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      Prologue

      
         
          A Personal Narrative: 
“Punk Rock Saved My Life”
         

         
      

      
       At fourteen years old, I began listening to the band Rage Against The Machine (RATM).
         At the time, RATM was a popular band, combining hard rock and rap with political messages,
         and their music was frequently played on rock and roll radio stations I listened to
         in the suburbs of Philadelphia. Ultimately, it was RATM that introduced me to politics
         through their music. At the age of fifteen, I ordered a “Free Mumia” T-shirt from
         the band’s website (I still own the shirt). At the time I placed the order, I had
         no idea that the shirt was actually from a benefit concert that RATM had played to
         raise money for Mumia Abu Jamal’s defense. Because it had been from a benefit concert,
         on the back was listed other bands that had played the benefit. One of these bands
         was Bad Religion.
      

      
       This was the late 1990s and Napster, the early music-downloading program, had only
         been around for a short time but was gaining in popularity. One Saturday night after
         receiving my Free Mumia T-shirt in the mail, I sat in front of my parents’ computer
         and used Napster to download music by this formerly unknown to me band, Bad Religion.
         I cannot emphasize enough that hearing Bad Religion for the first time completely
         changed my life. In retrospect, I know now that this was not the first time I had
         heard a punk rock band. In middle school I had fallen in love with Green Day and The
         Offspring, and at thirteen I had discovered the band Refused via a late night broadcast
         of one of their music videos on MTV. However, at those times, no one had given this
         music a label for me and I did not have regular enough access to the Internet to find
         out that this thing was called punk. While I knew that punk rock was something that
         existed, it was not until Bad Religion that the label “punk” appeared to me tied to
         a music that spoke to me in a way that almost nothing ever had before. 
      

      
       The following Monday, I went to school and, while eating lunch in the cafeteria,
         spoke with Colin Smith, one of the few people I knew who were “punks.”[1]   Unlike many American suburban high schools, Springfield High School did not at
         the time have an active group of punks, and there were only a couple punks in my school.
         Several of them were friends of mine, as without an active subcultural milieu in the
         school, all the “outcasts” (goths, punks, nerds, etc.) tended to cling together. I
         told Colin that I had heard a band called Bad Religion, I knew they were punk, and
         that I wanted to hear more. 
      

      
      The next day he showed up with something that for many punks growing up before the
         omnipresence of music downloading was central to the development of a punk rock identification:
         my first mix tape. Colin had titled it, “The Over-Coveted and Over-Zealous Mix Tape,”
         which I still own. Mix tapes were a way that music was shared among punks before we
         could download music so easily (even downloading those first few Bad Religion songs
         took hours in the days before high-speed Internet connections and torrents); mix-tapes
         would include various songs from mostly underground bands that the maker of the tape
         found to be important. I listened to that tape constantly and fell in love with bands
         like Operation Cliff Claven, Discount, Propagandhi, I Spy, SNFU, A//Political, Violent
         Society, The Dead Milkmen, and more. The forty songs Colin included expressed a great
         many points of view and emotions; they were political, funny, angry, frustrated, depressed,
         happy. They were everything that I was looking for. From that moment on, I was a punk
         and my life would never be the same. Where I live, what I eat, what clothes I wear,
         what music I listen to, some of who I am friends with, what I read, what I write,
         what I think, the politics and movements I engage in . . . punk has been central to
         the development of all this in my life. In this way, I fit what in the “Entrance Narratives”
         chapter of this book I call the “Punk made me what I am” narrative structure.
      

      
      In retrospect, I believe that I found in punk something that I desperately wanted.
         It would be fair to say that throughout much of my youth I was not very “popular.”
         Like many kids who are overweight (I did not thin out until after I hit puberty, went
         vegetarian, and joined the track team), do well in school, and do not wear the “cool”
         clothes, I was bullied fairly frequently throughout my childhood. I used to have a
         very strange fantasy as a child: all the cool kids would gather in some secret club
         and they would make decisions about who to pick on and who would get to be popular.
         Even though I did not like the popular kids very much, I still wanted to be let into
         this imaginary club. I think that when I discovered punk, my childhood self, consciously
         or not, also discovered that club’s other side. It was an underground place that was
         beyond cool; it was a place where it was acceptable, maybe even “cool,” to not be cool, at least not in the most normative ways. It was good to look weird, stand
         out, and so forth. It was acceptable to read books for fun, and while not all punks
         care about school (school is an apparatus of the state, after all, and a rather humiliating
         one at that), it was not necessarily unacceptable to get good grades and be deemed
         “smart” (whatever that might mean). So, in theoretical jargon, punk hailed a particular
         character in me that worked well in accordance with a particular plotline of my life:
         the plotline in which I desperately wanted approval, affection, and popularity. Though
         it was longer before I discovered the punk “scene” in Philadelphia, and even longer
         before I became a part of it, I knew that I was now a part of a community that other
         people did not have access to. With this in mind, I do not believe it is a coincidence
         that a very common punk phrase is “Punk Rock Saved My Life.”
      

      
      My relationship to anarchism developed a bit less steadily, but did grow out of my
         punk identification. It would be impossible to be introduced to punk and not be also
         introduced to politics, even if one does not take on a political identification. Much
         of punk music and symbolism is political in nature, and anarchism is probably the
         most prevalent political identification in punk, with circle-As and other anarchist
         symbols adorning a great many shirts, records, buttons, patches, and so on. Therefore,
         an awareness of anarchism came quickly after my introduction to punk, and was further
         buttressed by the lyrics of punk bands as well as frequent trips into Philadelphia
         where I would visit The Wooden Shoe, an anarchist info-shop frequented by punks that
         I would eventually volunteer at for several years, and conversations with other punks.
         This also led to participation in political activities, such as protesting the Republican
         National Convention when it was held in Philadelphia in 2000.
      

      
      As I came to understand my punk and political identifications, the details of my political
         identifications were in flux. I had a Circle-A patch on my backpack, but at times
         I probably came closer to identifying as a socialist, communist, democratic-socialist,
         or general “leftist.” Sometimes I would identify as an anarchist, but my approach
         to it was rather naïve, corresponding more readily to some distant future (as is the
         case with some narrators in this book), and I had little idea of what that future
         could actually look like or how we could get there. My ideals consistently remained
         on the left though, and I maintained an interest in more radical approaches to leftism.
         In time, this would lead to my double-major in sociology and philosophy as an undergraduate
         student, as I found these two disciplines asking the same questions that, for me,
         punk had brought forth.
      

      
      Eventually, at some point in college after having a great many conversations with
         friends as well as in classrooms, I came to settle on an anarchist identification
         that I have not turned back from since. Of course, this can mean a great many things
         that do not need to be explored here at this point, but regardless, I have been and
         am an anarchist. My ideas about anarchism have progressed since that time through
         reading, talking, films, and through writing this book. I assume these ideas will
         continue to progress throughout my life.
      

      
      In many ways, this book is an outgrowth of these key moments in my personal narrative.
         The only reason this book exists is because I self-identify as an anarcho-punk. Without
         that as a part of my identitarian lexicon, this book could not have been done; only
         another punk could adequately research this culture. In conversation, many other punks
         and anarcho-punks have agreed with me on this.
      

      
      First, though, a note on terminology: while I used the term “punk” throughout this
         introduction, I just said that I identify as “anarcho-punk,” and the latter is what
         this book is ultimately about. Anarcho-punk is a sub-genre, or sub-identification,
         of punk rock that incorporates anarchist politics into punk. British musician and
         journalist David Tibet first used the term “anarcho-punk” in 1984, retroactively naming
         the genre that had already existed for roughly five years. Some “punk purists” would
         still claim that the only bands that “anarcho-punk” can properly reference today are
         those that existed between roughly 1979 and roughly 1984. However, the more common
         usage describes any punk band that has songs about anarchism or other anarchist-related
         ideas, such as feminism, animal rights, queer rights, anti-war messages, environmentalist
         messages, and so on. Interestingly, when Tibet coined this term, he said the following
         about the concert he was reviewing: “A concert that put the final nail in the coffin
         of plastic-pose-punk-piss, featuring four of the five best anarcho-punk (sorry about
         the label) bands.” His statement, “sorry about the label” is particularly interesting,
         and indicates that many of those who were participating in the early anarcho-punk
         scenes actually eschewed labels all together as yet another element of a kind of Foucaultian
         tyranny of identity, seeking to abolish identities and labels in exchange for a postmodernist
         fluidity. However, the term caught on, and today is commonly used throughout punk
         subcultures.
      

      
      It is not easy, though, to demarcate “punk” from “anarcho-punk.” At the micro-level
         of the individual, we will see throughout this book how anarcho-punks negotiate the
         hyphen separating and joining “punk” and “anarchism” in their own identifications
         and lives. However, to say that there is some sort of sharp differentiating point
         between the two in any given punk scenes or within punk networks is not so simple.
         In practice, any given punk scene will have anarchist and non-anarchist participants,
         anarchist and non-anarchist bands. Furthermore, non-anarchist punks will still listen
         to anarchist-identified bands, go to anarcho-punk bands’ shows, may be influenced
         by anti-authoritarian ideas, and so on. At any given show, there may be bands that
         are and are not anarchist identified. Within any given band, there may be some members
         who call themselves anarchists and some who do not. All of this would also hold true
         for any given network, including the national and global networks of distribution
         and touring circuits that punks and anarcho-punks have created to distribute their
         music and other cultural artifacts like zines, books, patches, buttons, T-shirts,
         and more.
      

      
      Furthermore, even a network that is not explicitly “anarchist” would likely have anarchist
         “things” going on, such as opposition to large-scale capitalist distribution networks
         (embracing these larger capitalist networks is often interpreted as “selling out”).
         In other words, many “anarchistic” things go on in “non-anarchist” punk rock, and
         many “non-anarchist” elements of punk get worked into “anarcho-punk” as well. There
         is no clear demarcating point where one stops and the other begins. When talking about
         large-scale networks, this becomes even more difficult because different scenes, like
         different individuals, will approach the connections between punk and anarchy in different
         ways. There is no single way of constructing punk and anarcho-punk as both connected
         and separate that is national or global; it varies wildly.
      

      
      With this in mind, everyone who you will see quoted in this book does or did self-identify
         as an anarchist and as a punk, though what exactly these terms mean to the individual
         is subjective and cannot be firmly defined in advance. Furthermore, how “anarchism”
         and “punk” slide into and across one another “at the hyphen,” as it were, varies in
         complicated ways between narrators. However, not all punks identify as anarchists
         and some anarchists loathe that punk has had such an important role to play in the
         contemporary development of anarchist politics. The point here is that these individuals
         whose words you will read in this book are anarchists and they are punks; I am an
         anarchist and a punk. For the individuals, though, these terms might mean different
         or similar things, and it is only in their own words that we can find meaning in these
         terms. This book works to do just that. However, at times I will connect the anarchist
         political conceptualizations articulated by the narrators of this text to anarchist
         theorists such as Noam Chomsky or Simon Critchley, among others. The point with that
         will be to show that the anarchist ideas of the narrators here are not strictly idiosyncratic
         or solipsistic, but can be linked to ideas developed in the larger anarchist community.
      

      
      Personally, I cannot even begin to imagine what my life might look like if it were
         not for punk and anarchy. This culture has given so much to me, and I hope that this
         book can be just one way that I give a little something back. I will attempt to do
         this more fully in the concluding chapter. I hope others reading this, especially
         other punks, find that I do it justice.
      

      
      Note

      
      
         
            1. Colin, who I have remained friends with since this time, has given me permission to
                  mention him by name in this prologue.
               

            

         

      

   
      Introduction

      
         
         The Narrative Ethics of Anarcho-Punk

         
      

      
       This book will emphasize the ways in which anarcho-punks identify themselves. This
         introduction will assist the reader in understanding some of the ideas that are presented
         throughout the book because, while the book is ethnographic in nature, I also strive
         to apply theory throughout. First, a terminological note: in this book, I chose to
         use the term “identification” rather than “identity,” and this was done very intentionally
         in order to forefront the temporary, fluid, and multiple nature of our identifications
         (Hall 2000). While the term “identity” implies a singular and stable category, “identification”
         is meant to imply an ongoing and continuous process in which an array of various subject
         positions and standpoints are in flux. One could see this represented in the grammatical
         shift from the noun “identity,” which implies a singular thing that exists in the
         world as an ontological element to the verb “to identify,” which implies a performance
         and process.[1]   Throughout this book, you will come to see why this linguistic shift is so important.
      

      
      Narrativity

      
      In narrative identification theories, it is argued that human beings understand our
         selves and construct our various identifications in a “storied” format (Richardson
         1990; Ochberg 1994). Instead of complete narratives, what we encounter in ethnographic
         works are fragments of a narrative, sketches of a theme and plot by which the individual
         lives their life, and ideas presented from the point of view of a character in the
         individual’s narrative. It is these pieces of the subject’s life story that we gather
         when asking a question in the interview. In other words, to use Althusser’s language,
         the question or the lived experience of the individual “hails” or “interpellates”
         a certain character or several characters and the respondent answers any given question
         from the subject position of these “characters” (Vila 2005).[2]  
      

      
      Throughout this book you will see that individuals very often narrate their stories
         from the character of the “anarcho-punk.” However, it is also important to note that
         this character is always partial and temporary—we never narrate from only one character,
         but construct our senses of self from a multiplicity of characters (Schrag 1997; Vila
         2000). This will become obvious when we consider the issues of gender, race, class,
         and age that will be so central to many narratives. In fact, this multiplicity, in
         the case of anarcho-punk, is even more obvious than usual due to the dual nature of
         the identity-label. The very name “anarcho-punk” hails two identifications—the anarchist
         and the punk—into some sort of cohesion or articulation via the hyphen. Such a linkage
         is created during the narration process in which one constructs the appearance of
         a singular self. The narrator is working to take their fractured, multiple identifications
         and create, through narrative, cohesiveness and wholeness. It is the process of narration
         that allows us to do this by creating a story that brings these identifications into
         apparent “togetherness.” 
      

      
      Like any story, these narratives also have plots, timelines, metaphors, protagonists,
         antagonists, events, and so on (Richardson 1990; Holstein and Gubrium 2000). Plots
         can be thought of as overarching “themes” that one imagines her or his life as following,
         much like a plot in a story that guides the narrative. In narrative identification
         theories one organizes one’s life along these plots (Vila 2000), which then hail various
         characters and timelines, necessitating certain metaphors to assist in the narration.[3]   It is these plots that produce “events” in one’s life.[4]   This means that while there may be any number of “happenings” in a person’s life,
         these happenings only become meaningful events to the person’s narrative life story as they are organized according to the plot
         (Vila 2000). Furthermore, a shift in the plot of an individual’s life can turn past
         “happenings” into events when they were not so before. For example, hearing a punk
         rock record for the first time is not going to be a meaningful event in every person’s
         life. It is only significant when one invests identitarian meaning into the punk identification;
         from that investment, this happening might be turned into an event. In many cases,
         this will be linked to emotions and spaces, as are a great many things in this book.
         The music likely called forth particular emotions, affects, and embodied states that
         are perhaps linked to the physical topographies of the spaces in which the initial
         hearing occurs. Years later, these earlier affective states may still be triggered
         should one encounter a similar articulation of music, space, affect, and so forth.
      

      
      It is from these various contingently articulated plots and characters, along with
         habits, affects, and so forth that the interviewee accounts for the questions he or
         she is asked during an interview. While ultimately the identification narratives are
         always partial, it is at the point of narration, meaning the point of speech in the
         interview itself, that the narrator must make a choice of sorts. Rather than producing
         this partialness, the narrator invests in specific characters organized by specific
         plotlines, which turn certain happenings into events (Vila 2003). It is from this
         process of weaving various characters together that answers are formed and narrative
         stories are told to the researcher from a particular subject position (or, more accurately,
         from a set of subject positions that are blended together to create the illusion of
         a singular self). It is from this interactive encounter between the researcher (who
         is of course also a narrator) and the researched (as well as, following affect and
         assemblage theory, the physical objects present and the spaces we inhabit) that our
         knowledge and sociological work is formed (Fine 1998).
      

      
      Discourse Theory and Narrativity

      
      Narrative identifications and the characters called into being through plots are never
         constructed solely by the atomized individual, but are instead constructed out of
         the diverse discourses that exist in the social world, as well as the physical aspects
         and geographical spaces of that world. This is why it was so important to use song
         lyrics in this book; these are a central component of the development of a punk identification,
         and serve as important elements of the punk discourse. In other words, lyrics are
         a part of what punks end up investing meaning in as they make sense of what it means
         to be “punk.” This is done through an evaluative process. The individuals doing the
         “investing” consider the discourse being presented to them from the point of view
         of the already existing characters (which, prior to the moment of action exist virtually)
         in their plots—in other words, from the way they imagine their current life and self
         as being. These already existing plots and characters will then be used by subjects
         to determine to what extent, if at all, the individual might make use of a given discourse.
         Furthermore, these existing plots and characters may become a part of the new character
         and new plots that are created through the investment in a discourse. This, for example,
         will explain why so many anarcho-punks seem to still cling to some manifestations
         of hegemonic cultures, such as racism and sexism. While these individuals have invested
         in a counter-hegemonic discourse, their already existing characters were involved
         in that investment, and may have previously invested in hegemonic discourses.
      

      
      Of course, new discourses are always possible, but an agent or group introduces these
         into the social milieu to be evaluated, and as such they must work within the framework
         of the existing society and its current linguistic discourses (though a new articulation
         of a given identification in accordance with the physical topography of a space might
         produce novel experiences, which may alter one’s experiences of the world). Once encountered,
         subjects may consider these new discourses, and they may or may not find meaning in
         them that can then be included in their own narrative. This too is done through the
         evaluative process from the point of view of particular plots and characters as described
         above. If others do find meaning in a new discourse then it may gain popularity and
         may even achieve the status of a new hegemony or counter-hegemony. However, should
         the characters that already exist that are evaluating this new discourse from the
         point of view of the plots they belong to not find significant meaning in it, then
         it may vanish entirely or be relegated to the margins of its originating group, such
         as is often the case with religious cults and some political movements.
      

      
       What does all of this have to do with identifications? It is important to note that
         discourse allows for the illusion of the “real.” Laclau and Mouffe (1987) describe
         this as a kind of post-structuralist version of materialism in which there is a “material”
         world “out there,” but this material world is empty of meaning. In short, all we can
         know is our discursively mediated experience of the material world. This is still
         materialistic though, because the claim remains that there is nothing other than a
         material world “out there.” This will play out throughout this book. For example,
         some punks will play with the geographic confines of the “scene” to make it larger
         or smaller depending on the needs of their narrative at that point in time. This is
         possible because “the scene” has no axiomatic geographical space associated with it,
         but only that which the scene’s participants grant it via the interactions between
         their plot, narratives, and physical spaces.
      

      
      However, it is not only the physical world upon which discourses bestow meaning, but
         the psychic world as well. Those identifications and characters that someone uses
         do not exist independently of discourse but instead are the end result of the individual
         investing meaning in discourses that are “offered” to them by their culture(s). However,
         these discourses are not unlimited. Instead, “there is a real power that stems from
         a successful hegemonic project, that is, power that comes from constructing a hegemonic
         discourse that closes, for some time, meaning from a particular point of view” (Vila
         2005: 236). This means that hegemonies, though always partial and fractured (thus
         leaving room for resistance and counter-hegemonies), continue to have a meaningful
         impact on the life and the potential identifications of the individual. 
      

      
      It must be emphasized, though, that hegemonic processes do not produce stable and
         permanent end results, but are open to change, reformation and destruction. Furthermore,
         this process of change is really a nearly constant process, even if it often appears
         as if it is not so. When entering into any given scenario, the narrative sketches
         of an identification that an individual maintains will enter into articulation with
         the other components of the space in which they are existing at that moment, its affective
         states, the other bodies present, and so forth. Therefore, there is a state of constant
         change that, when applied to identity or hegemony, allows for the possibility of the
         new. 
      

      
       This process of the coming together of aspects of things in space and development
         of meaning out of them is termed “articulation.” Articulation also has the power to
         take divergent discourses and bring them together into coherent meaning under a certain
         regime of meaning and to make a signifier representative of the universal signified.
         Judith Butler tells us this, as she claims that “In a hegemonic articulation, particular
         interests ‘assume a function of universal representation,’ leading to a mutual ‘contamination’
         of the universal and the particular” (quoted in Day 2004: 725). For example, Žižek
         (1997) describes the imagined black, female welfare recipient who becomes the fantasmatic
         entirety of the welfare state. This means that under a certain hegemonic regime emerging
         largely out of the Reagan-era, welfare is articulated to mean this mythical woman;
         she comes to represent the system as a whole. He goes on to tell us that the meaning
         of these terms is not given prediscursively, but is instead the outcome of the political
         struggle for the achievement of hegemony. Thus, in Stuart Hall’s work articulation
         is shown to mean that divergent discourses are brought together through political
         processes to create hegemony, thus producing the illusion of a cohesive whole. 
      

      
       While a term, or the meanings that come into existence based on the articulation
         of “things” in any given scene, may theoretically be rearticulated to have any given
         meaning, we should not confuse this with the actual possibility for infinite meanings to be assigned to a term.[5]   Instead, already existing hegemonic articulations limit the possibilities for new
         discursive constructions. In the language of Laclau and Mouffe, meaning is “overdetermined”
         and lacks “an ultimate literality” (2001: 98). In other words, while things have no
         necessary meaning, their potential meanings are limited by hegemonic discourses and
         metadiscursive connections between discourses created through chains of equivalence.
         In contrast to certain claims coming from the affective turn, I argue that this overdetermination
         can still be important because previously existing meanings, narrative sketches, and
         habits can have the power to determine what may appear or be asked for in any given
         scene, even while recognizing the possibility of immanently appearing new meanings in any given instance. This closure of meaning
         that we call hegemony is itself always temporary and open to re-articulation later, and chains of equivalence are always “breakable.” The occasional
         difficulty of doing this is well reflected in the punk usage of the Swastika (reflected,
         for example, in Sid Vicious of the Sex Pistols famously wearing a Swastika T-shirt).
         It could be argued that early punks were attempting to rearticulate the Nazi Swastika,
         but that the horrors of Nazi Germany are so discursively powerful that the attempt
         at rearticulation failed. In fact, the failure so was magnificent that some punks
         came to take on actual fascist and Nazi identifications, indicating just how hegemonic
         that particular meaning of the Swastika, a symbol with any number of possible meanings,
         had become. Therefore, while the Swastika as a symbol could enter into articulation
         as an assemblage with other aspects of punk and the subjects wearing the symbol, the
         power of hegemony restricted the symbol’s possibilities for meaning, as it is more
         likely to trigger some emotions and affective states than it is to trigger others.
      

      
      To bring this all back to the importance of identification narratives, what is key
         to understand is that discourses may produce certain subject positions, along with
         its associated affects, emotions, habits, spaces, and so on with which people can
         identify. Anarchism and punk are such discourses. Thus, “for Laclau and Mouffe hegemony
         is the articulatory practice that institutes nodal points that partially fix the meaning
         of the social in an organized system of difference” (Vila 2005: 253). What I understand
         this to mean is that the “messiness” of identity (never truly singular, but always
         fractured and fluid) is organized under a plot, but this plot itself can only be called
         into existence through the back and forth between the discourses made available to
         the individual her- or himself and the individual’s own agency. This process can be
         thought of as the weaving of divergent identifications and their associated habits,
         emotions, and so on into a coherent narratological whole based on the person’s plot.
         In this book, as I will discuss more below, the most salient plot is the ethical ideals
         that anarcho-punks attempt to live up to, what I will be calling their hypergood.
      

      
      So, while any given individual may at some point be exposed to punk and anarchism
         as discourses, it is only some individuals who will invest identitarian meaning into
         these discourses, thus creating the character of “punk” or “anarcho-punk.” An important
         aspect of this is the process that people see themselves as having gone through in
         developing or creating this character, which I will call “entrance narratives.”
      

      
      We can, however, go even further than this. Through the incorporation of Lacanian
         psychoanalytic theories we can develop a deeper understanding of the processes that
         produce this need for wholeness. This is especially important in light of contemporary
         affect and assemblage theories that have stressed the imminent movement of becomings.
         While I do not disagree with these perspectives, it remains that case that most people
         most of the time do work to make themselves appear to have a more stable identification,
         and we can understand why this is through other theories. This desire to create the
         illusion of wholeness is particularly salient in this work because of the aforementioned
         hyphenated nature of anarcho-punk. The development of a singular identity out of the
         fractured nature of identification through narrative is not something that emerges
         spontaneously, but that occurs, according to psychoanalysis, for specific reasons.
      

      
         The basic paradox of the Freudian notion of fantasy resides in the fact that it subverts
            the standard opposition between “subjective” and “objective.” Of course, fantasy is
            by definition not “objective” (in the naïve sense of “existing” independently of the
            subject’s perceptions); however, it is also not “subjective” (in the sense of being
            reducible to the subject’s consciously experienced intuitions) (Žižek 2005: 106).
         

      

      We might say that the fantasy of a singular self—the illusion of “identity” rather
         than “identification” and affective flows of ever immanently emerging assemblages—may
         be narrated into existence by the subject, but the need for this narration of wholeness
         emerges out of psychic processes. To use Žižek’s language, identity is not “objective,”
         meaning that it is not something that exists “out there” in the world. However, the
         psychic aspects of identifications are also not “subjective” in that they cannot be
         reduced to only conscious, agential manifestations of the individual’s will. By using
         psychoanalysis to rearticulate the polarities “Objective” and “Subjective” we can
         develop a better and deeper understanding of the processes of identification and the
         need for the narration of illusory wholeness. 
      

      
       However, this conversation necessitates a further discussion of these processes that
         can guide narration and the creation of illusory wholeness. Here we can consider Deleuze
         and Guattari’s (1987) criticism of psychoanalysis. I agree with their claim that certain
         branches of psychoanalysis have all too often been engaged in a project of replacing
         the essence of humanity found in a soul or an inherent “goodness” with an Oedipal
         or other unconscious essence that is still modernistic, implying an underlying and
         existing “something” or “reality” to humans. However, Deleuze and Guattari do not
         deny, and in fact point out that Oedipal narratives, enunciations, and interpretations
         do exist (see especially Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 37-38); they take issue more readily
         with the use of psychoanalytic discourses as inherent core 
“somethings” of humanity as well as their potentially coercive nature if they are
         used to guarantee the analysand the possibility of psychic wholeness. In their language,
         they tell us “We are criticizing psychoanalysis for having used Oedipal enunciation
         to make patients believe they would produce individual, personal statements, and would
         finally speak in their own name” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 38). In more properly
         Lacanian language Deleuze and Guattari are claiming that some psychoanalysts have
         too often taken on the role of the Subject Supposed to Know in order to convince the
         analysand that their blockage can be removed.[6]   However, of course, this is only one potential version of psychoanalysis, and not
         necessarily even the most common. Other psychoanalysts see their role as that of a
         “coach” who helps the patient associate with or disassociate from certain psychic
         “things.” 
      

      
      In contrast to Lacanian theories, Deleuze and Guattari reject wholeness as a goal-orientation,
         instead recommending that we embrace the fractured partialness of our self as an assemblage
         of affective flows. In doing so one always risks reterritorialization in which we
         once again have the illusion of ongoing ontological meaning. Their work is ultimately
         a critique of psychoanalysis and the state form for their reterritorializing affects
         upon The Body Without Organs. However, because it is ultimately a critique calling
         for the embrace of partiality, Deleuze and Guattari offer very little regarding why
         we continue to produce the artificial appearance of wholeness. Newman tells us, “This
         is because [Deleuze and Guattari] do not adequately conceptualize the outside to which
         they refer . . . they still remain, in a sense, ‘trapped’ within a paradigm and a
         language of difference which renders them nothing more than lines of flight and escape,
         without an outside to escape to” (2001: 115). This may, in fact, have to do with their
         shift from signification to symbols. The etymology of the word “symbol” is syn+ballein, meaning “thrown together,” which also means that there is always a surpassing. Because
         Deleuze and Guattari focus on this surpassing, their philosophies do not necessarily
         engage with that which is not surpassed.
      

      
      Resolutions to this problem can be found in other approaches to the self. The Oedipal
         subjectivations of psychoanalysis, even if they are not essences, is one such approach.
         For Lacanian schools of psychoanalysis
      

      
         There is a lack or gap between the subject and its representation. The subject fails
            to recognize himself in the symbolic order and is thus alienated. He is pinned to
            a signifier (s1) which represents him for another signifier. The subject is incapable
            of fulfilling this symbolic identity and so there is an excess or surplus of meaning
            produced by this failed interpellation—a radical gap or absence between the subject
            and meaning. This is what Lacan calls “object a,” and it is this that actually constitutes the subject. The subject is, then, a failed
            “place” of signification. . . . The subject is the subject of the lack. . . . The subject exists, then, as its own limit—as the limit of its own full realization
            in the symbolic order (Newman 2001: 138–139).
         

      

      Thus, by using works in the Lacanian tradition we can draw conclusions about why most
         people reterritorialize onto the appearance of a whole self. However, there is also
         something particularly interesting about this process in anarcho-punk, in which such
         a reterritorialization is problematized by the hyphenated nature of the identity-label.
         Because anarcho-punk already has two different identifications—anarchist and punk—both
         separating them and bringing them together with the hyphen, there is a necessary conflict
         to the identitarian relationship (Hanchard 1990; Mahtani 2002). While these kinds
         of conflicts and reconciliations may take place for any set of characters, it is especially
         salient for anarcho-punk because the conflict is built directly into the character
         and its label. It is to this conflict that we must now turn.
      

      
      Hyphenated Selves

      
      It has been emphasized by many contemporary theorists that in our “postmodern” world,
         we can no longer assume that individuals are completed totalities with a central core
         to their being that we can call their “identity.” It is, in fact, impossible to even
         talk about an “identity” anymore. Instead, we must discuss “characters,” “identification
         processes,” affective and habitual states of assemblage,” and so forth. This is because,
         in the postmodern world, we have come to recognize the temporary and fluid nature
         of all meaning and existence (Call 2003; Schrag 1997; Webster 2005). This temporality,
         fluidity, and multiplicity of course also applies to humans, and it is because of
         this that we have to understand humans as “multiple and without center” (Call 2003:
         130). Or, in the language of Laclau, “Individuals are not coherent totalities but
         merely referential identities which have to be split up into a series of localized
         subject positions. And the articulation between these positions is a social and not
         an individual affair” (2005: 3). We should not, however, fall into the trap of seeing
         this process as one in which the interpellated subject has no agency in the process.
         While it is accurate to say that this is a social phenomenon, Laclau overstates the
         case when he says, “it is not an individual affair.” Instead, it is both a social
         and an individual affair. It is the individual who may invest meaning in a social discourse
         and has power to choose between discourses as well as to rearticulate a given discourse
         into a particular manifestation for the self. The individual does this through emplotment
         and narrative. As Vila states, “social events (among them musical practices) are constructed
         as ‘experience’ not only in relation to discourses that confer them meaning in general,
         but also within plots that organize them coherently” (Vila 2001: 26). Furthermore,
         social events will “ask for” particular characters, narratives, and so forth in accordance
         with the affective states of the scene itself, producing uniquely different articulations
         of selves at different moments and events.
      

      
       However, this being the case, it is equally fair to say that most people, most of
         the time, work to present themselves as not multiple and with center, as being the same across time. This is usually done through the process of
         narration in which, at the point of speech and in accordance with the various “asks”
         of the scene in which the person is participating, the multiplicity that exists in
         the interprellative process is halted and a self is woven together from the various
         characters that make up the person. It is this woven self that “speaks” to us (Vila
         2005). With this in mind, it is necessary to recognize that there is something particular
         to the identification “anarcho-punk.” Anarcho-punk is different from many identifications
         because it builds its multiplicity into the identity label itself. Through the hyphenation
         of “anarchist” with “punk” it becomes obvious that there is more than one underlying
         character at play, and that these are being brought together through a chain of equivalence.
         However, as is always the case with chains of equivalence, these characters are not
         completely coextensive; they are not, strictly speaking, the same. Instead, there
         exists between them a potentially overlying but antagonistic relationship that emerges
         from their multiplicity represented by the hyphen, which both separates and brings
         together in the same gesture. While it is true of all identification processes that
         a multiplicity is being brought together to create an illusory whole, hyphenated subjectivities
         are unique in the fact that the wholeness is already and explicitly both fractured
         and united by the hyphen.
      

      
       This hyphenated nature of the identification is a part of what makes anarcho-punk
         conceptually intriguing. Mahtani (2002) tells us that the hyphen “effectively produces
         spaces of distance” (78). The hyphenation produces a “union of contradictions” (Hanchard
         1990: 36) that marks “places of both ambiguity and multiplicity” (Mahtani 2002: 67).
         However, in order for the narration to still “make sense” the ambiguous relationship
         will be reconciled, and there are multiple ways in which this can happen. One way
         is to deny, at least temporarily, an element of the self, or to close off the possible
         interpretation of meaning from the point of view of that character so that a particular
         self does not “speak” at that moment. This is what Michelle Fine (1998) claims that
         lawyers wanted her niece to do when being interrogated about her rape: “Tonight I
         listen to myself collude in the splitting of Jackie, my niece—the dissection of her
         adolescent, Latina, female body / consciousness. Family, friends, lawyers, and unsolicited
         advisers subtly, persistently, and uncomfortably work to present her as white/Jewish
         (not Latina), sexually innocent (not mother), victim (not shoplifter)” (132). In other
         words, Jackie was to become what was most “useful” while rejecting the many multiplicities
         of her self (a process not unlike the rape itself, in which she was differently “used”
         in another type of power game, a point that is made about post-rape interviews in
         the anarcho-punk song “The Second Rape” by Aus Rotten). She was to close off her Latina,
         mother/sexual, and criminal selves and embrace her white/Jewish, puritanical, and
         victim/survivor selves so as not to confuse those she needed to appease by being any
         more or less than what they expected of her.
      

      
       However, Fine goes on to tell us that Jackie rejected this Othering process when
         being interrogated: “Jackie danced through the deposition. . . . Jackie mingled her
         autobiography with our surveilled borders on her Self and the race and gendered legal
         interpretations of her Other by which she was surrounded. She braided them into her
         story” (133). In other words, Jackie did not choose to present herself as only existing
         in one way, but instead as existing in multiple ways. Fine claims that this makes
         her “an honest narrator of multiple poststructural selves speaking among themselves”
         (133).
      

      
       Among the anarcho-punks in this book, there will be versions of both of these processes
         in play. On the one hand, some construct the punk and anarchist characters as being
         largely coextensive in their narrative. For those participants, punk and anarchism
         become a hybrid formation, which emphasizes the “coming together” of the hyphenation.
         These same individuals, however, recognized that this is not a necessary truth for
         punk, as there are many punks who are not anarchists, but instead it is their own
         identification as anarcho-punk where this comingling takes place and for whom the
         chain of equivalence is established. However, because they recognize that punk can
         have multiple non-anarchist interpretations, an antagonism still necessarily exists
         between these two sides of the self. For others though, punk and anarchism needed
         to be separated in order for both to flourish more fully, even if these identifications
         occasionally or commonly “speak to one another” in Fine’s language. This will be seen,
         for example, in the statements of those who claim that in order to be a more effective
         activist, she had to distance herself from punk to some greater or lesser degree.
         Having performed this kind of separation, one may still produce at least an occasional
         comingling of punk and anarchy. With the first approach, then, we can say that there
         is a partial suturing of differential identifications at the hyphen; for the second
         there is a partial separation at the hyphen. This duality is the logical consequence
         of the hyphen, which operates both to distance and tie together conceptual and identitarian
         categories.
      

      
       In order to understand this, we have to grasp the way that Ernesto Laclau claims
         identification works. For Laclau, “there is hegemony only if the dichotomy universality/particularity
         is superseded” (Butler, Laclau, and Žižek 2000: 56). This does not contradict the
         Gramscian idea that hegemony is present in the logic of universality and particularity,
         including subalternality. Laclau’s idea is that universality and particularity are
         a part of one another and cannot be separated. Hegemonic processes articulate and
         rearticulate the ways in which this coming together and apart operates. While Laclau
         often uses this to understand political struggle, the same rationale is used to understand
         identification processes.
      

      
         no identity can exist without establishing relationships with what it is not (the “constitutive outside”). In a hegemonic articulation, particular interests “assume
            a function of universal representation,” leading to a mutual “contamination” of the
            universal and the particular. This process operates via the establishment of “chains
            of equivalence,” extended systems of relationships through which identities compete
            and cooperate, each seeking to enlarge itself to the point of being able to represent
            all of the others. It is crucial to note that while the universalizing element is
            itself part of the chain, it simultaneously sets itself above it, via the metaphorical
            elevation of its particular concerns (Day 2004: 725).
         

      

      Furthermore, Torfing (1999) tells us that for Laclau, “Identity is the result of the
         hegemonization of a field of differential subject positions” (42) in which the functioning
         of hegemonic processes brings differential and sometimes antagonistic identifications
         into coherence by temporarily halting the struggle for meaning through the provisional
         fixing of an empty signifier’s meaning (175–176). The construction of chains of equivalence,
         then, is a metadiscursive practice, defined as “discursive practices that establish
         relationships with other discourses, such as those involved in typification, translation,
         criticism, historicization, and the like” (Briggs 1996: 439). Through metadiscursive
         practices such as these a “structural-linguistic” link is created between signifier
         and signified, according to Žižek (Miklitsch 1995: 187).
      

      
       In order to apply this to the hyphenated identification of anarcho-punk, we must
         recognize that it is the “anarchist” and the “punk” characters that are working to
         represent one another via their respective “contamination” at the hyphen. Furthermore,
         it is the hypergood described below, which is the ethical plot that organizes the
         narratives of the individuals quoted in this book, that is necessarily both “part
         of the chain” but also “sets itself above it” (even while recognizing that this “setting
         above” is a contingent and temporary articulation of the identifications in play,
         and that in any given instant this may change based on the needs of the scene in which
         the actor is participating). Therefore, the hyphenated anarcho-punk character is the
         result of the way in which the hypergood hegemonizes these differential subject positions
         at their hyphen; the hypergood sets itself above the identification, in the sense
         that the identification is organized and structured in relation to the hypergood,
         but remains a part of it at the same time.
      

      
       From here, we also have to understand why the characters operate as they do on each
         side of the hyphen. In other words, what is the significance of the fact that the
         identity label is most commonly “anarcho-punk” and not “punk-anarchist” or some other
         articulation of this suturing? While there is always a mutual contamination of identifications,
         there is also significance to any particular manifestation that could, in theory, have been otherwise. Importantly, while some
         punks have always engaged with leftist or anarchist political struggles with the goal
         of improving the world, punk has an equally long history of nihilism, harmful acts,
         and opposition to any coherent political ideology.[7]   Therefore, if punk cannot be said to be axiomatically anarchistic, then it is the
         “anarcho” that needs to adjectivize the “punk.” In this process, anarchism pulls out
         or separates some elements of the possible manifestations of the punk character and
         organizes these particularities under anarchism. In other words, a certain type of
         punk character is brought into anarchism via this particular hyphenation and suturing.[8]  
      

      
      This articulation of punk as anarcho-punk has identitarian and theoretical consequences.
         During articulation and rearticulation “the relation between particularity and universality
         . . . prevents reduction of the particular to the universal . . . as well as the universal
         to the particular” and this is done “whether they have the form of an internally differentiated
         totality or a relational totality of separate identities” (Torfing 1999: 173). Furthermore,
         through this process certain boundaries are established around meaning. The process
         of articulating a certain type of punk as an anarcho-punk, then, sets up identitarian
         boundaries in regard to what this punk is like, how this punk behaves, what this punk’s ideals are, and so forth relative to the constitutive outside that is the
         larger and more eclectic punk milieu. This is done, however, without reducing punk
         to anarchism, but through establishing a chain of equivalence between the two discourses.
         According to Laclau this means that a coherent, if temporary, totality (in this case,
         “anarcho-punk”) is constructed out of differential discourses (“anarchism” and “punk”),
         but their established heterogeneity remains: “A relation of equivalence is not one
         in which all differences collapse into identity but one in which differences are still
         very active. . . . Thus between equivalence and difference there is a complex dialectic,
         an unstable compromise” (Laclau 2005: 11–12). This unstable compromise results in
         the need to constantly rearticulate meaning and reaffirm the chain of equivalence
         that brings a certain articulation of punk under anarchism via the hyphen in anarcho-punk.
         Without this reaffirmation of the chain of equivalence and the hyphen, the fixity
         of the signifiers, which is always tangential, will be lost and they will regain their
         status as floating signifiers.
      

