejecttheentireadultsupremacistframeshe’sappealing
to.

Ifthechildoftenstompstheirfeetanddeclares“no”–no,Irefusetogiveuncle
akiss,no,Irefusetogetdressedtobeyourmarionetteatanevent,no,Irefusetolisten
toyourlecturing–perhapsweshouldseethatasaninspiringsiteofresistanceby
thosemostoppressedbeforetheyaregrounddown.Perhapsweshouldendeavor
tobemorelikechildrendesperatelytryingtoasserttheirautonomyandconsentas
agentswhogettochoose.Certainlytheworld“adults”havebuiltandperpetuated
bybeatingeachnewgenerationintosurrenderisaclearlysickeningandgrotesque
one.

EventhoughIpersonallyhavemadechoicestomaintainsomelevelofcontact,
Ivehementlysupporteveryabusedchildwhowalkedawayfromtheirparentsand
neveransweredtheircallseveragain.Hell,Isupportchildrenwhokilledtheir
abusers.Youdonotoweeveryoneapathforreconciliationandnegotiation.From
abuserstoevenjustwingnutsandinanetimeburglars,thebestoptionissometimes
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to just walk away forever. We have limited time on this planet, why spend it trying
to repair every single relationship you have so far happened into?

Schulman somehow cannot even fathom goals other than the maintenance of
existing relationships.

“Refusing to speak to someone without terms for repair is a strange,
childish act of destruction in which nothing can be won.”

Liberation can be won. There’s a world of possibility beyond the confines of
one given relationship. Opportunity cost is a real thing that is worth considering.
That nothing is gained in one specific relationship by walking away doesn’t mean
that a world of possibilities can’t be gained through the absence and negation of
that relationship.

Rape Culture Narratives
Now that we’ve covered the broad theoretical structure behind much of CINA’s
abuse apologia, let’s get directly to how it cashes out. You want the horror pull
quotes, I am chomping at the bit to provide them.

Guess what Schulman thinks of “no means no” and how she speaks of “accusa-
tions”?

“Nowwhen I hear “When a woman says no, she means no,” I know that
that is too simple, because I have said no when I didn’t mean it. And I
am a woman. When I have said “no” there were times when I did
not know that I actually felt “yes” and there are times that I did
know that I actually “felt” yes. People do not always knowwhat
they feel, nor do they acknowledgewhat they really know. Some-
times we say what we think we are supposed to say, or what we are
used to saying; we don’t give the actual moment a chance. Sometimes
we just try out saying certain things. Consequently, making an accu-
sation does not make us right, being angry does not make us right, re-
fusing to communicate does not make us right. In fact, all those things
could make us very, very wrong.” [emphasis added]

I tend to assume my readers have basic critical thinking skills as feminists but
I’ve been surprised before that a critique left to the reader I thought would be obvi-
ous wasn’t to some, so let’s be laborious: yes, it is trivially true that what is spoken
in a moment is not always a perfect reflection of someone’s full internal utility func-
tion. But our incentives align to try to make our proclaimed desires as true to our
inner ones as we can. An external observer will never have anywhere near as good
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a harasser, s/he had desire and I didn’t, so I am clean and s/he is abu-
sive. And if they wanted to straighten this out, or discuss it until more
complexities are revealed, then s/he is a stalker, while I am clean.”