      
       The desire (conscious or otherwise) to reconcile multiplicity and reconvene the self,
         to reestablish the chain of equivalence, is a central element in this work. While
         some characters will be, at times, narrated as being quite separate, you will see
         throughout many of the chapters that the narrators feel a need to find ways to reconcile
         antagonisms that appear in their identifications, especially those centered on ethics.
         Such a reconciliation occurs as the conversing among characters produces a particular,
         though temporary, end result in which narrators attempt to maintain their “wholeness”
         by bringing various characters under the same general discursive plot structure for
         their life. Even those who separate their anarchist and punk identifications will
         find this weaving of characters necessary at times. In other words, for some interviewees,
         at times the chain of equivalence between the discourses of punk and anarcho-punk
         will be threatened. At these times, the chain of equivalence is reestablished through
         a reconvening of the discourses of punk and anarchism under the hegemonizing hypergood.
         The various discourses that are deemed significant to the plot of one’s life are all
         ultimately brought “into line” under the hypergood. Through this, the individual maintains
         the illusion of wholeness by seeing the self and all of its respective characters
         as ethical. In other words, the plot filters the experiences of the punk and anarchist
         characters under the hegemonizing discourse of the hypergood, which attempts to close
         meaning through chains of equivalence and difference. This is a process of selectivity
         in which certain elements of the discourses are brought together while others are
         rejected. Thus, “for the person who is using it, the selective character of the narrative
         plot has the power of, among other things, allowing or not allowing master signifiers
         to perform their task of unifying a certain discursive field” (Vila 2005: 246). In
         this case, the characters are unified via the hypergood, which is itself a discourse,
         and as such adheres to the steps that Laclau and Mouffe have explained: “That is,
         in any narrative a certain privileged discursive element (the master signifier, nodal
         point, or point de capiton) plays an anchoring role that retroactively articulates the meaning of a variety
         of floating signifiers” (Vila 2005: 242). The hypergood, then, serves a hegemonizing
         function in the sense that it, “without entirely abandoning its own particularity,
         starts also functioning as a signifier representing the chain as a totality. . . .
         This process by which a particular demand comes to represent an equivalential chain
         incommensurable with it is, of course, what we have called hegemony” (Laclau 2005: 6). The hypergood serves this hegemonizing function by articulating
         “anarcho-punk” in reference to subjective notions of ethics. It is to this point of
         ethics that I now wish to turn in order to more fully develop the concept of the hypergood
         and the particular ethical positions of anarcho-punks.
      

      
      Ethics

      
       While this book will cover many different themes, each is tied together by one overarching
         concept: ethics. The respondents quoted and referenced in each chapter ultimately
         construct their identifications in relation to understanding the self as guided by
         ethics. That this is the case should not be surprising, as most narrative identifications
         are, in some way, related to ethics. Charles Taylor (1989) argues that human beings
         usually narrate our existence toward “the good,” meaning that which is culturally
         and subjectively constructed as a positive outcome; in other words, most people are
         the protagonists of their own story. While there may be narratives in which the narrator
         constructs herself or himself as “evil,” these are uncommon and are not found in this
         book. In Taylor’s words:
      

      
      
         One could put it this way: because we cannot but orient ourselves to the good, and
            thus determine our place relative to it and hence determine the direction of our lives,
            we must inescapably understand our lives in narrative form, as a “quest” . . . because
            we have to determine our place in relation to the good, therefore we cannot be without
            an orientation to it, and hence must see our life in story (Taylor 1989: 51–52).
         

      

      Similarly, following Simon Critchley (2012) we could say, “A subject is the name for
         the ways in which a self binds itself to some conception of the good and shapes its
         subjectivity in relation to that good” (10). For my purposes, the way in which this
         subjectivity is developed in relation to the good is through narrative and in relation
         to particular plots and characters. This is salient for these individuals especially
         because of their anarchist identification. Anarchism is a school of thought in which
         ethics has to be essential, as it is rooted in attempts to make the world a better
         place. Even more than Marxism, anarchism requires an ethics because it does not look
         to some sort of material science of history or dialectical truth for its progress.
         Instead, anarchism has historically and contemporarily directed its attention to the
         actions of people in the world. Therefore, anarchists cannot but consider ethics,
         as anarchists are held responsible for the world in which they exist. Following Sartre,
         this responsibility makes us in need of ethical considerations.
      

      
      In order to understand how ethics ties this book together, we must also understand
         what we mean by ethics and how anarcho-punks articulate their ethics. Historically,
         ethics was understood as an objective truth. For example, in many interpretations
         of the works of Plato and Aristotle, it is argued that “the good life,” from which
         their ethics are derived, was necessarily the mastery of the self and the dominance
         of reason over desire. However, such an objective notion of ethical truths and the
         good life has been challenged in recent years. This is most obvious in the work of
         Michel Foucault, who, borrowing from Nietzsche, contrasts ethics with morality (Moore
         1987; Foucault 1990). Similarly, Sartre has claimed that our ethics are based on our
         absolute freedom, not from an outside force such as god(s). Here, ethics has to do
         with one’s relation to oneself, while morality is imposed from the outside by some
         force, such as the church or the state. Thus, ethics must be understood as more subjective,
         by which I mean that it is based in the individuals’ subjectivity.[9]   This subjectivity, however, is always an interaction between the realms of the
         social and the individual, which are not dichotomies but part of one another. The
         former includes certain ethical discourses that are presented to the individual. The
         individual then evaluates and invests in certain elements of these discourses (or
         not), but also rearticulates them in varying ways so that the ethics that emerge in
         any given person may be different in some ways than those that might emerge in another.
         This is important to Sartre’s work because, “By appealing to a conception of the self
         and freedom as being outside of relations with all others, the model of the individual
         is left without an extension of her or his actions across a social world. Such an
         individual is, in Sartre’s words, ‘impotent’” (Gordon, unpublished: 17). 
      

      
      A part of this shift is from a Platonic approach based on the dominance of rationality
         over the passions to a view of ethics that is connected to a particular ideal of the
         person. According to Samuel Scheffler, this “Suggests the following view of morality
         . . . a moral system is a system of rules it is rational to abide by if one prizes
         a particular general ideal of the person. Thus systems of moral rules are relative
         to general ideals of the person” (1982: 243). Therefore, in order to understand the
         way that ethics connect to identifications for Scheffler, we have to understand what
         “ideal of the person” underlies a particular identification and to whom this ideal
         is generalized. This will produce the system of ethical judgments by which an individual
         will abide. We might also find that it is this ideal of the person that produces the
         possibility for a pragmatic ethics developed by subjects. We see a claim like this
         in Critchley (2012) who says, 
      

      
         ethical experience furnishes an account of the motivational pledge to act morally,
            of that by virtue of which a self decides to pledge itself to some conception of the
            good. My polemical contention is that without a plausible account of motivational
            force, that is, without a conception of the ethical subject, moral reflection is reduced
            to the empty manipulation of the standard justificatory frameworks: deontology, utilitarianism
            and virtue ethics (9).
         

      

      Furthermore, such an ethical ideal may be rooted in the emotional state of love. We
         find this by following Martha Nussbaum’s ideas in Political Emotions (2013). There, she claims, 
      

      
         all of the core emotions that sustain a decent society have their roots in, or are
            forms of, love—by which I mean intense attachment to things outside the control of
            our will. . . . Love, I shall argue, is what gives respect for humanity its life,
            making it more than a shell. If love is needed even in Rawls’s well ordered society
            . . . it is indeed all the more urgently in real, imperfect societies that aspire
            to justice (15).
         

      

      For her, this is, “a type of liberalism that is not morally ‘neutral,’ that has a
         certain definite moral content, prominently including respect for persons” (16). Through
         this we see that there is a particular ethical ideal and subject relating to an ideal
         of the person rooted in respect for the dignity of humanity, and which aspires to
         justice. Although Nussbaum is certainly no anarchist, we should also recognize that,
         in spite of polemics against liberalism, anarchism is still rooted in the liberal
         tradition emphasizing freedom, equality, dignity, and justice. Therefore, what Nussbaum
         connects to liberalism we should also find aspects of in anarchism of other liberal
         traditions.
      

      
      While there may be a limited number of these ideals of the person, there does not
         necessarily have to be so for this approach to be accurate. Sociologically, this simply
         tells us that to understand ethical identifications, we must understand how the subject
         understands the generalizability of an ideal of the person. For my purposes, we should
         also say that any given ideal of the person is a particular discourse or will emerge
         out of a discourse. For example, one ideal of the person might emerge out of one’s
         religious convictions, such as the Buddhist belief in respect for all living things,
         or might itself be a religious ideal, such as the Christian belief that all humans
         are ultimately “souls” to be saved. 
      

      
       Throughout this book, I will show that anarcho-punks have a particular ideal of the
         person that is based on the general respect for [almost] all human beings[10]   (and in some cases, this extends out to non-human animals and the environment more
         generally, as many anarcho-punks are vegetarians or vegans as well as environmentalists).
         This approach to respect relates to what Taylor (1989) refers to as his first axis
         of how to understand respect and the good life: 
      

      
         These are the moral beliefs which cluster around the sense that human life is to be
            respected and that the prohibitions and obligations which this imposes on us are among
            the most weighty and serious in our lives. I have been arguing that there is a peculiarly
            modern sense of what respect involves, which gives a salient place to freedom and
            self-control, places a high priority on avoiding suffering. . . . To understand our moral world we have to see not only what ideas and pictures
            underlie our sense of respect for others but also those which underpin our notions
            of a full life (14, my emphasis).
         

      

      The importance of producing structures that can minimize emotions such as suffering
         while encouraging those such as dignity and respect are central to what anarcho-punks
         in this work understand as an ethical self. For anarcho-punks, then, respect and the
         possibility of living what one subjectively understands to be a full or good life
         are what Taylor calls a framework: “it . . . provides the frame within which they
         can determine where they stand on questions of what is good, or worthwhile, or admirable,
         or of value” (Taylor 1989: 20). That this ethics is subjectively developed is probably
         essential to an anarchist ethic because anything else would be an authoritarian structure
         imposing rule on others, an essentially “non-anarchist” trait.
      

      
      However, for anarcho-punks, this goes a step further still. This approach to respect
         and aspirations is more than just a framework, it is what Taylor calls a “hypergood.”
         These are “goods which not only are incomparably more important than others but provide
         the standpoint from which these must be weighted, judged, decided about” (1992: 63).
         It is likely not to be a coincidence that for anarcho-punk this becomes a hypergood.
         Because anarchism stresses a radical form of equality, we must consider what equality
         means. Again, Sartre: 
      

      
         Do you know that in 1955 when I was in China, Chou En-lai said that the notion of
            equality is a petit bourgeois notion. That really shocked me. I guess party communists
            must believe that, so as to justify their central committees running everyone’s lives.
            It’s very hard for people to understand that equality does not mean that we are all
            as intelligent; it means that our joy, our pain, our need to be relevant, are equal
            (quoted in Gordon, unpublished: 23–24). 
         

      

      This is similar to Nussbaum’s idea of equality and a better society: In the better
         societies we are imagining, we “aim at human development” (2013: 118) and “each person
         is an end and none are mere means to the goals or ends of others. . . . At the heart
         of our societies’ conception is the idea of human equality” (2013: 119). In other
         words, “The idea of equality leads, thus, to the idea of equal vulnerability and mortality”
         (Nussbaum 2013: 190). Therefore, here we see that the very idea of equality, which
         is central to anarchism, and thus a part of anarcho-punk, implies the kind of respect
         and dignity being described here. It is the equality of our access to dignity and
         respect, that “our joy, our pain, our need to be relevant,” must be equal. Thus, while
         there may be differences in talent between individuals, this alone does not create
         hierarchies, which are subjective judgments of value assigned to any given talent.
         In other words, “different” does not necessarily mean “unequal” and it is inequality,
         not difference, which anarchists oppose. Therefore, we see that the hypergood is related
         to this particular form of equality.
      

      
      However, because one who stands by a hypergood must reconcile all ethical judgments
         to their hypergood, such ethical outlooks are “inherently conflictual and in tension”
         (Taylor: 65). Because of this, there may well be parts of one’s life, or characters
         from which standpoint one narrates their life, which do not meet the stringent requirements
         of the hypergood. This is what Simon Critchley refers to as the subject as “dividual”:
         “the ethical subject is . . . hetero-affectively constituted. It is a split subject divided between itself and a demand that it cannot meet, a demand that makes it the
         subject that it is, but which it cannot entirely fulfill. . . . The ethical subject
         is a dividual . . . such as divided subjectivity is . . . the experience of conscience” (Critchley 2012: 11). In other words, the ethical subject is divided by, on the
         one hand, the ethical demand but, on the other hand, also by the inability to achieve
         that demand. In this book, such a division appears at the hyphen that divides the
         anarcho-punk subject. One of the many effects of this division of the dividual is
         the experience of guilt: “If I act in such a way that I know to be evil, then I am
         acting in a manner destructive of the self that I am, or that I have chosen to be.
         I have failed myself or betrayed myself” (Critchley 2012: 21). Thus, 
      

      
         What has taken place is that the ethical subject that I have chosen to be enters into
            conflict with the self that I am, producing a divided experience of self as self-failure.
            As will be familiar to many of us, the affect of emotion that accompanies this experience
            is guilt. Guilt is the affect that produces a certain splitting or division in the
            subject. . . . This experience of self-division is the genesis of . . . bad conscience
            (Critchley 2012: 22–23).
         

      

      Guilt is a complex emotion that will appear several times throughout this book. It
         will at times be a driving force in people’s lives, but will at other times be more
         of a background state, an affective noise, operating underneath of narrative subjectivity.
         Guilt, as I will show, becomes a motivating force when one feels that one can do something
         to alleviate the guilt and to improve one’s ethical standing. Though guilt can at
         times be a problematic emotion, it is not necessarily so. On the contrary, guilt can
         be a kind of projective envy, understanding that “Envy is also distinct from resentment,
         a moral emotion that involves a sense of injustice. The person who feels resentment
         at the advantages of others believes that things have gone morally wrong; some injustice
         is at work in placing them above her” (Nussbaum 2013: 341). Thus, for some radicals
         who oppose the injustices of the world, even if they experience privilege, they experience
         guilt for this privilege. We can imagine that this is a kind of “looking glass self,”
         in Cooley’s language, or a “double mirror of identity” (Vila 2003) in which the narrators
         sees herself through the eyes of those looking at her and imagines that they experience
         some sort of envy at the injustice of inequality. 
      

      
      However, when one feels that there is no way of overcoming the guilt-producing event,
         then we must consider the ways in which the tension of the guilt relative to the ethical
         demand is relieved. Taylor tells us that there are two ways this can happen. The first
         is to expel any identification or idea that is contrary to the hypergood (only a very
         few people here did this, eventually or temporarily rejecting their “anarchist” identification).
         The second, which is what most anarcho-punks do in this work, is to affirm all goods,
         in which “The good life must thus be understood as one which somehow combines to the
         greatest possible degree all the goods we seek” (66).
      

      
      Throughout the narratives in this book, I will show that anarcho-punks consistently
         reconcile contradictions and tensions by narrating any given conflict between their
         identitarian position into a coherent ethical discourse in which the tension is resolved
         by claiming that it emerges from doing the right, ethical thing and caring for others;
         in other words, for Sartre, by recognizing that their joy and pain is equal to all
         other’s. This is the case even when it does not immediately appear as if the decision
         made in the process is what a “pure” anarchist character would do. This will prove
         most obvious when discussing the tentative support that most interviewees give to
         government interventions that are seen as improving the lives of others. Seeing oneself
         as ethical in relation to these others in the world is the hypergood in reference
         to which all other claims have to make sense. This hypergood as well as the latter
         reconciliations of identitarian contradictions may emerge from multiple sources. As
         will be seen in the chapter on entrance narratives, some participants claim that they
         had a political identification, or at least notions of a better world than the one
         in which they exist, prior to ever discovering punk. In cases like these, the individual
         already had notions of a hypergood that they found were reflected in anarcho-punk,
         and they brought this already existing hypergood into the discourse of punk and anarcho-punk
         that they invested in. For them, anarcho-punk fit her or his existing plot as someone
         with a particular ethical and/or political identification, and thus he or she invested
         in the identitarian hailing of anarcho-punk. 
      

      
      Others claimed that anarcho-punk introduced them to politics, and thus interpellated
         a politically minded subject in them (this subject does not have to be immediately
         anarchist, but is almost always on the left). For these narrators, the hypergood did
         not necessarily exist in advance of the anarcho-punk character. Instead, there was
         some other element of their life story, a particular plot or character, which resulted
         in punk being a good “fit” for them. In many cases these narrators articulated another
         existing character, such as those related to heavy metal and / or skateboarding, as
         predating their punk character. In these instances, there was something that these
         narrators found in punk that was similar to what they found valuable in the discourses
         of those other subcultures, but that better fit what they were looking for, meaning
         that it better fit their narratological plots. This fitting together of the interpellative
         hail and the resulting ethical subject is a necessary part of the process of developing
         an identification rooted in ethics. Critchley (2012) tells us, “ethical experience
         begins with the experience of a demand to which I give my approval” (14) and “the
         demand is only felt as a demand for the self who approves of it. Therefore, although experientially . .
         . it is as if the demand precedes the approval of the demand, one is obliged to conclude
         that demand and approval arise at the same time. . . . Hence . . . the circularity
         of ethical experience” (18). For my purposes, we might say that the ethical subject,
         interpellated by a discourse (in this case anarchism and punk) approves, in some way,
         a demand of the anarcho-punk ethical subjectivity, a demand that somehow fits within
         their existing plots and the associated narratives, habits, and characters. It is
         through the interpellation process that approval and demand coincide. For example,
         many participants who fit this model stated that in punk, like in heavy metal or skateboarding,
         they had found affective states of “energy” and “excitement.” However, punk may have
         had more of or other affects, such as being more “fun,” that appealed to them more.
         This too relates to Sartrean ethics, as Sartre emphasized that being “too serious”
         is problematic and a manifestation of bad faith (Gordon, unpublished). After they
         invested in the punk identification specifically, they later invested in the anarchist
         identification, thus making themselves more authentically “punk” by also being an
         anarchist. In the process of investing in these two characters that become hyphenated
         into the singular “anarcho-punk,” the hypergood is developed. The driving force behind
         this may be what Critchley (2012) has called originary inauthenticity: “For me, authenticity
         is not something to be salvaged from the wreckage of Heidegger’s existential analytic.
         . . . On the contrary, I want to argue for a notion of originary inauthenticity at
         the core of subjective experience which opens in relation to the facticity of an ethical
         demand that I cannot fully comprehend and to which I am not adequate” (78). Because
         one is not equal to the demand, but has accepted the demand in the process of responding
         positively to the interpellative hail, one must account for their inadequacy relative
         to the demand. We will see throughout this book that there are a series of ways in
         which narrators will deal with this problem when it inevitably emerges.
      

      
      These divergent paths to the hypergood again show the significance of the hyphen and
         the dual nature of the anarcho-punk identification. What we see is that while a chain
         of equivalence has been established between these identitarian categories, they are
         not, strictly speaking, coextensive (though some narrators worked to make them appear
         so at times). Because they are not necessarily coextensive, but are each connected
         to the same identitarian trajectory, it proves central for narrators to reconcile
         these or weave them together in a way that makes sense for the narrator. This is the
         case in both of the paths to the hypergood explored here.
      

      
      From this, we can say that many anarcho-punks include in their character a particular
         ideal of the person in which dignity and respect as forms of equality are conferred
         upon almost all humans (and in some cases non-humans). According to Taylor, this is a uniquely contemporary
         phenomenon in which the notion of “humanity” is expanded to include nearly all those
         who have biological humanity rather than being limited to a particular nation, race,
         sex, gender, and so on. That this is true for the respondents makes sense in light
         of the fact that they, as anarchists, reject all of these hierarchies (racism, sexism,
         nationalism, heterosexism, etc.) and embrace radical forms of equality, which they
         seek to practice in their daily lives.
      

      
      From this ideal of the person and the hypergood we can derive other trends in the
         narratives. For example, if any given anarchist perspective might decrease dignity
         and increase suffering, then that is refused, even if the refusal contradicts the
         edicts of anarchism. This is necessarily the case because, to accept these forms of
         suffering, one would perhaps have to believe that their own suffering or joy, which
         may emerge from being more “properly” anarchist, is more important than that of someone
         else, and this would contradict the ideal of the person as a form of equality. In
         conflictual cases such as these, which will be seen throughout this book, individuals
         find ways of narrating the conflict out of existence, or at least of mitigating its
         significance to their politics and their sense of self. This could be seen as a kind
         of idealistic utilitarianism in which the well-being and happiness of all people is
         primary. Anarchism is a part of this insofar as it serves this same end goal. However,
         when anarchism, or anything else, contradicts this utilitarian goal the narrator must
         weave the differing goals together or write the contradiction out of existence if
         they are to maintain their existing characters and identifications.
      

      
      To put it differently, the participants in this book, like all people, have a multiplicity
         of discourses and characters through which they live their lives. One of these characters
         is the “anarchist,” which adjectivizes the “punk.” However, a central element of their
         anarchist plot is that the person must care for others in the world and wants to see
         people suffer less and the world be a better place. This is necessarily the case due
         to the hypergood and the belief in equality. Therefore, this is also central to the
         anarcho-punk character. At times, these desires conflict with an identification at
         one or the other side of the hyphen. When this happens, the subjects use a narration
         process to work out the problem. Participants are therefore involved in a complicated
         process of attempting to make the best out of a world that they see as far from ideal
         through “whatever means necessary” without ideologically (or narratively) compromising
         their long-term ideal goal, which is a society organized around the hypergood and
         its ideal of the person; the ultimate manifestation of this hypergood is an egalitarian
         anarchist utopia, but it is not the only manifestation, nor is the anarchist manifestation necessarily possible immediately.
      

      
       These goals are necessarily tied to a radical or revolutionary ethics in which the
         subject attempts to avoid alienation from others, which could result in concerning
         oneself with the selfish individual over the communal whole. In doing so, one would
         be engaging in what Jean-Paul Sartre called “bourgeois consciousness” by treating
         their own ethics as central rather than in communal development with others (Gordon,
         unpublished: 9). However, according to Sartre, alienated moralities may develop even
         within revolutionary praxis (Bowman and Stone 1992). One way that this can happen
         is through Sartre’s concept of a seriality, “where repetition hides agency from those
         on which certain practices and institutions depend, the effect of which is rendering
         them socially impotent” (Gordon, unpublished: 17). By hiding agency through repetition,
         one also hides freedom, as Sartre’s ethics are based upon agency, freedom, and choice.
         The question for Sartre then, and for any revolutionary, including anarchists, must
         be what decisions are appropriate in order to maintain a revolutionary subjectivity
         and ethics. Sartre reconciles this problem by claiming that any decision must be made
         by synthesizing ends and means rather than ever allowing one to become subservient
         to the other; the ends must guide the means, but the means must keep the ends in mind.
         In fact, practices such as these can work to unify the subjects into a coherent group.
         By bringing together the ends of differential subjects under a particular identitarian
         label, such as “proletariat” or “anarchist,” a chain of equivalence is established,
         and this creates the group through articulation. This is done in part linguistically:
         words, as a material thing for Sartre, can bring the group into existence (though
         we should not limit a group’s existence to only words): “Words are matter. They carry
         the projects of the Other into me and they carry my projects into the Other. Language
         might well be studied along the same lines as money: as a circulating, inert materiality,
         which unifies dispersal” (Sartre 1994: 98). Thus, the self avoids alienation from
         others by engaging in ethical developments and actions with others, and creates a
         revolutionary, but always contingent, whole as a group that does not exist axiomatically
         but is created through language, habits, affects, styles, narratives, and so forth,
         all unified by chains of equivalence. This group is then held together through, among
         other things, its collective ends and goals, which are worked towards through particular
         practices. All of these elements are necessary to construct the group’s position as
         an ethical counter-hegemonic subjectivity.
      

      
       For Sartre, this is essential in order to avoid the reproduction of what he calls
         sub-humanity. Revolutionaries are in the contradictory position both of creating a
         system to combat a system and yet affirming the preeminence of humanity over all its
         systems. They must therefore struggle against both the system and the counter-system,
         even as they use the latter (Bowman and Stone 1992: 188). Sartre emphasizes the counter-system
         because he believes that any non-revolutionary reform will necessarily reproduce sub-humanity
         rather than moving us toward humanity, which is unalienated, anti-capitalist, and
         anti-statist. However, there is an apparent ambiguity in the decision-making process
         here. Because in Sartrean ethics, based on his concern with freedom, “The oddity of
         human action is that in it an unknown future, not the past, precedes and conditions
         the present” (Bowman and Stone 1992: 170), it is impossible to know precisely what
         activities will further a revolutionary praxis and which may reproduce the system;
         we anticipate the necessary fulfilling of a need in the future, but we do so without
         knowing what the future will actually bring. In other words, “If the agents were gods,
         there [would] be complete cohesion between movement and fulfillment. In the human
         world, however, there is a gap; there [is] want and need” (Gordon, unpublished: 17).
         Want and need, but also scarcity and uncertainty, condition our choices. Therefore,
         our decisions are perhaps at times ambiguous in relation to humanity versus sub-humanity.
      

      
       What will be seen in this book is that when the narrator feels that the anarchist
         character “loses sight” of the hypergood, as it were, and in fact may be seen as reproducing
         systems of domination, such as those based on predatory capitalism, the contradiction
         and its corresponding emotion of guilt is reconciled through narration. This is generally
         done through a praxis in which all activities and opinions are relegated to the end
         result of improving the lives of humans (and sometimes non-humans). But of course,
         in line with Sartre, one must not only look to the end results, but must also look
         at the means, and so the choices of the individual toward an end goal are also central.
         Therefore, all chosen activity is narrated as moving toward the revolutionary future
         even when this is, at first glance, a contradiction, such as when one supports the
         system one opposes for the pragmatic reason of maintaining equality and the ideals
         of the person in line with the hypergood, as will be seen clearly in the chapter “The
         Ethics of Care and Notions of Pragmatic Political Support.”
      

      
       There is also another element to Sartre’s work on ethics that is hinted at above
         and is essential to understanding the ethics of anarcho-punk: this is the notion of
         choice. It is through a radical version of freedom of will and choice that Sartre
         articulates his ethics (Sartre 1956; Plantings 1958; Gordon, unpublished). It is only
         through human freedom for Sartre that our actions become ethical or unethical:
      

      
         The essential consequence of our earlier remarks is that man being condemned to be
            free carries the weight of the whole world on his shoulders; he is responsible for
            the world and for himself as a way of being. We are taking the word “responsibility”
            in its ordinary sense as “consciousness (of) being the incontestable author of an
            event or of an object.” . . . But in addition the situation is mine because it is the image of my free choice of myself (Sartre 1956: 815).
         

      

      However, Plantings (1958) claims that if we take Sartre’s radical freedom seriously,
         then we lose any sense of ethics because, for Sartre, “There are not good choices
         and bad choices, for every choice as a choice defines the good; hence denominations
         such as ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are inapplicable to choice” (Plantings 1958: 242). 
      

      
      It seems to me, however, that Plantings makes a critical error here, and is caricaturing
         Sartre, who in practice engaged deeply with a series of ethical problems and questions
         in which actions must be taken ethically and are not simply always good based on being
         a chosen action—this is, for example, obvious in Sartre’s debates about the legitimacy
         of revolutionary violence. While Plantings does take into account the concept of facticities
         that, for Sartre, limit freedom (though Sartre also says that we choose our own facticities
         by choosing our goals and the identifications that lead to particular facticities),
         I do not believe that Plantings takes facticities seriously enough. Whereas Sartre
         believes that stressing facticities is an element of bad faith, this book will show
         that the subjective narration of facticities is central to identification. The respondents
         here, at various times when their ethical identification is threatened by something
         that contradicts their hypergood, claim that they “have no choice” in their action,
         thus constructing the threat to their plot as a facticity itself, claiming that they
         would like to do something about the problem, but are incapable of doing so. This
         is most obvious in the chapters about race and gender, but is also clearly present
         in the chapter on style, as well as elsewhere. With this in mind, if “absolute freedom
         implies absolute responsibility” (Plantings 1958: 245) then the opposite also holds
         true: a lack of freedom implies no responsibility (though the belief in a lack of
         freedom would be in bad faith for Sartre). Therefore, if one narrates something as
         being completely beyond the individual’s choice, if it is a seriality because it is
         simply “the way it is,” then one is also constructing the self as not responsible
         for the action or non-action; by removing choice in a given instance, one removes
         the self from the realm of ethics regarding that particular action or non-action.
         In doing so, the individual actually maintains the ethical self because, without choice,
         one’s actions are removed from the realm of ethics. In other words, if one narrates
         something as beyond the realm of choice, then that action or non-action is removed
         from judgments against the individual’s ethical subjectivity. This may put the individual
         into bad faith, especially because the narrator is treating the thing as objectively
         true rather than based on their own free subjectivty, but it maintains the narratological
         necessity of being the good, ethical protagonist in the life story while reconciling
         emotions like guilt. 
      

      
      The anarcho-punks in this book use just such a narrative device at times to maintain
         their ethical selves by removing the possibility of judgment when dealing with those
         things that contradict their hypergood by either removing the option of choice all
         together or by indicating that the only possible actions that would change the situation
         are unethical in their own right and would contradict the person’s hypergood. For
         example, while some participants will offer suggestions for how to make the scene
         less white, these were often stated facetiously, and the narrator claimed that doing
         these things would be offensive, paternalistic, and so forth. Therefore, while they
         have some choice in the matter, taking these actions would be seen as harmful or offensive,
         and thus they would contradict their hypergood, making them effectively non-actionable
         choices. This is an example of what has been called the “narrative criterion of personal
         identity” in which actions are ethically attributed to an individual in relation to
         the ways in which they are narratively “unified” and “gathered together into the life
         of one narrative ego by virtue of a story the subject tells that weaves them together” (Shoemaker 2008).
      

      
      For Sartre, even this narration of a lack of freedom is a manifestation of freedom
         and choice:
      

      
         In prosaic language, this metaphysical conundrum and observation about its experience
            suggests that even the choice against freedom must be chosen and hence be a manifestation
            of freedom. This trope of identifying performative contradictions leads to the observation,
            developed in Being and Nothingness, that genuine freedom involves the ability to attempt to evade that freedom. If freedom
            were not able to make this effort, choice would be impossible. Freedom, in other words,
            is also the ability to reject freedom (Gordon, unpublished: 8).
         

      

      This does not contradict the idea that one evades responsibility be evading choice.
         What we have to draw from this is that for the individual narrator, they have removed
         freedom as an option and have no choices that can be made in particular instances,
         as will be shown repeatedly throughout this book. Because of this, they cannot be
         judged as ethically culpable for their actions or inactions because, according to
         their narrative, there is no choice that they can ethically act upon. However, the
         narrator may risk ethical judgment in their choice of non-choice. In other words, everything that
         comes after the choice to not be free may be ethically removed from the narrative,
         but that initial choice to not be free still risks ethical condemnation. This issue
         will be confronted in the last chapter of this book where I argue that anarcho-punks
         should try to do better on certain issues, that we should work harder to live up to
         our hypergood in some cases, and that we should hold ourselves accountable for the
         nature, both good and bad, of our scene. In this way, I argue that we should choose
         to have choice and freedom at all times, and that this is essential if we want to
         make our scene even better than it already is and if we want to resolve the problems
         that some participants raised throughout the book. Especially as anarchists, embracing
         the greatest degree of liberty possible will prove particularly important, as anarchism
         always stresses freedom and liberty in its ideology.
      

      
      Post-Subcultural Theories

      
      Finally, I want to address the issue of post-subcultural studies, as punk is one of
         the quintessential subcultures. Post-subcultural studies evolved out of concerns raised
         about the nature of earlier approaches to the study of subcultures, emphasizing that
         the structural analysis of these approaches lead to an essentialized identity as a
         member of a subculture. Many contemporary theorists point out that youths commonly
         change their identifications, or may play with a variety of identifications, sometimes
         mixing heterogeneous identifications into something new. This is an approach to subculture
         that has been influenced by the developments of postmodernism and post-structuralism,
         as it emphasizes the fluidity and temporality of the self and our constructions of
         “reality.”
      

      
      Some theorists have also suggested that perhaps we should move away from the term
         “subculture” all together, as it enforces too many boundaries around participation
         and identification construction. One of the most prevalent pieces of work on this
         topic is Bennett’s (1999) development of “neo-tribes” as an alternative framework.
         Bennett bases his analysis on Maffesoli’s concept of tribus, which argued that tribes are “without the rigidity of the forms of organization
         with which we are familiar” and instead refers to a “state of mind . . . expressed
         through lifestyles that favor appearance and forms” (1999: 605). Bennett also offers
         the phrase “lifestyle” as an alternative to subcultures. This term is meant to describe
         how identifications are lived out, as well as the choice of certain commodities and
         consumption patterns. Ideas emphasizing the role of symbolic commodities in constructing
         a self prove important to studying punk cultures, as punk is often stylistically constructed
         around the rearticulation of the meanings of cultural symbols such as clothing.
      

      
      Another alternative is the word “scene,” as is commonly used by members of a “music
         scene” such as punk or heavy metal, as it will be used throughout this book. However,
         the term “scene” implies more than only the physical locale of Philadelphia and the internal networks of show venues, independent
         stores and coffee shops, houses, and so forth. Instead, the “scene” can also mean
         a broader, less localized imagined community, and is used in both these ways depending
         on the narratological need of the speaker. At some points this will mean something
         very local, such as Philadelphia and its associated people, groups, and spaces. At
         other times the term “scene” describes the global imagined community of all anarcho-punks,
         or even non-anarchist-punks around the world. These imagined communities include a
         difference of scope rather than type; in both cases the imagining is of a social grouping
         identified as “anarcho-punk” or “punk,” but its boundaries are stretched or thinned
         depending on the necessities of the story being told, indicating the postmodern flexibility
         of the concept. 
      

      
         Additionally, the fluidity of identification within a subculture was an integral
         part of my approach to anarcho-punk, as there is fluidity to what it means to be a
         punk. Wood points out that punk “is characterized by a high level of internal variation.
         . . . The punk theme of resistance to mainstream society gets internalized and acted
         out by individual punks in different ways and with different levels of commitment
         and intensity” (2006: 68). This will play out in the chapter on race when discussing
         punk’s early rebellious attitude that went in many different directions. Wood goes
         on to further express that,
      

      
         It is remiss of subculture researchers to stop short at merely delineating a set of
            overarching norms, values, and beliefs, which apparently cement a subculture together.
            Insofar as it leads to implications of identity homogeneity, it is even more problematic
            for researchers to simply deduce, from these broad cultural parameters claims about
            identities of individual subcultural members. . . . Researchers will find that the
            respective identities of [a subculture’s] members are, in important ways, qualitatively
            different.
         

      

      Similarly, Andes (1998) considers commitment to a subculture and the respective identification
         as a process. Thus, we should “consider commitment in relationship to the frame of
         reference of the actor, and attempt to unravel the tautological relationship between committed behavior
         and the standard of being ‘punk’” (Andes 1998: 215). In other words, the individual
         constructs a narrative of what it means to be committed to their identification, in
         this case being anarcho-punk, and the behaviors that allow them to maintain this sense
         of self. This clearly relates to notions of authenticity as well as to the reconciliation
         of contradictions. Not only do individuals have a relationship to the standards of
         what it means to be punk, it is also the case that these standards may need to change
         throughout the life of the individual or that divergent standards will be weaved together.
         This may happen at times when the individual is going through some sort of important
         change that is narrated as a life event, but the individual wishes to maintain their
         already constituted identifications, perhaps with new or different signifiers. Commitment
         to a subculture is itself a process by which one narratively constructs their commitment
         to it. Thus, the tautological nature of this relationship necessitates that if one
         is to maintain their identification then this specific narrative process that reaffirms
         commitment will be produced at points of change in the narrative that are hailed as
         events that might otherwise threaten the narrator’s coherent identification.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
       All of these elements of theory will emerge in this book. Narrative identification
         theories and their relation to discursive theories, subculture, and ethics weave their
         way throughout various sections of the book. In chapter 1, where I will describe what
         punk and anarchism, or anarcho-punk, mean for the narrators present in the book, this
         will be seen especially in the way that DIY (“Do It Yourself”) ideals are constructed
         as an important part to what it means to be punk, and are linked to the ethics of
         punk and anarchism. Then, in chapter 2, where I show the varying ways in which people
         came to this identification, it will be seen that for some participants it was ethics
         that brought them to punk, while for others it was punk that brought them to their
         particular ethical position. In chapter 3, which focuses on punk fashion and style,
         ethics will be tied to consumption through ethical buying decisions, especially clothing.
         However, ethics will also be tied to style by using sartorial decisions in order to
         physically express one’s opposition to the hegemonic order.
      

      
       Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are perhaps where ethics are most fleshed out. In chapter 4,
         ethics are used to make sense of how anarchists, who are by definition opposed to
         government, can reconcile the apparent contradiction between that and their avowed
         support for government programs such as welfare, healthcare provisions, and so forth.
         Here, the hypergood becomes especially important. In chapters 5 and 6, I then work
         to understand how the anarchists interviewed here, who are opposed to racism and sexism,
         can reconcile their own participation in a subculture that could be seen as white
         and male dominated. It is in these two chapters, along with chapter 3 about style,
         that Sartre’s theory of ethics, which is important throughout the book, will be most
         significant. This is because narrators used the removal of choice most readily in
         these chapters in order to reconcile their participation in actions that seemingly
         contradict their anarchism or their ethical positioning.
      

      
       Finally, in chapter 7 I will take the ethical positions explicated throughout the
         text seriously, challenging the members of the scene to live up to the ideals that
         they have espoused. This is especially important today because, since this research
         was completed, debates raised in this book about the nature of the punk scene in Philadelphia
         have, at times, “gone public.” Criticisms that are raised by some of the narrators
         of this text, often raised quietly at bars and in living rooms or basements between
         friends, have at times exploded, both in person and online, resulting in conflicts
         and fights. In some ways, these conflicts represent the very hyphenated nature of
         being “anarcho-punk.” It is the anarcho-punks, and other leftist-minded political
         punks, who are concerned most about the racialized, gendered, apolitical, and otherwise
         problematic nature the scene has sometimes gone in. However, for those who are not
         anarchists or who are apolitical or nihilistic, the insistence upon a political position
         is itself seen as an authoritarian position to be mobilized against (ironically making
         an anti-anarchist position anarchistic). Therefore, it is at the hyphen between anarchism
         and punk that these conflicts have emerged, and this makes the discussion of the hyphenated
         nature of the identification, as well as anarchism’s general relationship to punk,
         all the more timely and significant.
      

      
      Overall, without ethics each chapter would risk appearing as if it stood alone, as
         if the characters that the subjects are narrating from had nothing to tie their various
         narratives together. It is ethics, then, that guide the narratives in this book and
         that reconcile potential conflicts for the identitarian subject. Finally, post-subcultural
         theories guided my understanding of punk as a subculture. This, too, is essential,
         as the [anarcho-]punk subject is the identification that was most commonly narrated
         from by the subjects in this work. I hope that by better understanding the theoretical
         backing of this book, other researchers will seek out the ethical commitments of their
         subjects, as I believe that this is central to understanding identifications.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Interestingly, in his 1996 book Challenging Codes, Alberto Melucci recognized the need for a label that is better than “identity” for
                  exactly the reasons mentioned here. However, Melucci was unable to come up with a
                  better term and therefore continued using the term “identity,” though he admitted
                  that the term was problematic and imperfect. In Hall, then, we see a step forward
                  that Melucci was unable to make.
               

            

         

         
            2. It was pointed out to me during the process of revising this book that, from an anarchist
                  perspective, the idea of “interpellation” is complicated, as anarchism has frequently
                  sought the destruction rather than reaffirmation of subject positions. I do not necessarily
                  disagree with this, but I do believe that the terminology remains important. While
                  anarchism may seek the destruction of identifications, I do not believe that it is
                  something that we can do without. Instead, we should recognize that all identifications
                  are fluid, temporary, and contingent. Identifications are sketches of a narrative
                  that come and go based on the interactions between our narratives, our bodies, our
                  habits and affects, the physical topographies in which we find ourselves, and the
                  technologies that we use. Therefore, I wish to stress that “interpellation happens,”
                  as it were, but interpellation does not necessarily imply permanence or stability.
                  Instead, I use the term to describe a process by which an identification, in that
                  moment and potentially only for that moment, comes to exist (though some identifications,
                  like that of the punk and the anarchist described in this text, will be more long
                  standing in some way for some people). In fact, we can only talk about being a punks
                  or an anarchists through the language of identification, as these are identities that
                  people assume, and therefore I believe that the language of identity and interpellation
                  remain useful, but not unproblematic. In fact, following recent developments in “the
                  affective turn,” the ideas of identity, identification, narrative, and so on have
                  been increasingly problematized. I agree with a great many of these criticisms, but
                  follow a particular strand affect and assemblage theories showing that these and identity
                  are not mutually exclusive categories, but can be brought together at times.
               

            

         

         
            3. That narratives require metaphors that fit the nature of the narrative is not a coincidence.
                  George Lakoff (1980) tells us that human cognition is ultimately metaphoric in nature,
                  meaning that we understand the world around us through metaphor and that narratives
                  would not be understandable without these. This is an important part of the lack of
                  any “real.” Instead of a “real,” there are metaphors and narratives that help us to
                  describe our experiential reality, but there is never something like an objective
                  reality outside of discourse. Therefore, what I am saying here is that a specific
                  plot guides the narrative and also calls into existence certain metaphors that fit
                  that specific plot and might not fit another given plot (see Vila 2005).
               

            

         

         
            4. Here the word “event” should be taken to mean a significant moment that is included
                  into one’s narrative because it is somehow required, or asked for, by the plot. This
                  should be understand in contrast to “event” as it has been developed in some philosophical
                  works, such as that of Alain Badiou. Though I find Badiou’s work very valuable, his
                  is not the meaning of “event” here.
               

            

         

         
            5. Here I put the word “things” in quotation marks because, following the developments
                  of assemblage theory, I do not wish to reaffirm those objects that appear to us as
                  things as truly being things in the world. Instead, I recognize that any given “thing”
                  is actually a complex assemblage.
               

            

         

         
            6. We also see this concern raised methodologically by Kvale (2006) who claims that a
                  psychoanalytic interview “is built on resistance” to the analyst who offers his “true”
                  interpretation of the analysand’s claims. He claims that this creates a strict hierarchy
                  between those engaged in the interview, which we attempt to avoid in the methodologies
                  used to produce this book.
               

            

         

         
            7. While the anarchist tradition, especially in Germany and Russia, has been influenced
                  by the nihilist tradition, these are not reducible to one another and cannot be said
                  to, strictly speaking, share the same ideals.
               

            

         

         
            8. It is worth noting that “anarcho-punk” is a long-standing label in the punk lexicon.
                  However, not every narrator in this book would necessarily use that precise label
                  to describe themselves. Instead, I am using this label as an easy shorthand that most
                  punks would understand in order to describe the participants. All narrators in this
                  book would identify as anarchist and punk (this was necessary for participation),
                  but how they would precisely label this may be up for debate, though few would deny
                  the “anarcho-punk” identification were it used to describe them and all would recognize
                  that “anarcho-punk” is an important designator in punk circles.
               

            

         

         
            9. It would be a mistake to claim that all theorists use this terminology in the way
                  described here. It is, however, the way that I intend it throughout this book. When
                  quoting other theorists, though, I will maintain their usage. Thus, at times, I will
                  quote someone using “morality” where I would choose to use “ethics.”
               

            

         

         
            10. I say “almost” because there are exceptions to this. Specifically, those who are narrated
                  as the most Othered, such as the police, are often written out of this respect-based
                  plot. That cops are not included here is not coincidental. Following Martha Nussbaum,
                  this is a product of eudaimonism. “Eudaimonism is not egoism: we may hold that other
                  people have intrinsic value. But the ones who will stir deep emotions in us are the
                  ones to whom we are somehow connected through our imagining of a valuable life, what
                  I shall henceforth call our ‘circle of concern’” (2013: 11). Thus, for anarchists
                  (and sometimes even punks who are not anarchists), the police are not included in
                  their circle of concern because the valuable life they strive for is rooted in opposition
                  to government and authority, and especially the authority of police. Therefore, while
                  people have intrinsic value in this plot, the police are not included.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 1

      It’s Not Your Typical Rebellion

      
         
         
      

      
      Punk has, historically, been a subculture that, like many others, organized itself
         in opposition to the culture from which it sprung. Regarding the origins of punk,
         this is most obvious in England where The Sex Pistols and other early progenitors
         of the culture placed themselves as the anarchistic opponents of the dominant social
         orders. This opposition corresponded to a style that some considered shocking, which
         also often included symbolic use of offensive symbols, such as the Swastika (a symbol
         that many at the time claimed was meant to represent their opposition to English hegemony,
         which was still high on having won World War II; the degree to which this symbolic
         reappropriation was successful is, at best, debatable). Just as obviously, this opposition
         also appeared in varying ways on posters, T-shirts, and in song lyrics. Lyrics in
         particular will be important throughout this book, as I will show that lyrics serve
         as a discourse that punks invest meaning in, and that these lyrics will often introduce
         young punks to ideas, beliefs, and politics that were alien to them prior.
      

      
      The title of this chapter, “It’s Not Your Typical Rebellion,” aims to stress that
         punk, while always rebellious, is in some way different from other forms of rebellion,
         and this will connect to the ethical problematics that serve as the core component
         tying the divergent chapters of the book together. The title comes from an interviewee
         describing how her parents reacted to her taking on an anarcho-punk identification.
         Polly said the following:
      

      
         My mom explained it to me later in life. She was like, “OK, I thought you were going
            to grow out of it. I didn’t understand it, and your dad and I were like, ‘What are
            we doing? She’s going out to these shows! She’s drinking beer! What’s going on?’ But
            then we’d be like, ‘She’s waking up the next morning to help deliver groceries to
            old people and organize feminist film screenings!’ OK, we don’t know what to do, we
            don’t know how to deal with this; it’s not your typical rebellion!”
         

      

      I selected this particular quote because, in many ways, it sums up the ambiguous experience
         of an anarcho-punk identification. This ambiguity comes into existence through the
         very identitarian label that people in scenes like this take on: anarcho-punk. The
         hyphen that exists between “anarcho-,” an abbreviation for the radical-leftist political
         identification anarchist, and “punk,” the subcultural music genre that was born in
         the late 1960s and early 1970s, creates an ambiguity leading to the kind of conflict
         Polly describes. On the one hand, she is an anarchist, and as such she was doing various
         activities that work to better the world, such as engaging with feminism and helping
         those in need. On the other hand, she is a punk, and as a young person she went to
         punk rock shows, drank beer underage, and so forth. It was hard for people, including
         family members, to understand this contrast. Is the young person who gets drunk at
         night, but delivers groceries to the elderly the next day a “good kid” or a “bad kid”?
         Is their identification just a “phase,” or is it something to really “worry” about?
         What is this punk or anarcho-punk thing anyway?
      

      
       It is this latter question that this chapter will attempt to answer. However, this
         chapter will not attempt to do so by detailing an entire history of punk rock (though
         parts of this history may be important at times), nor by simply describing the musical
         style or the most important bands (though these will come up). In addition, I will
         not be attempting to offer a truly definitive moment at which punk “began” or to reduce
         punk to only music, style, or politics. Similarly, while anarchism is most often defined as an
         opposition to government and authority, and this is a central definition of the concept
         that all narrators had to confront in some way, I will also not enforce this definition.
         Instead, throughout the book, the narrators will develop their own understanding of
         what anarchism means, even when this does not fit the traditional definition. Thus,
         I will be using the words of anarcho-punks in the Philadelphia punk scene to describe
         what punk and anarcho-punk is for these members of this scene.[1]   
      

      
      I suspect that punks in other cities will see something of themselves reflected in
         these definitions too, as these ideas are not developed in isolation, but in the context
         of the wider discursive social world. In other words, subcultures are both local and
         global; geographically separated individuals will often share common subculture elements,
         even while developing pieces that are unique to their space (Hodkinson 2002). 
      

      
      In spelling out how Philadelphia punks themselves define their culture, I am reclaiming
         an important element of punk rock that has too often gone un-embraced by scholarly
         approaches to punk: in short, it’s not the “stars” that matter. As Leblanc (2002)
         puts it:
      

      
         In essence, these [academic] accounts accomplish exactly what punk set out to destroy:
            they codify the star system by focusing solely on the innovators who held central
            positions in early punk. They do not explore the phenomenology of punk: What attracts
            adolescents to the subculture? What do they experience in it? How do they construct
            their everyday lives once they have adopted such a spectacularly deviant identity?
            (34)
         

      

      Here, we see a kind of anarchism reflected in the very definition of punk being offered.
         Anarchism, like punk, tends to oppose the superiority of any given individual or group.
         Though there are certain icons of each discourse, punks and anarchists are often careful
         not to elevate these icons too highly.
      

      
      While each of LeBlanc’s questions will be addressed in this book, it is first important
         that the reader understand what is being talked about. Leblanc goes on to say, “punk
         was not only, nor even primarily, about punk music, or events, or obscure political
         and artistic affiliations—punk was, and is, about living out a rebellion against authority.”
         Ultimately, perhaps this is a good summation of the punk ideal, which is obviously
         connected to anarchism here, and many of the narrators who you will read accounts
         from here would probably agree with this statement to some degree. Many stressed that
         they had no privileged place from which to define what punk or anarcho-punk “really”
         is. Throughout the interview process, interviewees repeatedly said things like, “This
         is just my definition,” “I cannot speak for anyone else,” “My definition is just for
         me, and other people will define it differently,” or “It can mean so many different
         things to different people.” Inherent in these statements is the punk and anarchist
         rebellion against authority and the opposition to representation: those who use qualifiers
         like these were reluctant to serve as a representative who is able to define what
         punk or anarcho-punk is for anyone other than themselves, and they were loathe to
         become an “authority” on the issue. Therefore, in this chapter, rather than quickly
         surmising the history and meanings of punk and anarcho-punk, I will explain the different
         ways in which the interviewees understood punk for themselves. While many people did
         say that their definitions were only for them, there were many common themes that
         will be brought together here, showing that even if the individual sees the definition
         as their own, they do share some of these ideas with other punks. They would certainly
         share some of these ideas with punks outside of Philadelphia as well.
      

      
      Punk’s Beginning

      
      Defining the originating moment of any musical culture is difficult, if not impossible:
         their origins are often shrouded in intersections with other already existing music
         cultures, and the moment at which one ends and the other begins is often unclear (Gracyk
         2001). However, if you asked a punk to pinpoint the moment at which punk “began,”
         you are likely to get a potentially reluctant answer that situates the timeframe in
         the late 1960s and early 1970s, primarily, though not exclusively, in New York and
         then London. At this point, the hippy culture was nearing its end, and punk was emerging
         in its wake. Many in this book, though, while agreeing with this, saw a larger question
         looming behind punk’s origins. If the early to mid-1970s is a formal beginning of
         punk as far as historians are concerned, the punks interviewed here saw punk as just
         one more manifestation of something far grander and with a much longer history. For
         them, punk is an incarnation of a kind of primal urge, an intrinsic affective or emotional
         state, among humans for community and rebellion. It is, perhaps, a manifestation of
         Russian anarchist, Mikhail Bakunin’s claim that humans have an innate desire for rebellion
         and sociality that transcends differences between individuals.
      

      
         Frank: Yeah, the last 300 years. Punk is just another word for the same old fucking
            thing. You read books by fucking Jack Black, he talks about the underground that went
            back into the fucking twenties and early 1900s and that’s just touching onto our own
            century. But go back further. Hell, go back to fucking medieval times! The network
            is always there. 
         

Jack (when asked who the first punk band was): Let’s take it back to Wagner, shall
            we?
         

      

      In each of these cases, the narrator sees punk not just as a late twentieth- and early
         twenty-first-century musical and [possibly] political movement, but as something that
         touches on a primordial element of human experience and that transcends the formal
         time and physical boundaries of punk. 
      

      
      In the case of Frank, punk’s lineage is not specifically musical, nor can it be traced
         to a particular individual such as Wagner. Instead, punk is more of a contemporary
         manifestation of The Multitude, in Hardt and Negri’s (2000, 2004) language. We see
         this again when Frank claims,
      

      
         When the Chinese dynasty was falling apart and the majority of the populous was finding
            itself very hard pressed to depend on the Japanese government, they turned to the
            Tong. And the Tong was a secret society. It especially was useful for widowed wives
            with children who had no support from the government whatsoever. But if they needed
            a job, they needed housing, they needed food, they needed clothes, they turned to
            the Tong, which was basically the Japanese anarchist’s secret society who provided
            a society outside of a society. And I think to a degree that really is what the punk
            . . . counter-culture has provided in so many ways.
         

      

      What matters in Frank’s statement is not the precise historical accuracy of his claims,
         but that the Tong’s relationship to punk is a multitudinous one. We see this especially
         with the claim that the Tong, like punk, provided a “secret society” that was “a society
         outside of society,” a War Machine in the language of Deleuze and Guattari. Like The
         Multitude, The Tong or punk exists at least partially outside of the dominant and
         hegemonic order, and as this outside they constantly threaten the existing order.
         They are a society because, though made up of singularities, multitudinous groups
         are not anti-social, but are, in fact, deeply social in nature (Hardt and Negri 2004:
         100), not unlike punks who value individuality highly, yet coalesce into coherent
         groupings or scenes. In addition, we can further understand how punk and the Tong
         are similar if we consider that the “multitude is also defined by the links and continuities that it establishes” (Beasley-Murray 2011: 235). Therefore, what see here is that,
         though disconnected historically and geographically, punk and the Tong are linked
         in a kind of continuity of The Multitude. In addition, here we begin to see the contingent
         nature of geographical space itself. Though distinct in time and place, The Tong and
         punk are linked through affectivity, their ability to energize and mobilize bodies.
         This collapses time and space around them, linking these divergent multitudes.
      

      
      Jack, on the other hand, connects punk to a longer musical legacy. He explores this
         more fully, explaining that it is through Wagner that the following happened: “[Wagner]
         was really into creating, using music to create specific moods, and thinking about
         the way you structure the music. So from him . . . there was a whole new world of
         possibilities opened up to music, and you see, through him, a lot of new developments
         that began through the nineteenth century into the early part of the twentieth century.”
         Through the use of what Jack calls “moods” (which I will call affects), coupled with
         musical structure, Wagner created a new cultural possibility that eventually leads
         to other musical forms including, but not limited to, blues, rock and roll, and eventually
         punk rock.
      

      
      In the case of both Jack’s “moods” and The Tong, there is a connection to affect.
         In Jack’s case, I believe that what he refers to as moods are, in fact, affective
         states. For Frank, on the other hand, because The Tong and punk are both examples
         of The Multitude, affect is a necessary component, as Hardt and Negri tell us. As
         we will see in the example of the mosh pit, below, it must be stressed that affect
         is sensed and experienced in-body (Massumi 1995). As such, “affect does not simply
         function within the private and personal ‘closed system’ of the body, nor does it
         function on the plane of unknowable autonomic visceral responses. Rather, these basic
         affects extend beyond the individual towards the bodies of others, while also folding
         back in on themselves” (Thompson and Biddle 2013: 8). While it may, then, be the case
         that affect can go beyond representation and subjectivity, that it may be felt in
         the body that is in assemblage with the physical space and its objects, affect and
         assemblage do not necessarily replace these concepts. Instead, affect can become “arrested” at moments of action, speech,
         or engagement (Vila 2014), and affect and representation can become articulated.[2]  
      

      
      What we find in this, which will be important again throughout this book, is a relationship
         between the idea of what punk is and various affective states. Here, I am using the
         term “affect” in contrast to “emotion,” as is prevalent among representatives of the
         affective turn in the social sciences and humanities. Emotions and affects are not
         disconnected though. Instead, in Deleuze’s language, emotion is the territorialized
         state of affect; it is affect in its arrested form. Emotion is derived from affect,
         but with affect’s movements brought to a temporary halt. Drawing from this, we can
         claim that affect includes embodied states that do not enter directly into the linguistic
         lexicon of our language. For my purposes, what we see in Jack’s claims above and in
         other claims throughout the book is that the affective states experienced by punks
         when listening to punk music, at the punk show, and so on are also found by these
         same punks elsewhere, in other music, other places, and at other times. Space and
         time are of particular significance because affect theory has stressed that humans
         enter into assemblage with physical space and its corresponding objects and technologies.
         We see this happening here, with a temporal element also being included.
      

      
      This kind of approach clearly complicates any definition of punk as a specific musical
         form or subculture corresponding to any give location. In this way, punk is a line
         of flight, fleeing from any geographical or discursive freezing. However, no line
         can escape forever and all things eventually, if only temporarily, reterritorialize.
         If it is impossible to reduce punk to a particular moment in time or place in space,
         to a particular musical type, or to a particular political element, then how can we
         define punk at all? Punk, as a line of flight, is working to escape representation.
         This escape indicates that theories of representation have at times granted too much
         power to discourse and too little to “practices/doings/actions” (Barad 2003: 802).
         However, representation/identity and affect are not mutually exclusive, but are continually
         sliding into and out of one another, or working coterminously at different levels
         or registers of the performer/subject. 
      

      
      These difficulties might be one more part of why so many punks were reluctant to offer
         a definition. While not all would trace their identitarian lineage to the musical
         developments of Wagner or to medieval times, many were opposed to offering any sort
         of definitive meaning that punk might have. A series of common elements did emerge
         though. These narratives center on several different aspects of both punk and anarcho-punk.
         Punk is, by definition, a larger grouping than anarcho-punk, as the latter is a subsection
         of the former. They are, however, related, and often in ways that cannot be separated
         out from one another very easily. As we will see, both prove necessary for the discussions
         in this chapter.
      

      
      Love and Rage

      
       The most common way that people defined punk was not through a description of the
         music itself, though many also described this, as I will discuss below. Instead, most
         individuals referenced a series of emotional and behavioral characteristics that are
         indicative of punk. Commonly people described a particular affective state that they
         called “energy” in punk, claiming that this energy was a part of what appealed to
         them in punk from their first exposure to it. In addition, they would describe a particular
         attitude and set of emotions that many punks have, and a lifestyle that is connected
         to those attitudes. In fact, these elements were seen as so central to a punk identification
         that many narrators claimed that one does not actually have to listen to much, or
         any, punk music, nor to take on a punk or anarcho-punk fashion in order to be a punk.[3]   It was these ideological and behavioral elements that were constructed as being
         central to punk authenticity. In these narratives, music, style, and so forth need
         to correspond to affect, attitude, and lifestyle. The unimportance of style and other
         physical presentations will also come up in the “Style” chapter of this book. Here
         I want to develop the other part of that narrative: if style (and music) is not what
         matters first and foremost, what is it that does?
      

      
      As I will show, punk, and especially anarcho-punk, is defined primarily as reliance
         upon DIY production methods and an affective state related to energy and rebellion,
         but articulated with ideology. Energy, in this case, serves as a kind of affect that
         mobilizes bodies (Thompson and Biddle 2013: 5). The term “affect” here is defined
         in line with some developments from the affective turn in cultural studies and sociology
         where it can mean, “The impersonal and embodied flow of intensities that undermines
         any concept of a rational subject” (Beasley-Murray 2011, x). However, I do not believe
         that affect completely undermines the subject; we still need the language of identity to make sense of what
         we are. In other words, affect does not simply attach randomly to bodies, nor will
         just any affect appear in a given moment; instead, affect can also correspond to particular
         ways of being in the world, and certain scenarios may be more or less likely to produce
         certain affective states (Hemmings 2005). For example, in the case of the punk rock
         show, not just any affect will do, but certain affects, such as anger from the music,
         the embodied and joyous violence of the mosh pit, and so on are more likely. We may
         contrast this with, for example, the James Taylor concert where calm, “good guy” affects/vibes
         are more prevalent and aggressiveness and anger would be unlikely (Vila 2014: 71n12).
         Therefore, in these cases, particular affects are somehow related, but without being self-same to particular subjectivities. The affects that do appear are related in part to the sketches of
         narrative identifications that exist virtually prior to the moment of action. In addition,
         the nature of the scene itself in which the actor operates plays a role here, calling
         particular versions of the self into existence and not others. Therefore, the physical
         topography of any given space (such as a particular punk show) may “ask for” a particular
         articulation of a series of identification narratives.
      

      
      Often this discussion of “energy” would more readily correspond to the musical style,
         but also necessarily moves into the other elements, referring to something almost
         transcendent. 
      

      
         Carrey: It was just so fucking raw, and really it was more passionate and energetic
            than anything I had heard. Of course, I’m in fourth grade, Minor Threat’s the fastest
            band in the whole world, but I don’t know. . . . It was really exciting and it was
            something that was in a way a bit of a mystery to me for a while, but I was just like,
            “This is the coolest thing!”
         

George: It was just really really fast and really really fun. And unlike the loud
            fast music that was on MTV, I didn’t really identify with because it was all depressed
            and, I don’t know, this dark [stuff] like Marilyn Mason. I didn’t even really get
            that stuff. Then punk was just fun, you know, it wasn’t so serious. But then there
            still was this bigger message about being positive and living life on your own terms
            and that’s what attracted me to it.
         

TJ: Everybody was just running in circles, and just having a great time, and just
            singing along with it. It was the energy I loved about it. Yeah, I remember that like
            it was yesterday!
         

Halley: The energy, the loudness; it was a sort of “Fuck you!” attitude that I really
            enjoyed at the time. . . . The raw energy itself is political . . . that raw energy,
            it’s something that’s not bland, it was it’s own thing, and it’s really pure in its
            own essence. 
         

Liz: There was just so much energy, and emotion, and everyone was flipping out. It
            was just really awesome. Everything was really loud and overwhelming. But I’m a really
            overwhelming person. I love things that overwhelm me. And so, this totally was what
            I wanted.
         

      

      In these quotes, interviewees describe the energy, attitude, emotions, and lifestyle
         as interconnected (articulated). In other words, we can “think sound and music as
         offering ways of manifesting affect: music is thus imagined . . . as facilitating acoustic entry into affective
         fields, as offering a way to both abstract and particularize affective states and
         as furnishing a reflective medium for imaging affect ‘itself’” (Thompson and Biddle
         2013: 16). 
      

      
      In line with this, affect is not necessarily in conflict with representation and identity
         or ideology, but these can work on different registers or levels and become articulated.
         At some times, affect is in play, while at others representation is at play; sometimes,
         both are in play simultaneously. So, even though in certain political circumstances,
         such as protests, music (even if seemingly apolitical), because of its perceived energy
         (affects) can, “Instead of providing a message of opposition . . . to identify with,
         [mobilize] bodies through affective transmission” (Thompson and Biddle 2013: 5), this
         is only one way that the energy of a musical form can function. For my purposes, at
         times, punk does offer affective transmissions that mobilize bodies, such as in the
         mosh pit at the punk show, where human bodies swirl, crash, and violently but joyously
         combine into a multitudinous mass where it is unclear where one body ends and another
         begins. At other times, though, affect becomes arrested, shifts to, or is articulated
         with ideology and representation. Furthermore, a particular embodied experience may,
         at the moment of initial experience, be affective, but this same experience may also,
         in retrospect, become representational. For example, in a mosh pit one may have the
         embodied experience of affect and may behave habitually. However, later, that same
         individual may reflect upon that experience as a “good” or “bad” pit. In the latter
         case, the affect from the earlier experience becomes arrested and shifts to representation.[4]   
      

      
      Furthermore, the word choices in the quotes are significant and meaningful. In the
         case of Liz, the choice of the word “overwhelming” to describe her first punk rock
         experience relates to its affective nature, as affect is commonly an overwhelming
         state in which intense sensations are experienced positively regardless of the positivity
         or negativity of the emotions to which they might correspond in capture when the affect
         has been arrested (Massumi 1995: 218). What Liz describes as “overhwhelming” is a
         reference to the incredibly potent (as potentia not potestas in Negri’s [2013] terms) nature of the affective, embodied experience. Unlike emotion,
         affect can carry us away, can sometimes be difficult to describe (Gilbert 2004), and
         can sometimes overwhelm our sense of subjectivity. Similarly, the vagueness of the
         descriptions, sometimes almost poetic in nature, hint at the affective states the
         individuals remember from their first punk shows. Finally, in some of the quotes,
         we see the importance of “the affective labor of human contact and interaction” (Hardt and Negri 2000: 292), of bodies in motion,
         that is, running in circles, being fast, singing as a group, all of which works to
         produce subjectivity. All of this speaks to the affective transmission of the punk
         show, assembled in the particular space of the show itself, but corresponding to particular
         subjectivities.
      

      
      Thus, we should not stop our analysis here with some kind of autonomous affect, in
         Massumi’s (1995) words. Following Vila (2014), and as I have already begun to show
         above, contemporary theorists of affect are too quick to shift from the theoretical
         dominance of representation, a la Laclau, to that of affect, a la Deleuze. Instead,
         one or the other, or both, may be at play in different instances based on the demands
         of the scenario. In the mosh pit, at one’s first punk show, it may be the case that
         affect comes into play quite readily, as Liz seems to indicate above. However, later,
         one may shift to representation in order to focus on becoming more “authentically”
         punk. Eventually, this representation may also become a habit as one’s body becomes
         accustomed to the performances necessary in any given space to be intersubjectively
         perceived as punk by others. Thus, as Vila (2014) has shown, the affective nature
         of being “carried away” might allow the individual to experiment with new embodied
         ways of being. They can then consider these as potential future habits of a particular
         [punk] subject.
      

      
      The combination of the punk affect, attitude, and a message, or something “bigger”
         than just the music, all of which is stressed in the above quotes, is found in the
         hyphenated identification “anarcho-punk,” where the message of anarchism and opposition
         to authority is mixed with the subcultural identification, “punk.” This idea is also
         represented in the term, “Love and Rage.” This term was popularized in the 1990s via
         the Love and Rage Anarchist Federation (Filippo 2003), but has also appeared in songs
         by bands as wide ranging as Mischief Brew (a Philadelphia band) and Green Day. Below
         are the lyrics to the Mischief Brew song, titled “Love and Rage.”
      

      
      
      
         Love, love and rage

         
         Soon be the day

         
         They sang as they swayed in the pews

         
         Sang with love, love and rage

         
         Soon be the day as they joined up to pray

         

         
         Think of the power of song

         
         And the history it brings along

         
         And I can almost see sights

         
         Of some hot Southern nights

         
         Through blood rain tears will shine

         
         Every night and by day

         

         
          . . . 

         

         
         I’m hearin’ some old singer sing

         
         A song that our tale-tellers bring

         
         It has been sung

         
         Through cracked jaws, swollen tongues

         
         In the land of the freed

         
         Where they sang, “Freedom rings!”

         
 . . . 


         
         So now that I see where I am

         
         I see race still determines

         
         The blessed from the damned

         
         And the greatest of all historical shams

         
         Is believing you cannot do something you can

      

      
      Like in the quotes above, not only are emotions as arrested variations on affective
         states central to this song, but so is the use of particular emotions and ideas that
         relate to a longer tradition than punk itself. We see this in the claims about hearing
         the old singer sing, situating the song in churches, which are places you will rarely
         find many punks, and so forth. Furthermore, we see that there is more to this than
         just the emotions, but that this connects to larger political messages. In this case,
         the message is that race still matters in modern America, separating “the blessed
         from the damned.” There is also at least some optimism to Love and Rage, as the narrator
         expresses that there is a “power to song.” This power speaks to the possibilities
         that Love and Rage present. Their combination, overcoming the naïve “love” of the
         hippies as well as the impotent “rage” of some earlier punk manifestations, grants
         those practicing such a way of being in the world a greater power to overcome the
         world they oppose. Thus, one overcomes the socially imposed restraints leading to
         the belief that one cannot do something that one can. Similar themes arise in the
         Green Day song “Jesus of Suburbia,” which also uses the phrase “love and rage.” 
      

      
       It is affect and energy, corresponding to particular ways of being in the world,
         ways that transcend just punk itself but, like in the song above, reach back to the
         past, to other struggles in other places, and that also corresponds to a DIY ethic,
         that are central to understanding punk for these individuals. While love and rage
         are examples of the emotions that produce a punk or anarcho-punk identification, there
         is also more to it than this, including “rawness,” speed and energy, rebellion, lifestyle
         and so on. It is the rebellion in particular that takes punk beyond just being music.
         While the energy of punk is powerful, many interviewees, as we began to see above,
         wanted more. This idea will also emerge in the chapter on entrance narratives into
         punk. There we will see that many individuals were already engaged with some sort
         of alternative, non-mainstream culture prior to their discovery of punk, but that
         certain emotional and political qualities of punk better fit their life and plot than
         did, for example, heavy metal or grunge music. Here we see something similar: while
         various musical forms may have a high level of energy, may be played very fast, and
         may be very aggressive, and so on, punk produces a particular discourse that goes
         beyond certain other identifications. 
      

      
         Brian: With punk . . . it’s obviously music, but there’s so much more. . . . I feel
            like it’s definitely a philosophy and . . . behavioral tendencies towards, whether
            it’s more frugal living, whether it’s anti-status, or anti-consumerism, or mainstream
            culture. . . . It’s just mostly an awareness [that’s] of most importance.
         

Lynn: I would define punk as drawing from the anger and drawing from inner anger to
            make something creative and positive.
         

Ryan: So you have that basic aggressiveness, and that music’s still aggressive but
            also very questioning, very critical. Not all punk is critical, but there’s always
            kind of this critical element.
         

Alicia: Well I would say it’s a type of music and it’s also a lifestyle, or mental
            attitude.
         

Theodore: It’s like they’ve been teenagers for forty years, which maybe that’s what
            it’s all about, sort of remembering the spirit of youth and the possibilities and
            the potentiality of youth, and not forgetting that you are in control of your life
            and that you do have your life ahead of you, and don’t have to be above and you don’t
            have to submit, don’t have to settle for less than that.
         

      

      Thus, the punk “energy” can go beyond just running around at a show, and can start
         to become a motivating force for greater action. All of these correspond to an affective
         state, but each also necessarily corresponds to their identities. We see this again
         when TJ was describing one of his favorite bands:
      

      
         TJ: I always really liked [that band] because to me it sounds like, say you are on
            a ship in the middle of the ocean and you turn behind you and you see the sun and
            you look in front of you and you see just black and dark skies and the storms rolling
            in. And that’s what really grabbed me the first time I ever listened to [them], it
            just sounded like the darkness, the storm is rolling and we are screwed! We are completely
            fucked and there is no hope!
         

      

      What we see in these quotes is, on the one hand, the continued importance of affect.
         We see this, for example, in the fact that TJ, unable to fully put affect into words
         (which might turn it into emotion), resorts to a kind of poetical metaphor. However,
         in the shift from affect to lifestyles, mental attitudes, philosophies, critical worldviews,
         awareness, and so forth we also see representation coming into play. Thus, punk’s
         affective  “energy” can go beyond just running around at a show, where bodies joyously
         collide in the spread of affect, and can start to become territorialized, and a motivating
         force for greater action. In each case, what we are seeing is the articulation between
         affect and representation: the punk show and the experience of being punk can be affective,
         but this affect in arrest becomes representative.
      

      
      DIY and rebellion are quite significant here. Each can be, on the one hand, representational
         when one intentionally works to present an “authentic” punk rock self, or when one
         reflects on DIY or anarchist methods as being the “right way” to be punk. On the other
         hand, for these punks, DIY and rebellion also have corresponding affective states
         that are somehow articulated with representation. Thus, here, affect and identity
         cannot be strictly speaking separated from one another, but we can observe the articulation
         between them and see how people sometimes shift from one state to another depending
         on the interactions and scenes they are participating in. While the affective energy
         of punk is powerful, many interviewees actually wanted more than this, indicating that they wished to arrest the affective states and move
         them into the realm of discourse as narratives, identifications, ideologies, territorialized
         emotions, and so on. While other musical forms, such as heavy metal, may have a high
         level of affective energy, may be very aggressive, punk produces something that goes
         beyond other musical types for these narrators.
      

      
      In all these cases, what we are seeing is the connections between different affective
         states, named and territorialized as emotions: a desire for something better (love)
         and a hatred for the world of capitalism and government (rage). It is through the
         connection of these feelings that anarcho-punk as a hyphenated identification that
         emphasizes ethical commitments makes the most sense.
      

      
       Next, we must consider how this plays out in the lives of anarcho-punks, as well
         as in the music and cultural production practices of anarcho-punk bands. This is one
         of the central elements of how politics infuses itself into punk and anarcho-punk.
         It must be stressed though that much of the descriptions offered here would not only
         apply to anarcho-punk bands, but to many punk bands and scenes on the whole. This is one of the reasons
         that it is difficult to distinguish between punk and anarcho-punk at a local or global
         level. The practices of each tend to become a part of even those who reject the “anarcho-”
         side of the hyphen. For example, one of the most important elements of being punk
         for many narrators was maintaining a DIY (Do It Yourself) ethos, and many bands, regardless
         of their anarchist identification, do maintain this; even nihilistic bands are usually
         DIY, and maintaining this is central to maintaining authenticity as a punk band.[5]   
      

      
      In short, the term DIY does not refer to literally doing everything by yourself as
         some sort of lone individual. It is used to describe a method by which those who participate
         in the scene also do the work of maintaining the scene; those who are in a band, and
         those who support the band, do the work of the band without outsourcing the labor
         to others. Often DIY will also include putting out zines, printing patches and T-shirts,
         and generally being independent from larger corporate-capitalist production and distribution
         chains to the best of one’s ability. In other words, just talking about politics might
         not be enough to produce the most authenticity. It is actions that matter for achieving
         the highest levels of authenticity. In this way, we can think of punk and anarcho-punk
         as imagined communities based on particular ideals. What makes a punk in Philadelphia
         and a punk in any other city a part of the same subcultural phenomenon is not just
         that their music may sound alike (it might not), nor that they may dress similarly
         (or may not), nor only that they share a common historical narrative (which they probably
         do to some greater or lesser degree), but that they act in the world in a similar
         way based on a similar set of ideological positions, and they take on the same identifier
         to describe these actions and beliefs. From this, we can see that space is itself
         a socio-political construction. The space of “the scene” is not ontologically real,
         but is a manifestation of narrativity and politics. In this case, we might say that
         a coherent geopolitical space has ben invented as the space of punk, and constructed
         through narrativity and an emphasis on DIY ethics.
      

      
      This focus on DIY production methods is not coincidental, but relates to punk’s status
         as a contemporary subculture. As Hodkinson (2002) points out, subcultures have a level
         of “relative autonomy” from the mainstream culture, meaning that “the forms of consumption
         and communication which facilitate and construct the grouping in question are, to
         a certain degree, distinct from and separate from those connected with outside cultural
         amalgamations” (109). Hodkinson includes the production of some subcultural artifacts,
         such as clothing, within the confines of this relative autonomy. However, what we
         see here is that punks and anarcho-punks put much more emphasis on maintaining a higher
         level of overall cultural autonomy than do goths, and this is done through an emphasis
         on DIY.
      

      
         Kevin: It could be the style of music that you play, or your attitude. I would consider
            a band based on the punk DIY ethos, a band like Insane Clown Posse could be a punk
            band because they do everything themselves: everything they do is in house, they book
            themselves, they manage themselves, they make their own merchandise, they make their
            own T-shirts.
         

Lynn: [Punk means] adherence to the DIY ethics of punk.


         
         Natalie: For me it’s more the lifestyle. My mom always be like, “Oh, so and so’s son
            is into punk!” and I’m like, “No you’re not, I know you’re [not], come on!” And every
            once in a while they might like a band I like, and that doesn’t mean you’re a punk.
            And not to be exclusionary, but I guess I kind of define it [as] a lifestyle and also
            a community more than a style or a type of music. . . . I guess it’s more like having,
            not the same ideological beliefs, but I think it’s a community. Like the fact that
            my band can do a tour around not only America, but all over Europe and go to strange
            places we’ve never been to, but we know these people will welcome us in, for the most
            part are safe and cool, and… we know that we’re on the same page. . . . I can’t really
            define in a sentence, but that’s what punk is to me, it’s the community aspect of
            it.
         

Peter: You gotta look at the venue where these bands were playing and what they were
            doing. . . . The lyrics might not necessarily be political, but if you’re playing
            in a squat or a venue that’s really cheap or gives free tickets to people, like, you
            know, where do you draw the line on what’s political? Does it have to be with lyrics,
            does it have to be about how people present themselves?
         

Paul: You have to abide by DIY to be in an anarcho-punk band. I mean, you can choose
            to do whatever you want to do. But if you’re in an anarcho-punk band, you have to
            remain in the DIY community.
         

      

       What each of these quotes shows is that DIY becomes one of the essential elements
         of what it means to be punk at all. Each of the narrators is stressing that if a band
         wants to be a punk band, and especially if they want to be an anarcho-punk band, then
         it is necessary that they maintain some level of DIY ethic whenever possible. Again,
         space becomes central to this component because the touring circuits and show venues
         are commonly themselves a part of the DIY aesthetic. For example, it is common that
         shows take place in warehouses, basements, and other non-traditional musical spaces
         that are run and organized by members of the punk community. Thus, here space and
         ethics intertwine. DIY, then, is understood as the very core of punk identity; the
         extremity of this relationship articulates punk and DIY. One cannot be intersubjectively
         perceived as punk without being DIY. In other words, both affect and representation are central parts of punk music, punk shows, and the sensations of
         being punk, and their articulation is what, for the narrators here, makes an individual
         or band more or less “punk.”
      

      
      Thus, as I will show in various chapters of this book, the connection between presentation
         of self, space, action, and affect is central to the maintenance of an authentic anarcho-punk
         identification, linking affect and representation. It is not enough that one looks
         like a punk; one must also have particular behaviors, ideas, and so forth. While this
         is even truer for anarcho-punks than other punks because of the anarchist political
         ideology that is inherent to the identification, it can be true for punks generally.
         In fact, these behaviors are so important that even a band with no connections to
         a punk scene, such as the Insane Clown Posse, who are commonly disdained by anyone
         outside of their culture, can be offered some kind of respect for doing things the
         “punk way.” This is similar to Vila’s work on rock nacional in Argentina where adhering
         to that identification does not correspond to a musical style as such, but an attitude
         and a lifestyle. In addition, in rock nacional, anything goes in terms of music. While
         this may be theoretically true in the case of punk, and many narrators indicated that
         while there is a common sound, there is not a necessary one, in practice punk may
         not currently be as flexible as rock nacional (indicating, contrary to some post-subculturalists,
         that subcultural production is not as free in all cases as it might seem). However,
         in punk’s earlier days there was less rigidity around its possible sounds, and even
         today there is a fair amount of flexibility. For example, there are folk versions
         of punk, “pop” versions of punk, hardcore versions, heavy metal versions, and so forth.
         Furthermore, different punk scenes in different geographical locations often develop
         their own unique aspects of what punk sounds like, and these also often change over
         time. Again though, in spite of these musical and geographical distinctions, they
         are part of the same subculture because of their allegiance to punk identity and DIY
         ethics, producing the geopolitical space of punk. Thus, punk is similar to rock nacional
         in the sense that a shift has taken place from musical style to lifestyle, and because
         of this punks in places that have different ideas of what punk looks and sounds like
         can still identify as a part of the same culture. These changes and variations, though,
         are often within a particular range of what punk is like and are not completely open.
         For example, while in Puerto Rico in the winter of 2011, I purchased several Spanish-Language
         Puerto Rican punk records. While they certainly have their own flavor, as it were,
         their sound would also fit in nicely in many other punk scenes.
      

      
       It is so important that one do things the punk way that an individual may be denied
         a punk identification by other members of the community who evaluate one’s authenticity
         if they do not adhere to these lifestyle and attitudinal elements. This too contrasts
         with post-subcultural assumptions about the fluidity and freedom of identification
         within subcultures. We see this most clearly in Natalie’s narrative: Her mother knows
         some individuals whose children claim to be, like Natalie, a punk. However, Natalie
         is suspicious of this; she doubts that the other person’s child lives up to the ideals,
         lifestyles, and attitudes of a “true,” or authentic punk. In order to do this, they
         would have to become part of a punk community, which is really what punk is for her;
         they shouldn’t only adopt the punk look, but must also take on the punk behaviors
         and become a part of the geopolitical community and its associated spaces and ethics.
         It is not enough that any given individual might listen to punk bands, even some that
         Natalie likes too, or that they adopt a particular style; they must do more if they
         want to be accepted. We see this emphasis on community again in the quotes below:
      

      
         TJ: I feel like I could be dropped anywhere in the world and I could only have Internet
            access for five to ten minutes. . . . I tell my family about my journeys, and touring,
            and the people I know around the world and it blows them away. It’s crazy to think
            about: you look at most people around you and most people haven’t even left where
            they were born, let alone know anybody from any foreign country. So, I think that’s
            probably one of the coolest things about it is the community aspect of it. To me,
            that is the number one thing about punk. The politics, and anarcho-punk and all that
            stuff, the so-called movement and all that shit, to me, really, the community is the
            strong part about it and the most important part. . . . You have a family anywhere
            you go.
         

Lilly: There are also parts of the insular nature of punk that I think are really
            powerful. I really am not close to comfortable with my family, and I really see most
            of my friends as my family as opposed to my biological family.
         

         

         
         David: I think what’s most important to me is building solid communities and infrastructures.
            Infrastructures for support, and love, and having each other’s back. And that’s when
            I really came into myself and being a punk was when I didn’t have any fucking other
            place to go, and I [walked] into this infoshop and [was] like, “I need a place to
            stay” or go to this punk show and be like, “I need a place to stay.” And then suddenly
            I was building this vast network of friends and friends of friends.
         

Bill: It’s an international family almost in a way. 

Mitch: I just don’t think that certain hip hop kids show up in a different town in
            Europe and it’s like, “Aw, you!” . . . Just traveling through Europe or traveling
            through the states and just meeting punk kids on the street and giving you a place
            to crash.
         

      

       Punks must, then, be DIY and a part of a punk community, practicing a particular
         lifestyle, in order to be intersubjectively perceived of as punk by their peers. It
         is this emphasis on community that helps to contribute to the ethical space of the
         scene. That one can travel the world and find a community to participate in, a place
         to stay, and so forth is a significant part of how punk is understood for a great
         many people. And this connection between physical, geopolitical space and an emphasis
         on action, which is always linked to the body, makes sense in reference to the ethical
         nature of an anarcho-punk identification and the hypergood plot of the individuals
         here: the focus on actions and choices taking place in particular lived spaces is
         a central element of the anarcho-punk identification because it is through choice
         that we can be deemed responsible for, and thus be judged for, our actions. One can
         always, if the option arises, choose to sign to a major record label, have someone
         else do your writing for you, and so forth; one can stop being DIY. But this would
         by definition be a choice that the individual or group made. While a number of individuals
         said that they understand why these choices are made—after all, everyone needs to
         make a living—it does at least do harm to a band’s or an individual’s ability to maintain
         an authentic punk or anarcho-punk identification. This emphasis on choice, DIY, space
         and community solidarity is therefore central to the hypergood of punk as well as
         anarcho-punk, and is equally central to maintaining an authentic identification.
      