Look, it’s absolutely the case that we have a limited vernacular for abuse and
sexual assault. Not everything fits cleanly into categories and the dominant associa-
tions they have, and there are some folks who slide descriptions around. I know an
individual that worked through a rigorous accountability process and went around
diligently and painstakingly warning everyone they were a perpetrator of sexual
assault for nearly a decade before the person running their accountability revised
and was like “naw it wasn’t sexual assault, you were really scummy about trauma
in a conversation about the act after, but you were studiously good about consent
during sex” and the perpetrator fervently argued back that such did qualify as sex-
ual assault according to their own very stringent moral code because it was harm
interrelated with the act of sex. Categories can be complicated and fuzzy at the
edges! I know someone who was threatened with rape and extensively gaslit that
it had been done while they slept. “Abuse” doesn’t really encapsulate the rapeyness
of this experience, but it’s not clear that “rape” constitutes a perfectly accurate term
either because of the uncertainty that it happened. And yet when warning about
the perpetrator, is the survivor necessarily obliged to divulge and explain all the ex-
cruciating gory details to convey the exact haziness of the placement between abuse
and rape? Why shouldn’t they just collapse things into the very quick description
“rape”? I have another friend who largely avoids identifying as a rape survivor in
radical spaces because she finds that people are quick to collapse “rape” into a pro-
totypical and ubiquitous image of date rape after a punk show rather than the far
more involved and horrifying experience of years of child sexual assault she actu-
ally experienced and she doesn’t want to deal with their misperceptions or explain
her trauma.

You see my point: there are other ways to address the complexity of messy real
world experiences and the utility of collapsing them into simple terms. Schulman
postures as a proponent of nuance and complexity, but she’s completely one-sided.

All her examples, no matter how ostensibly diverse, build towards the same
fucking narrative that we live in a world where all accusations are automatically
believed and so there’s an epidemic of folks automatically lying (to themselves as
well as others) because of their own brokenness. Thus, rather than folks having
a moral responsibility to help facilitate de facto restraining orders, coming to the
defense of a basic freedom to say no and assure the autonomy of those in danger
from abusers, The Community is actually morally obliged to do the inverse, to force
people into contact and take on the role of invasive inquisitors.

“Sometimes a person in our lives—a friend, a student, a neighbor or
relative—makes negative insinuations about a third party (“He’s a
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dishonestassheherselfdisparages“call-outculture”inthetextanddirectlytargets
thingslikebelievingaccountsofabuse.

“Wehavedevelopedthesereductivemodeslikeemailandtextstoac-
companyreductiveideasthataresupposedtoservelargesocialfunc-
tionsbutarenotbasedinhumancomplexity…Oneoftheseis“Believe
women!”Wehavethissloganincirculationbecausesomanywomen
arenotbelievedwhentheytellthetruth.Butwhataboutwhentheyare
nottellingthetruth?Arewestillsupposedtobelievethem?…What
aboutwhenwomensaythingsthataren’ttruebecausetheydon’tun-
derstandthemselves,ourselves?Beingdefended,ofcourse,israrely
deliberatewhenwearenotself-aware,self-critical,accountable,orpsy-
chologicallysophisticated.Areothersstillrequiredtoobey?”

Thesearealmostexactlythesamekindofsnottilybaitingrhetoricalquestions
thatKristianWilliamsinfamouslywroteandhadanotherpersonreadaloudinan
interruptionatthe2012PatriarchyInTheMovementconferencetogaspsoffury
fromtheaudience.Arethereliterallynoexceptions⁈!Whowillhelpthenobletruth-
speakerstofighttheirwayoutofthedogmaticchainsof“believingsurvivors”?What
ifsurvivorsareactuallyjustfuckingstupidandcrazy?(Sorry,“notpsychologically
sophisticated.”)Whatifthere’sactuallyanepidemicoffolksdeludingthemselvesin
“victimology?”Hey,we’rejustaskingquestionshere.Noneedtogetsoupset.

Thisisn’tasincerenerdyliteralismthatcan’tprocesstheexistenceofheuristics
andcounter-balancingemphases,thisisn’tevenremotelyanuancedexplorationof
thereal(albeitrare)exceptionslikefalseaccusationsandthecomplexdynamicsand
pathsaroundsuch.Thisisadirectandintentionalattackoneventhemostminimal
pushesforsolidaritywithsurvivorsandagainstpatriarchy.It’saboutconstructing
anarrativeofequivocationandemphasizedexceptionsthatcanbedraggedoutin
defenseofinactionwhenyourfriendiscalledoutagain.