      
       Solidarity, represented by the idea that one could end up anywhere in the world and
         have a place to eat, sleep, and hang out was a common theme in interviews. This was
         understood to be something unique to punk that almost no other subculture or music
         scene has achieved. It is also important that so many narrators used the metaphor
         of punk being their family. This is a trope that Lauraine Leblanc (2002) also found
         among the female punks she interviewed, indicating that this is not simply a Philadelphia
         phenomenon, but that it is something that can be found in other punk scenes as well.
         Peter gave an example of this kind of family-like solidarity when he said that at
         a time when he was suffering from extreme depression, people would climb eight flights
         of stairs into his squat to take care of him in the middle of the night. At other
         times in the Philadelphia scene we have seen benefit shows raising thousands of dollars
         to pay for the funeral for a local punk who died, and other shows to raise money for
         those who needed surgery, or have other needs to meet. In addition, it is important
         to recognize that the family metaphor here is not exclusively part of anarcho-punk
         or Philadelphia; it is a part of punk as such and is thus another component of how
         the disparate physical and personal spaces of punk are constructed as somehow part
         of the same scene. 
      

      
      This does not necessarily have to serve as a metaphorical reproduction of traditional
         family structures that are ultimately based in patriarchy and authoritarianism. Instead,
         the metaphor represents a strong connection between individuals. This serves a similar,
         though not identical, purpose to the development of “chosen family” in other marginalized
         groups, such as homosexuals, queers, and transgender individuals. Among these groups,
         it is sometimes the case that, “The chosen kin . . . shared meals, money, and other
         resources, cared for each other in illness, spent holidays together, raised children
         together” (Oswald 2002: 375). While this will not always be the case among punks and anarcho-punks, there are comparable experiences. For
         example, among those who live collectively and also choose to have children, certain
         child rearing activities may be shared. Potlucks (shared meals) are also common activities
         among punks and anarcho-punks. Furthermore, when one is in need, it is common for
         a show or other benefit to be held in order to raise money for that individual, which
         is an alternative way of sharing money and resources, as well a way of assisting in
         the care of one who is injured or ill by helping them with the costs of care. While
         the family metaphor is imperfect, it is important, especially for those with weaker
         connections to their “blood” relatives or whose biological relatives have disowned
         them. Because biological family is treated as such a central concept in European descended
         societies, the ability to recreate lost families can feel important, and even among
         those who have not lost their family, the development of a new family can feel like
         an important process.
      

      
       This element of mutual aid and solidarity that is prevalent among punks and anarcho-punks
         also speaks to the difficulty of parceling out punk from anarcho-punk at scales larger
         than the individual’s identification. The concept of mutual aid is a central part
         of anarchism, written about at length by early anarchists such as Pierre-Joseph Proudhon
         and Peter Kropotkin, and is also important to the punk community regardless of the
         “anarcho” character of any individual, band, and/or scene. Natalie describes this
         as the “values” of punk: “Having benefit shows for someone’s sick dog, or doing Food
         Not Bombs, or . . . at Pointless Fest when, when there were some sexual assaults,
         people cared. People cared! Because it’s not just something we talk about.” Perhaps, then, we can see here a
         part of the reason that anarcho-punks have a particular ethical plot, a hypergood,
         to their lives. If the values of much of the punk community in Philadelphia include
         caring for other community members, and if this necessarily corresponds to action,
         then we might understand anarcho-punks as developing this general idea into a plot
         that organizes their entire identification. While these ideas may be “values” for
         many punks, for anarcho-punks these values are absolutely central, which is what turns
         them into a hypergood.
      

      
       There is some ambivalence around this issue though. Not everyone would agree that
         punk has this kind of inherent value set, or that punk has natural politics because
         of these values when it does maintain them. While many would agree that the rebellious
         spirit of punk coupled with the DIY ethos could be politically radical, many said
         that it is not necessarily so. Though a number of narrators said that punk is political
         for them, most narrators also said that it was not inherently political or radical in the larger sense. Therefore, while there may be anarchist-inspired
         elements to punk authenticity, this is not necessarily articulated as really political or anarchist motivated in all cases. Here we are seeing another instance
         of the hyphenation of anarchism and punk in which these two different identifications
         come together and apart.
      

      
         Carrey: There are still a million punk bands that will be super narrow minded, or
            think that punk is the only thing that matters in the world, or still talk about women
            as these infinitely sexualized beings that are just there to either satisfy them or
            scorn them. . . . I’m mostly into punk that is political. I guess not necessarily
            always, but that’s pretty much the meat and potatoes of it.
         

Jack: [It’s] sort of social values that you’re rejecting, you know? Politics is not
            inherent in that, and historically, look at some of these non-conformists who made
            early punk music: The Ramones, Joy Division, and they actually had conservative politics.
            But socially they were saying, “Here are the rules that we reject, we’re rejecting
            what’s happening now, and we’re doing our own things. We’re making this music, but
            that has no relationship to politics.” I think a lot of political rebellion, particularly
            in subculture, really is just this social statement . . . there is no actual political
            action going on. And I think it’s easy to make that mistake and think that there is,
            but it’s really just this social statement by saying that . . . this is what I’m rejecting.
         

Kevin: Any time you decide to . . . do something outside the mainstream then maybe
            there’s some personal politics behind it, but . . . I would say . . . a lot of people
            who identify as punks . . . wouldn’t consider themselves as political people. . .
            . Some people are into punk for totally different things. Some people just like the
            adventure, and because it’s easy to travel and show up in any town and see somebody
            with a patch and then you stay at their house; some people are just in it for the
            chaos and the crazy shit that can happen when you live outside the box; some people,
            it’s politics. But the good thing about punk is you can kind of make up your own.
            . . . You can do whatever the fuck you want, it’s kind of cool.
         

Polly: I think, technically no, [it does not have to be political]. I would like to
            say yes, but technically I guess not because you have people like GG Allen and Sid
            Vicious, and people who I think are utter asses.[6]  
         

Halley: Like half the attitude of the punk scene is, “We’re political and making statements,”
            and then there’s the other half which is self-destruction, all about self-destruction.
         

      

      There is an interesting element of how the idea of the “political” is being constructed
         here. While a number of narrators above saw things like maintaining DIY as inherently
         political, the narrators here complicate that by changing the meaning of “politics.”
         Here “politics” is being used more readily to describe engagement with specific political
         activities. One can claim a degree of punk authenticity by being DIY even if the actor
         is not particularly politicized otherwise. For each of these individuals, punk can be political, but by maintaining a DIY ethic and a rebellious attitude toward society
         at large one can still be punk even if their politics are not in line with anarchism.
         As we will see again in the chapter on race, this rebellion is of particular significance
         to how punk can be understood, but is also a part of what can allow more conservative
         or reactionary politics entry into the scene.
      

      
      In contrast to this, anarcho-punk was described as necessarily political. If punk can be almost anything, anarcho-punk
         is more restrictive due to its anarchist ideology. Here we again see the sliding together
         of anarchism and punk at the hyphen; because of the articulation of punk and anarchism
         together, politics are necessarily assembled with the punk identity for the anarcho-punk
         specifically. Even though most anarcho-punks would agree that punk does not have to
         be political, most also felt that anarcho-punk does need to be politically motivated
         and that, to some degree, the bands should be action oriented. Furthermore, anarcho-punk
         has an even stricter maintenance of boundaries around DIY.
      

      
         Polly (in reference to anarcho-punk specifically): Yes, I think that you need to have
            the politics embedded, and very clearly . . . and back them up too. I think it’s one
            thing to have a song about hating the man, but actually backing that up in your life,
            whatever that looks like to you, is important.
         

Natalie: I think [anarcho-punk is] where the ideological beliefs come in. I think
            there’s plenty of room for just shits and giggles, having fun, singing about drinking
            beer, and that’s cool, and I love that stuff too. But I think the bands that actually
            have something to say, like when I think of anarcho-punk, I think of Crass, and Poison
            Girls, and the Crass Records stuff. But I think any band that’s political in some
            way I would maybe categorize as anarcho.[7]  
         

TJ: To me, the term “Anarcho-punk” is punk. It’s such a wide variety of music and
            ideas. And Anarcho-punk to me is the activists, the people who want to try to make
            a change or have hope. . . . To be in an anarcho-punk band you really have to have
            your politics straight. . . . It’s politically driven; you should definitely be what
            you are putting out there, be what you are about. Don’t just play the music . . .
         

Nikki: Anarcho-Punk, to me, is basically a bunch of punks who give a fuck about something.
            And especially in Philadelphia, there aren’t very many of us, I would like [there]
            to [be, but] unfortunately, in my opinion, [there isn’t].
         

      

       The hyphenated nature of anarcho-punk clearly has a great deal of power here. If
         punk is not itself inherently political, but anarcho-punk is, it is the articulation
         of anarchism and punk that produces this change. It is stressed here that the politics
         have to be clearly embedded in the music. In addition, this should at least sometimes
         move one to action. This is not a coincidence, but has to do with the ethical nature
         of anarcho-punk because, following Sartre, choice is central to any sort of ethical
         culpability. The importance of ethics to an anarcho-punk identification results in
         this sort of emphasis on choice and action that we see throughout this book. This
         is not to say that everyone else rejects punk types that are not coupled with anarchism
         though. Especially because in Philadelphia there are more punks than anarcho-punks,
         there is a necessary comingling, and this will probably be true in many other cities
         as well. In Philadelphia specifically, many respondents claimed that there is not
         an explicitly anarcho-punk scene at all. There is just a punk scene, and some of its
         members are anarchists who may identify as anarcho-punks. Therefore, anarcho-punks
         regularly attend non-anarchist punk shows, are friends with punks who do not identify
         with anarchism. Natalie points this out above when she says that she also likes punk
         that is just about goofing off and getting drunk, both of which are common themes
         in punk music and punk lifestyles. That even an anarcho-punks can also appreciate
         the more “fun” aspects of non-anarchist-punk rock is probably not coincidental. Instead,
         following both Simon Critchley (2012) and Martha Nussbaum (2013), we can say that
         the “anarcho” aspects of punk represent drama and tragedy, and as such “promotes an
         experience that might penetrate that obtuseness, informing future choices” and allowing
         them to transcend the state of “deliberat[ing] about the fate of others without having
         any clear imaginative sense of their human reality,” instead engaging in that human
         reality (Nussbaum 2013: 260–261). 
      

      
      However, the seriousness of drama and tragedy is not the only way that such emotions
         can be encouraged and developed. Both Critchley and Nussbaum claim that comedy, too,
         can have this effect, and the themes of drinking, partying, and having fun are representative
         of this aspect of what might also serve the same universalizing purpose as drama and
         tragedy. That each of these two possibilities for what Critchley calls sublimation,
         defined as the need to “respond to infinite responsibility to the other without extinguishing
         myself as a subject” (2012: 69), are important here is not coincidental. Instead,
         “Humour is the more minimal, less heroic form of sublimation that allows the subject
         to bear the excessive, indeed hyperbolic, burden of the ethical demand without that
         demand turning into obsessive self-hatred and cruelty” (2012: 78–79). By merging both
         humor and tragedy through the hyphenation of anarcho-punk, these subjects intertwine
         two complementary sublimating emotions, allowing them to tolerate the tragedy of existence
         in an imperfect world while also attempting to improve that world. Emotionally, this
         helps these subjects to strike the “right balance between aspiration and acceptance,”
         which “is one of the most difficult and delicate tasks of the political life, as of
         the personal” (Nussbaum 2013: 117).
      

      
       There are also other attitudinal and behavioral elements that people felt were important
         and did not necessarily directly relate to DIY or anarchist politics. 
      

      
         Jack: [Punk is] a kind of idea of a free, godless sort of existence. [This] is sort
            of the prevailing attitude of both of those subcultures [punk and beats]. And I mean,
            the question is, if there is no god then where does that leave us ethically and morally?
         

Andrew: It’s a lifestyle that I would say keeps one humble. Humble meaning into a
            perspective that sees things differently. We’re not part of the status quo. We’re
            basically seeing outside of that, looking into the box. . . . And punk itself, I think,
            is an alternative lifestyle that concentrates on . . . looking at yourself internally
            while projecting yourself externally. Basically, it’s us being rebellious . . . 
         

TJ: It’s a lot of things, just having an open mind and being a free thinker and trying
            to break the chains. . . . I guess just acknowledging the world around you and being
            yourself, free thoughts.
         

Jim: Economically [we’re] just treading water, jobs aren’t a focus of life for the
            most part. For the most part, jobs are something you do to make money just to get
            by, but then the things you do that most people would consider hobbies are really
            blown up to the point where that’s the center point of your life. And then social
            gatherings have to do with music: the recording, performing of, distribution of, reviewing
            of music.
         

      

       In each of these cases we see again the way in which punk can be something far grander
         than it is commonly understood to be. Jack’s connection to beat culture expresses
         that, as does the general emphasis on being a “free thinker,” thus connecting punk
         to the longer history of counter-hegemonic positions. While maintaining a particular
         ethics in relation to DIY and similar ideals is perhaps most salient, we see that
         there are other elements that are also important. Like the ideas behind DIY, the individuals
         here are focusing on freedom, individuality, opposition to hierarchy, opposition to
         the status quo and the “mainstream,” and so forth. What we see here is that punk is
         defined using the language of political and radical or anarchist ideals in many different
         ways. The production of the music is DIY, as are show bookings, zine production, shirt
         printing, and so forth. Outside of music events, one’s actions are still based on
         the ideals of freedom, opposition to hegemonic norms, and so forth. Obviously, here
         we again see the ambiguity about whether or not punk is inherently political or anarchistic.
         We have to remember that most individuals said that punk is not inherently political,
         and yet the lifestyle and modes of cultural production focus on ideas that could be
         easily understood as political or anarchistic, and some people did say this. Therefore,
         what is going on here is that there is a particular set of behaviors, attitudes, spaces,
         and ideals articulated with affective states that are central to punk and anarcho-punk
         that some people claim are “political” and others do not. However, this claim is less
         important than the actions and ideals. This is similar to some things that have also
         occurred among other political movements. For example, among Peronists in Argentina,
         one can become so embedded in the ideology that it becomes “common sense.” Some, when
         asked about their political identification will go as far as to say, “I am not involved
         in politics; I am a Peronist” (Vila, personal communication, March 26, 2012). While
         anarcho-punk is, of course, not a political party, the overall effects of developing
         a common sense understanding are similar: the DIY, anti-status quo, anti-authoritarian
         nature of punk and anarcho-punk are, for some, so internalized, so habitual, that
         they are not seen as political at all, instead becoming their new common sense. This
         shows that, at least for these individuals, anarcho-punk has become a very successful
         way of understanding the world, making “natural” something that can be easily seen
         as political.
      

      
       Even though narrators emphasized that the music and style were not the most central
         part of being a punk or anarcho-punk, the music certainly still matters, as Jim stated
         above, and many of the attitudes that we have seen mentioned above also play out in
         the music, as we saw with the song “Love and Rage.” Therefore, it is also important
         to discuss the nature of the music that so much of the culture centers on, which is
         described in the quotes below.
      

      
         Carrie: I think the best thing about punk bands is it’s something that you can do
            based on your ambition. You shouldn’t feel like a “have-not” for not having lessons
            with this instrument. I think it’s really cool that punk bands are kind of shitty
            sometimes, but that’s cool because if you have something to say then it’s pretty fucking
            easy to be in a punk band. 
         

Jack: There’s definitely music that . . . you could relatively objectively define
            as punk, and then there’s other music that doesn’t have any of the necessarily sonic
            elements of punk rock that still has a punk rock attitude. It’s just, you know, it’s
            simplified guitar rifts, a fast, generally a fast to mid-tempo drum beat with angry,
            like, a lot of anger, a lot of anger in the vocals. [It’s] non-melodic, it isn’t melodic
            vocal melodies, and [the vocals are] shouted; shouted or sung.
         

Polly: I always took it as something [that] was open to musical experimentation and
            especially this belief that you did not have to be a great musician. You can make
            a sound and sing about what you feel and that’s good enough, and then a style that
            kind of carried that same mentality, where it was trying to differentiate from mainstream
            standards to not fit in, to visually look like you didn’t fit in because you weren’t
            OK with what that mainstream norm represented.
         

Kyle: One of the things [about] punk music is that it has a lot of force and strength
            behind it, and when you feel frustrated and bitter, or disempowered, or any of those
            things, that can be really important, so I think it gave me something to feel validated
            about.
         

Nikki: Loud, screaming and not necessarily melodic but sometimes melodic. Thrashy
            . . . [but] that’s getting to like subcultures of punk, like thrashy music.
         

Ryan: So I guess punk, the basic definition would be—well you can’t just define it
            because it’s not just one thing. Punk is music, and in terms of music punk rock music,
            by simple definition, is very fast, very aggressive, very direct, very on the attack.
            This is not defensive music. This is audio assault. I’d say that’s the basic definition.
            . . . [But] punk rock can be stuff that isn’t always so fast. . . . Look at the Dead
            Milkmen, they’re a punk band, and they consider themselves a punk band. There’s no
            distortion there. They don’t use power chords; they use major chords most of the time,
            or they would use open chords. . . . Or early Chumbawamba before they made a mockery
            of themselves. . . . It’s an absolute musical masterpiece to this day. And it is a
            severely punk album. It is just drenched in politics. And drenched in anarchy. Drenched
            in destroying power structures. But its melodic, and I don’t mean melodic in a melodic
            hardcore kind of thing or it holds a melody, I mean these songs, some of them are
            quite beautiful, some of them are rooted in that Anglo Saxon tradition of being Scottish
            or Irish or just English derived.
         



      There are a few important points here. The first is a description of the most common
         musical sounds of punk. However, secondly, while this is a common punk sound these are not essential elements; a band can be punk without these sonic elements. What makes a band punk
         is not the sound, but the attitude, lifestyle, affective states, keeping DIY, and
         existing in punk circles. This explains why some bands that have punk roots and maintain
         some degree of punk sound, such as Green Day or Blink 182, are often said to not be
         punk anymore. Similarly, in Ryan’s statement, we can see the same idea being raised
         about Chumbawamba, who were one of the early English anarcho-punk bands to record
         on Crass Records. However, in the late 1990s they signed to a major record label and
         put out a popular song, “Tubthumping,” which became a radio hit. Many anarcho-punks
         rejected the band after this. This was also reflected in one person’s statement about
         the band Agaisnt Me! who were a very well-known anarcho-punk band who later signed
         to a major label, eventually writing the song “I Was a Teenage Anarchist” that some
         anarcho-punks were offended by. Lilly said, “Against Me! is against me,” meaning that
         the band had turned on her in changing their ideology and practices. For bands like
         these, even though some of their music is very similar, they have transgressed certain
         boundaries of authenticity, and as such they no longer count as “one of us” and have
         been effectively thrown out of the geopolitical space of “the punk scene” by their
         former compatriots.
      

      
      Conclusion: Affect and 
 Punk Rock Representation
      

      
      What I have shown is that, in the case of punk, and especially anarcho-punk, affect
         and representation are not counter to one another, but may be either articulated at
         different registers/levels, or may shift back and forth from one to the other. The
         affects associated with punk and their embodied correlations are an important part
         of punk; for many, they are essential, and it was these affective elements that resulted
         in a successful interpellation as “punk” rather than as something else. The lack of
         this same kind of affect was offered as an explanation for why other subcultures did
         not successfully interpellate certain interviewees. Once this interpellation as punk
         took place, though, even if rooted in a kind of affect such as “energy,” representation
         kicked in. Certain subcultures, as Hodkinson (2002) shows, even in the postmodern
         era are not as open to comings and goings as are some others, but require a higher
         level of commitment in order for an individual to be accepted; in other words, these
         are subcultures, not neo-tribes. Because “authenticity” is an intersubjective socio-cultural
         production, one cannot simply make oneself authentic solipsistically, but must do
         so in relation to other members of the subculture. In order to do so, one must perform
         (represent) the basic tenets of that subculture’s discourse. In the case of the punks
         here, and especially in describing the anarchist variants of punk, maintaining a DIY
         lifestyle and way of being in the world was essential to being understood as authentically
         punk. I also want to emphasize the significance of the phrase “way of being in the
         world” with all of its temporal and spatial implications, as these too were essential
         to understanding what it means to be punk for these narrators.
      

      
      What we see in operation here is that in some instances affect and representation
         are both in play—a band may perform a properly punk identification by producing the
         appropriate affect along with their sartorial style, way of speaking, and so on, and
         an individual may perform their punk identification by engaging in the affective and
         embodied transmissions of the mosh pit—while at other instances one or the other may be at play; affect may also be dominant or arrested depending on the
         needs of the scenario. The narrators here stressed that individuals have to articulate
         the right affective and representational states of particular lifestyles, ethics,
         values, and so on in order to be “authentically” punk. Essential to this is the notion
         of DIY and its corresponding affective and representational states, each of which may exist in different ways in different spaces.
      

      
      Finally, we find that something similar can take place if we include habit in a triad
         of affect, representation, habit. The process might go something like this: an individual
         is successfully interpellated as “punk” for whatever complicated reasons, relating
         here to the relationship(s) between affect, identity, and the already existing plots
         of the subject. Once this takes place, there is a need on behalf of the subject to
         properly “represent” the punk rock identification in order to make friends and fit
         in with other punks. In order to do this, the subject must consider their embodied
         actions (bodily behaviors, fashion statements, haircuts, piercings and tattoos, “flipping
         off” the camera when one’s picture is being taken, moshing at the punk show, etc.)
         and the individual is likely to do this very consciously, especially early on, as
         she or he works to learn how to show that they are “really” (“authentically”) punk.
         Eventually though, as the individual becomes more used to their punk rock or anarcho-punk
         identification and is more readily accepted by others, these embodied representations
         will likely shift to habitual ways of being. She or he will no longer necessarily
         have to always think about how to behave (performing or representing), it will simply
         be who they are non-consciously or pre-cognitively (habitually).[8]   This might not be the end of it though! It is possible that some scenario, such
         as the move from one punk scene to another or showing up to a show where, for whatever
         reason, the discourse is slightly different, will cause in a shift back from habit
         to conscious representation as one attempts to learn what is expected in the particular
         scene that she or he has entered into. Some degree of this may even take place in
         almost any given scenario as discourses are usually articulated in at least slightly
         new ways at different moments and in different spaces. What we see here, then, is
         that there is a complicated relationship between affect, representation, and habit.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Among those who study subcultures, the use of the word “scene” is not unproblematic
                  or uncontroversial. For now, it will suffice to say that I recognize the problematic
                  nature of the different terms that we might use to describe a grouping of people and
                  I recognize that “scene” is a theoretically complex term. In this sentence, though,
                  I am simply using it to denote the punk culture in Philadelphia.
               

            

         

         
            2. Currently Vila and I are co-authoring an article arguing for the use of the phrase
                  “identitarian articulations” instead of “assemblages” when discussing the particular
                  case of identifications as assemblages. There, we are using “articulation” in a way
                  that is very similar, though not strictly identical, to how Althusser (2001) and Laclau
                  (2005) use the word “articulated.” We are taking the concept a step further though
                  by incorporating the developments of the affective turn into the theory of articulation,
                  which itself has a long history.
               

            

         

         
            3. This is not a shift that is unique to punk, necessarily. Vila (1989) found a similar
                  trend in rock nacional in Argentina.
               

            

         

         
            4. In addition, different actors may have different affective and representational experiences of the same moment, and this may be based on how their
                  different subjectivities are articulated in those moments. To stick with our example,
                  there are many different ways a body might “mosh” and different individuals prefer
                  different pits and different types of moshing (for the sake of space, I will not describe
                  these types in detail here). Based on these preferences, one may experience positive
                  or negative affects in the pit, and may later reflect upon these affects, arresting
                  them, as “good” or “bad,” and this may result in a representational and subjective
                  judgment of the pit itself as having been good or bad. This may also relate to more
                  than just one’s punk identification. Certain other identifications, such as gender
                  or age, may also be articulated with one’s punk identification, and it may be the
                  outcome of this particular articulation in this particular instance that produces, firstly, the affective state and, secondly, the representational
                  judgment.
               

            

         

         
            5. It was common for interviewees to use Green Day as an example of a band who were once
                  punk but have since “sold out.” This did not necessarily mean that anyone had to stop
                  listening to them though. Many narrators here still like Green Day’s music, but challenge
                  the authenticity of their current punk identification. In contrast to this the band
                  NOFX, who are one of the most well known punk bands in the world, has maintained a
                  DIY ethos and has never signed to a major label. As such, their authenticity as punks
                  is not generally challenged.
               

            

         

         
            6. GG Allen was a punk musician who is often referenced as the first scum fuck. Sid Vicious
                  was the bass player for the Sex Pistols who died while in custody after having been
                  accused of murdering his wife, Nancy Spungen.
               

            

         

         
            7. Natalie also said that she had this problem with her own band. Although not all of
                  the band’s members were anarchists, she insisted that they were an anarcho-punk band
                  because of the themes in their music, the symbolism they used, and so forth.
               

            

         

         
            8. Here, and following Massumi (1995), I am using the term “non-conscious,” and following
                  Thrift (2007), I am similarly using the term “pre-cognitive” to differentiate this
                  from the psychoanalytic “unconscious.”
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 2

      Narratives of Entrance into 
 Anarcho-Punk in Philadelphia
      

      
         
         
      

      
      There are many reasons that people may enter into any given culture. Most people,
         however, will never take on a subcultural identification. Therefore, it is worth asking
         why particular individuals do take on identifications that separate them from the
         cultural foundations of “mainstream” society. This is a particularly salient question
         in regards to punk and anarcho-punk, as these identifications are often perceived
         of as being spectacularly “deviant,” and punks’ separation from mainstream society
         is presented through displays on the body, making punks stand out as “Other,” and
         becoming a punk is, in the Deleuzian parlance, a becoming-minoritarian. If, as Erving
         Goffman tells us, most people strive to not be perceived as different or stigmatized,
         what is it about punk and anarcho-punk that made these individuals do otherwise? This
         chapter will attempt to answer that question by describing three narratives that anarcho-punks
         have used to describe their own process of entrance into this culture. I will conclude
         by assessing what we can discern from these three themes.
      

      
      This is what I always was

      
       For some, punk made sense in relation to their already existing sense of self. These
         individuals invested meaning in punk or anarcho-punk because it was a good fit for
         what they already saw themselves as being. In these instances, anarcho-punk took a
         set of oppositional, rebellious values and bestowed identitarian meaning upon them
         as “Anarchist” and “Punk,” hyphenating them into anarcho-punk.
      

      
         Jack: My politics weren’t created by punk, but they were shaped by it. . . . I don’t
            know what I would have found in terms of radical movements had I not discovered it
            through punk . . . [but] I probably would’ve found it somehow. . . . I definitely
            would not downplay the personal significance of my politics, and I was really disaffected,
            and I said, “Man, I’m surrounded by what I am not,” well the big question is, “What
            am I?” . . . One day I said, “Oh, right!” I made the connection thanks to, I’m sure,
            Propagandhi or some punk bands, I said, “I have these political beliefs, this is an
            identity.” You know, “Here are these guys thinking the same thing I do.”
         

Gina: It just, it was sort of like getting into punk, like, “Oh you’ve got this name
            for these things I was thinking!”
         

Lilly: It was really cool finding out that a bunch of other people were anarchists,
            and I also think it’s really interesting, because I was raised a total anarchist and
            kind of raised a punk . . . like, my father would have been a punk were it around,
            and I met all these other people who were raised by totally normal people in the suburbs!
            And their lives were normal, and they just decided that this was what they were going
            to do.
         

Pete: I started getting into the more political part of it. I was like, “Hey, this
            is my thing, this is completely lined up with my politics.”
         

      

      For these individuals, then, they already had some sort of plot to their life that
         punk seemed to fit, but also named. This is an important addendum to the Laclauian
         understanding of identification processes in relation to hegemony. Following Laclau,
         we would find that the naming process creates the identification. Thus, in his work
         on populism (2005), he emphasizes that any movement or identification only comes into
         existence when a particular element of a chain of equivalences is elevated above the
         others and then names the chain. However, for Laclau it is also the case that the
         linkages between the groups in the chain of equivalence are based on a negativity:
         it is a lack that produces their similarity; their demands have not been met and thus
         they unify through this absence. While I would not deny that this may be often true,
         what we see here is that there are other potential ways in which this may work too.
         It is, for these individuals, not a negativity that allowed punk to hegemonize their
         politics and values, but a positivity. It is the already-existent nature of their
         beliefs that resulted in a successful interpellation. It is true that the naming process
         brought the identification into existence, but the chain of equivalence was unified
         by a positivity, not a negativity. Following this, it is important to note that it
         was not enough that these individuals had anti-authoritarian, leftist ideals and were
         introduced to punk rock and anarcho-punk, but there was also a necessary personal
         investment in this discourse to take on the anarcho-punk character. In other words,
         these characters do not automatically become important to the person, but the individual
         must invest in the identification, and they most often do so because it in some way
         fits their existing plot. 
      

      
      For some, this shift to an anarcho-punk identification came from feeling unable to
         fit in with the world. This feeling is common among punk entrance narratives, both
         in my work and in other works on punks, indicating that this is a theme common among
         different punk scenes and individuals. For example, according to Leblanc, “One of
         the commonalities among all the girls’ narratives is their general sense of alienation
         from the mainstream adolescent culture of their neighborhoods or schools” (2002: 79).
         Upon discovering a subculture based at least in part on alienation from the mainstream
         society and which connects this alienation to larger cultural, social, and political
         forces through the hyphenation of punk and anarchism, some invest meaning in the identification.
         This has also been found among other subcultures. Hodkinson (2002), for example, found
         that “it was clear that goths’ dislike of the mainstream also tended to reflect a
         positive and necessary enjoyment on their part of feeling collectively different and,
         more specifically, superior to ‘outsiders’” (75).
      

      
      In the above quotes, we should also note the metaphors of “direction” associated with
         movement and space. This relates to the nature of narrative identification itself,
         which is always a “quest” (Taylor 1989). Above, Jack is implying that his life story
         was in movement, yet it was not directed toward a specific end. This is clearly a
         narratological metaphor in which punk gave his plot a more coherent direction to move
         toward. So, for Jack, the overarching narrative plot of his life involves a rather
         consistent approach to seeing himself as Other to the general society, as well as
         consistently holding particular political ideals. It was this sense of Otherness that
         appealed to him in punk rock, a scene in which he perceives Otherness as being acceptable
         or even highly valued. Additionally, we can see why anarcho-punk became most important to him rather than just punk, as he already had a political
         subjectivity that matched the anarcho-punk hypergood. Therefore, it was the combination
         of a life plot focused on alienation and politics that resulted in a positive evaluation
         of punk. 
      

      
      We should also notice that Jack claimed not only that anarchistic values were already
         present in his thinking, but also that punk “shaped” these political attitudes. The
         use of the word “shaped” is not arbitrary or coincidental. Instead, we see here a
         material metaphor that tells us about the nature of identification. By using a metaphor
         emphasizing that his political attitudes were shaped into a meaningful identification
         as one might shape clay into a statue, giving a shapeless lump that nonetheless exists
         some sort of greater existential meaning, we see in Jack the belief that there was
         already a “thing” in him, but that this “thing” was not yet formed into something
         with meaning, an identification. Instead, anarcho-punk operated as the hands of the
         sculptor, taking what “was” and making it into what “is.” This “what is” is also,
         though, different from what was because the new identitarian label will enter into
         assemblage with the previously articulated narrative sketches of subjectivity. Thus,
         following DeLanda (2008), any given assemblage emerging imminently from its component
         parts produces an effect such that the component parts may be affected by the larger
         whole, even while its component parts affect the larger whole. Therefore, what emerges
         is somehow “new” and “different,” even while working with previously existing assembled
         pieces, such as narrative identification sketches that exist virtually prior to action
         but come into immanent and contingent existence as needed by a scene. This does not
         contradict the assemblage theory of Deleuze and Guattari because 
      

      
         An assemblage of enunciation does not speak “of” things; it speaks on the same level as states of things and states of content. So that the same x, the same particle, may function either as a body that acts and undergoes actions
            or as a sign constituting an act or order-word, depending on which form it is taken
            up by. . . . In this respect, one cannot posit a primacy of expression over content,
            or content over expression. Sometimes the semiotic components are more deterritorialized
            than the material components, and sometimes the reverse (Deleuze and Guattari 1987:
            87).
         

      

      Thus, in assemblage theory, it is possible that the different components will serve
         different purposes in different moments, based on what the scene in which the action
         is taking place “asks for.” With Jack’s narrative we see the importance of materiality
         so prevalent in affect theory, but also the importance of metaphor so significant
         to discourse theory; and, overall, we see that identification and assemblage are not
         mutually exclusive, but can be coextensive, as I explained at the end of the last
         chapter. In Vila’s and my forthcoming work, we therefore aim to intermingle these
         two concepts with our idea of “identitarian articulations,” which seeks to show that
         assemblage theory can still allow for the language of identification when talking
         specifically about assemblages that are identitarian in nature (identitarian articulations).
      

      
      However, we should not allow the above clay metaphor to go too far, as we have to
         also remember that Jack had to invest in this discourse; the discourse could not force
         Jack’s values into any shape, but instead, the construction of Jack’s identifications
         comes into play at that point in which he puts meaning into anarcho-punk. This is
         done in relation to his already existing plot and characters, producing his particular
         identification. We see similar metaphors in Gina and Pete’s statements. For these
         individuals, then, punk was a name given to something that they already sensed. We
         might say that prior to the naming process they had particular affective states and
         particular narrative sketches, but that the discourse of punk named these, territorializing
         it. This narrative is in contrast to some others who felt that punk created who they
         are. However, first, there is another group similar to this one, but with a different
         narrative.[1]  
      

      
      Affirming “Bad Behavior”

      
      Related to, but distinct from the “I was always punk” narrative structure is the claim
         that punk affirmed some sort of “bad behavior” in the individual. Like those who were
         “always” this way, these individuals construct a timeline of their lives that narrates
         their anarcho-punk identification as partially overdetermined. However, there is also
         a distinct difference between these narratives. Instead of already having a set of
         political or rebellious attitudes, per se, that were brought into meaningful existence
         via anarcho-punk, these individuals had what they claim were “negative” personal habits
         that were acceptable or even valued in punk. In other words, their already existing
         identifications that evaluated punk and/or anarcho-punk were, in these cases, not
         necessarily political. Instead, they are contrasted with other aspects of contemporary
         American society, such as hygiene and other “normal” behaviors.
      

      
         Jim: Punk in a lot of ways was a good fit for me lifestyle wise because I didn’t fit
            in with a lot of social norms. I wasn’t as obsessed with hygiene as most people were
            growing up and I was never a keen dresser, I never had the keen fashion sense, I always
            had this unreal utilitarian point of view, where I was like, “Oh, who cares if I got
            a hole in that, just tape it up.” . . . I would say, “Oh, I don’t really care what
            people think, I just want to just be practical,” but it also led me to be a slob.
            And I still think I am a slob! Now, punk came along and made that socially acceptable,
            even fashionable. It enabled what some people would consider to be dysfunctional behavior.
         

Alicia: I found a group of friends there who were, you know, oddballs. Misfits of
            a sort . . . most of them weren’t actually punk in any kind of way at all.
         

      

      Though this is not completely unlike the “outcast” attitude found in Jack’s narrative,
         it is meaningfully different. Jack did not perceive of his pre-punk self as having
         “negative” traits, only as being different from that which was around him. Furthermore,
         for Jim, he does not narrate his prior character as having been a political outcast,
         per se, but instead claims that he was always less concerned with hygiene and fashion
         than his peers, and was always “utilitarian” in his dress. This utilitarianism is
         often valued among certain sub-sections of punk, especially those associated with
         anarchism, that construct authenticity around an apparent lack of concern for personal
         grooming habits and fashionable sensibilities. 
      

      
      Similarly, Alicia claims that her friends were not punk, but instead were just oddballs and misfits. This too is similar to Leblanc’s
         finding that, “Whether upper middle class or poor, [punk] girls described themselves
         as nerds, loners, or social rejects, highlighting differences between themselves and
         their more mainstream peers that even predated their construction of punk identities”
         (2002: 80). Obviously, the same thing is going on with those in this book who found
         that they were distinct from their peers in ways that were not punk, but that made
         punk appealing to them. Importantly, the claim that they were not punks indicates
         a significant difference from those who claim to have “always been” punk, even though
         the sense of being an outsider is comparable.
      

      
       Similarly, both Lilly and Peter found that punk didn’t just enable “bad” behavior,
         but that it was a place where those with some sort of mental health issues would be
         embraced. This is connected to the “Punk Solidarity” narrative discussed in the previous
         chapter. It also fits here because these individuals specifically felt that they found
         support for some sort of psychological problem that made it difficult for them to
         fit into the “mainstream” society. In discussing her parents, Lilly explained that
         her father, who she says is also an anarchist, worries that her “falling completely
         and totally out of the norms of society might be a sign of mental illness among myself
         and my peers. And I can’t necessarily . . . correct him on that, because most of my
         friends are like, kind of, yeah, I’m kind of a little bit wonked.” That Lilly claims her father is an anarchist, but that he too is afraid of her
         dislocation from “the norms of society” speaks to the significance of the hyphenation
         of punk and anarchy into the anarcho-punk identitarian assemblage. While even other
         anarchists might find some behaviors problematic, it is in the hyphenation between
         punk and anarchy that they become acceptable; punk brings to anarchy a sense of distinction,
         and a way of accepting things like a general lack of hygiene, psychological disorders,
         and in some cases drug and alcohol use or abuse as well as other supposedly “deviant”
         behaviors.[2]   Anarchy then brings to punk the articulation/assemblage of these behaviors as part
         of a larger rebellion against the mainstream culture, giving meaning and sense to
         one’s life and struggles.
      

      
      Similarly, in discussing the specific branch of the anarcho-punk subculture that opts
         for a kind of nomadic lifestyle, often hopping freight trains and hitchhiking, Peter
         explained that “amongst the traveling community mental health problems are the norm
         . . . that’s why a lot of us, I think, have come together in such a tight knit way;
         we’re all very needy people. We need support and we need help. And we understand that
         from each other so we all stick together.” In each case, we see that these individuals
         have found different elements of the punk subculture that offer them a support network
         that fits their existing plot as someone “with problems.” While the mainstream society
         tends to alienate and institutionalize individuals who are diagnosed with mental health
         disorders, the punk and anarcho-punk communities offer support networks that allow
         for an alternative coping strategy that these individuals find valuable. This is one
         of the reasons that these individuals invested in this identification: it offered
         something to the person as someone “with problems.” In this way, punk may also be
         understood as an alternative anti-institutional space. If those “with problems” are
         so commonly institutionalized in prisons and mental institutions in contemporary American
         society, punk offers an alternative ethical space to the institution. 
      

      
       Importantly, we see here that there are a variety of potential ways in which anarcho-punk
         is brought in line with the person’s already existing plot. Clearly, the identification
         operates in different ways based on the already existing plots, narratives, and characters
         of the individual who is investing in the discourse. So for all of the above individuals,
         the anarcho-punk discourse produced an identification by placing new meaning upon
         their already existing narratives. This new discourse necessarily would have interacted
         with the person’s already existing sense of self, which would impact their unique
         version of the identification. While this will result in each particular version of
         punk being unique to the individual, it will not be strictly unique, as identifications
         are always developed socially. Therefore, we should expect that punks in other scenes
         and other locales would share similarities with those mentioned here, as was discussed
         in the previous chapter through the emphasis on the geopolitical spaces of punk scenes.
         In other words, what we can say is that in the process of assembling an identitarian
         articulation, the larger milieu of punk will enter into a relationship with the individual’s
         narrative sketches, her or his social relationships, physical locale, emotions, affects,
         technologies, and habits, and so on. Each of these will be a piece of the articulation
         as it is enacted in any given instance, varying as least slightly from scene to scene
         depending on what the space the person finds themselves in “asks” for. Therefore,
         each articulation of meaning will be different, and yet each will also have some relationship
         to others.
      

      
      This is what I became

      
       In contrast to the previous narratives, this third set of individuals all narrate
         anarcho-punk as something that radically changed them from something that they were to that which they are. However, in practice, there is a connection between this narrative structure and
         those above. While the individuals here see themselves as having shifted radically
         from one thing to another, many did discuss an identification that already existed
         for them that punk made sense in reference to. Therefore, for these individuals, they
         did go through a significant change in their life story, but we can discover why this
         particular change took place by understanding the identifications and plots that already
         existed for them. While this is similar to some of the narratives above, as the interviewee
         already had a particular “something” that operated as a character evaluating the offered
         discourse, the end result is very different because the narrative involves a kind
         of “born again” element, or a sharp demarcation between the sense of self that existed
         prior to the discovery of punk and that which exists after discovering anarcho-punk
         and investing identitarian meaning into it. These individuals do not see themselves
         as having had an already existing set of attitudes, values, or ethics that were given
         meaning via their discovery of anarcho-punk. Instead, here we see that there was something
         else that they found meaning in through punk, such as the music itself, and only after
         that did they find the ideologies of anarchism and rebellion that underlie punk appealing.
      

      
         Mitch: If I wasn’t punk rock, I’d be a completely different person. . . . My duty
            is not to be a fucking racist fucking hick living in [my hometown]. Because that’s
            where my life was . . . living this lower middle-class lifestyle in [that city] with
            these conservative people like what I was taught. . . . My whole ideas really came
            from getting into punk. I mean, I wouldn’t be doing what I do today [if it weren’t
            for punk]. 
         

Lisa: When I first got into it, I got into the music first and didn’t really understand
            the ideology behind it . . . so I would chant slogans without really knowing what
            they meant. [Interviewer:   What kind of helped change the identity?] Going to protests, talking to other people, some bands that have lyrics that would
            make me think about the bigger picture . . . and then going to places like The Wooden
            Shoe [a local anarchist infoshop] or getting zines from distros and stuff at punk
            shows.
         

Andrew (when asked what drew him to anarchism): Mostly the music, the punk music,
            really . . . the most inspiring would be the Subhumans. . . . That’s sort of what
            drove me into [anarchism] at that point.
         

      

       There are a number of important components to these narratives. The first connects
         us to the work of Pierre Bourdieu as well as theorists of habit and affect. Here,
         I am defining habit in line with the affect theories of Brian Massumi, who tells us
         that habits are, “an acquired automatic-self regulation. It resides in the flesh.
         . . . As acquired, it can be said to be ‘cultural.’ As automatic and material, it
         can pass for ‘natural’” (2002: 11). Specifically, what we see here is that embodied
         habits may be linked to an ideology, in this case derived from punk culture and its
         relation to anarchism, making it cultural, but that this linkage is anything but simple.
         For some individuals, such as the first group narrated above, an ideology presaged
         their identifications as punks and anarchists. Therefore, ideology led to a particular
         identification, which would eventually lead to particular habits as a punk, which,
         in time, would come to pass for “natural” ways of being in the world. In the second
         set of narratives, we see that for some individuals, it went the other way around.
         They had particular habits (such as a lack of hygiene) that led to an interest in
         punk, which would eventually also lead to the development of related habits while
         also maintaining the pre-existing habits. Here, we see yet a third approach to the
         relationship between habit and ideology. Ideology can, in fact, emerge out of embodied
         actions that are becoming-habitual, but are not yet so. Specifically, for individuals
         like Lisa, above, and some others we find that doing things like singing anarchist-themed
         punk songs, going to protests, and taking on the “correct” presentation of a political
         self was a part of becoming-punk. At first, this was not ideological in nature, but
         only a performance of punkness. However, these performances eventually developed deeper
         meanings for the performing subject. In other words, the embodied actions and habits
         eventually led to an investment in the ideology that was, at first, a largely unconscious
         performance. The ideology then reaffirms the habits in a kind of feedback loop.
      

      
       Thus, we should recognize that multiple theorists are both partially correct and
         incorrect. Theorists in the discourse tradition, especially those following Lacan,
         like Ernesto Laclau, have commonly argued that the subject is produced through language
         and that embodiment is ultimately rooted in language and ideology. These theorists
         are, for some subjects, correct. However, other theorists, such as Bourdieu and Pascal
         argue that habit leads to belief/ideology: 
      

      
         Pascal’s final answer, then, is leave rational argumentation and submit yourself simply
            to ideological ritual, stupefy yourself by repeating the meaningless gestures, act
            as if you already believe, and the belief will come by itself . . . by following a custom
            the subject believes without knowing it, so that the final conversion is merely a
            formal act by means of which we recognize what we have already believed (Žižek 1989:
            38–39). 
         

      

      Similarly, “For Pascal, belief arises from corporeal dispositions, but for Bourdieu
         it is located in those dispositions themselves and need never rise to consciousness”
         (Beasley-Murray 2010:196). In either case, these theorists, too, are right but also
         only for some subjects. Of course, here the ideology does rise to the point of consciousness
         as anarchist, but the point is that the relationship can go any way: from ideology
         to subjectivity to habit; from habit to subjectivity to ideology; from subjectivity
         to habit to ideology; or from subjectivity to ideology to habit. There is no need
         for us to select one or another of these, because which will be operative varies based
         on the narrated experiences of the subjects themselves, rather than any particular
         direction of causality being correct a priori.
      

      
       Secondly, in this case, if the music and subculture appealed to them for reasons
         that do not connect to an already existing hypergood or political position, then we
         still have to investigate why the subculture did interpellate them. One of the most
         common statements was that some other subculture, especially skateboarding and heavy
         metal or grunge, came first and that in punk they found an even better instance of
         what they already liked about those subcultures. In other words, their plot involved
         a “skater,” a “heavy metal,” or a “grunge fan” character. They then found that punk
         fit their sense of self even better than the other subcultural identification(s),
         and therefore they invested in it, allowing punk to entirely or partially replace
         their already existing identification.[3]  
      

      
      However, this does not fully explain the situation. If they found something similar,
         but better or more “authentic” in punk than they had found in other cultures, then
         we also have to look into what that “something” that had also existed in these other
         subcultures was. For many interviewees, they listed a series of affective elements
         that existed in each of these subcultures, but that punk produced these affective
         states with what Deleuze would refer to as a greater level of intensity. Many mentioned
         the music’s speed, aggressiveness, humor, and especially its “energy” (as described
         in the previous chapter). Following the approach to affect previously detailed, we
         see here that affect can work to produce identifications. Yes, these identifications
         may be assemblages, but as we can see here we have not yet done away with the need
         for the language of identity. Following my work with Vila (forthcoming), I therefore
         argue that in cases like this, we are finding assemblages as identifications, but
         that we need to add something new to our lexicon to make sense of assemblages in the
         context of the study of identification. For Vila and me, these are “identitarian articulations.”
         Following assemblage and affect theory, identitarian articulations allow us to recoup
         the importance of body, habit, affects, technology, and movement without eliminating
         the significance of the language of discourse, narrative, and identification.
      

      
       These same affective reference points were often used to describe the scene itself
         and the individual’s feelings about the first punk show they attended. For a small
         number of interviewees, they also listed punk style and fashion as something that
         had appealed to them. In these narratives, the interviewee often referenced some punk
         they had seen on the street or in a store, or a family member such as a sibling or
         cousin who introduced them to punk. The interviewee then found that the music or style
         produced curiosity about punk generally. The character that they already had, then,
         worked to evaluate punk and found that it was a better fit for them.
      

      
       At this point, though, it was not necessarily the case that the individual had invested
         in the hyphenation of anarchist and punk characters, or even in each of these characters
         separately. Instead, they were at this point just punk. It was not until later that
         both the “anarcho” hyphenation comes into place as well as the investment in the ethical
         ideal that is related to it. What happens is that the individual invests in the punk
         hailing because it better fits their plot. From here, the punk character investigates
         the meanings, histories, spaces, and music of punk at a deeper level, perhaps with
         the goal of becoming a more “authentic” subcultural member. In doing this, they may
         discover that anarchism has a history of connections to punk and that taking on an
         anarchist identification can reaffirm their punk character. Many people mentioned
         that this happened when someone took them to The Wooden Shoe, an anarchist bookstore
         that has a long, if ambivalent, history of connections to the punk scene in Philadelphia.
         In adopting the hyphenation of anarchism and punk—anarcho-punk—they also developed
         the ethical position that is associated with it. Unlike some for whom a political
         subjectivity and an ethical sensibility or hypergood already existed, for these individuals
         it came out of their initial investment in a punk hailing and its associated affective
         and habitual tendencies.
      

      
       That this takes place should not be surprising. Presumably, most invest meaning in
         this identification because they find something of personal value in it. Therefore,
         the desire to better “fit” the identification should be a fairly natural one. Similar
         desires have also been found in other subcultures. For example, Hodkinson (2002) found,
      

      
         Having been initially attracted to goth music, style or individuals as a result of
            mixed pubs and clubs, would-be recruits often ended up deliberately seeking out and
            attending exclusive goth events, and as a result gradually making more and more subcultural
            friends, something which opened the doors to subcultural networks of influence and
            information (88).
         

      

      However, this contrasts with certain contemporary “post-subcultural” assumptions about
         the nature of youth involvements with non-mainstream cultures. Again, Hodkinson (2002)
         describes this as follows:
      

      
         The potential spiral we have been describing here, of increased event attendance and
            ever more exclusive subcultural commitment, contrasts markedly with descriptions of
            fickle, individualized postmodern consumers who continually move between partial and
            ephemeral attachments. While increasing numbers of individuals across society may
            behave in such ways, the model is largely inappropriate to patterns of involvement
            in the goth scene or in other subcultures with their own relatively exclusive spaces
            and relationship circles (96).
         

      

      We should include punk within these “other subcultures” described by Hodkinson. Thus,
         like the goths he studied, we here see a potential spiral of ideological and identitarian
         commitment to punk and subsequently anarcho-punk. Increased commitment to the subculture
         results in behaviors and habits that are perceived as more “authentic,” including
         the potential adoption of an anarchist identification and anarchist political actions.
      

      
       We see a particularly interesting example of this in Lisa’s narrative because she
         references going to protests as something that existed prior to her political and
         anarchist characters. For her, going to protests and engaging in political activity
         was a part of being punk in the scene in which she was developing that particular
         character; she went to protests because this is what she felt that one did as a punk.
         However, in going to protests and engaging in political activity, she ended up investing
         identitarian meaning in anarchism, and in doing so she hyphenated punk and anarchy,
         creating the anarcho-punk character (again, showing that habit and affect can come
         before ideology). The importance of space should also be mentioned here. Following
         assemblage theory, the physical topography and its associated technologies are a part
         of assemblages and thus, for me, are a part of identitarian articulations and may
         contribute to narratives. For Lisa this takes place as the physical space of the protest
         entered into articulation with her punk identification, gradually producing a particular
         variant on that, the “anarcho-punk.”
      

      
       In some cases above we also see the creation of an imagined alternative life story
         and alternative characters that are somehow “less than” the existing self. Because
         identification narratives are often developed in relation to an ethical position,
         this operates as a counterpoint to the ethical self; this Other can serve as evidence
         for the individual’s own ethical nature. Hence, above, the narrators are constructing
         a hypergood that is in contrast to the ethics of an Other that they might have been,
         a kind of model Other represented by someone else in their life, an Other that would
         be less ethical. Furthermore, the very nature of narrative brings this ethical self
         into being as the narrator becomes the protagonist in a story, centering the self
         as a representative of the “good” relative to some Other who does not share their
         ethics. 
      

      
       Mitch in particular explained that he feels the person he is today is a better person
         than he would have been had he never discovered punk and anarchism. We see this clearly
         in his claim that he’d be a “completely different person.” Similarly, Mitch also claimed
         that, “I think if I wasn’t a punk I’d probably be a lot more sexist than I am.” Mitch
         sees the Other he could have potentially become had he never invested in punk in his
         brother-in-law who is a “corporate lawyer” who “did this case for asbestos workers,
         for the company against the asbestos workers” and “in [one state], [a large oil company]
         spilled, like ground water got [contaminated], and all these people’s wells were destroyed,
         and he defended [the oil company].” Another antagonist was his cousin’s wife who is
         a representative for a large pharmaceutical corporation. Mitch constructs a narrative
         complete with opposing Others as characters in his story that operate as contrasting
         points to his ethical self as an anarcho-punk. Thus, the physical space of the city
         in which he grew up (he no longer lives there), the behaviors of certain family members,
         and the subject positions that came along with that are rejected as the Other of his
         story.
      

      
       Andrew also maintained that anarcho-punk helped construct an identification that
         assisted him in becoming the person he is today, including his professional role in
         a helping profession. In discussing that he perceives some of the younger punks as
         less grounded in a strong anarchist ethic that he found when discovering the scene,
         he explained that it was “what I learned before as the politics that sort of shaped
         my identity as someone who helps people, and supports different people. . . . I have
         that prior experience, they do not.” This element of age is important to a number
         of chapters in this book, and is a part of the discussion about ways in which the
         Philadelphia punk scene has changed into a less directly anarchistic space. Therefore,
         some claimed that the hyphenation of anarchism and punk is less common today for the
         scene on the whole, but remains the case only for particular individuals. It is these
         younger individuals who are seen as less anarchistic and serve as a counterpoint to
         the ethical self. 
      

      
       Here we see that habit can also be interpellative. We might explain this as follows:
         for some older punks, they entered the scene at a time when there was a strong articulation
         between anarchism and punk. Existing punks, presumably, were performing, sometimes
         habitually, the presentations of punk-as-anarchist and anarchist-as-punk; they were
         working to intentionally make this apparently self-same for identitarian purposes.
         Therefore, in order to be perceived of as appropriately punk in that particular idio-geographical
         space, these participants also performed the appropriate political behaviors, which
         may have eventually become both ideological and habitual.[4]   Therefore, what was affective and habitual for one participant operated as a hailing
         for another, resulting in a successful interpellation as anarcho-punk. Later, now
         younger joiners of the scene though, for whatever reason, were not necessarily successfully
         interpellated as “anarchist,” but only as “punk.” This, for some of the narrators,
         explains why the scene has changed from a politically charged punk scene to a less
         political space (while, again, recognizing the complicated meaning of “political,”
         as discussed above, and while also recognizing that the younger punks being talked
         about here may not themselves feel apolitical. Presumably, some may construct their
         identifications differently. Furthermore, I am not looking to make an argument about
         the exact nature of the change in the Philadelphia punk scene. It is always possible
         that older members are looking back with “rose colored glasses” at their youth. The
         point here is instead to place these younger individuals, as well as the memory-spaces
         and attitudes of the scene’s older members, into the narratological context of the
         stories being told).
      

      
      This notion of older and younger participants has been important to a number of studies
         of subcultures. For example, Hodkinson found that among Goths, “the age of participants
         and their lack of stylistic extremity or of in-depth subcultural knowledge are taken
         as evidence of insufficient commitment” (2002: 79). Similarly, among travelers in
         Europe, the “scene is differentiated by generation. The older generation . . . adhered
         to a hippy-like philosophy” and often chose a nomadic existence, unlike their younger
         counterparts (Martin 2002: 83). In both cases there is an important emphasis on discourses
         of authenticity that have a particular relationship to age of the subcutural participants.
         In the narratives here, age is being used as a proxy for having developed a strong
         commitment to anarchist ideals and bringing this commitment into one’s behaviors.
         Younger participants, it is claimed, have not developed the same kind of political
         identification. That this notion of age is so prevalent throughout subcultural studies
         tells us something of the importance of age to this kind of research generally. If
         older subcultural participants developed their plot in relation to a particular discourse
         of authenticity, we should not be surprised that when this discourse changes, the
         younger subcultural members who have invested in a different, if related, discourse
         may be sometimes and partially criticized by their elders. After all, what it means
         to be a member has shifted in ways that are important to their subcultural elders.
         
      

      
       This also tells us something about subcultures generally. While many contemporary
         researchers of subcultures have worked to emphasize the temporary and ephemeral nature
         of subcultural identification, other work has indicated that this is not always the
         case. Here, we see a middle ground between these two positions. For any given member,
         identification may be long lasting and quite structured; as some anarcho-punks in
         this work claimed, they hope to be “punk for life.” This is similar to some goths
         who have also aged, but remained committed to their subcultural identification: “For
         the older participants in the present study, an enduring sense of personal belonging
         to the goth scene was apparent and most thought it likely the subculture would remain
         important to them for the foreseeable future” (Hodkinson 2011: 267). However, the
         meaning of identification can shift from time to time. Therefore, while identification
         and participation may prove long term and at least somewhat stable, perhaps even lifelong,
         the meaning of participation can be more fluid. However, subcultural members may be
         critical of one another based upon this shift, indicating a desire among some for
         stability rather than flexibility that is not reflected well in the claims of some
         post-subculturalists. Thus, following my work with Vila, we might say that the intersubjective
         judgments from others of the authenticity of one’s identification operates as an arresting
         force, producing a kind of subjectivity that, while also potentially in flux, in practice necessarily produces the illusion of some level of stability.
         This is done in part to be perceived of as a proper punk (or goth) subject. Without
         this performance of [semi-]permanence, the subject is seen as a poser, or a passer-through;
         inauthentic. It is only through the arrest capacity of judgments, habits, and so on
         resulting in the performed presentation of a “stable individual” that one can be perceived
         of as “authentic.”
      

      
       The point to understand is that such narratives are constructed according to the
         individual’s ethics, but that these are also linked to embodiment, habit, affect,
         ideology, and so on. While some may have always had an ethical position, others did
         not, but both come to share it. These ethics also require the existence of less ethical
         Others to whom the narrators compare themselves. This narrative is not unlike the
         narratives of “saved” religious individuals who see their life as having shifted drastically
         after the “discovery of god” and who see Others in sinners; in this narrative, punk
         rock is god.
      

      
      Conclusion: Embracing Punk 
 and Anarcho-Punk Stigma
      

      
       We see in this chapter ways in which some anarcho-punks construct their entrance
         into an antagonistic and potentially stigmatized or stigmatizing identification. Furthermore,
         this antagonistic identification is, for anarcho-punks, ethically structured, and
         there are various ways in which one’s plot might produce the weaving of anarchism
         and punk, as well as its various affective states, ideologies, habits, spaces, and
         so on into the character “anarcho-punk” with a hypergood plot.
      

      
       These are a series of explanations for how individuals have chosen to enter into
         this stigmatized identification and what kind of values they have found in it. Each
         interviewee narrates a way in which they found significant importance in the identification,
         which perhaps allows them to reconcile their stigma. Furthermore, it seems likely
         that the presence of a community of anarcho-punks and punks in general, such as exists
         in Philadelphia as well as in many other cities in the world, also allows for this
         maintenance of a stigmatized identification by surrounding one’s self with other “stigmatized”
         individuals who revel in the same Otherness. This is similar to what Hodkinson (2002)
         found: “Among goths, the strength of the distinction from perceived outsiders was
         particularly intensive as a result of the prejudice and occasional violence goths
         were prone to receive in light of their unconventional appearance” (Hodkinson 2002:
         74). (This possibility of experiencing violence at the hands of non-subcultural members
         will come up again in the net chapter.) Goffman also claims,
      

      
         The relationship of the stigmatized individual to the informal community and formal
            organizations of his own kind is, then, crucial. This relationship will, for example,
            mark a great difference between those whose differentness provides them very little
            of a new “we,” and those, such as minority group members, who find themselves a part
            of a well-organized community with long standing traditions—a community that makes
            appreciable claims on loyalty and income, defining the member as someone who should
            take pride in his illness and not seek to get well (Goffman 1963: 38).
         

      

      Anarcho-punks, though, have exaggerated this possibility, not only by opting into
         their stigma unlike some other “minority” groups, but also by creating an entire international
         community dedicated to this differentness and portraying that difference through aesthetics
         and style. This internationalism allows for stronger maintenance of the stigmatized
         self, as they have an exceptionally large and well-formed new “we” spread across the
         entire world, linked through music, geopolitical space, ideology, style, and the imagination
         of an existing community. Because this imagined community is so central to the maintenance
         of the stigmatized identification, it is likely that punks in other scenes, even at
         a geographical distance, will identify with it in a similar way, as they too will
         need the community to make sense of the stigmatized identification that they have
         taken on. What we have seen in this chapter is how and why individuals enter into
         this community, becoming punks. From there they may become a part of anarchist and
         social justice movements and struggles based on their ethics and ideals after the
         hyphenation of punk and anarchism has been developed.
      

      
       Finally, punks are a very particular kind of “minority.” As I show in later chapters,
         many participants in the Philadelphia punk scene are white men, and are therefore
         not “minorities” in the traditional, American sense, as 
      

      
         It is obvious that “man” holds the majority, even if he is less numerous than mosquitoes,
            children, women, blacks, peasants, homosexuals, etc. This is because he appears twice,
            once in the constant and again in the variable from which the constant is extracted.
            Majority assumes a stance of power and domination, not the other way around. It assumes
            the standard measure, not the other way around (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 105).
         

      

      However, that such individuals may be majoritarian in relation to their sex and gender
         does not mean that they are so in relation to all of their multiple identifications.
         The identitarian articulation of punk and anarchist may, at times, make even majority
         subjects into a becoming-minoritarian subject. Following Deleuze and Guattari, “Minorities,
         of course, are objectively definable states, states of language, ethnicity, or sex
         with their own ghetto territorialities, but they must also be thought of as seeds,
         crystals of becoming whose value is to trigger uncontrollable movements of deterritorializations
         of the mean or majority” (1987: 106). In other words, minorities seek to represent
         an alternative to the contemporary order; they are counter-hegemonic manifestations
         of something “other” that is yet-to-come. The goal of this is to create alternatives
         available to all:
      

      
         In erecting the figure of a universal minoritarian consciousness one addresses powers
            (puissances) of becoming that belong to a different realm from that of Power (Pouvoir) and Domination. Continuous variation constitutes the becoming-minoritarian of everybody,
            as opposed to the majoritarian Fact of Nobody. . . . It is certainly not by using
            a minor language as a dialect, by regionalizing or ghettoizing, that one becomes revolutionary;
            rather, by sing a number of minority elements, by connecting, conjugating them, one
            invents a specific, unforeseen, autonomous becoming (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 106).
         

      

      It is such a project that anarcho-punks, when at their best, are engaged in (see also
         Avery-Natale 2010).
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Here we see an important differentiation between interpellation as I am developing
                  it and its related roots in Louis Althusser (among others). Althusser has commonly
                  been criticized for minimizing the possibility of agency on behalf of the interpellated
                  individual. This is most obvious in his story of the police officer hailing the citizen
                  on the street, where there is little indication that the hailed subject had a choice
                  in her or his subjectivation. Instead, the subject is simply either “not yet there”
                  or “always already here” without a moment of true becoming with any agency on behalf
                  of the subject. In my approach, though, I use narrative identification theories to
                  reclaim the place of agency on behalf of the subject. Interpellation and subjectivation
                  happen, in other words, but not without a complicated back and forth between the subject(s)
                  and the object(s) of power. Following Foucault, we should recognize that power always
                  involves the return of power; that power permeates all of existence and is not simply
                  repressive. Because this is a work about anarchism, this is an important point: it
                  is not simply that power produces the subject, but that the subject has the ability
                  to “respond” to power in varying ways, including through resistance. It is in Judith
                  Butler’s work that we find an approach to this most fully developed, such that interpellation
                  by a performative produces the subject, but does so imperfectly, leaving room open
                  to alternative approaches to the performance of the produced subjectivity; there is
                  a gap between the referenced ideal of subjecthood and the subjective performance of
                  the identity, and in that gap there is room for resistance, differentiation, and change.
               

            

         

         
            2. A recent article by psychologist Bruce Levine discussed this problem in regards to
                  anti-authoritarians generally, who are often diagnosed with “disorders” such as Oppositional
                  Defiance Disorder (ODD) and Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD). Not only are these common
                  anarchist and punk attitudes (opposition to authority, a lack of interest in calmness
                  and stability, high energy levels), but in an e-mail conversation with Dr. Levine
                  he and I agreed that many punks and other anti-authoritarians may use drugs and alcohol
                  as ways of coping with psychological struggles in a way that seems, in Dr. Levine’s
                  words, less existentially threatening than the psychologist’s couch, which may be
                  understood as an authoritarian place. According to him, this is not a coincidence
                  because the field of psychology is entrenched in authoritarianism. (Levine, personal
                  communication, March 2, 2012)
               

            

         

         
            3. It is not necessary that this be a complete replacement. Many skaters are into punk
                  rock music along with hip-hop and heavy metal. Similarly, many punk rock bands are
                  also influenced by heavy metal. Other subcultures that were mentioned, such as grunge,
                  also have connections to punk. Therefore, what we have to understand here is that
                  this is not necessarily an entire shift in behavior or music, but a shift in identification
                  and label specifically.
               

            

         

         
            4. This is in contrast to certain contemporary theorists, such as Jon Beasley-Murray
                  (2010) who argue that ideology and hegemony are no longer, or never were, an accurate
                  way of understanding obedience, authority, power, or identity. For Beasley-Murray,
                  “Effects attributed to ideology inhere, rather, in the embodied common sense that
                  constitutes . . . habitus” (177). In habitus, “social principles” are invested in
                  the body “below the level of calculation and even consciousness, beneath discourse
                  and representation” (177). I am not necessarily arguing that Beasley-Murray is entirely
                  wrong here, but instead that he overstates his case. As we see, it certainly is the
                  case that at times embodied habit predetermines ideology. However, we also see in this chapter that
                  it is not always the case that habit comes first. Instead, it can go in a variety of directions. Similarly,
                  when Beasley-Murray claims, “Nazism is not simply an ideological discourse that wins
                  over the masses, still less one man’s manipulation of the political and cultural spheres:
                  ideology comes afterwards; hegemony is always belated” (206), I again do not entirely
                  disagree with him. Of course it is the case that Nazism was not simply an ideological discourse, nor simply one man’s (Hitler’s) manipulation. However, Beasley-Murray goes too far when he essentializes
                  this claim by insisting that ideology comes after habit by definition and that hegemony
                  (a term he wishes to do away with anyway) is always belated. This is not to say, though, that ideology is always obvious to us, nor that
                  ideology does not operate differently today than perhaps it did in the past. However,
                  contrary to Beasley-Murray’s interpretation of Žižek, I follow Žižek’s (1989) claim
                  that, “the real break is represented by Althusser, by his insistence on the fact that
                  a certain cleft, a certain fissure, misrecognition, characterizes the human condition
                  as such: by the thesis that the idea of the possible end of ideology is an ideological
                  idea par excellence” (xxiv). On page xxxi, Žižek, contrary to Beasley-Murray, also
                  refers to the idea that we live in a post-ideological condition as an “illusion.”
                  This is because the process of interpellation produces the illusion that the subject
                  who is only brought into being in the interpellative process was “already there” (xxv).
                  In fact, Žižek sees the very idea of overcoming ideology, of some sort of return to
                  utopia/Eden, as a totalitarian myth: “the greatest mass murders and holocausts have
                  always been perpetrated in the name of man as harmonious being, of a New Man without
                  antagonistic tension” (xxviii). 
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

       Physical and Sartorial 
 Presentations of Resistance and Identification
      

      
         
         
      

      
      An Introduction to Punk and Style

      
       Punk, since its beginnings, has had an interesting relationship to fashion and style.
         Having rejected the confines of the mainstream, punk often manifested this rejection
         through style. Often, and especially beginning in England, this style emphasized spectacular
         displays such as the piercing of the face and ironic usages of sacred or profane symbols.
         Today, this version of punk style is only one of many. While there are various punk
         styles, sometimes with their own names such as “street punk,” “spirit of ’77,” “crust
         punk,” “hardcore,” and so forth, each version is still punk, and other punks will
         often recognize an individual as a punk based in part on this stylistic presentation.
         With that being said, most of the interviewees here said that clothing and style does
         not determine whether or not someone is a punk. While many, perhaps even most, punks
         will often present a punk style, it was repeatedly emphasized that someone can be
         “punk in their mind” without being punk in their style. This is in contrast to some
         other subcultures, such as goth where, “When asked to indicate the most important
         aspects of their participation, 53 percent of Whitby Festival Questionnaire respondents
         selected fashion/appearance” (Hodkinson 2002: 131). Furthermore, “To a significant
         extent, it was through ownership and use of consumer goods that goths claimed their
         subcultural capital. . . . The act of shopping was often an important subcultural
         activity in itself” (Hodkinson 2002: 132).
      

      
      Anarchism, as a political subculture of sorts, has not had the same kind of connection
         to fashion or style as has punk. Traditionally, anarchists have simply worn the normal
         clothing of their day or their profession. We can, though, see at least some of the
         influence that punk and anarchism have had on one another today through the prevalence
         of wearing black clothing in both. Black has historically been the color of anarchism,
         as a black flag is the image of anarchy (with black and another color representing
         different schools of anarchism; black and red being anarchist-communism; black and
         green being environmental anarchism, etc.). Punks, and even more so anarcho-punks,
         are also especially well known for wearing a great deal of black clothing. This largely
         began with the band Crass, but continues to the present day. Today, this trend is
         not uncommon among anarchists generally. Thus, there is at least some relationship
         between the fashions of punk and anarchism. 
      

      
      That many punks and at least some anarchists do take on particular stylistic signifiers,
         though, should not be surprising. After all, clothing and style are a part of identifications
         as such:
      

      
         Language and dress are sign systems through which . . . what counts is not so much
            what is “underneath,” but rather the surface as such, the system or pattern itself
            which body and thought assume. . . . Like language . . . dress functions as a kind
            of “syntax,” according to a set of more or less constant rules. . . . These rules
            allow a garment, and body coverings in general, to acquire meaning, whether that of
            a veritable social significance, codified in costume through time, or a pure and simple
            exhibition of interconnected signs on the body (Calefato 2004: 5).
         

      

      Therefore, with that in mind, many people will display a particular identitarian character
         through style, and punks are no exception. Punks’ stylistic approach also can include
         a “grotesque irony” that has influenced much of the punk aesthetic, described as having
         “no impenetrable surface, no insuperable limit: every inch of skin can be pierced
         by a safety pin, slashed by a blade or used for the exhibition of an unusual object”
         (Calefato 2004: 32). This was documented by Dick Hebdige (1979) in one of the earliest
         academic analyses of punk, showing that English punks took the material signifiers
         of dominant British culture and rearticulated their meanings in order to construct
         an oppositional culture. This aspect of punks’ stylistic appropriations gets at the
         nature of the grotesque, that which “is hyperbolic enumeration, expressed through
         a conception of the body as a semiotic object . . . in process, in whose performances
         it is possible to invert the meaning of different components” (Calefato 2004: 30).
      

      
       This draws us to a connection with contemporary affect and assemblage theories, and
         what Vila and I are referring to as identitarian articulations. In these approaches,
         the body and identifications are not pre-established “things” with meaningful contours
         onto which meaning is mapped. Instead, “things” and people come into existence, achieve
         “thingification” through the immanent combination of elements of a social scene combined
         with partially pre-existing sketches of plots, narrative identifications, and characters.
         Any given social scene will “ask” for particular articulations of our various multiple
         identification sketches, and the contingent appearance of a self that appears in the
         scene will work with the scene’s geographies, physicalities, power relationships,
         technologies, and so on to become the self “asked for” by the scene, but always in
         a complicated relationship with the existing desires, narrative identification sketches,
         and so on that exist virtually prior to articulation, but come into temporary coalescence
         in the scene. 
      

      
      Here, we can understand clothing as a kind of technology used to participate in a
         particular space that operates as an affective conductor. Following this line of thought,
         
      

      
         In particular, objects form shields to human vulnerability by extending the body’s
            circumference. They provide mental and physical resources to allow the body to be
            in the world, they add to what and how the body can experience, and they have their
            own agency, an ability to move bodies in particular ways. Thus clothes are not just
            ornamentation and display, they protect from the weather, provide resources for all
            kinds of specialist situations, and they produce particular corporeal stances (DeLanda
            2008: 239).
         

      

      Thus, clothing is one part of what is articulated with the space itself and the identifications
         of the subject, a subject that is always in motion as a semiotic object and a performing
         subject; a body that is both affective and affecting; clothing is one part of what
         is assembled/articulated to appear in a particular scenario, allowing for a particular
         corporeal stance. Wissinger (Clough 2007: 231) has discussed this in the context of the modeling industry, which of course
         connects to clothing:
      

      
         To move beyond the closure of the organism, bodies must be reconceived as open to
            a dynamic interaction with technologies. . . . In this way, it is possible to think
            a body—uncontained and fluid—as being open to investment with technical capacities
            that further control, amplify, or channel bodily forces, temporarily giving a body
            a “whatever” identity in the body’s function as a node in a network of preindividual
            forces.
         

      

      Furthermore, it is not only our bodies that are immanently-becoming in this process,
         but the various technologies in use, including clothing are, following Deleuze, constantly
         in-becoming. In punk, we see this in the aforementioned manifestation of “the grotesque”
         in punk and the many attempts at rearticulating the meaning of semiotic objects like
         safety pins, Swastikas, and so on. Thus, following Puar (2007: 212) I agree that,
      

      
         As opposed to an intersectional model of identity, which presumes that components—race,
            class, gender, sexuality, nation, age, religion—are separable analytics and can thus
            be disassembled, an assemblage is more attuned to interwoven forces that merge and
            dissipate time, space, and body against linearity, coherency, and permanency. Intersectionality
            demands the knowing, naming, and thus stabilizing of identity across space and time,
            relying on the logic of equivalence and analogy between various axes of identity and
            generating narratives of progress that deny the fictive and performative aspects of
            identification: you become an identity, yes, but also timelessness works to consolidate
            the fiction of a seamless stable identity in every space.
         

      

      It must also be stressed that people very often do work to present themselves as if they were stable selves. This is always a “fiction of a seamless stable identity,”
         as Puar says, but the very technologies and affective conductors that enter into articulation
         can work to maintain this fiction. For example, clothing and fashion may be used to
         present oneself in a particular light, hence the significance of fashion to both goth
         and punk. By regularly “looking the part,” as it were, one maintains the fiction more
         easily. Therefore, choices such as fashion potentially work as technologies of arrest,
         taking the always fluid movement of affect and putting a temporary, if illusory, halt
         to it, creating the appearance of an at least semi-permanent “something.” 
      

      
      Similarly, following McCormack (2013), clothing can operate as part of a refrain:

      
         Furnished by Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, the refrain names the durational mattering
            of which affective spacetimes are composed. Refrains have a territorializing function:
            that is, they draw out and draw together blocks of spacetime from the chaos of the
            world, generating a certain expressive consistency though the repetition of practices,
            techniques, and habits (7). 
         

      

      Thus, in the particular spacetime of a person’s performance of an identification,
         various “props” might be brought into articulation in order to produce the appearance
         of consistency rather than its underlying chaos. These props are technologies that
         enter into articulation with our bodies, our habits, our narrative identity sketches,
         and so on, producing the appearance of a stable self through repetition and story
         telling (with stories themselves, especially those that we see as central to our life,
         being potentially repetitious and habitual as well, working to also create this appearance
         of consistency and stability).
      

      
      Time and previously existing articulations of meaning also matter here. The attempt
         on behalf of punks, described more below, to reimagine the meaning of the Swastika
         was, at best, only partially successful. This may be because the memory of WWII is
         of such great cultural significance that one particular meaning of the Swastika, that
         of the Nazis, has achieved an arrest capacity of such power that it has achieved a
         kind of hegemony. Therefore, some symbols are easier to rearticulate the meanings
         of in new articulations than are others; there is a real arrest capacity brought about
         by the combination of time, space, and memory.
      

      
      Furthermore, the ways in which any given articulation of meaning enters into dialogue
         with the larger culture will also matter for its various meanings. Hebdige showed
         the ways in which punk’s rebellion against authority and hegemonic cultural norms
         was being incorporated into capitalism and, perhaps, made less of a threat first through
         media attention and then through commodification and marketing. He describes this
         as a process of becoming “frozen” in which these objects and the movement associated
         with them are “made comprehensible” to those outside of the subculture (1979: 96).
         This, of course, connects to the idea of the arrest capacity relative to affect, above.
         Bringing Hebdige’s assessment more in line with affect theory, we might better argue
         that the inclusion of punk fashions into the mainstream style industry results in
         a different circulation and a different kind of arrest of the material product. Through
         this new articulation, the affective capacities of the clothing objects are, by definition,
         altered. Circulating in a punk concert, the clothing affects in particular ways. Circulating
         in the fashion industry, the same clothing affects in a different way. In fact, the
         same clothes “are” different things because of the way they affect and are affected
         in very different set of relations.[1]  
      

      
      In other words, while punks had altered the meaning of particular social signs through
         style, circulation in the mainstream result in the subculture’s signifiers being perceived
         as less rebellious. In this new circulation, these styles become nothing more significant
         than just style rather than style as something more. This has happened repeatedly throughout
         punk history. For example, in the early 1990s, the mainstream media and fashion outlets
         began appropriating the fashion of Riot Grrrl, a revolutionary movement that not only
         desired changes to the place of female-bodied people within punk, but also aimed for
         feminist revolution writ large (Marcus 2010). Similarly, at various times since punk’s
         inception, its associated stylistic elements have become haute couture (for example, see Langman 2008 and Pham 2009). 
      

      
      Thus, while Hebdige’s position has some truth to it, he also reduces punks’ politics
         and rebellion to fashion too quickly and assumes that any significant incorporation
         into the capitalist economic system necessarily negates the possibility of rebellion.
         While it may be true that “If someone found a way of overcoming capitalism, then some
         corporation would doubtless buy the copyright and distribution rights” (Critchley
         2012: 98), this does not have to mean that all resistance, even within that cultural
         form, in this case punk, has been abolished. If it were the case that punk politics
         could be strictly reduced to rearticulations of mainstream semiotics, if punk’s only
         way of expressing dissatisfaction and rage were through style, then the appropriation
         might successfully freeze and destroy punks’ rebellion. The politics, though, especially
         in relation to anarcho-punk, can be much more. After all, what can it mean to say
         appropriating fashion is destructive to politics when punks are still engaged in revolutionary
         and political activities, and when narrators here continue to see fashion playing
         at least some sort of role in this? I would argue that Hebdige’s analysis is accurate
         in reference to a particular aspect of punk at a particular point in time, but that
         the politics of punk can and do go beyond his framework. This would often be true
         of anarcho-punks, though it could also be true of other punks who might not identify
         as anarchist. In other words, the meaning of the fashion is not axiomatically pre-established,
         but comes into existence imminently through its articulation with people, spaces,
         and other technologies. Therefore, it’s meaning can be different under different articulatory
         regimes and in different circulations. Hebdige was unable to see this, but following
         post-structuralism and the affective turn, we can better understand that the articulation
         of any given object in a particular set of relations will alter its meaning. In this
         case, its articulation in the fashion industry might result in a less rebellious nature,
         but its articulation elsewhere can maintain the rebellious qualities.
      

      
      Therefore, this incorporation of punk fashion and styles into mainstream discourses,
         contra Hebdige, has not obliterated punk’s resistance. While we can find many instances
         of the signifiers of punk, such as music and fashion, being decoupled from their earlier
         resistance to societal norms, we can also find many examples of the continued use
         of these as forms of resistance. The point to understand is that punk resistance is
         more than just style: it can be connected to politics in a significant way and operates as a meaningful
         cultural and identitarian sign, both including and separating out different people
         from the group.
      

      
      Throwing Up A Flag

      
      Many punks discussed that, even if fashion is not important to them in the sense that
         they think it is objectively meaningful or that someone is required to dress a certain
         way to be punk, it does serve a particular use in their lives. This purpose was often
         to “throw up a flag,” as it were. In other words, they felt that wearing a punk style
         indicated to others that they are both a part of the same subculture and that they
         have something in common. It was also emphasized that they see others in the same
         way; if they see someone wearing what appears to be a punk “look,” then they might
         have reason to believe that they share some of the same opinions, likes, and dislikes
         (though it was regularly admitted that this was not always true—sometimes punks do
         not get along or have very different worldviews, of course). This was particularly
         useful to those who have spent a good deal of time traveling nomadically. These travelers
         could show up in any given town and, by finding someone who looks punk, often find
         a place to sleep or eat, or find punk shows in town. This, too, is also similar to
         other subcultures. Again, in the goth scene, “if unable to find their way to an event,
         it was an established strategy to identify other goths and follow them, with considerable
         confidence, from their appearance, as to where they were going” (Hodkinson 2002: 41).
         From personal experience, I can say that the same is often true in the punk scene.
         During the course of this project, I had a similar experience while walking to a punk
         show at a bar in South Philadelphia: an individual, obviously punk in style, asked
         me for directions to the show and when I told him where it was, he commented something
         to the effect of, “I figured you were heading to same place,” and indicated that my
         clothing and style was a reason for this assumption.
      

      
       The overall process by which individuals recognize one another through style relates
         to the double-mirror of identification (Vila 2000: 143), discussed more in the section
         “The Double Mirror of Punk Style” below. This double-mirror is a way in which identifications
         are constructed while in an imaginary dialogue with some other person who is looking
         back at the self, as if through a mirror. Below I will show how this works in relation
         to antagonistic Others. Here though, the imaginary Other is someone very much like
         themselves, someone who they would share something in common with. 
      

      
         Kevin: I’d say no, [fashion does not matter to me] except for the fact that I . .
            . identify in a tribe, or a uniform, or however you want to put it, I would say it
            is important, but it’s convenient if you’re in fucking, you know, Bulgaria and see
            some kid walking down the street with stretch jeans and a fucking Crass T-shirt, you’re
            like, “Ah, cool, there’s a good chance that we have something in common.”
         

Brian: But I think it’s kind of just the label, it’s kind of a cool beacon to go somewhere
            you’ve never been and see a punk and know something about them.
         

         
Natalie: Yea, it’s just funny, it’s such a uniform. I like it because you feel such
            an affinity. . . . You’re walking down the street and you know this person’s sort
            of down. 
         

Lilly: I fly this look, and people will recognize me as part of this culture, and
            it’s weird, it’s a separatist thing as well as an inclusive thing.
         