Schulmanissogoodatthe“there’sanepidemicoffalseaccusations”gameit’s
honestlyshockingshedoesn’talreadyhaveacolumnforQuillette:

“Therearesomewomen,ofteninthebourgeoisclass,whonowperform
thatpubliceventcommonlyrecognizedas“abused,”withease:thatthe
otherperson,maleorfemale,wantedsomethingfrommethatIdidnot
wantandso“Iwasabused.”Itisashortcut.Theymayselectsomede-
tailsandomitothers;theymayrearrangetheorderofeventssothat
consequencesarereconstructedascauses;theymayrefusetoengage
sequence,objective.Irecitethosefewwords:“Iwasabused”or“she
wasabusive”or“itwasanabusiverelationship”anditisimmediately
understoodthatIamright,andIamviolated,andIamindangerand
thereforedeservingofgroupacclaim.Whiletheothers/heiswrong,
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ofaccesstoyourinternaldesiresasyou,soweareobligedtotakeyourwordfor
itbecausetheotherdirectionisahellishclusterfuck.Moreoverthere’sanassump-
tionherethatinaconflictofinternaldesiresinasituationthere’ssomedeepertruth
beingobscuredbyanincorrectlytriumphantdesire.

Whatisthefuckingrhetoricalpurposeofgoingoninabookabouthowthereare
someoccasionswhensomeonewhosaysnodoesn’tmeanit?Whoandwhatdoes
thatkindofmaneuverserve?Ifyougoaroundsaying“butdidyouknowthatsome
womenhaverapefantasies⁈”loudlyinpublicwithoutacertainkindofstudious
contextualizingthat’snotabarestatementoffact,thatisafuckingmove.

Notealsothedirectslidefrom“nodoesn’talwaysmeanno”wheedlingtothe
implicationthat“makinganaccusation”isoftenaboutcavingtosocialpressures,
refusingtoreflect,and/orjusttryingoutsayingathing.Asifrapeorabuseaccusa-
tionsjustfalloutofanimprovisationalscatsingingsessionatajazzclub.

Ifthisisallsoundinglikevictimblamingthatcouldeasilybemistakenfora
bitonTuckerCarlson,you’renotwrong,Schulmancouldgetanewjobasascript
writerforhim:

“Thereisacontemporary,quitevisible,collectivelyagreed-upon,al-
mosttraditionalsocialmodelof“abuse”whereamaninvitesawoman
torespondtohisdesireswhenshedoesnotreturnthosedesires,nor
hasshesuggestedoradvertisedthatshedoes.…Butwhatifshewas
attractedtohimanddidshowit,andwon’tacknowledgethat?Andhe
doesn’twanttolivewiththe“hehitonme”narrative…Whathewants
isthe“IwasattractedtohimbutIwouldn’tacknowledgeit,soIgot
confused”version.”

Flagrantjustificationbyappealingtoeveryflimsynarrativeinmainstreampatri-
archalrapeculturemediathatfeministshavespentdecadescritiquing?Youbetcha:

“Inthemovie,thepotentiallovergoes,knocksonthedoor,says“Wait,”
andthereluctantpartywaits.
“Listen,”shetellsher.“Iknowthatsomeone,yourexoryourfatheror
someone,toldyouastoryaboutyourself.Thatyoudon’tknowhowto
love.ButIamheretotellyouthatit’snottrue.”
Unfortunately,inourcontemporaryconfusion,atthepointwherethe
otherknocksonourprotagonist’sdoor,theyarea“stalker.”Weareno
longerallowedtodropbyunannouncedwhenthingsarefraught.She
can’tcallonthephonetodeliverthemonologueofpersuasionwith
anopenheart,becauseourheroinehidesbehindvoicemail.Shecan’t
senditbyemail,becauseitwilleitherbedeleted,orforwardedtothou-
sands.Ifshehasknocked,called,andemailed,sheisnowofficially,
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in the era of overstating harm, a “harasser.” The person who fights
for honest conversation that can heal, such a well-known and beloved
character of yore, is, alas, no more. And so Ms. Reluctant never gets
the affective reality, the skin, the voice, the tone, the eyes, the smile,
the jokes, and especially the back and forth, the interactivity that re-
minds her of what it feels like to let someone in, the interactivity that
produces a revelation that her future is not impossible. Instead, past
pain dominates over possibility. To suggest otherwise is forbidden.”