      

       Like other subcultures, such as goth, punks do often pride themselves on being non-conformists
         and “outsiders” to the mainstream of society. However, and also similar to goth, there
         is a certain kind of conformity that takes place within the subculture itself. We
         see this above when both Natalie and Kevin refer to the style as a “uniform.” What
         we are seeing here is that, even if nonconformity is an important part of the identification,
         some level of sameness to others is still a useful cultural commodity, allowing individuals
         to make friends, meet new people, and fit in.
      

      
      We also can find here an interesting way in which punk and anarchism work together
         in articulation. While there is no hard and fast rule about how anarcho-punk style
         differs from other punk styles, there are some commonly articulated elements. Many
         people described anarcho-punk style specifically as including the wearing of black
         clothing, studded denim vests, patches and buttons on one’s clothing that may denote
         political messages or advertise specific bands, Carhartt brand jeans and coats, “skinny”
         fit black jeans, political band T-shirts, leather (or “pleather”) coats with studs
         and patches, and so forth. Many women in particular also referenced their decision
         to not shave their body hair, especially their armpits, as a representation of subcultural
         and feminist identifications that is present even if they are not wearing an anarcho-punk
         style at any given point in time (though they also stressed that no woman should be
         judged for her choice to shave or don other elements of contemporary Western femininity).
         Though any given punk may wear these things, many felt that they commonly represent
         anarcho-punk identifications, especially the wearing of black, and buttons and patches
         indicating that one is an anarchist or listens to particular anarchist identified
         bands. 
      

      
      This often came up when I asked interviewees to describe to me what they imagined
         when they thought of “anarcho-punk style.” Many used the exact things I just listed
         as examples of how they would identify a punk or anarcho-punk as well as how they
         would differentiate between different versions of the punk identification. Some saw
         this differentiation as particularly important in certain instances if they did not
         want to associate with a particular punk type. Often, interviewees would refer to
         a particular type of punk known as “scum fucks” as an example of those whom the interviewee
         did not want to be affiliated with. Scum fucks are a particular sub-section of the
         punk culture. A particular version of punk, being a scum fuck often involves nihilistic
         attitudes, drug abuse, and behaviors that some others understand to be generally irresponsible,
         and so forth. A commonly mentioned example of problematic behaviors was scum fucks’
         notoriety for traveling with dogs that they do not get spayed or neutered. Thus, we
         again see that style operates in identitarian articulation with other aspects of subjectification,
         including subcultural knowledge itself of what constitutes difference between punks.
      

      
      This importance of subcultural knowledge and the desire to separate from or join with
         particular punks also raised a problem for the narrators. While those within the scene
         may understand that a particular stylistic manifestation denotes a particular type
         of punk identification, such as anarcho-punk, to those who are not initiates to the
         culture these varying styles will often seem the same, or at least similar enough
         to lump people together. In this way, the double-mirror appears yet again because,
         on the one hand, the narrator attempts to develop a punk fashion that distinguishes
         them from other types of punks. For example, Carrie said, “I don’t usually feel like
         I need to be friends with the guy with the face tattoo.” For Carrie, face tattoos
         signify scum fuck identification, though this is not exclusively the case, and some
         who do not identify as a scum fuck may also tattoo their faces. Polly, too, said that
         she did not want to be associated with people with certain “visual markers,” and included
         certain types of tattoos and piercings in this. However, she also said that not all
         travelers are the same, and she was reluctant to stereotype them. The point, though,
         is that non-punks often will not recognize the subtle differences in style, and may
         thus assume that all punks are the same. A part of the reason that outsiders have
         trouble recognizing this difference is that an individual’s unique articulation of
         the subcultural style is often developed within the confines of certain accepted subcultural
         markers. In other words, “it would be preferable to regard participants as engaging
         in a limited sort of pick ’n’ mix, in which the vast majority of selections have to
         be drawn from a relatively clear subcultural range of acceptable possibilities” (Hodkinson
         2002: 39). 
      

      
         George: It’s cool when you like see people you don’t know on the street and . . .
            you’re like, “Oh, that person’s down.” Actually that’s more important with traveler
            fashion and stuff like that because I can see one of these scum fuck kids or whatever
            on the street and I might not go talk to them. 
         

Polly: Sometimes it pisses me off, because I’m like, “Great, I’m associated with you
            cause you have certain visual markers but here you are, peeing on a bench in Clark
            Park in the middle of the day, your dogs emaciated and fucked up, I don’t want to
            be associated with you.”
         

Natalie: Well, it’s funny, to someone on the street they would say it’s the same,
            but you and I know. . . . You’ll notice that but the guy over there won’t, so there’s
            definitely so many little differences in the fashion.
         

      

      These subtle distinctions, well recognized by the initiated but unknown to the outsider
         are, of course, not unique to the punk rock subculture. Many cultures and stigmatized
         groups have historically developed similar signifiers to represent their identifications
         to insiders. For example, in the BDSM subculture the term “flagging” is also used
         to describe the process of using stylistic elements to signify one’s preferred kink.
         Traditionally, this was done by using a particular colored handkerchief (for example,
         black signifying domination and submission generally; yellow signifying urine play;
         red signifying fisting and dark red signifying double-fisting; etc.) coupled with
         the side of the body it is worn on (left signifying the “top” or “giver,” with right
         signifying the “bottom” or “receiver”) to represent one’s preferred sexual activities
         to other subcultural initiates. Today, in some scenes this has also corresponded to
         painting a single fingernail a particular color in accordance with the same color-side
         coding.
      

      
      In the above narratives we also see the hypergood arising relative to an Other again.
         These individuals see particular punk types, the scum fuck especially, as a potentially
         problematic variation on the punk identification. This is not a coincidence, but has
         to do with the particular identification of the scum fuck character relative to the
         anarcho-punk character. While one may be able to understand scum fucks as “anarchistic”
         in the sense that they tend to eschew all rules, regulations, and laws, embracing
         a kind of radical freedom, they tend to be nihilistic and hedonistic. These attitudes,
         articulated with certain common scum fuck traits, such as the way in which she or
         he cares for the dog that they travel with, were often seen as representative of their
         ethics, though their behavior in public generally was enough for some to see them
         as problematic. Because anarcho-punks wish to maintain a hypergood plot guiding their
         life narrative, this same person would prefer that others do not associate them with
         scum fucks. Style is a problem here because non-punks cannot so easily differentiate
         anarcho-punk presentations from other punk styles.
      

      
      Furthermore, the significance of space also seems to emerge again here. That the narrators
         specifically referenced certain public behaviors that they believe represent a scum fuck identification is significant.
         As anarchists, most would be reluctant to tell other people what they can or cannot
         do. After all, anarchism emphasizes the freedom of the individual and even anarchist-communists
         stress the significance of personal liberty as a pathway toward to the betterment
         of community and the community as a pathway toward personal advancement and freedom.
         However, what we see here is that this personal liberty does not immediately correspond
         to an absolute freedom to merely do as one pleases. Instead, when in public spaces,
         one is expected to maintain at least some basic level of decorum (not urinating on
         benches that are meant for the use of everyone, for example), and one is expected
         to have a basic level of concern for the well-being of others (in this case, including
         their dogs). That the space is public is of particular significance. Following Chantal
         Mouffe’s agonistic politics, “the public space is the battleground where different
         hegemonic projects are confronted, without any possibility of final reconciliation
         . . . public spaces are always plural and the agonistic confrontation takes place
         in a multiplicity of discursive surfaces. . . . Public spaces are always striated
         and hegemonically structured” (2007: 3). Here, then, we see the way in which contemporary
         anarchism is tied to responsibility and not just absolute freedom, a development that
         had lead Simon Critchley (2012) to talk about neo-anarchism and its relation to responsibility.
         Thus, scum fucks manifest absolute freedom, but it seems to come closer to a Hobbesian
         model of pre-social freedom than a contemporary anarchist version of social freedom
         and responsibility.
      

      
      The significance of style as a representation of identification to others was also
         raised as a concern in a slightly different context, which Mitch referred to as “punkaphobia.”
      

      
         Mitch: In activist circles there’s a lot of punkaphobia. I think that the debate between
            the lifestyle anarchists and the social anarchists is a prime example of this. I feel
            like there is this really big movement to legitimize yourself, and being punk somehow
            doesn’t do that. . . . I’ve actually felt this way, or have started to feel this way,
            until I was like, “Wait, no, what the fuck?” My culture and how I live my life is
            just as legitimate as anyone fucking else, and seeing this prejudice against punks,
            you know, punks are all like, “Didn’t you grow out of this?” Not by my peers, or not
            by parents or teachers or anything, but by other people working activist projects
            with; I saw this a lot, I see this in West Philly.
         

      

      This is a particular way in which punk and anarchism slide together and apart. Many
         narrators, like Mitch, mentioned that some former punks or anarcho-punks who want
         to be political activists will largely reject their punk identification, or at least
         reject its most ostentatious signifiers, in order to not alienate other activists
         and community members. Anarcho-punks often felt ambivalent about this though. While
         they recognized that this can happen, some, like Mitch, resented the suggestion that
         their anarcho-punk identification was somehow invalid; they want to be taken seriously
         as activists, but they want to be taken seriously on their own terms while maintaining
         the anarcho-punk identification, lifestyle, and signifiers that are important to them.
         It should be mentioned that while attempting to be taken seriously as a punk is a
         problem that is often mentioned by punks outside of Philadelphia as well, there is
         also reason to believe that one can maintain their subcultural style while also “growing
         up,” as it were. While doing preliminary interviews for this project, I spoke with
         a very politically active anarcho-punk from Los Angeles who claimed that a friend
         of his in a popular anarcho-punk band there has a very large mohawk, wears very ostentatious
         punk clothes, and so on, but he is taken quite seriously by other activists outside
         of his punk scene. He saw this as a sign of the good work that the individual was
         doing, and that one can overcome initial stereotypes and prejudices by working to
         help a community and respecting community members.
      

      
      In these narratives we also see the concept of age appearing again in reference to
         older punks who are no longer engaged with punk. How we should understand this is
         that, on the one hand, some believe that younger punks are less likely to have the
         “anarcho-” side of the hyphen as a part of their identification. On the other hand,
         they see some older individuals as having rejected the “-punk” side of the hyphen,
         instead strictly embracing the anarchist or activist character.[2]    Interestingly, the critique of those who have rejected punk seems to also be a
         critique of certain older ideas about subcultural participation: that punk and other
         such scenes are something for “kids” that people will “outgrow”; in other words, that
         it is a “phase.”[3]   In fact, a number of interviewees mentioned that their parents, when they were
         younger, had said that punk would be a phase. Often, the interviewee would follow
         this up by saying something like, “I guess I showed them,” or, “If it’s a phase, I
         guess I’m still in it!” Those who did not reject punk are, to some degree, criticizing
         those who did. Mitch, after his statements above, claimed that he thought about rejecting
         his anarcho-punk signifiers such as dreadlocks until he went to Europe and met a lot
         of older punks there who were still squatting and still engaged in anarchism. This
         convinced him that he did not need to reject the “punk” character in order to live
         up to his ethics and engage with radical political activities. 
      

      
      This may also connect us back to the ideas of space and affective capacities. Perhaps,
         for whatever reasons, punks in Europe are not as delegitimized by being punk as punks
         in the United States may be. This is perhaps because Europeans punks have maintained
         a strong political relationship to squatting (taking over abandoned buildings for
         living and social spaces, a behavior with political and especially anarchist relevance
         in a capitalist system that makes space and place subject to commodification through
         sale and rent) as well as many other radical and anarchist activities. While this
         may at times also be true of American punks, there seems to be a general agreement
         among the interviewees here that it is less prevalent than in Europe, at least in
         Philadelphia at the point in time that these interviews were done. Therefore, physical
         location and spaces also enters into articulation with the individuals and their style,
         allowing for particular behaviors that may be contested at times in America.
      

      
      Thus, we see a particular manifestation of the stylistic elements as well as a particular
         way in which anarcho-punks negotiate cultural signifiers. As Lilly said above, punk
         style is both inclusive and separatist: like all identifications, it operates to include
         certain people into a particular group while also excluding those who do not immediately
         show a subcultural identification. Like goth, punk “style both symbolized the strong
         subjective subcultural identity . . . and acted as the practical basis for the distinctions
         they drew between insiders and outsiders” (Hodkinson 2002: 62). However, it also works
         to both include some into a particular version of the punk identification, such as
         anarcho-punk, while separating out others still, such as scum fucks. While no one
         believed that style was an essential element to punk identification and most claimed
         that someone could be punk while not dressing the part, individuals that choose a
         non-punk style would probably not be recognized as a punk until some other potential
         sign of her or his punk identification was used to bring them “inside,” as it were.
         
      

      
      This is only one aspect of how the double-mirror of punk style operates though. Another,
         though related, is importantly different in that interviewees specifically narrated
         the ways in which those who are a part of the dominant hegemonic culture in America
         might view the anarcho-punk subject. While this came up here in relation to how a
         non-punk might lump anarcho-punks and scum fucks together, it was far more developed
         when discussing how anarcho-punks can use style to present resistance to the norms
         of society.
      

      
      The Double-Mirror of Anarcho-Punk Style

      
       The following, one of the most in-depth and significant statements made about style
         throughout the interviews, is worth quoting at length:
      

      
         Ryan: The music inspires the lifestyle and the lifestyle inspires the music. . . .
            Joe Strummer [the lead singer of The Clash] used to say, “Like trousers, like mind,”
            you know? . . . Almost like you’re ready to . . . tear it all down, right then and
            there. And you’re not going to be able to kick a cop or smash a window if you got
            big stupid hippy sandals and flares on . . . you need something that you can fight
            in, you need something that you can run in, you need something that you can throw
            a brick in. I think the clothes represented that. . . . I’m going to stand out, and
            this standing out is going to cause me problems . . . to invite the problems exposes
            other people’s bigotry and it exposes their inner hatreds, and their sense of conformity
            . . . the sheep will really attack anything that is outside of the flock! . . . You’re
            literally inviting somebody else’s bullshit. The bullshit that you’re absolutely critical
            of . . . the darker aspects of this society of conformity . . . you’re inviting people
            to make themselves into monsters by doing that, you’re showing somebody that they’re
            a monster. . . . And you will invite stares and you will invite aggression, you will
            invite antagonism, and I think that’s a lot of what punk rock is. . . . Well, the
            style very much represents that too. I’m going to invite you to be a . . . bigoted
            prick. . . . I’m going to invite you, you dumb frat boy, to chase me around with a
            baseball bat. . . . I’m going to invite you to throw something at me. . . . You’re
            that monster. So, I think very much a lot of . . . the style is based on that.
         

      

      Here we see the nature of the relationship between the self and the Other that is
         always present in identification narratives. This troubling of the relationship between
         “self” and “other” is especially significant in light of affect theory, which finds
         that,
      

      
         In the analysis of the body, affect allows more than an analysis of discourses, meaning
            systems, and the social construction of the body; it also allows for an analysis of
            the dynamism of the body’s matter, such that the body is thought as a center of action
            and reaction, a site of energy flows and changes in intensity . . . affect “troubles
            the very distinction between self and others.” After all, affects are not “within
            or without” the body; rather, they create “the very effect of the surface or boundaries
            of bodies and worlds.” Affectivity occurs between bodies, between physiological arousal
            and the conscious realization of it by bodies (Wissinger 2007: 232). 
         

      

      What we find here is that affect and assemblages are a part of what constructs the
         very idea of difference and separation in the world. Others are a part of what enter
         into identitarian articulations with us in a given scene. As such, others have some
         say in what we become (and we have some say in what they become). By entering into
         identitarian articulation with a subject, others may affect us. This may happen, for
         example, through judgments of authenticity directed at a subcultural member, or by
         turning some Other into a veritable “monster” by entering into articulation with them,
         bringing about their grotesque nature, and promoting reactionary responses. Or, less
         dramatically, one may use fashion to present an “appropriate” style that makes one
         appear to be a “truer” punk, allowing the person to be perceived as what they wish
         to be.
      

      
      This manifestation of the double-mirror is different from that discussed above because
         in this case the person who is imagined to be looking at the narrator is not another
         punk or anarcho-punk, but strictly a “normal” person, a non-punk. This narration of
         the Other is also reflected well in a statement from Jim mentioned in the entrance
         narratives chapter: “I was more of a utilitarian person, I would say, oh, I don’t
         really care what people think, I just want to just be practical, but it also led me
         to be a slob. . . . Punk came along and made that socially acceptable.” Jim goes on
         to say, “the more I grow up, the more I realize people judge you by the way you look.
         . . . I don’t want to give people a reason to dismiss me, but I’ve always been of
         the mind-set that . . . fuck that, who cares, that’s stupid, I’m just gonna wear what
         I want.” Thus, he hints at his Other by claiming that he “doesn’t care what people
         think,” even if they perceive of him as being a slob. 
      

      
       Ryan goes even further than other narrators, though, when he states that he is not
         only standing out, but is inviting problems in order to make other people’s negative
         qualities, their role as a representative of hegemony, obvious; in his words, to expose
         them as a “monster.” Thus, the Other is not just a group of conformist “sheep” in his narrative; they are a fascist horde of violent
         inhuman monsters ready to attack him for opposing their comfortable society; they
         are the unethical Others in contrast to his hypergood. This monstrosity that is the
         Other is itself hidden in the day-to-day experiences of most Americans. It is only
         when confronted with the antagonistic Other represented by anarcho-punks that the
         façade is lifted and their “true” selves are shown. The double mirror is clearly present
         here, as one can only construct this narrative when thinking about how Others see
         the self.
      

      
       Most likely, it is not a coincidence that the monstrous self is manifested when confronted
         with the Other. In the case of this narrative, the Other is a punk, but presumably
         it need not be. The Other could just as readily be a racial, sexual, religious, national,
         political, or some other Other. The reason that one may enter into a state of becoming-monster
         (to borrow Deleuze’s phraseology) when confronted with the Other is that, “Typically
         . . . the dominant group characterizes itself as ‘normal’ and the divergent group
         as shameful. . . . Given that members of the dominant group are themselves usually
         concealing something about themselves that society considers shameful . . . the infliction
         of shame on others conveys a feeling of psychological relief” (Nussbaum 2013: 360).
         Thus, the “normal” subject is likely hiding some aspect of themselves that would be
         stigmatized by the hegemonic society at large. Punks, refusing to hide their “abnormality,”
         in fact reveling in it, displaying it on their body, either consciously or unconsciously
         triggers the fear of exposure. Therefore, the “normal person” may attack the punk
         to prove their own normalcy, to show that they do not tolerate the “deviant.” In doing
         so, they perform a parody of their own normalcy, becoming a monster-of-normality.
      

      
       The desire to bring forth this monstrous Other is particularly interesting in relation
         to ethics. We might expect that it is common for many people to see being antagonistic
         and offensive as potentially unethical. Therefore, we have to ask why for anarcho-punks
         these may be considered good things, and how the particular articulation of anarchism
         and punk at the hyphen negotiates this. The answer to this is that the Other who is
         being offended is constructed as the enemy in a social war in which the anarchist,
         as a representative of a better world, is attempting to bring about revolution. The
         punk, on the other hand, sees style as one way to do this (though this is not the
         only way). 
      

      
      Similar to Ryan, others claimed that the anarcho-punk identification and style expresses
         dissatisfaction with the status quo. Suzie described this saying, “I think we underestimate
         the things that are sort of pervasive but subtle, and I think that it’s important
         for us to take up space and be visible as people who aren’t buying into the system
         or who aren’t supporting . . . the status quo.” The language of “taking up space”
         is important here. Because assemblage theory stresses the significance of entering
         into assemblage with the physical spaces around us, fashion can very literally result
         in taking more space into an identitarian articulation as the body becomes more affective,
         of a greater intensity. In doing so, this affective intensity challenges the hegemonic
         norms of society.
      

      
      Furthermore, this style presents the reality of the world in which we do live to those
         who might not have a critical perspective on it. For example, TJ said, “How I feel
         about the world definitely; I like to think the way that I look is from an expression
         of that very dark and bleak world where we wear all black.” Style operates here as
         a representation of the failures of capitalism and government, of opposition to these
         institutions, and as a form of attack on them all at once. This attack brings a particular
         resistant body into immanent becoming through clothing, tattoos, piercings, and other
         semiotic technologies.
      

      
      This approach to style as a form of resistance and social war relates to certain philosophies
         relevant to the contemporary anarchist struggle. We see this in one of the more important
         and widely discussed texts to recently influence anarchism, The Coming Insurrection (2009) in which the authors state, 
      

      
         It’s well known that the streets teem with incivilities. Between what they are and
            what they should be stands the centripetal force of the police, doing their best to
            restore order to them; and on the other side there’s us, the opposite centrifugal
            movement. We can’t help but delight in the fits of anger and disorder wherever they
            erupt. . . . All the incivilities of the streets should become methodical, converging
            in a diffuse, effective guerilla war that restores to us our ungovernability, our
            primordial unruliness (The Invisible Committee: 35). 
         

      

      Here we specifically see an idea that Ryan is putting forth: the incivility of the
         streets, the way in which the Other exists there alongside the revolutionary, the
         processes through which the police protect capital and the state, requiring active
         opposition, and so on. This must all be opposed by becoming an “opposite centrifugal
         movement” to the Other, a Deleuzian line of flight delighting at riots and revolutionary
         actions. The way to do this is to use “the incivilities of the streets,” represented
         by attacks from the monstrous sheep that is the Other to further a “guerilla warfare.”
         
      

      
      Individuals like Ryan are thus always ready for radical change, prepared to engage
         in revolution or a politics of the act. The latter is described by Richard Day as
         “surprising both oneself—and the structure—by inventing a response that precludes
         the necessity of the demand and thereby breaks out of the loop of the endless perpetuation
         of desire for emancipation” (2004: 734). Furthermore,
      

      
         Fortunately, the same identities that have hit the limits of the politics of demand
            have begun to move beyond them, towards a politics of the act driven by an ethics of the real. This alternative ethico-political couple relies upon, and results from, getting
            over the hope that the state and corporate forms, as structures of domination, exploitation
            and division, are somehow capable of producing effects of emancipation. By avoiding
            making demands in the first place, it offers a way out of the cycle through which
            requests for “freedom” or “rights” are used to justify an intensification of the societies
            of discipline and control (Day 2005: 15).
         

      

      The “ethics of the real” described here is a Lacanian concept: “According to Žižek,
         the force of this ethic derives from ‘going through the fantasy,’ from ‘the most distance
         we are obliged to assume towards our most “authentic” dreams, towards the myths that
         guarantee the very consistency of our symbolic universe’”(quoted in Day 2005: 89).
         In other words, in order to achieve an ethical ideal corresponding to the hypergood,
         it may be necessary to reject the politics of demand in which we expect others—capitalists
         and statists—to, through representation, “answer” our “demands.” Instead, we must
         be perpetually ready for revolution. In doing so, we transgress the “fantasy” and
         work towards our most “authentic dreams.”[4]  
      

      
      This refusal of the possibility for representation and thus incorporation is, for
         punks, very important, and can also be applied to style. As mentioned above, Hebdige
         showed that early punks had perhaps been incorporated into the systems of control
         and representation; their resistance was, for Hebdige, weakened through commoditization;
         the affective capacities of the earlier subculture arrested through a new articulation
         under capitalism. In other words, the chaotic transgressions of punk were stabilized
         when circulating in the corporate fashion industry, and they came to be represented
         in an appropriated sartorial form by the very system that they opposed. Hebdige saw
         that this was a threat to punk’s radical and spectacular potential, and that this
         would have been one step towards punk’s death. In contrast to Hebdige, we see that
         anarcho-punks today have found that their style can still be threatening, even if
         it has at times been brought within the systems of control. As stated above, this
         is because the clothing’s affective potential is differently articulated under different
         regimes of power, making it a different “thing.” Appropriation may still be a problem,
         though, if punk style becomes too accepted, and thus is no longer seen as at all “threatening”
         by the Other. What we see here, though, is that this minimization or elimination of
         the threat has not fully taken place. Non-punks may still feel, at least sometimes,
         threatened by punk style according to the life stories of punks recounted here. This
         sometimes results in actual violence on behalf of the “sheep” against punks and anarcho-punks.
         Thus, through the sliding together of punk and anarchy, and through the sartorial
         presentation of resistance, some anarcho-punks have at least partially resolved the
         problem of freezing that Hebdige discussed by maintaining a style that, in a particular
         circulation, operates as a symbolic and affective tool pushing toward revolution.
      

      
      Following assemblage theory, we have to understand this as taking place in space. In other words, the fashion and styles of punk do not axiomatically produce this
         particular affective response from the Other, it does not axiomatically produce the
         becoming-monster. Instead, it is through one’s immanent interaction with the Other
         in a particular geopolitical space that this manifestation is possible. The physical
         space itself is a part of what brings about the becoming-monster, as the anarcho-punk
         serves as a kind of affective anomaly, standing out spectacularly from the background
         noise of hegemonic society, producing a response from the representatives of normality.
         This will only work, though, in particular circumstances. Presumably, as aspects of
         punk fashion have been incorporated into the more normal American fashion lexicon,
         greater extremities become necessary if one wishes to still produce this same effect,
         especially in contemporary urban spaces where “abnormality” is more tolerated and
         expected. Thus, we might say that incorporation reduces the affective intensity of
         the anarcho-punk semiotic statement in any given space, but that this intensity can
         be recouped via alterations to the style itself or by placing the style in a different
         space; possibly, a punk style may be more shocking in small town America than it is
         in Philadelphia or any other large city. This is a kind of Foucaultian power relationship
         in which there is a back and forth between the flows of power, and in which power
         always produces a response to power. Here, punk style reacted against the power structures
         of the day, producing a response from the structures of society, including capitalism
         and the fashion industry that reduced punk’s affective intensity. However, such a
         claiming of power and intensity also opens up the possibility for further resistance
         through response. This back and forth may be ongoing indefinitely.
      

      
      Do Clothing and Tattoos Really Matter?
      

      
      This narrative is at least partially in contrast to the “Double Mirror” narrative.
         Here, the narrator claims that while clothing, tattoos, and other elements of punk
         rock and anarcho-punk style may be desirable, even attractive, these things do not
         matter relative to the importance of living up to one’s anarchist ideals. In other
         words, while one may use style to represent particular identifications, and these
         may correspond to political ideals like anarchism, one must do more than “sport the
         look;” the person with the style must also live up to the ideals. We might say that
         embodiment, action, and ideology all matter and that each can enter into identitarian
         articulation with the other, producing a particular outcome. Should one wish to produce
         the highest level of intersubjective authenticity, one must use all three along with
         other things still, such as presence in particular physical spaces like the punk show
         or the protest action.
      

      
       Again, this is in contrast to certain elements of goth. According to Hodkinson, “we
         should not treat the goth style, or any particular elements of it, as symbolic of
         any particular structural, psychological or political circumstances or goals” (2002:
         61). For the anarcho-punks here, this is, at least in part, exactly how we should
         treat their style. In fact, style only matters to those here if it is representative of a larger political goal. Otherwise,
         the style is unimportant, and one is not maintaining the particular level of punk
         authenticity that the narrators here desire. This is another way in which ethics become
         primary. Living up to the hypergood matters more than looking like one who does. In
         addition, this also means that while an individual may present a sartorial appearance
         that signifies the hyphenation of anarchism and punk, many believe that this presentation
         is not enough to actually create the hyphen. It is one’s ethical and ideological actions
         in the world that really matter, and that really hyphenates the two characters. In other words, actions and style along with ideology
         enter into identitarian articulations as well. This is in contrast to those who have
         used affect and assemblage theories to declare the end of ideology. Instead, ideology
         is one component of many that can enter into assemblage or identitarian articulation.
      

      
      When discussing style, many emphasized that while they may choose to don particular
         punk aesthetics, this was not important because what matters most is what you think
         and what you do, meaning anarchism. 
      

      
         Carrie: Kids . . . say, “Man I know I can trust people when they have patches all
            over their pants and stuff.” I just thought that’s the fucking stupidest thing I’ve
            ever heard. That’s not cool. I think when it comes down to it, patches are just patches
            and tattoos are just tattoos. You can wear the uniform, but it doesn’t always mean
            you play for the team. I got into another fight at a bar with some kid, he had red
            and black stars tattooed on the inside of his elbows [red and black stars symbolize
            anarchist-communism, anarchist-syndicalism, or anarchist-socialism], and he totally
            butted into a conversation I was having with another female friend and he was super
            asinine, but he would say things that would get these really skeptical and cock-eyed
            looks, and he would turn from my friend and I and be like “I’m an anarchist dude!”
            and stick out his tattoos. I’m like, “No, you have tattoos.” . . . I don’t know, I
            think at the end of the day it can all just be a fashion trend.
         

Ryan: I don’t need a tattoo that doesn’t change to talk about my politics because
            my politics have changed—no offense obviously [in reference to the fact that I have
            many political tattoos]. There’s something to me that I decided—luckily at some point
            that most things that are fixed and don’t change are counter-revolutionary. And you
            look at true revolutionaries and these aren’t fuckers with spikes on their shoulders
            and vomit capes and black dreads, the real revolutionaries have their own look.
         

Nikki: Unless you are really trying to do something different from what society is
            doing, you are just dressing it up in something else. If you are like a bike messenger,
            like fuck yeah, if you want to be a bike messenger, like fuck yeah. But if you are
            going to just graduate from that, cover up your tattoos and in ten years wear a suit,
            fuck it, that’s stupid.
         

Lilly: “Crassholes.” Like, people who just like have the Crass tattoos, and are like
            “Crass! Blah, blah, blah . . .” I feel like when you get a tattoo of a band, or a
            political band, you’re following them, don’t tell me you are not like a fucking sheep!
         

      

      We see here another instance of the sliding together and apart of punk and anarchism.
         Above, even though the person would have identified himself as anarcho-punk, Carrie
         attempted to separate this, and to insist that he was just punk with no anarchist
         hyphenation regardless of his tattoos. This is not to say that tattoos and so forth
         cannot represent an actual punk or anarchist identification, but that one’s behaviors
         must correspond to and enter into articulation with one’s sartorial approach to be
         accepted.
      

      
       Interestingly, while Ryan is making a similar claim, he also claimed that style matters
         a great deal when it comes to revealing the hegemonic “monster.” However, this does
         not have to be a contradiction. The style he had adopted at times in his life in order
         to confront Others had the ability to be temporary because it was only based in hair
         and clothing. This is different from tattoos, which are permanent alterations to one’s
         body, making it nearly impossible for one to fully reject all the signifiers of a
         particular identification. On the one hand, this makes ostentatious tattoos a spectacular
         signifier of punk identification, and many punks, myself included, embrace this element
         of punk’s style as an expression of authenticity. Even Lilly, above, has many tattoos
         all over her body that cannot be hidden, signifying her identification as a punk.
         However, on the other hand, if as many believe, style does not necessarily correspond
         to ideology, then ideology itself and achievement of an ethical self can be another
         kind of authenticity. In this case, we see that this is, in fact, the more meaningful
         element of anarcho-punk authenticity. In other words, as Lilly says, having a Crass
         tattoo is not enough to make you an anarchist, it just makes you someone with a band
         tattoo.
      

      
       However, with this in mind, we have to recognize that spectacular representations
         of identification can have significant meaning. Even if it is necessary that these displays are articulated
         as something more than just fashion to fully achieve authenticity as an anarcho-punk,
         the symbol can still matter.
      

      
         Liz: I have tattoos. I have body hair. And all of that is really important to me because
            I don’t feel normal. I don’t feel like I identify with mainstream culture and sort
            of think that my appearance and attire is still important. . . . I, in general, wear
            my heart on my sleeve, and I’m not a subtle person. And I’m pretty open about who
            I am and what I’m into. And so I just don’t feel like I’ve ever identified with the
            mainstream. That’s why I’m wearing that on the outside. The things that have been
            important to me in my life that I’m really excited about are on my body and I’m happy
            about it.
         

Frank: I’ve got the tattoos. I feel like I’m punk for life. Whatever. Absolutely.
            It’s something that I’m never going to lose. I still cut my hair in a Mohawk sometimes.
         

      

      Liz and Frank would not disagree that the style should correspond to behavioral characteristics.
         The need for style to correspond to behavior, even the privileging of behavior over
         style, does not have to mean that style cannot be incredibly important for any given
         individual or even for the majority of punks. Therefore, we see that Frank has used
         tattoos to signify the permanence of his authenticity. While Nikki said that having
         tattoos could not produce this because the person could choose to just cover them
         up, Frank feels otherwise. By branding himself with tattoos, he has become “punk for
         life” (though note that he has not said “anarchist for life” and has, since the interview
         took place, ceased to consider himself an anarchist at all). However, what we see
         here is that in order to be accepted as “punk for life” by other punks and anarcho-punks,
         Frank’s behaviors would have to correspond to his appearance. Because identification
         is always both social and individual, and because one’s authenticity must be accepted
         by others in order for one to be counted as part of the “in group,” Frank would presumably
         have trouble convincing others that he is still punk if his behaviors changed radically.
         The hyphenation of anarchism and punk to create an anarcho-punk identification is
         not only created when the individual claims the label, but when other anarcho-punks
         accept or reject the person’s identification based on a number of different qualifications.
         Thus, we might understand authenticity itself through the language of assemblage and
         identitarian articulations. Other people who are part of the assemblage that is the
         subculture of “punk” or “anarcho-punk” or “anarchism” will be a part of any given
         identitarian articulation, and their assessment will help to produce the outcome that
         is supposed authenticity. Thus, judgments of authenticity require entering into assemblage
         with others. While many punks may embrace the style, it may be the ideology and the
         hypergood that will prove to matter most when being assessed by others.
      

      
       Some individuals emphasized this to the degree that they claimed that fashion actually
         does not matter at all. For example, one participant claimed that she does not care
         about fashion except “when it offends” her. This is in contrast to some goths who
         said that, “Subcultural shopping was also geared towards public display at events,
         the excitement of purchasing clothes generated largely from the prospect of being
         seen wearing them by other goths” (Hodkinson 2002: 92). Many interviewees here emphasized
         that they do not believe that one has to look punk to be punk. While a punk or anarcho-punk
         style was often deemed useful, attractive, or aesthetically pleasing, it is not believed
         to be a necessary or sufficient element of punk identification in most cases. While
         many interviewees recognized that there might be some punks who strictly focus on
         the fashion elements of the subculture, narrators generally saw these “fashion punks”
         or “mall punks” as inauthentic imitators of “real” punk.
      

      
       Thus, even marking the self for life through tattooing is not enough to make one
         punk or anarcho-punk for life in the eyes of some others. There was a general consensus
         among most interviewees that having a particular look or style was not enough to produce
         authenticity, and that even if one permanently marked themselves with symbols that
         represent punk and/or anarchism, as I have for example, these permanent markers have
         to correspond to behavioral characteristics and beliefs in order for the wearer of
         the sign to be a real punk or anarcho-punk; in other words, one has to earn and prove their identification,
         not just buy it off the rack. Without this correspondence between the tattoos and
         style and actual beliefs or actions, as well as presence in physical spaces, the presenter
         of the style risks being a “poser.” This separation between the “real punks” and the
         “posers” is well reflected in Natalie’s statement:
      

      
         Natalie: For me it’s more the lifestyle. My mom will always be like, “Oh, so and so’s
            son is into punk!” And I’m like, “No you’re not. . . . Like, come on!” Every once
            in a while they might like a band I like, and that doesn’t mean you’re a punk. Not
            to be exclusionary, but I guess I kind of define it as a lifestyle and also a community,
            more than a [clothing] style or a type of music.
         

      

      Thus, while tattoos and piercings may appear to signify a high level of commitment,
         this is not axiomatic; they can signify this high level of commitment, but one must do more to prove that one’s commitment
         is more than sartorial, as we see Nikki indicating above. 
      

      
       It was also clear that some are fully aware of the social element of being accepted
         as an authentic anarcho-punk. For example, TJ said that while he does identify with anarchism, as he does
         not believe in government or capitalism, he is reluctant to continue to claim an anarchist
         character as a part of his identification publicly. When asked why, he said that he
         no longer attends protests or other political activities. Others who at the time of
         the interview were doing less to directly work toward anarchism also said similar
         things. These individuals agree with the idea that action matters for authenticity
         as an anarchist. Therefore, even though their opinions, goals, and ethics have not
         changed in their own minds, they will not always be willing to take on the “anarcho-”
         side of the hyphenation publicly, as they recognize that others may reject their identitarian
         claim.
      

      
       There are various ways that one might work toward living up to one’s ethics and ideals
         in one’s praxis. While attending protests, serving Food Not Bombs, working with Books
         Through Bars, or any other number of activities can count, so can other elements of
         one’s choices. Below, we will see one particular part of this: that the way in which
         one chooses to consume products in relation to the ethics of those products. Again,
         the element of choice will prove central, as, following Sartre, it is through the
         freedom of choice that ethical judgment is risked.
      

      
      Consuming Towards “The Good”

      
      In this narrative we have to move away from the double-mirror and focus more specifically
         on the ethical element of action. The narratives in this section emphasize the ways
         in which interviewees construct their physical presentation of an anarcho-punk identification
         and its necessary correlates to clothing as an embodied marker of their anarcho-punk
         character. Here we must remember Calefato’s claim that clothing is a part of the self
         in relation to the social world, something that affect theories would also stress.
         This buttresses Hebdige’s point that punk and other subcultures are, at least in part,
         built on “conspicuous consumption” (1979: 103), but this might also involve avoiding certain consumptive practices, as is the case here. Because their identifications
         are deeply enmeshed with physical presentations, embodied actions, and a hypergood
         ethical position, anarcho-punks must construct narratives that relate this presentation
         to their political positioning and their consumption, both of which are always ethically
         oriented. Here we will see this functioning through style as individuals narrate their
         consumption choices, especially in relation to clothing and their ethics. This is
         a necessary development because style works as a sign of one’s identification, and
         if being an anarcho-punk is deeply enmeshed in ethics, then this will also have to
         be a part of the style and consumption choices of the individual.
      

      
         Jack: I do pride myself on trying to not buy from sweatshops, trying to keep my support
            of corporations to a minimum, though I’ve loosened up over the years. . . . You’ll
            drive yourself crazy if you try to avoid it entirely, unless you decide to . . . go
            live with Crass on an anarcho-commune. . . . It’s really difficult to operate comfortably
            in this world. . . . And I do my best, I’m vegan, and I’m really proud of that. .
            . . I do pride myself on the fact that I consume with that in mind.
         

Dylan: I wish I would spend more time trying to seek out clothing that’s sweat free
            or union made. . . . That’s probably why I didn’t buy clothes for so many years. .
            . . Maybe I should do that, but also it’s really expensive . . . so I try to avoid
            particularly bad brands. You know, particularly bad reputations.
         

Lynn: I don’t like to buy anything that’s sweatshop made, you know. So I buy a lot
            of second hand. And when [bands she has been in] make our shirts we try to, we get
            either second hand or like American Apparel, so . . . yeah, I try to make responsible
            choices, I can’t, not always, but as much as I can.
         

Alicia: I’ll buy [leather and suede clothing] used, I came to a sort of compromise
            with myself because of ill-fitting pleather shoes and the difficulty in finding and
            purchasing [ethical clothing].
         

      

       As I have been showing, anarcho-punk is deeply enmeshed with ethics, producing a
         hypergood plot for the lives of the narrators. Of course, anarchism is a political
         philosophy that emphasizes anti-capitalism, freedom and liberty, and social justice.
         The history of anarchism is linked to the history of communism, and as such is also
         linked to the history of labor struggles. With this in mind, and recognizing that
         style is a part of the self, it is not surprising to find that one’s style will also
         be related to ethics. The individuals narrating above are attempting to emphasize
         the ways in which their anarchist identification of resistance to capitalism and oppression
         plays out in their more mundane lived experiences of choosing a presentation of self
         based partially on the consumption and wearing of clothing. Again, contemporary anarchism
         is strongly connected to the idea of responsibility, and thus one must also be responsible
         for their consumption choices whenever possible. Therefore, here we see yet another
         interesting way in which anarchism and punk slide in and out of each other at the
         hyphen. While punk is almost always stylistically oriented, anarcho-punk specifically
         takes this in another direction. The style is doing more than just presenting resistance; the style is itself a part of the resistance as lived in body by the individual.
         Here, then, the hyphen is appearing in the clothing and style; punk and anarchism
         are entering into assemblage through stylistic practices. 
      

      
       The focus on consumptive practices is common in subcultural research, and style has
         often been used by some subcultures as a form of resistance, as was shown by early
         researchers such as the Birmingham School. However, the particular form of resistance
         that we see happening here is different than that which we sometimes find among other
         subcultures. Because of the connection between these punks and anarchism, they have
         a particularly strong focus on labor issues, anti-capitalist ideals, and so on. With
         this in mind, they are very conscious of the ethical implications of their buying
         habits. So, contrary to some goths for whom “the way in which items of clothing were
         worn and the integrity of the overall look into which each item was placed were of
         far greater importance than the whereabouts of its purchase” (Hodkinson 2002: 134),
         there is a strong focus among these narrators on the location of purchase, specifically
         in relation to the manufacturer of the item and treatment of those who made or sold
         the item.
      

      
       However, in all the quotes above we also see that the narrators are aware of their
         inability to achieve a “perfect” resistant identification because they find themselves
         unable to fully live up to their own anti-oppression ideals. Because of this, they narrate an explanation
         that places the blame outside of the self. In most cases, the narrators have constructed
         compromises with themselves that allow them to work toward their hypergood while finding
         themselves incapable of achieving the paradigmatic representation of that ethic. 
      