Schulman tells a story about fantasizing about sex with a stranger she’s eating
lunch with, reading that person’s actions as flirtatious

“Is she innocent of being sexually suggestive or is she guilty? … If I
attempt to follow up in order to discover if this was actually aimed at
me, I too could be seen as a harasser; after all, this is a professional
relationship. Human Resources could be called in to hurt me. Or, just
as easily, my interest could be reciprocated. I have to be very, very
careful. One false move and I could be the sad object of an outraged
story on the dreaded grapevine: “Sarah Schulman came on to me. It
was so inappropriate.” The story would never be “I liked her, I flirted
with her, she understood me, and then I was scared I would be hurt like
I have been before.” “

The dreaded grapevine. Amid everything else I want you to notice how she just
assumes everyone sees whisper networks as figures of dread rather than spaces for
release and agency.

Also note how the possibility of strategies of direct and explicit consent is not
even considered. Instead Schulman leaps off to talking about how “being accused
of desire” is the real dynamic going on.

“Being desired is not the same as being harassed, and we do not have
to punish or shun the person who sees what is special about us. Just
because you want me, doesn’t mean I have to hurt you. Especially if I
also feel attractions that I don’t pursue for reasons of projections from
my past. I don’t have to avoid you, ignore your call, refuse to return
your email, or block you.”

Again, this is coming from someone accused of stalking. I will say the sheer
narcissism about what’s going on when someone rejects or critiques her advances
is actually impressive. Schulman talks a lot of game about critical reflection, but
she always lobs such towards everyone making accusations of abuse or choosing
not to talk to someone. You get the impression she has never once critically self-
reflected about whether she’s actually harming people by trying to force real time
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conversation, whether her demands and entitlements are valid and whether the
folks who give her pushback might be rational and self-aware enough to be worth
considering. There’s never been a valid reason to press the block button on Sarah
Schulman and she’s certain there never will or can be.

“Uneven desire is not a crime, it is not rude, it is not an assault or
grounds for shunning or being hurtful. It’s just life and we can still
be friends. For real. Even forever. But we have to talk.”

Uneven desire is definitely not a crime or even assault, but how we express and
act on that desire can be. And no, we absolutely do not have to talk about it. You
do not have to talk it out with the person catcalling you on the street. You are not
under any obligation to try to talk things out with someone creeping you out.

You certainly can. I’ve leaned into uncomfortable interactions, talked at length
with people who had crushes on me that I didn’t reciprocate. I’ve repeatedly in-
vested my attention and emotions in care and communication in situations where
I judged communication likely fruitful and the cost to me worth the assistance
to them. I’ve stayed up responding to multiple page drunk emails with no para-
graphing sent to me at 3am because I knew my response or lack of response would
strongly affect someone and I chose to get entangled in that mess. But I had no
social duty to or absolute ethical imperative.

“People who feel erotically towards forbidden objects—like those other
than partners to whom they have pledgedmonogamy, or those who are
the wrong age, who work in the same sexually prohibitive workplace,
who are transgender, or sex workers, who are generally desexualized
by the dominant culture, or who are “off-type” (as in not as butch as
one’s femme identity demands in a partner)—canmotivate them to hide
feelings, even to themselves.”

Note the language: “forbidden objects” … “the wrong age“
If you want to read more about Schulman and her takes beyond the pages

of CINA about erotic thoughts towards people “the wrong age” you can do some
googling, she’s been rather forthright and there’s a lot of survivors of childhood
sexual assault with strong feelings about it. Suffice to say it resounds particularly
badly in the context of her sneers about how deplorably childish it is to try and set
boundaries.

Attacking Survivors
Schulman has in public venues deflected comparisons to #MeToo and calling out
rape or abuse saying she was targeting something else with CINA, but this is pretty