      
      Another difficulty with living up to one’s hypergood is the conflict between the goal
         of critiquing harmful politics and the goal of not being judgmental. In order to deal
         with this, we have to first realize that fashion is also used as a way of assessing
         others. For example Gina claimed, “Financially supporting Tommy Hilfiger or The Gap,
         or I don’t even know what’s popular these days, is gross. I wouldn’t be attracted
         to somebody like that, but . . . I don’t really care about fashion a whole lot except
         when it offends me.” So while Gina had made it a point to emphasize that fashion as
         such is not particularly important to her, she goes on to claim that the politics
         underpinning clothing and style choices matter to her a great deal, indicating that
         what a particular article of clothing really “is” only comes into existence through
         its articulation into a socio-political framework. This downplaying of the significance
         of style as such followed by a greater emphasis on the politics of fashion choices
         was common, indicating that many anarcho-punks do not want to be perceived as individuals
         who would judge others based purely on aesthetics, but that the ethical code of social
         justice is dominant. 
      

      
      When the narrator claims to be incapable of achieving the ideal, we again see the
         centrality of choice to ethics. If, according to Sartre’s ethics, “absolute freedom
         implies absolute responsibility” (Plantings 1958: 245)—if our ethical choices are
         only so because of the fact that we did have a choice—then the opposite also holds
         true: a lack of freedom or a lack of choice implies that one’s actions, even if they
         appear to conflict with the subject’s ideals, are not unethical because the person
         could not have done otherwise. We could sum up this position in relation to style
         as follows: the anarcho-punk, because they are an anarchist and punk, has a particular stylistic approach emerging out of punk, but this style must
         be ethical in relation to their hypergood, and this must be in line with anarchism’s
         radical labor goals, which themselves are in line with the individual’s ethics. Therefore,
         in order to achieve this, the individual works to avoid those elements of fashion
         that are most offensive. This includes sweatshop labor first and foremost, but might
         include large corporations generally, as well as other harmful practices. However,
         because of the hegemony of global capitalism’s exploitation of labor, it can prove
         difficult to live up to this ideal all the time. Often clothing that is not exploitative
         is hard to get or far more expensive than sweatshop made clothing (which is not a
         surprise, as the workers are likely to have been paid more, thus increasing the overall
         cost of production). Therefore, either the narrator has a difficult time gaining access
         to these goods, or they are prohibitively expensive. One way of avoiding this problem
         is to not buy clothing or to buy all your clothing second hand, thus removing the
         garment from the cycles of supply and demand that partially produce the exploitative
         labor practices under capitalism.[5]   However, even this will at times prove imperfect, as one has fewer choices when
         shopping second-hand, and thus might end up having clothing that does not fit very
         well, and so on. Therefore, the individual’s choices become limited unless you want
         to “drive yourself crazy” or go live on a self-sustaining commune. Thus, the individual
         has no choice: she or he will attempt to do the best that they can to not participate
         in transgressions against their hypergood, as workers in many garment factories are
         not treated with dignity and respect, but sometimes they will not be able to live
         up to this for reasons that are beyond their control. 
      

      
      In fact, remembering that anarchists often also identify with anti-state communism,
         any hierarchical factory in which the workers are not directly in control of the means
         of production would have to be seen as a situation in which the worker is not being
         treated with respect because a capitalist is stealing the surplus value of their labor.
         What we see here is that some things are treated as greater or lesser harms in the
         narratives: working in a sweatshop where you may be denied the right to form a union,
         will not have healthcare, are grossly underpaid, may be physically and emotionally
         abused, and so on are seen as particularly horrific, but also as something that can
         be dealt with more immediately through boycotts and other attempts to improve working
         conditions, such as the support for unionization. This is similar to a narrative in
         the chapter, “The Ethics of Care and Notions of Pragmatic Political Support”: anarchism
         may not be immediately possible, nor may be the wholesale takeover of all means of production by the proletariat. Therefore, certain small-scale improvements
         will be supported by the anarcho-punk in order to make people’s lives better, even
         if this is does not directly achieve the anarchist-communist and ethical ideal in
         its grandest manifestation. It is likely, though, that when offered the chance to
         participate in those organizations that do achieve the anarchist-communist ideal,
         that anarcho-punks will engage with this. For example, many punks shop at and are
         members of the Mariposa Food Cooperative in West Philadelphia, a worker run grocery
         store. Similarly, Firehouse Bicycles in West Philadelphia is a worker run collective
         that many punks frequent. Supporting these organizations and others like them is in
         line with particular schools of anarchist thought as well. For example, the early
         French anarchist Pierre-Joseph Proudhon promoted gradualism instead of revolutionary
         anarchism. In his ideal, workers could slowly start their own collective organizations
         that would replace capitalist organizations, gradually bringing about anarchism and
         communism.[6]   While many individuals in this book would not oppose revolutionary anarchism, this
         does not mean that they cannot also find value in gradualist approaches, at least
         in the here and now when revolution does not seem immediately feasible.
      

      
       Even with all this in mind, at times the individual, as a consumer who opposes consumerism,
         believes that they are left with little choice but to commit a transgression against
         even the milder goal of not supporting sweatshop labor. However, the narrator does
         not believe that these acts are solely a personal choice in most cases: they would
         like to do better, they would like to do more, but capitalism makes this very difficult.
         Therefore, it is not the narrator who is unethical: it is capitalism that is forcing
         the narrator’s hand. Thus, hegemony places very real constraints on the actions and
         identifications that the individual may take or develop. Contrary to some theorists
         of the affective turn who have claimed an end to identity and hegemony, we see here
         that these do still have an important role to play, even if they have been overemphasized
         relative to affect and movement in previous theoretical approaches. This is because
         affects, though theoretically free flowing across a smooth space, are in practice
         restrained by the sociality in which they operate. Sexuality, for example, “is not
         a characteristic of a body or an individual, but a flow of affect that links human
         and non-human; while sexuality is potentially unbounded and rhizomatic, in practice
         it is highly territorialised into a limited repertoire of practices, identities and
         registers” (Fox and Alldred 2013: 781).
      

      
      Recognizing their own fallibility, narrators will often find other elements of their
         life that counteract transgressions. For Jack this involves being vegan and avoiding
         those companies that would harm animals. For Dylan, who is also a vegan and has worked
         with unions, this includes avoiding the worst abusers of labor (often people referenced
         Nike, Walmart, and Gap as examples of the worst corporations to be avoided). For Lynn
         this involves avoiding sweatshop labor in the production of shirts for the punk bands
         that she plays in, and for Alicia it involves not buying leather new, but accepting
         that at times she will buy it used (this is a common phenomenon, usually justified
         through the idea that if one is not giving their money to the company that actually
         does the harm to an animal or worker, then one is not actually supporting the harmful
         activity—again, they are removed from the cycles of supply and demand). Thus, there
         are several things going on here: first, the individual attempts to do the best they
         can to live up to their hypergood. However, second, they are not able to do so fully.
         Therefore, their ideals would tell them that they are doing something unethical by
         being complicit in the exploitation and oppression of labor and/or animals. The individual
         gets out of this by, thirdly, removing the feeling of choice. However, finally, they
         still desire to maintain their hypergood, and so they offer examples as evidence of
         their ethical nature in relation to consumption. This reconvenes their ethical identification
         by stressing that which they do right. The anarchist character is able to maintain
         its sliding into the punk character through style in this way.
      

      
      We also have to recognize that not all punks will use fashion in exactly this way.
         Some interviewees stated that for some punks fashion is “just fashion” or “just style”
         and does not have a necessary political correlate. This makes those punks more similar
         to other subcultures that use style as a form of semiotic resistance, but do not see
         the clothing itself in its production and consumption as a part of a larger political
         project. Therefore, what we see here is a particular way in which the coming together
         of punk and anarchism brings this meaning into existence. It is through the anarchist
         character that becomes articulated with the punk character that style gets its particularly
         conscious political meaning: style becomes political at the hyphen, become a different
         “thing” in assemblage with anarchist oriented punk than it would be otherwise.
      

      
      Conclusion: Becoming the 
 Antagonistic Other
      

      
       In the narrative types described above, we see anarcho-punks developing a resistant
         identification that is antagonistic to the norms of our increasingly global capitalist
         society, embodied through style. This kind of antagonistic identification is unique
         to our postmodern age:
      

      
         The fact that these “new antagonisms” are the expression of forms of resistance to
            the commodification, bureaucratization and increasing homogenization of social life
            itself explains why they should frequently manifest themselves through a proliferation
            of particularisms, and crystallize into a demand for autonomy itself. It is also for
            this reason that there is an identifiable tendency towards the valorization of “differences”
            and the creation of new identities which tend to privilege “cultural” criteria (clothes,
            music, language, regional traditions, and so on) (Laclau and Mouffe 2001: 164).
         

      

      This antagonistic identification is also potentially stigmatizing, as mentioned in
         the last chapter, and this is something that some of the narrators above, such as
         Ryan, clearly felt. Erving Goffman tells us that “radical political behavior” is something
         that might stigmatize an individual (1986: 4), and in the case of anarcho-punks this
         stigma may come with a loss of status, such as when certain privileges of middle-class,
         suburban, whiteness are given up in exchange for an urban, and sometimes impoverished
         lifestyle (Traber 2001). Anarcho-punks are unique because unlike others who might
         opt into a potentially stigmatizing identification, we make our opposition obvious
         through style in a way that other radical political subjects might not, as stigmatized
         individuals will usually attempt to “repair” their spoiled identity (Goffman 1986:
         9) or to pass for a non-stigmatized individual due to “the great rewards in being
         considered normal” (74). Anarcho-punks, on the other hand, revel in political different-ness,
         Other-ness. This is because of the hyphenation of the two characters. While any given
         anarchist might not feel the need to present their anarchist character through style,
         or might even avoid doing so, it is anarchism’s articulation with punk that brings
         such a stylistic approach into existence because of punk’s focus on style.
      

      
       Whether or not one makes this choice will also have to do with time and place. An
         anarchist living in times of extreme political repression may have to work even harder
         to disguise their stigma, while an anarcho-punk living in a contemporary overdeveloped
         Western society may, most of the time, feel less of a need to do so. Similarly, even
         anarcho-punks living in places where punk identification is particularly stigmatized
         may have to hide their punk identification for their own safety. For example, Indonesian
         punks have, in recent years, been the subjects of government oppression, being forced
         to shave their mohawks, to bathe, to change their clothes, and so forth. Therefore,
         the geopolitical space of the subject enters into identitarian articulation with their
         fashion and narratives, producing particular outcomes that are unique to that topography.
      

      
       While Hebdige had suggested that punk’s resistance was incorporated into capitalism
         through commodification and thus made impotent, this chapter shows the ways in which
         embodied resistance is maintained many years after this original incorporation. While
         punk itself is still fashionable at times and has become more incorporated through
         the popularization of bands such as Green Day, The Offspring, Blink 182, and Against
         Me!, anarcho-punks specifically manage to recreate resistance through a form of embodiment
         that emphasizes radical critiques of the dominant society and that antagonizes representatives
         of the mainstream while being in a state of perpetual readiness to “tear it all down,”
         in Ryan’s words. The more directly political nature of these narratives may actually
         make resistance even more meaningful than that of some early punks because contemporary
         anarcho-punks are actually attempting to fight back against global capitalist and
         statist hegemony through participation in large-scale social movements such as the
         anti- or alter-globalization movement rather than only presenting resistance through style, as Hebdige seemed to think punks did. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      

      
      
      
      
         

         
         
         Figure 1. Picture of Cabbage Collective members featuring Chris Fry, Bull Gervasi,
               Joseph A. Gervasi.
            

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff, an ally photographer living and working in Philadelphia.
               Kirchoff has been involved in punk and social activism for over twenty years.
            

         

         
         
         Figure 2. Picture of Jenna Pupp of the band HIRS in The Woodlands Cemetery.

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 3. Picture of Jessie Bird.

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 4. Picture of Mike McKee of the band Kill The Man Who Questions. 

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 5. Picture of John Paul and Yoni Kroll.

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 6. Picture of Leora Colby of Sit N’ Spin Records and the band Thulsa Doom.

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 7. Picture of Mano Divino of the bands Flag Of Democracy (FOD) and The Divine
               Hand. 
            

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 8. Picture of Bull Gervasi and Tony “Pointless” Croasdale of the band R.A.M.B.O.
               
            

            Courtesy of Karen Kirchhoff.

         

         
         
         Figure 9. Picture of Darius Alexander. Courtesy of Darius Alexander.

            

         

         
         
      

      
      
         
            1. Thank you to Pablo Vila for helping me to better articulate this concept.

            

         

         
            2. The need to negotiate subcultural style when aging is not unique to punk. Hodkinson
                  found that among aging goths, “subcultural identity often was still visible . . .
                  but hair might be tied back, visible piercings might be removed and some form of office-style
                  clothing worn” (2011: 273).
               

            

         

         
            3. That this is no longer the case was also mentioned by Hodkinson: “At the very least,
                  the lack of any clear post-teen jump into adulthood may create the space for more
                  lasting attachments to music and style cultures” (2011: 264).
               

            

         

         
            4. There is an obvious ambivalence toward exactly how far we should move away from the
                  politics of demand among the anarcho-punks here. While many would agree with these
                  quotes and statements, they would also be willing to go beyond them towards demands,
                  as we see in the chapter, “The Ethics of Care and Notions of Pragmatic Political Support”
                  where some demands are allowed, even necessitated, in the narratives. How we should
                  understand this is in reference to Žižek’s “most authentic dreams.” What we see in
                  “The Ethics of Care and Notions of Pragmatic Political Support” is that some elements
                  of statist intervention are more in line with anarcho-punk’s “most authentic dreams”
                  than are others, and thus must be supported because of their hypergood plot. 
               

            

         

         
            5. I say “partially” because while neo-liberal economic theories would have us believe
                  that it is strictly the process of supply and demand in relation to capital looking
                  for the highest return on investment that leads to these practices, it is essential
                  that we also remember that there are people making these choices. It is not simply
                  an abstract rational choice machine that produces effects, but real people choosing
                  to do real harm.
               

            

         

         
            6. According to Proudhon and later Marx, a collectively run business in which surplus
                  value is not appropriated is not capitalist, and the means of production cease to
                  count as “capital” (MacKaye 2010).
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 4

       The Ethics of Care and Notions of Pragmatic Political Support

      
         
         
      

      
      The Opposition to Government?

      
      The political philosophy of anarchism can be defined in many different ways. The early
         anarchist theorist, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, saw it as one of his forms of government
         (McKay 2011). An Anarchist FAQ defines it as follows: “anarchism is a political theory which aims to create a society
         within which individuals freely cooperate together as equals. As such anarchism opposes
         all forms of hierarchical control—be that control by the state or a capitalist—as
         harmful to the individual and their individuality, as well as unnecessary” (McKay
         2008: 19). If we break the word down into its etymological roots, we find that the
         term can be traced to a Greek lineage, in which the prefix “an” or “a” negates “archos,”
         which meant a ruler, dictator, chief, person in charge, or authority. 
      

      
      It is also worth noting that while some people claim the label “anarcho-capitalist,”
         the history of anarchism is more often tied to a political position that opposes capitalism,
         and most importantly my respondents identify with leftwing ideologies that oppose
         capitalist modes of production and bourgeois democracy; in the words of the early
         Russian anarchist Peter Kropotkin: “We are communists. But our communism is not that
         of the authoritarian school: it is anarchist communism, communism without government,
         free communism” (Kropotkin 2002: 61). What most definitions share in common, then,
         is opposition to all forms of coercive, unjustified authority and hierarchy.[1]  
      

      
      However, throughout the history of anarchism, the exact relationship that anarchists
         have had to governing bodies has been, many times, more complicated than this. While
         the ideal of anarchism has traditionally opposed all forms of government and the state,
         anarchists have at times, in their praxis, made compromises. Even Proudhon briefly
         served as a member of the French parliament, though his experience there turned him
         off to the idea of being included in representative government (McKay 2011). Later,
         Emma Goldman felt the need to address the issue of women’s suffrage in her time, and
         while she described it as “Our modern fetich [sic]” (Goldman 1969), the very fact
         that she felt the need to address the issue tells us something of the place debates
         about government support may have had among anarchists and other radical working people
         of the day. We can find similar concerns with the degree to which one should or should
         not engage with the state in the writings of other early anarchists as well, such
         as Bakunin who said, “It is true that the most imperfect republic is a thousand times
         better than the most enlightened monarchy, for at least in the republic there are
         moments when, though always exploited, the people are not oppressed, while in monarchies
         they are never anything else” (1970: 46). Contemporary anarchist Noam Chomsky also
         addresses the issue, and sides with the possibility of supporting government if the
         alternative may be even worse: 
      

      
         I am reminded of a nice slogan of the rural workers’ movement in Brazil (from which
            I have just returned): they say that they must expand the floor of the cage, until
            the point when they can break the bars. At times, that even requires defense of the
            cage against even worse predators outside: defense of illegitimate state power against
            predatory private tyranny in the United States today, for example, a point that should
            be obvious to any person committed to justice and freedom—anyone, for example, who
            thinks that children should have food to eat—but that seems difficult for many people
            who regard themselves as libertarians and anarchists to comprehend. That is one of
            the self-destructive and irrational impulses of decent people who consider themselves
            to be on the left, in my opinion, separating them in practice from the lives and legitimate
            aspirations of suffering people (Chomsky and Lane 1996).
         

      

      Chomsky’s approach is also related to the neo-anarchism of Simon Critchley

      
         Politics is an ethical practice that arises in a situation of injustice which exerts
            a demand on responsibility. It is at this point that I seek to link my argument to
            two meanings of anarchism, one ethical and the other political. The ethical meaning
            of anarchism is derived from Levinas and concerns his critique of the “archic” character
            of subjectivity in modern philosophy. . . . Politically, what is most compelling about
            anarchism is its emphasis on ethics as a binding factor in political practice, as
            opposed to the silence or hostility to ethics that one finds in Marx. . . . The conception
            of anarchism that I seek to defend, and which I think is what we find on the ground
            in activist practice, is not so much organized around freedom as around responsibility,
            an infinite responsibility that arises in relation to a situation of injustice. This
            is an anarchism of infinite responsibility rather than unlimited freedom, even though
            the goal of responsible action might be the cultivation of the other’s freedom (Critchley
            2012: 92–93).
         

      

      Thus, while we must not ignore the commitment to freedom among anarchists, we should
         not fetishize freedom alone. Instead, freedom is only one part of responsibility,
         a responsibility to one another, but also to justice, to the environment, and more.
         
      

      
      As we will see throughout this chapter, and as we have already seen in previous chapters,
         especially that on fashion, it is just such a discourse of anarchism-as-responsibility
         and anarchism-as-justice that most of the narrators develop. Only one interviewee
         said that he would oppose a government implemented universal healthcare plan or similar
         social welfare provisions. For all the others, at least a minimum amount of tentative
         support for these sorts of programs was articulated, though this support was not offered
         unproblematically, and pragmatic support for these programs did not necessarily correspond
         to voting behavior—some do choose to participate in electoral politics for the same
         pragmatic reasons that they support social welfare programs, while others refuse to
         vote even though they do support these programs.
      

      
      With this in mind I will, in this chapter, attempt to show the various ways in which
         the anarcho-punks I have talked to negate the apparent contradiction between supporting
         large and intrusive government programs while maintaining an anti-government political
         identification. There are several narratives that will account for this, each of which
         centers on the notion of maintaining an ethical sense of self even if these ethics
         lead the subject to tentatively support some aspects of governance. 
      

      
      Utopian Imagining

      
      Some anarcho-punks portray anarchism as something that will happen in some distant
         future if it will happen at all, and as something that is unlikely to come into existence
         in the near future. Therefore, because the individual cannot imagine anarchism being
         a future that will soon be possible, they look to those things that exist in the here
         and now, often in places such as Europe and Canada, but also elsewhere, which improve
         the lives of individuals.
      

      
         Carrie: I don’t particularly see it happening anytime in my lifetime, but I don’t
            see that as any reason not to try and lay structures now or do some ground work. .
            . . If the revolution never comes, then Food Not Bombs shared dinner with lots of
            people. We made friends and we had food. Or, if the revolution never comes, there’s
            lots of kids that got their homework done at LAVA Space [a local anarchist community
            center in Northwest Philadelphia], or got lots of free produce, or read books or made
            friends, or were able to have these resources that our system denies lots of communities.
         

Polly: I realize that things aren’t going to change overnight; anarchism isn’t going
            to come into being tomorrow, and if it did I’d be horrified
         

Mitch: I have a dream of how the world should be, and I don’t see it happening in
            my lifetime. And now I’m just trying to be practical.
         

      

       While the exact narrative varies from person to person, the message is clear: anarchism
         is not something we will see soon, therefore we need to do something else for now.
         Polly goes on to state that she votes so that things will not get worse than they
         are, and so that things that are important to her, such as a woman’s right to have
         an abortion, will not be lost while there is still a government that has the potential
         to do both harm and good. Polly also voices a secondary common concern, which is that
         anarchism is such a distant goal that any immediate dissolution of government would
         be far worse than our current system. This latter possibility of anarchism as an immediate
         distopia but a future utopia was common.
      

      
      Overall, these individuals support some government run social programs, independent
         of whether they vote for them, because they cannot imagine that an ideal anarchist
         world will be seen anytime soon. One of the most interesting examples of this comes
         from Dylan, who also said that, “I’m not a ‘the revolution is coming tomorrow’ kind
         of [person].”
      

      
         Dylan: I don’t know, I maybe used to think that . . . somehow giant globalization
            protests would bring about the revolution tomorrow; I used to imagine that this would
            happen, and then for some reason there would be a bunch of poor people from the city
            would be camped out on the grounds of these mansions on River Road, which was kind
            of on the way back from high school for me.[2]  
         

      

      So each of these individuals understands anarchism to be a beautiful and utopian future
         or ideal, but one that they doubt they will see in their own lifetime, if at all.
         With that being the case, it makes the most sense for these individuals if something
         is done in the here and now to resolve the horrors they see as a part of an unequal
         society. Therefore, they hope to use the existing structures in the world to support
         those things that are in line with their particular ideals, their infinite responsibility.
         In the words of Taylor (1989), they have a particular framework, which they use to
         “determine where they stand on questions of what is good, or worthwhile, or admirable,
         or of value” (Taylor 1989: 20). This framework is used to determine where they stand
         on the issues of already existing structures that they would like to see abolished
         in the long run, but that can be used positively in the short term. What makes them
         still anarchists is, firstly, that they, like Noam Chomsky, maintain the goals of
         an anti-capitalist, anti-state society and, secondly, their infinite responsibility
         as contemporary anarchists.
      

      
      We can also find this idea in song lyrics, something that is particularly important
         for punk and anarcho-punk. Because people construct their identifications from the
         social world, we have to consider what discourses exist that the subject might have
         invested meaning in to construct their opinions and identifications. According to
         Vila (2014), “Interpellation theory claims that popular music is a particular kind
         of cultural artifact that provides people with different elements they utilize in
         the construction of their social identities. In this sense, sound, lyrics and performances,
         on the one hand offer ways of being and behaving, and on the other offer models of
         psychic and emotional satisfaction.” In the case of punk, music is central to the
         development of identifications, as punk is a music-based subculture, even though punk
         is about more than just music. Therefore, it is important to show that these same
         concepts can be found in song. Thus, below, we see that in the Dead Kennedys “Where
         Do Ya Draw The Line?” they state:
      

      
         Anarchy sounds good to me, then someone asks, “Who’d fix the sewers?”

         
          . . . 

         
         Every theory has its holes when real life steps in

         
         So how do we feed and make room for all the people crowded on our earth

      

      
      Here we see the Dead Kennedys (the only band mentioned almost as often as Crass by
         interviewees as having influenced their political ideals) asking many of the same
         questions and raising similar concerns as we see in the narratives above. Anarchy
         “sounds good,” but the narrator cannot imagine who, without a government, would “fix
         the sewers” nor how we would “feed and make room for” all the people on Earth. 
      

      
      In addition, this support for government because anarchism is not right around the
         corner, as it were, can also be reimagined as a kind of support for anarchism itself.
         A number of people claimed that a part of the reason that, in their opinion, anarchism
         is not immediately viable is because too many people have to worry about simply feeding
         themselves and housing themselves and that with these concerns, revolutionary ideals
         may simply seem too distant from their real life struggles.
      

      
         Natalie: If you think about Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, you have to have your basic
            needs met, and then you have to have your safety net in order . . . to try to reach
            self actualization, and I think a lot of these theories and ideologies are very lofty,
            because they’re like the clouds on top of that pyramid, and unless you have all these
            things met, all these needs met, you can’t even be thinking about any of these issues
            we’re talking about. I know in Philly, poverty is a big issue, and all of my clients
            are African American and it’s a serious institutional problem in our country; racism
            is a serious problem and it’s not just like, “Oh I’m going to get served a drink after
            the white guy because of the color of my skin,” it’s much deeper than that. I feel
            like maybe it’s just the fact that privileged people have the ability to think about
            these bigger ideas whereas maybe minorities have fucking things to do! 
         

      

      The idea Natalie is articulating here, coupled with her apparent emotion of guilt
         about her own privileges, was common throughout the narratives of government support.
         While only Natalie directly referenced Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, the theme that
         having more things taken care of in your life could lead to more freedom to engage
         with radical political activity was common. This has, at times, also played out historically.
         For example, in the various struggles for indigenous rights, “we might say that rights
         can be levers of political articulation whereby a hitherto invisible or excluded constituency
         enters into visibility in relation to an injustice or wrong that shows a contradiction
         in the logic of the state structure. Rights, therefore, can be viewed as levers for
         hegemonic articulation in a political process whose ethical motivation is a situation
         of injustice” (Critchley 2012: 111). Similarly, “The armed federal guards who protected
         the young men and women who integrated the universities of the South preceded emotional
         change in the southern states. But they were a beacon of hope and a protection for
         the oppressed, and in this way they contributed to a gradual change of sentiments”
         (Nussbaum 2013: 316). In each case, we might say that government intervention, contrary
         to the libertarian-capitalist position, was able to precede and anticipate, even promote,
         changes in public emotion and public opinion. The hope here is that government welfare
         programs may be able to have a similar effect.
      

      
      Furthermore, space again matters here. “In the broadest sense, spatial (in)justice
         refers to an intentional and focused emphasis on the spatial or geographical aspects
         of justice and injustice. . . . There is always a relevant spatial dimension to justice
         while at the same time all geographies have expressions of justice and injustice built
         into them” (Soja 2009: 2). In Natalie’s example, the geographic space of the universities
         and the suburbs operates as a magnificent manifestation of injustice when compared
         to the impoverished spaces of her clients. Similarly, Nussbaum’s description of armed
         federal guards also only makes sense in relation to the particular spatial and temporal
         contingencies of that moment.
      

      
      From these inequalities, and contrary to certain Enlightenment thoughts, rights are
         not naturally endowed to us, but are the product of political struggle (this is the
         very process that Ernesto Laclau calls hegemony and to which he dedicated his radical
         democratic project). Rights are not simply that which we “have,” but that which we
         might use toward the production of a more just society. Thus, even if one opposes
         the institutions that grant legally enshrined rights, one may see strategic value
         in making use of these institutions nonetheless. Furthermore, as this process encourages
         greater commitments to justice and equality through hegemonic articulations of struggle,
         subjects may become more committed to the continued advancement of justice and freedom.
         In some cases, even government intervention might help to produce such advancements,
         as Nussbaum claims.
      

      
      Often people would use such an idea to explain why America specifically did not have
         a stronger radical or anarchist movement when compared to places in Europe, such as
         Greece. In cases like these the individual’s imagining of an anarchist ideal emerges
         from having basic needs met and being treated with dignity, even if by a government,
         so that one can more readily engage with other concepts, such as revolutionary anarchism.
         In other words, they see their ideals represented in certain government acts that
         contribute to the desire for infinite responsibility to others, which is in line with
         their ideals of the person and hypergood. Even if this is not seen as the best way in which to attain the ideal, that it does fit into it results in understanding
         these things as net positives, even if only until “The Revolution” comes.
      

      
      In this way, interviewees reconciled an apparent contradiction by including their
         hypergood, which requires that they help people and support any programs that might
         be beneficial, with their anarchist self-identification by stressing that government
         social programs may actually make anarchism more likely. According to Charles Taylor,
         this is one of two ways of avoiding “all hint of dilemma” in a situation like this.
         While the first way would be to eliminate one’s anarchist identity entirely, the second
         is to “affirm all goods.” This means that the “good life must be understood as one
         which somehow combines . . . all the goods we seek” (1989: 66). Combining the goods
         that government can do with the goal of anarchism is precisely what we see happening
         most often here in order to reconcile the contradiction between an ethical subjectivity
         with a particular hypergood and ideal of the person with one’s personal anarchist
         ideals. 
      

      
      What we see here is that the anarchist character is not the sole guiding narrative
         identification, at least for these anarchists. Instead, other characters also advance the person’s hypergood plot. In
         this sense, some interviewees see suffering in the world and desire to see an end
         to this pain. On the one hand anarchism addresses this desire, as the goals of anarchism
         include the elimination of unnecessary suffering from things like hunger and a lack
         of medical care, or oppression and exploitation; on the other hand, the immediate
         end of government or the cessation of certain government benefits might not fit with
         this desire. In order to reconcile this apparent conflict the two characters are brought
         together and the goals of different social struggles are temporarily unified as they
         serve the same common end of doing what is “right” and moving toward a freer, more
         libertarian society. Such an approach to anarchism may be especially prevalent today,
         as Critchley has indicated is the case in the struggles against capitalist globalization
         and for greater justice and responsibility.
      

      
      These same themes of working together with non-anarchist reformists at times and separating
         from them at other times are discussed in the Against Me! song, “Baby I’m an Anarchist”
         in which the narrator reflects on the history of anarchists working together with
         “liberals.” The song emphasizes both the similarities and differences between anarchists
         and liberals. Both find importance in protest and certain government protections like
         the eight-hour workday, which anarchists were pivotal to implementing, as we can see
         from, for example, The Haymarket Protests, which lead to anarchists being executed
         for their role in this struggle. However, the protagonist of the song is willing to
         take the next step toward revolution, while what are called “spineless liberals” are
         not. The same can be said of narrators here: they see a shared struggle with some
         who are not anarchists, but are also willing to potentially take the next step toward
         revolution. In the previous chapter, this “next step” permeated even the fashion choices
         of the subject, while here we see how individuals reconcile this desire for another
         step with their hypergood plot, which requires support for certain “non-anarchist”
         programs.
      

      
      In addition, the focus on needs in the present and anarchism as an unknowable future
         may directly contribute to the hypergood of anarcho-punk. In the ethics of Jean-Paul
         Sartre, “The oddity of human action is that in it an unknown future, not the past,
         precedes and conditions the present. In need, the present is transcended in favor
         of a non-existent, possible, future satisfaction” (Bowman and Stone 1992: 170). However,
         the problem is that it is this unknowable future that relates to human need that can
         result in the reproduction of oppressive systems: 
      

      
         Humanity is precisely what would be possible if, instead of doggedly reproducing a
            system (be it of profit or bureaucratic hierarchy), we produced ourselves as human.
            Our present state of reproducing such systems, in the hope that doing so will make
            our humanity for us, Sartre designates as that of “sous-homme,” the “sub-man,” which we will also render, with some discomfort, “sub-humanity.”
            . . . The unfavored are compelled to reproduce the system by their raw need; the favored
            are compelled to reproduce it by their “interest,” i.e. their dependence for their
            life on “the thing” (system-produced, profit, privilege, etc.). Both the favored and
            the unfavored are products of the system, both are tied in conflicting ways to the
            same false hope that reproducing the system will make them human, and both embed themselves
            ever deeper in their sub-humanity by failing to attempt to “make the human” against
            the system. The only end possible for such “sub-humans” is “humanity,” that is, the
            permanent termination of their sub-humanity (Bowman and Stone 1992: 174–175).
         

      

      Thus, in the case of the anarcho-punks here, what we see is just such a concern for
         basic human needs, the satisfaction of which is a central part of their ideal of the
         person. However, like Sartre’s sub-humans, these anarcho-punks are willing to reproduce
         the system that they oppose in the name of resolving these needs in the present in
         light of an uncertain future. However, this reproduction of the system, according
         to Sartre, will never bring about “humanity,” which we can understand to be anarchy
         itself through his opposition to both capitalist and the state bureaucracies:
      

      
         For Sartre, humanity or autonomy, if it is not a mere ideal but an historical project,
            requires as a condition the classless world of communism in its profound sense. .
            . . This requires that practical agents first make a society where no economic structures
            produce humans and no state or alienated morality inhibits “pure common decisions”
            (Bowman and Stone 1992: 175).
         

      

      Sartre thus stresses that a free humanity, living under anarchist-communism must stop
         reproducing the systems of domination, as this can only reproduce sub-humanity rather
         than humanity. However, if the better world of anarchist-communism is a distant future
         or if it is impossible, as those quoted here believe, it may seem as if refusing to
         reproduce the system will do more harm than good. In light of this, it may be that,
         for these narrators, the only way to begin producing humanity is to start living one’s
         life in some sort of utopian way, even while sometimes reproducing systems of domination
         in the here and now. Below, though, I will argue that at least some anarcho-punks
         are attempting to begin living out anarchism in their immediate lives. They do so
         with the goal of beginning to manifest the new world they wish to see “in the shell
         of the old,” as it were, which is in itself a long-standing anarchist goal that can
         be found at least as early as the work of Proudhon. I will then show that all of this
         leads to an “ethics of care” for the anarcho-punks here, in which concern for the
         well being of others is of primary significance.
      

      
      Looking For and Living As Utopia

      
       One reason that it might be so hard to imagine anarchism or what might lead to a
         liberated society could be that we have too few contemporary anarchist communities
         to look to as examples. When discussing anarchism as a viable alternative there are
         a small number of groups often mentioned as examples of anarchism in practice: the
         anarchist federations in the Spanish Civil War and the Zapatistas in Mexico were especially
         common, as were the Greek anarchists. Each of these serves as a model of what might
         come to be, even if the respondents do not believe that this is immediately possible.
         Building off of the Zapatistas, Richard Day (2008) tells us, “The coming communities
         are more likely to be found in those crucibles of human sociability and creativity
         out of which the radically new emerges: racialized and ethnicized identities, queer
         and youth subcultures, anarchists, feminists, hippies, indigenous peoples, back-to-the-landers,
         ‘deviants’ of all kinds in all kinds of spaces” (183). The point is that these “deviant”
         communities, of which punks would be a part, create alternative spaces, instances
         of a freed humanity that can serve as counter-hegemonic examples of how things might
         be in some better future. As the subject’s here struggle to see anarchism as an immediate
         possibility in the here-and-now, it is the development of alternatives that allow
         them to practice their hypergood and live out their ideals that they have to fall
         back on. In other words, they are claiming that anarchism’s immediate practicality
         on a national or global scale is ancillary to living one’s life with anarchist praxis
         in mind. Living in such a way contributes to a politics of the act in which one’s
         actions and lifestyles are a representation of some potential political future. For
         Simon Critchley (2012), this is the very definition of politics:
      

      
         I think that politics should be conceived as a distance from the state. Or, better,
            politics is the praxis of taking up distance with regard to the state, working independently
            of the state, working in situation . . . the labour of politics is the construction
            of new political subjectivities, new political aggregations in specific localities,
            a new dimensional habitus rooted in common sense and the consent of those who dissent
            (112).
         

      

      The development of these new political subjectivities, new spaces and localities,
         and new dimensions of habitus and being are precisely what the anarcho-punks in this
         section are working toward.
      

      
      Of course, the anarcho-punks here are not the first to attempt to live out a political
         resistance in their everyday life: 
      

      
         Paul Willis’ study of the motor-bike boys and the hippies in Profane Culture raised similar issues. Each in their own ways, these two groups lived out important critiques of capitalism and modern institutions. However, these were confined
            to the level of culture. They were unable to enter the arena of proper politics or
            to challenge the larger world of political and social institutions. . . . For Willis,
            this marked the “tragic limit” of these cultures (Martin 2002: 75).
         

      

      While Willis saw this as a “tragic limit,” some anarcho-punks find this to be the
         most realistic way of living up to their hypergood in a world that is not immediately
         in a state of becoming-anarchistic. In fact, this possibility of transgressing the
         current world of capitalism through lifestyle is a particularly important practice
         among contemporary subcultures and social movements. This was emphasized by Alberto
         Melucci, who found that “contemporary movements pose symbolic challenges by living out alternative lifestyles and thereby ask the rest of society to recognize
         and accept their difference” (Martin 2002: 81). Those quoted here are attempting to live out just such a challenge.
         Such movements, individuals, groups, and practices are “war machines” in the language
         of Deleuze, where war machines can be understood as “a certain coincidence between
         living and struggling” (Tiqqun 2011: 69). In some cases, “This means that the first
         movement of this war is reappropriation. Reappropriation of the means of living-and-struggling. Reappropriation, therefore,
         of space: the squat, the occupation or communization of private spaces. Reappropriation
         of the common” (Tiqqun 2011: 68). Not coincidentally, some of the participants here
         have at times been squatters, occupiers, and have engaged in the construction of a
         new commons. However, what these narrators also show is that one need not be actively
         squatting or occupying to make this happen. Such a coincidence between life and struggle
         can be a part of everyday existence in other ways too.
      

      
         Alecia: You know, [anarchism] sounds like a nice dream, but I think there are individual
            communities and groups that are making it work right now, and . . . I don’t think
            I’m holding out for an anarchist world, I think it’s more important to make it work
            in the context we can right now.
         

Bill: A good example is those protests or weird little gatherings like the Round River
            Rendezvous that Earth First! does or something. You seclude yourself in an area and
            then everybody is gathering in that area for a while. You sort of create a mini-community
            for a half second. Even though I fucking hate the Rainbow Family and all the real
            fucked up shit that they do, one thing that is true is that they, in their little
            circuit, do operate pretty much as an anarchist community in the fact that they’re
            very egalitarian towards each other.
         

Mitch: I think for me . . . it’s the revolution every day. . . . I read a lot of Situationist
            theory, and basically what it comes down to is I just want to change my little world,
            and if I can change my outlook, if I can free myself, and actually that’s kind of
            what happened that led to me being more of a happier, liberated person. 
         

      

      These individuals believe that, “If I cannot become what I want to be starting today
         I will not be interested in that change” (Melucci 1996: 184). This is more than just
         a personal becoming though. It is also the case that living out one’s anarchism can
         serve as an example to others. One effectively becomes a representative of the future,
         showing others how a better world might look. Thus, one’s lifestyle becomes more than
         personal; one’s everyday habits and behaviors become radical as they represent what
         might yet be. Like the Black Bloc protests that many anarcho-punks have participated
         in, the lived everyday experience of anarchism is “meant to represent the future possibilities
         of the better world in which the anarchists are fighting for but that they are also
         building alongside the continued existence of this world” (Avery-Natale 2010: 100).
      

      
       Thus, while anarchism may be a future goal, the question of its immediate possibility
         is less important to some people than are other more personal or small-scale goals.
         One respondent, Bill, told me as much: “So, I think that whether or not anarchism
         is achievable is secondary to the things that it does accomplish while striving towards
         anarchism.” Ultimately, the things that it might accomplish are improvements to the
         world around us, even if those improvements do not immediately abolish capitalism
         and the state, which remains the ultimate goal of anarchism. This same theme can be
         found in the song “Up the Punks” by Ghost Mice:
      

      
      
         Are we making any changes or just having fun?

         
         What have we done?

         
         What have we done?

         
         Is this more than just music?

         
         Is it more than just a club?

         
         Are we making any difference?

         
          . . . 

         
         Well just take a look around and I’m sure that you’ll agree

         
         That we’ve done a lot of things to improve community

         
         Like organizing protests and serving Food Not Bombs

         
         Sending books to all the prisoners that’ve been locked up for so long

         
         Throwing bricks through all the windows of the evil corporate shops

         
         Supporting mom and pop and standing up to the murdering, racist cops

         
         Seems like we’re always talking about the things that we do wrong

         
         But let’s not forget to talk about the good things that we’ve done

         
         I know we’ve got our faults and I must say that I agree

         
         But punk rock music saved my life, I can sing it honestly

         
         Sometimes it may seem like we haven’t done anything

         
         But I think that we made it a little bit better than it was

         
         That’s why I sing and I’ll ask you to sing with me

         
         Up the punks!

         
         Up the punks!

         
         Up the punks!

      

      
      Throughout this song, we see many of the same narratives that are present in the quotes
         above. For example, we see the self-critical analysis of whether anarcho-punks have
         “done anything” of value, the importance of Food Not Bombs and other forms of already
         existing mutual aid networks. We also see the importance of ethical subjectivities
         through the attacks on “evil corporate shops” and the “murdering, racist cops.” In
         the end, the narrator concludes that we have at least made the world a “little bit
         better than it was,” which is different than achieving anarchism, and yet is still
         narrated as a positive outcome. There is thus a connection created between things
         like serving people food for free (Food Not Bombs), protesting ethically negative
         practices (corporate shops and the police), and so on, and the end goal of anarchism
         as an incarnation of the hypergood. 
      

      
      As many respondents said, an important point to take away from this is that punk itself
         may not have inherent political value or goals (though anarcho-punk may), but that individuals who self-identify as punk and/or anarcho-punk can,
         in their own lives, become political and revolutionary subjects. For many, they may
         do this because of what they have learned from punk culture and music, but the individual
         or group still needs to take the necessary steps toward change and must engage with
         radical organizing. Punk or anarcho-punk, on the other hand, is a collectivity and
         a subculture that might serve as a stepping-stone for many toward this, but does not
         necessarily, in and of itself as a subculture, produce radical change. In other words,
         punks as individuals may be revolutionaries, but punk as an imagined community is
         not necessarily revolutionary, but only potentially so based on what one takes from
         it and does with it. Thus, we again see the importance of action to the hypergood.
         It is not enough that one maintains the ideal; one must also act on this in some way
         in order to work toward the better world that is dreamt of. Action matters.
      

      
      This leads to a question about the hyphenation of “anarcho-punk.” Unlike some identifications,
         anarcho-punk builds a multiplicity into its identification-label through the hyphen
         that connects anarchism to punk rock. Many respondents felt that punk itself can serve
         as an example of a better way of doing things; punk’s distribution and touring networks
         are living examples of structures organized outside of capitalist and government networks,
         they are “acts” representing how the world might be, much like an individual’s personal
         interactions can be. Thus, their role as representations of a better way of being
         puts the hyphenation in place between anarchism and punk. This is stressed by the
         respondents below:
      

      
         Sara: I wouldn’t say that punk isn’t important, I think that culture building and
            spreading ideas is really important. . . . But I think it is important as far as culture
            building and spreading a message, I don’t think that just focusing specifically on
            the punk scene as far as politics is really going to do much of anything. I think
            that broader radical social change, I don’t know if it’s possible in our life time
            . . . there’s a lot we’re working against, but I ultimately don’t feel like it matters
            whether or not I live to see a revolution. It’s not for my personal gain, I want people
            to live better in this world and I want there to be alternatives, and anything people
            do to make that happen is awesome, and I think that punk is something that provides
            an alternative . . . and an option that challenges the way people think and expands
            ideas. And I think it can be a jumping board to organizing.
         

Andrew: I think it gives you a different perspective on life, as well as a more understanding
            nature to live outside the status quo and be productive. Be productive people, while
            living in a society that’s capitalist. Cause you’re living in a society that can’t
            be changed so easily. But still keeping ideals is what everyone should be doing in
            the scene, because we need to certainly have that perspective, pass it on to people
            that we know, and again, having families based on that perspective will continue to
            thrive from it until god knows what happens.
         

Kevin: I think that any culture that chooses to not actively participate in capitalism
            as much as possible is, however small, a productive practice.
         

      

      
      One way to understand anarcho-punk, then, is as an incubator for revolutionaries and
         radicals. Individuals who participate in anarcho-punk find ideals and skills that
         can be used to improve the world, push for revolution, and turn one into a revolutionary
         and an anarchist. This is one way in which “these poor and disenfranchised forms of
         action are the seeds of qualitative change in contemporary collective action” (Melucci
         1996: 809–810). However, incubation is not revolution. Many respondents pointed out
         that if an individual wants to engage with more substantial social change then they
         must be willing to at times break the hyphenation in their own life, they must take
         anarchism and do more with it than just be an anarcho-punk or participate in an anarcho-punk
         community. The individual must get “outside of” punk and engage with other communities.
         In order for change to happen, one has to take anarchism beyond punk even if punk can serve as a good “example” and as an incubator for radical subjects.
         For any given person, what this movement might look like can be a personal decision.
         For some it meant becoming a lawyer and working within the system for change on behalf
         of those who the system most harms; for others it meant social work; for others, teaching;
         for others, labor work. However, in each case the root was the DIY ideals that were
         constructed through punk participation. This has already been reflected on above when
         discussing age and the development of professional identifications, but below we also
         see this reflected in how people generally engage with the world around them.
      

      
         Alicia: When you are trying to do community based activism and you have specific exclusive
            subculture you end up excluding a lot of the people who [you] might actually want
            to be working with. And even though it might not feel that way to us, who are comfortable
            with this subculture, and lifestyle, and everything, the perspective of somebody who
            is not comfortable or familiar with it or whatever is that it can make certain activist
            and community based projects seem very exclusive.
         

Lilly: If you could really get people to think out of that, “I’m a privileged white
            anarchist” shell and be like, “OK, you know what? I am comfortable with someone who
            might not know about what ‘trans’ means, or might not know what ‘vegan’ means.” .
            . . There could be people like, being in North Philadelphia [there are] really big
            groups that are really pissed off and really want things changed. There’s a lot of
            people in Philadelphia who are really pissed off and really want things changed and
            are really kept down and don’t have all the access and all the opportunities that
            usually anarcho-activist punk scenes have. Because, I mean, god, we’re young, we’re
            white, we’re educated; the world is our fucking oyster! You know? And if we could
            mesh the two together there would be real effectiveness, and I just don’t see it happening.
            It’s crazy that something could happen, we could be more than a pimple, and people
            just can’t get beyond that wall of the subculture.
         

Jack: I think if you’re serious about being involved in a social movement for change,
            really serious about it, you’re not going to get anywhere if you just stay in the
            punk community. You have to reach out to other communities. And you really have to
            play by a lot of mainstream rules. 
         

      

      Similarly, Sara stated that she had to separate her punk and anarchist activities
         in order to be active politically, and that today the punk scene is where her friends
         are and where she socializes, but that her life as an activist, which has led her
         to a particular career path, is at least partially separate from her life as a punk
         even though punk initially formed this identification. This need to get out of the
         punk community and into the larger community to make real change is well reflected
         in the lyrics of “Punk is a Ghetto” by A//Political, which one respondent, Polly,
         said directly influenced her thinking on this matter. The song ends with the following:
         
      

      
      
         Punk is a ghetto

         
         We’re all guilty

         
         We all check each other in check

         
         We bind ourselves to a set of competitive accusations

         
         Very much D.I.Y. in creation

         
         So strict are these and so great our fear of accusation

         
         We go as far as sacrificing our dreams of a better world

         
         We’ve grown so punk rock critical we turn on everything

         
         There is a world out there beyond punk

         
         Our revolution isn’t punk

         
         Our revolution is much grander


         
         Reality check! Punk isn’t everything!

         
         Punk is a ghetto

         
         Revolutionize the world, not just your scene!

      

      
      Part of the reason that many here do not see this happening right now, why punk is
         too often a “ghetto,” may be the common belief that the punk scene in Philadelphia
         has itself changed. Many respondents echoed the claim that Philadelphia had a much
         more politically active scene that was far more dedicated to anarchism in the 1990s
         and early 2000s, but that this is no longer the case. This was often blamed on younger
         punks who are perceived as being less “political” than those who were around in the
         “good old days.” This is another way in which punk and anarchism articulate one another.
         Some younger punks are perceived of by older anarcho-punks as not having the “anarcho-”
         portion of the hyphen. While this would not apply to all younger punks, as there are
         some who have the hyphenation, many older individuals did see it this way.
      

      
      This is also another way in which the hyphen that exists between anarchism and punk
         in “anarcho-punk” is problematized by the different identifications that exist in
         people’s lives. It is not always the case that punk is revolutionary or anarchist.
         Punk only becomes such through the assemblage of different parts. This reality forces
         the narrator who does identify with anarchism to reflect on the reason for a current
         lack of anarchism in their punk scene. There are a number of reasons for this, some
         of which are also seen in the chapter “It’s Not Your Typical Rebellion.” However,
         here we see that one reason is time and age of entrance into the anarcho-punk scene.
         The scene itself has changed, according to these narrators, and the hyphen now exists
         more for individuals who choose to maintain the hyphen than for the scene overall.
         Therefore, a younger punk first entering this scene might not obtain the hyphenation
         that older punks did when they first got into punk and/or anarcho-punk. Following
         assemblage theory, we can state the following in this regard: certain individuals
         enter into a relationship with punk, and as such are changed by it. However, punk
         is also changed by the varying components of its assemblage; change and movement are
         constant in assemblages and identitarian articulations. Therefore, on the one hand,
         the punks who are entering into articulation with a scene are less likely to be interpellated
         as anarchists if the scene to which they are entering is not as anarchist. However,
         this can also create a feedback loop in which the scene itself, the larger assemblage,
         becomes less anarchist oriented because its component parts are less so. In searching
         for further explanations for this, some participants stressed that really the older
         punks are also to blame for this, as it is the older punks who should have been “carrying
         the torch” of anarchism but that, in sometimes disassembling from punk, have failed
         to do so.
      

      
      Interestingly, it is not only older punks who have made this claim. Even Carrie, who
         was nineteen at the time of the interview, claimed,
      

      
         Carrie: I think that [the lack of political mindedness among younger punks in Philadelphia]
            is a reason that I’ve never necessarily felt comfortable in my age, and it’s a lot
            of the reason that I’d go to the shows and I’m hard pressed to find friends that aren’t
            at least like six, seven years older than me, at minimum, if not, maybe, could be
            my dad, you know? But that’s . . . the punk community that appeals to me and that
            continues to appeal to me.[3]  
         

      

      Those who entered into the Philadelphia punk scene in the 1990s and early 2000s are
         seen as having, or having had, a strong articulation of the hyphen between anarchism
         and punk, and the scene itself also is remembered as having had this connection more
         strongly. However, those entering into the scene at a later time might have a harder
         time building the hyphen, as the scene is now less political and, in fact, there may
         have been a backlash against “political correctness,” as will be described in the
         last chapter of this book. Thus, we might say that the notions of authenticity within
         the scene have shifted, and that anarchism is now understood as being a sometimes
         highly valued, but less necessary, marker of general punk rock authenticity. In other
         words, changes that have taken place at the scene level have changed the ideas about
         authenticity in such a way as to displace the hyphenation from the scene to particular
         anarchist individuals within the scene. 
      

      
      Some interviewees, when discussing this shift, claimed that there is no longer an
         anarcho-punk scene in Philadelphia at all. Instead, today, there may simply be a punk scene
         that has some members who identify as anarchists and anarcho-punks, but that the scene
         itself is not necessarily anarchist or politically active in nature, as some believe
         it was in the past. What these respondents see happening, then, is that the Philadelphia
         punk scene has, in their view, at least partially separated the “anarcho” from the
         “punk”; while there are individuals and bands who identify as “anarcho-punk,” some
         claim that the scene as a larger community has lost the “anarcho” part of the hyphen,
         thus becoming only “punk.” 
      

      
      For some respondents, it is this change that is partially to blame for the lack of
         activism in the scene. Often examples of this would be given, such as the lack of
         book and “zine” sellers at punk shows: it used to be very common for bands and other
         merchants to sell anarchist and otherwise leftist and anti-capitalist literature at
         punk shows in Philadelphia. This, however, has become less common in recent years.
         In fact, it has become so uncommon that at a show in 2011 where this did take place,
         some of the older punks I spoke with commented upon it as a pleasant surprise. Such
         things were often mentioned as evidence that the scene has changed, become less anarchist
         and less politically active. However, as mentioned above, some respondents also recognized
         that they, as self-identified anarcho-punks, were partially to blame if other punks
         were not more political, as they saw older punks as the ones who should be responsible
         for introducing the younger generation to radicalism and political activity and keeping
         anarchism alive in the scene.[4]  
      

      
      All in all, though, many people constructed punk as a good place to be introduced
         to radical politics. Even those who thought that anarchist politics are not as inherent
         to the scene as they used to be still saw it as a place where one could discover radicalism
         because there are still anarchists in the scene and at least some of the music still
         has political messages, even if this does not lead to political activity other than
         distributing the message. In addition, though the Philadelphia scene may be less political
         now than it was in the past, anarcho-punk music is still commonly listened to and
         could be a good introduction to these politics, as it was for so many others and for
         myself. For many of the interviewees in this work, anarcho-punk was formative to their
         identifications as anarchists and as ethical subjects, it helped to create their hypergood,
         as we saw for some in the “Entrance Narratives” chapter, but that it is not enough
         to produce radicalism and change. 
      

      
      This concern about the radicalism, or lack thereof, in punk can also be found in song.
         For example, Propagandhi (2001), in “Back to the Motor League,” sing:
      

      
         Tortured-artist college-rock and floor-punching macho pabulum 

         
         Back to the Motor League I go

         
         Once thought I drew a lucky hand

         
         Turned out to be a live grenade

         
          . . . 

         
         Play-acting “anarchists” and Mommy’s-little-skinheads, 

         
         Death-threats and sycophants and wieners drunk on straight-edge.

         
         Fuck off! Who cares?

         
         I’d rather highlight Trip-Tiks than listen to your bullshit. 

         
         Fuck off! Who cares? 

         
         About your stupid scenes, your shitty zines, the straw-men you build up to burn?

         
          . . . 

         
         But what have we here?

         
         Fifteen years later it still reeks of swill and Chickenshit Conformists

         
         With their fists in the air 

         
         Like-father, like-son “rebels” bloated on korn, eminems and bizkits.

         
         Lord, hear our prayer:

         
         Take back your Amy Grant mosh-crews and fair-weather politics.

      

      
      These lyrics can be read as discussing a long-standing concern in the anarcho-punk
         community over the degree to which punk can be a social movement that might contribute
         to radical social change. Exactly how long this concern has been raised is reflected
         in Propagandhi’s use of the term “Chickenshit Conformists,” a reference to the title
         of a Dead Kennedys song from their 1986 album Bedtime for Democracy, in which they claim:
      

      
         Punk’s not dead, it just deserves to die

         
         When it becomes another stale cartoon

         
         A close-minded, self-centered social club

      

      
      Or, even earlier, Crass (1979) claimed, “Yes, that’s right, punk is dead” because,

      
      
         Movements are systems and systems kill

         
         Movements are expressions of the public will

         
         Punk became a movement cos [sic] we all felt lost

         
         Leaders sold out and now we all pay the cost

         
         Punk narcissism was a social napalm

         
         Steve Jones started doing real harm

         
         Preaching revolution, anarchy and change

         
         Sucked from the system that had given him his name

         
         Well I’m tired of staring through shit stained glass

      

      
      What all of this leads to is a possibility that while self-identified punks can make
         a real change by engaging with political and revolutionary actions and activities,
         there is less certainty on behalf of these same individuals about whether punk as
         a larger “thing,” as a scene or imagined community, as a movement, can make that change.
         
      

      
      This understanding of punk as a collectivity with non-axiomatic potential for revolutionary
         action, more often reflected in the practices of individuals than the group as a whole,
         relates to the ethical ideals of radical behavior and change articulated by Foucault.
         For Foucault, “it is in the context of the collective’s identity that individual decisions
         are made” and the “political project of change (revolution) and improvement (reform)
         seem tied to the ethical project of a collective’s self-understanding” (Moore 1987:
         89–90). In the case of punk as a collectivity, the political and ethical senses of
         self that are partially brought into being through music can produce individual decisions
         based on the identification “anarcho-punk.” However, Foucault also called for an end
         to the tyranny of identity, which is linked to this collective/individual relationship.
         Therefore, we can say that while one’s self may have emerged from this collective
         self-understanding, being tied strictly to this collective identification may hinder
         the person. In fact, this is what we saw some respondents saying, as they indicated
         that one might need to be willing to sometimes step outside of punk to grow politically
         and produce radical change. In such an account, we see the possibilities of movement
         prevalent in assemblage and affect theories. The person enters into identitarian articulation
         with punk but, when certain contradictions emerge due to the nature of that articulation
         and its changes over time, the person is left to figure out how to negotiate their
         articulation. In some cases, they choose to exit the assemblage, either temporarily
         or permanently, or to renegotiate how that operates in the context of their identifications,
         further emphasizing the importance of the linguistic shift from “assemblage” to “identitarian
         articulations.”
      

      
      Furthermore, both projects of revolution and reform are tied to ethics. The engagement
         with both is based on the moral consciousness, the hypergood, that these individuals
         have, which, at least for some of them, was found through punk. If “Moral consciousness
         is the possibility of knowing that the particular action taken in any situation may
         be grounded in the ideas of the good and commitments to values” (Moore 1987: 82) then
         political values and goals, understood as leading to possible action, must also be
         grounded in these ideas of the good and the individual’s values and their ideal of
         the person. In the cases shown here, these values relate strongly to anarchism, but
         the values themselves are not always anarchistic in the sense of strictly opposing
         government. This is an important element of moral consciousness in these narratives
         because the given situation in which these individuals perceive the possibility for
         change must be taken into consideration. Such a situation might not necessarily include
         anarchism as an immediate possibility, but a better world than the one in which we
         live might be possible sooner. As I show below, this possibility of creating a better
         world is the guiding ethical principle of the anarcho-punks here rooted in their hypergood.
         In fact, this hypergood can even supersede anarchism as an ideology.
      

      
      The Ethics of Care

      
       As stated earlier, it is primarily in Chomsky’s metaphor of “defending the cage”
         and in Critchley’s “neo-anarchism” that we see the narrative structure of most of
         the anarcho-punks discussed here. When discussing their pragmatic support for government
         social programs, the issue of doing what will help people came up repeatedly. We see
         this very explicitly in Jack’s statement:
      

      
         Jack: I think some people get kind of confused with all that and say, “I’m an anarchist,
            so . . . I should oppose anything related to government.” But it’s just not realistic.
            . . . Personally, this is a big part of my personal code, is the idea that if you’re
            serious about caring about people, then you should support anything that will in your
            opinion help people; you can’t put ideas before people. I mean, in the case of any
            of the things that you mentioned, universal health care or social security, you can
            say, “Well they’re government institutions so I should oppose them on principle,”
            but god dammit, they will help people! And I think that that’s really important, and
            when people start to put ideas before the people that they claim to care about that’s
            where I think a lot of activism fails is this currency of ideas as opposed to something
            that constantly keeps human rights at the very top of its regard.
         

      

      Similarly, Natalie claimed that her social work experience has led her to believe
         that these programs are essential for impoverished people:
      

      
         Natalie: For me it’s kind of like narrowing the gap between privileged and unprivileged
            people, because it just makes me sick how I can go to three or four clients homes
            in one day that are roach infested and the kids don’t have enough to eat, and the
            kids have medical illnesses; the mom missed a doctor’s appointment because she didn’t
            have enough tokens or money to get to the appointment, and then to drive home from
            work and pass the university which has so much money and the hospitals and the arenas
            have so much money, I don’t know, it just makes me really angry. . . . I guess the
            ultimate goal is to narrow that gap, because it’s not fucking fair that I grew up
            in a nice town having everything I needed and attending a nice school with two parents
            who did everything for me, and it’s not fair that the kids I work with don’t have
            that.
         

      

      Another narrator, Andrew, also related his support for government run programs to
         the population of clients he worked with in a similar field at the time of the interview,
         and who he sees as being in need of comparable forms of support. This connection to
         lived experience threaded through the narratives, and is connected to Critchley’s
         idea that contemporary anarchism is not just about freedom, but responsibility and
         justice: “One might say that contemporary anarchism is about responsibility, whether
         sexual, ecological, or socio-economic; it flows from an experience of conscience about
         the manifold ways in which the West ravages the rest; it is an ethical outrage at
         the yawning inequality, impoverishment and disenfranchisement that is so palpable
         locally and globally” (2012: 125–126). The movement away from only focusing on freedom may have to do with freedom’s place in the articulatory regime
         of floating signifiers that grant words meaning. Today, “The specific term ‘justice’
         has developed a particularly strong hold on the public and political imagination in
         comparison to such alternatives as ‘freedom,’ with its now strongly conservative overtones”
         (Soja 2009: 3). In relation to this desire for justice, which is strived toward via
         responsibility, one may also experience conscience, guilt, and outrage. These emotions
         can then drive the narrators here toward a specifically anarchist development of a
         theory of responsibility that opposes state authority without rejecting state authority as one possible avenue toward justice and responsibility. This differentiation
         between “opposition” and “rejection” seems essential here to understand how those
         who identify as anarchist can, at times, support the state.
      

      
       In other cases, the narratives were more personal. Because individuals like Natalie
         and Andrew reference a kind of secondary or alienated identification in which it is
         some Other who they support social welfare programs for, they could perhaps be charged
         with paternalism. However, this charge is minimized by the fact that those who are
         themselves dependent on the state through the use of social welfare programs also
         tentatively support these government intrusions into their own lives.
      

      
         Carrie: I don’t think [government social programs] are a solution, but there is a
            large part of me that feels like, well, they fucking owe us something. . . . I have
            food stamps; I don’t think that I would struggle to get the food that I need if it
            weren’t for the system that we are living in, and I have Medicaid. I also have a .
            . . disease that is caused by dioxin poisoning which, if it wasn’t in the name of
            profit, why the fuck would people put chlorine in tampons, you know? Just something
            like that: the longer that I’ve had it the more that I’ve come to terms with the fact
            that I sort of believe I have an actual physical illness from capitalism. . . . I
            think the system made me sick, or even beyond that made it fucking impossible for
            me to take care of myself because I’m broke. . . . It was like a man in Barcelona
            did this sort of creative Robin Hood kind of thing. He didn’t out right rob the banks
            but he took out immense loans from different places and figured out how to not pay
            them back. And fuck yeah it’s their money, and fuck yeah we’re going to take it!
         

      

      In Carrie’s case, and in other cases like hers, we see the same narrative as Jack,
         Natalie, and Andrew, and yet one could not accuse her of a paternalistic attitude,
         because it is her own hunger and her own illnesses that led her to support these programs,
         even if she recognizes that they are not a real solution to the larger problems. No
         respondents saw these as the ideal solution to social problems, but the point is that
         such programs are directed toward an ideal that is linked to a hypergood even if such
         programs are not the perfect manifestation of the ideal.
      

      
       Throughout the “ethics of care” narrative structure, there is a militant level of
         support not just for anarchism but also and primarily for the well being of those
         in need. From this, and in connection to other narratives throughout this book, we
         can see that the maintenance of the hypergood is paramount to anarcho-punks. In other
         words, the plot of being “an ethical person” guides the subject’s character construction
         and narrative process, necessitating that other characters be weaved into connection
         under this plot.
      

      
      Following Charles Taylor (1989) the hypergood includes those “goods which not only
         are incomparably more important than others but provide the standpoint from which
         these must be weighed, judged, decided about” (63). This supersedes the ideological
         good of anarchism, especially because anarchism may not be something that we can achieve
         in the immediate future. According to Taylor, “To have a hypergood arise by superseding
         earlier views is to bring about (or undergo) what Nietzsche called a ‘transvaluation
         of values’” (65). In the case of the individuals here, we see that their ethical ideal
         supersedes their anarchist ideology, even if their anarchism is tied to this same
         ethical self through the belief that anarchism is the best possible form of social
         organization to aim for as a long-term goal.
      

      
       In addition, we can find this same narrative structure in the songs that many individuals
         might listen to. Many respondents referenced Crass, who are often seen as the first
         anarcho-punk band, as one that played a central role in their own political development,[5] and we can see this very narrative structure in the song “Do They Owe us a Living?”
         (1978):
      

      
         Fuck the politically minded, here’s something I want to say,

         
         About the state of nation, the way it treats us today.

         
         At school they give you shit, drop you in the pit,

         
         You try, you try, you try to get out, but you can’t because they’ve fucked you about.

         
         Then you’re a prime example of how they must not be,

         
         This is just a sample of what they’ve done to you and me.

Do they owe us a living?

         
         Of course they do, of course they do.

         
         Owe us a living?

         
         Of course they do, of course they do.

         
         Owe us a living?

         
         OF COURSE THEY FUCKING DO! 

      

      The phrase “Do they owe us a living? Of course they fucking do!” in reference to an
         inability to “get out” of the system is related to the narrative structures above.
         In each case, we see individuals describing a system that is oppressive, authoritarian,
         and harmful, but that has done so much damage that it owes those it has harmed something
         in return. For Crass this is a “living,” while for Carrie it is some sort of retribution
         for her illness and poverty. In both cases, this is in response to “what they’ve done
         to you and me.”
      

      
      However, we also see in this song a level of pessimism that is similar to the belief
         that anarchism is not immediately possible. In the song, Crass goes on to say, “The
         living that is owed to me I’m never going to get.” Thus, like many of the narrators
         here, they believe that they are owed something for how the world has harmed them,
         and yet they might not be likely to receive this. Many of the narrators felt similarly,
         as none saw government social programs as a perfect solution and maintained that anarchy
         is the only real solution, but that it is a long time from being achieved.
      

      
      This general pessimism bordering on nihilism about the future is somewhat common throughout
         punk generally. This perspective is sometimes presented in songs, such as Black Flag’s
         (1981) “Police Story,” where the singer claims that punks and cops hate one another,
         and that this leads to a war between the two camps that punks “can’t win.” While I
         would be reluctant to say that the interviewees I spoke with were as pessimistic as
         the narrator of “Police Story,” there was a level of at least temporary fatalism present
         in many responses, as is most clear in the idea among some that anarchism is perhaps
         never achievable. This attitude is a manifestation of what Simon Critchley has called
         “active nihilism.” 
      

      
         The active nihilist also finds everything meaningless, but instead of sitting back
            and contemplating, he [sic] tries to destroy this world and bring another into being. The history of active
            nihilism is fascinating and a consideration of it would take us back into various
            utopian, radical political and even terrorist groups . . . [including] late nineteenth-century
            anarchism in Russia (2012: 5).
         

      

      For Critchley, nihilism results from “political disappointment” emerging from the
         fact that “the institutions of secular liberal democracy simply do not sufficiently
         motivate their citizenry” (7). Critchley’s nihilism also updates the thought of Ernesto
         Laclau. For Laclau, political disappointment (the failure of the state to meet a demand)
         produces a negativity, and people or groups will unite based on their shared negativity;
         this is a kind of positive-negativity for Laclau. However, with Critchley, we see
         that this can go in one of two directions. Active nihilism is closer to Laclau’s goals,
         while passive nihilism would be an alternative possibility emerging out of the same
         negativity. 
      

      
      With this in mind, government social programs are better than laissez-faire capitalism, but are still a far cry from the goal of anarchism. Therefore, if anarchy
         is not immediately possible, what should we do? I have already shown that some have
         found solace in organizing elements of their own life around their anarchist ideals.
         However, many also articulated that there are things the government could do immediately
         that are in line with their hypergood, even if they are not ideal because it is still
         a government that is doing these things. In other words, if a government does exist
         and cannot be immediately abolished and replaced with an anarchist mode of organization,
         then it would be better if that government did things that bettered people’s lives
         than things that destroyed life.
      

      
      As long as there are taxes . . . 

      
       In this final narrative, anarcho-punks claim that as long as there is a government
         collecting taxes and ruling over people, it would be better that this government provide
         health care, welfare, food, housing, and so forth than wage wars (state warfare, as
         opposed to, for example, anarchist revolutionary war, being something that was consistently
         opposed by all respondents). This obviously relates to the ethics of care because
         the narrators are stressing that the parts of government they can or must support
         are those that are beneficial to suffering people. In other words, because governments
         do exist, and as long as this remains the case, there are some things that are more
         in line with the hypergood and anarchist ideals than others. War, for example, is
         strictly not a part of the hypergood, while care for the well being of humans through social provisions,
         as we have seen, is.
      

      
       This variation on anarchist thought is what Critchley calls “democracy,” which for
         him is a distance from the state: 
      

      
         [Democray is] the material drive of social being that calls the state into question
            and calls the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state,
            desirable though that might well be in some utopian sense, but in order to better
            it or attenuate its malicious effects. True democracy would be the enactment of cooperative
            alliances, aggregations of conviviality and affinity at the level of society that
            materially deform the state power that threatens to saturate them (2012: 117).
         

      

      This is what we see the narrators below expressing.

      
         George: If they’re going to spend that money on war, they might as well spend it on
            helping people who need it in the United States. If they’re going to take all that
            tax money from something I’d rather spend it on that than the other shit that’s going
            on. And you know, I guess, in real world 2011 America, I think the government should
            spend more time bettering its people and its country than what it is spending its
            money on; if people need help they should help them.
         

Elaine: Well, if there’s going to be a government—see, if there wasn’t a government
            and we had a perfect society we would all be looking after each other and we would
            develop the kind of skills to help each other and it wouldn’t be, you know, it would
            be different. But since we don’t have that, and we’re paying taxes, I think that the
            government should take care of the people, and the rich shouldn’t be able to just
            buy healthcare when, you know, poor people can’t. I just think that’s morally wrong.
         

      

      Here we see that, because an ethical subjectivity is so central to anarcho-punk identifications,
         it is thus essential that the narrator side with the hypergood, even if this leads
         to support for imperfect structures and even if it is not the most authentically “anarchist”
         position to take. As I showed above, these are each different characters that must
         be narrated together in order for the individual’s self to “make sense.” There is
         an identitarian articulation that takes place between the different characters from
         which the resultant subject narrates, in combination with the social world and its
         technologies that produces this necessary outcome. 
      

      
       An interesting element of this, though, is that not just anything is supported. While
         healthcare, food stamps, and welfare are seen as net positives, there are other elements
         of governance that the government itself might articulate as fitting into an ethical
         good, but that the anarcho-punks here see as bad. The most obvious example is the
         police. More than almost any other element of government, the police are seen as an
         extremely harmful and hated. 
      

      
         Carrie: When you get there [to a protest], people in robot suits[6]   are shooting at me. I’m sure if they got to know me they would know that I’m a
            pretty nice dude, but then again they’re cops, so they have no souls.
         

Sara: I was basically raised to never trust the police; the police were not my friends.

Anthony: There are certain people that, more or less, are probably better if they
            were gone, rather than still here . . . many developers, many real estate agents,
            different kinds of police officers.
         

      

      What we can see here is a very clear demarcation in which almost all repressive apparatuses
         of the state, in the Althusserian parlance, including the police and war, are opposed.
         It is these repressive state apparatuses that are ultimately narrated as what an anarcho-punks
         most oppose, while social welfare programs and, in some cases, public education, an
         ideological state apparatus, opens up room for tentative negotiations of support for
         governance. However, it is only those government functions that can be articulated
         as falling in line with the hypergood that can be brought in line with an anarchist
         identification. This is necessarily imperfect and temporary, though, because at some
         point, for anarchy to be achieved, which is understood as a better manifestation of
         the hypergood, the state will have to be abolished. Because anarchy is not understood
         as immediately possible though, the connection can be maintained for now.
      

      
      Conclusion: Anarchists and The Demand

      
      Throughout this chapter we have seen the ways in which people weave their varied and
         sometimes antagonistic identifications together through storied processes. All stories
         have a beginning, middle, and end, as will the story of capitalism and government,
         at least according to anarchists. However, here we could imagine that many anarcho-punks
         place themselves somewhere in the “middle” of that story. Following Critchley:
      

      
         it seems to me that we cannot hope, at this point in history, to attain a complete
            withering away of the state, either through concerted anarcho-syndicalist or anarcho-communist
            action or through revolutionary proletarian praxis with the agency of the party. .
            . . Now, if class positions are not simplifying, but on the contrary becoming more
            complex through the process of social dislocation . . . if the revolution is no longer
            conceivable in a Marxist-Leninist manner, then that means that, for good or ill—let’s
            say ill—we are stuck with the state. The question then becomes: what should our political
            strategy be with regard to the state, to the state and states that we’re in? (Critchley
            2012: 112).
         

      

       From this middle point, history cannot be understood as teleological, like Marx and
         some earlier anarchists believed it to be. Instead, revolution and change is an ongoing
         process that will never be completed. Richard Day (2005) describes this idea by saying
         that any radical movement toward “the outside” of capitalism and the state must be
         understood as a passage rather than a destination. Similarly, Giorgio Agamben claims,
         “The outside is not another space that resides beyond a determinate space, but rather, it is the
         passage, the exteriority that gives it access” (1993: 68.8). This turns anarchism
         into not just a goal, but also a never-ending process of moving toward more freedom
         and liberation. Understood from this perspective, the “passageway” may be open to
         negotiation, as we have seen here. Therefore, from the passageway it is necessary
         to, at least on some occasions or in relation to some programs, support the government
         that one opposes ideologically. This is especially true if, as Critchley says and
         as the narrators in this chapter seem to agree, it is nearly impossible to, at the
         current time, imagine the vanishing of the state. To refuse to engage with the state
         on some level, then, may be seen as focusing too strongly on some possible “End” that
         perhaps cannot be reached rather than focusing on the infinite responsibility of what
         Critchley’s “neo-anarchism”:
      

      
         Such a neo-anarchism, which is what makes it neo-, cannot hope to achieve the classical
            anarchist dream of a society without the state, which I simply do not think is an
            option for most of the earth’s population at this point in time. But such a neo-anarchist
            experience of the political can articulate a politics at . . . an interstitial distance
            within and against the state. Resistance is about the articulation of distance, the
            creation of space or spaces of distance from the state, what the very young Marx calls
            “true democracy” . . . at the core of such a neo-anarchism, there is not an ontology,
            nor an economic theodicy, but an infinitely demanding ethics of commitment that challenges
            the vapid mantras of contemporary ideological moralism (Critchley 2012: 148).
         

      

      Such a neo-anarchism is, without a doubt, precisely what we see at play among the
         narrators of this chapter who feel “stuck” with the state that they oppose but, nonetheless,
         believe that a better world is possible. That better world may, at least for now,
         still have a state. Perhaps some even-better future world will not—that is, after
         all, the goal—but if, for now, we are stuck with it, then improving it operates in
         accordance with the hypergood and responsibility and the emotional commitment to the
         improvement of the lives of others. This is linked to the hypergood and the general
         ideal of the person because, with each of these rooted in respect for the dignity
         of humans and the need to maintain this as a plot, they must support that which might
         improve these conditions. What we find is that when deprived of certain rights, “people
         retain human dignity, since that is inalienable, but in the absence of suitable support
         and care they will not be able to live lives worthy of human dignity” (Nussbaum 2013:
         120). Thus, to support human dignity one must offer support for that which will allow
         the subject to actually live a life worthy of that dignity. It is not enough that
         the dignity exist abstractly and ideally, but it must be practiced. As I have stressed
         before, this idea of practice is significant, as the participants here have emphasized
         that living out one’s ideals is central to being properly anarcho-punk. Therefore,
         it is not surprising that the possibility of practicing the dignity with which the
         ideal of the person suggests all people have would be emphasized here.
      

      
      Furthermore, even if anarchy can be reached, we must not assume we have reached the
         end of the passage, less we risk oppressing not-yet-known Others, potentially subjugated
         identifications that might not yet exist. With this in mind, it may at times be necessary,
         as Chomsky said, to “expand the floor of the cage, until the point when they can break
         the bars. At times, that even requires defense of the cage against even worse predators
         outside.” Therefore, we can see those discussed here as engaging in this kind of pragmatic
         “defense of the cage” because they do not yet believe they have reached a time when
         the bars can be broken.
      

      
      Despite Chomsky’s comment as well as those of the narrators here, such a perspective
         is not uncontroversial in anarchist circles. The question of engagement with state
         apparatuses remains hotly contested, with some anarchists insisting that any engagement
         with the state other than those that point toward its dissolution is contrary to anarchist
         principles. This is reflected in some of the current “demand nothing” perspectives
         that have been offered in recent anarchist literature, including that of Richard Day
         (2005). 
      

      
      We should further complicate the concept of “the demand” though. In the work of Ernesto
         Laclau (2005) the demand is the most basic unit of analysis for his theories of political
         hegemony. Laclau claims that there are two distinct types of demands: democratic demands,
         which are met by the system having demands placed upon it, and populist demands, which
         are not met by the system. While democratic demands are easily assuaged, populist
         demands can lead to more radical change. As briefly mentioned above, Laclau tells
         us that this happens as those whose demands are not met unify through the negativity
         of the lack of satisfaction that they have received from the system to which they
         were making a demand. As subjects unify around this negativity, they can move from
         simply making demands to becoming a more unified force pushing for radical or revolutionary
         change. 
      

      
      Following a similar trajectory, Alain Badiou (2012) claims that demands that the claimant
         knows the system could, but will not, meet, may actually be used as tools for weakening
         the system itself. Badiou’s argument is that such demands make the system’s weaknesses
         transparent by showing that it will not meet even demands that it could meet because
         such demands are too radical. For example, Hardt and Negri (2009) claim that the demand
         for a global minimum income could be met by the systems of capitalism and government,
         but will not be. Making such a demand, then, makes the system’s failures more obvious.
         In this way, Badiou and Hardt and Negri move the earlier ideas of Gramsci forward.
         While Gramsci claimed that an “organic crisis,” such as loss in war or economic downtown,
         could threaten the system by making its failures more transparent, Badiou seems to
         be claiming that we can manufacture such crises through radical demands.
      

      
      Of course, neither Badiou nor Laclau could necessarily be considered anarchists. Though
         both have been critical of the state, capitalism, and non-democratic authority, neither
         explicitly identify as anarchists. Laclau identified with populism, Marxism, and radical
         democracy, while Badiou seems to primarily identify as a communist and Marxist. However,
         each has been influential to radical currents, including anarchists. Just as importantly,
         their claims can be applied to anarchist thought in spite of their identifications.
         In the case of Laclau, we can find a method by which we might assemble a radical social
         movement against capitalism and the state. From Badiou, we can further complicate
         Laclau’s notion of the demand by looking not just to two types of demands, but at
         the functioning of the demand and its potential.
      

      
      Thus, what we see throughout this chapter is a more complex relationship to the role
         of “the demand” in anarchist praxis. While anarchists, by definition, oppose governance
         and capitalism, this does not necessarily mean that some anarchists don’t recognize
         a potential “net positive” that certain government programs can do, and that making
         demands might work as a step toward a revolution that would do away with the very
         government providing the programs in the first place. In fact, for the narrators here,
         they have little choice but to support such programs because their hypergood plot
         necessitates that they do so. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. The idea of “unjustified authority” can be contrasted to uncoercive authorities based
                  on expertise. The nineteenth-century Russian anarchist, Mikhail Bakunin, described
                  this as follows in God and the State (1970): “Does it follow that I reject all authority? Far from me such a thought.
                  In the matter of boots, I refer to the authority of the bootmaker; concerning houses,
                  canals, or railroads, I consult that of the architect or the engineer. For such or
                  such special knowledge I apply to such or such a savant. But I allow neither the bootmaker
                  nor the architect nor the savant to impose his authority upon me. . . . I recognize
                  no infallible authority, even in special questions; consequently, whatever respect
                  I may have for the honesty and the sincerity of such or such an individual, I have
                  no absolute faith in any person.”
               

            

         

         
            2. What this also seems to speak to is the apparent spontaneity of social movements.
                  Dylan, like so many others, could not imagine a large scale left wing social movement
                  made up of poor people camping out—occupying—the seats of financial power. However,
                  in 2011 and 2012 we did see this happening.
               

            

         

         
            3. Carrie was the youngest person I interviewed. At the time of the interview she was
                  nineteen. It might, however, not be a coincidence that she maintained the hyphen,
                  as she got into punk at a very young age (she was in fourth grade at the time). Therefore,
                  age connects with time of entrance into the scene to work with or against the hyphen
                  here.
               

            

         

         
            4. This discussion also takes place outside of the interview setting. During the research
                  for this book, I had an in depth conversation about this issue with a friend after
                  we witnessed a younger punk failing to live up to certain feminist and anarchist standards.
                  These conversations often focus on a frustrated uncertainty about how to rebuild the
                  Philadelphia punk scene’s anarchist sensibilities and how to inculcate younger punks
                  into anarchism and radical politics.
               

            

         

         
            5. While the Sex Pistols included the word “Anarchy” in their song “Anarchy in the UK,”
                  it was Crass that many narrators saw as having developed a more ideologically coherent
                  understanding of anarchism that described an active political lifestyle, and it was
                  Crass that was often labeled as the band that brought the narrator to anarchist politics.
                  Importantly, Crass would often include introductions to anarchism in their record
                  liners, and many respondents listed these as formative documents for their anarchist
                  identification.
               

            

         

         
            6. This is a reference to the kind of riot gear cops usually wear at large demonstrations.
                  Frequently activists will refer to cops dressed in this gear as “Storm Troopers.”
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 5

      Narratives of Race 
 and Whiteness in Punk
      

      
         
         
      

      
      An Introduction to Punk and Race

      
      It is important to start this chapter by recognizing that punk’s history when connected
         with race, and specifically with whiteness, is ambivalent and complicated. Interestingly,
         many of the early progenitors of the sound and musical style that would influence
         punk rock were not white. For example, Pure Hell from Philadelphia and Death from
         Detroit, who played roles in the early development of what would become the “hardcore”
         punk sound, were all African-American.[1]   Even more important was Washington DC’s Bad Brains who undoubtedly were one of
         the first hardcore bands and influenced most who came thereafter. There were also
         Hispanic punk bands from the beginning, especially in Los Angeles, and in England
         punk had very strong connections to the reggae culture, though it did stand separate
         from reggae (Bob Marley once wrote a song called “Punky Reggae Party” about this).
         
      

      
      That being said, there is equally little doubt that many, though not all, of those
         punk bands and figureheads who became most well known or who are often the most talked
         about, such as The Ramones, The Sex Pistols, and The Clash, were largely “white”[2]   (though what this means depends on one’s definition of whiteness—The Ramones, for
         example, included Jewish members), and many of punk’s fans at this time were white.
         Like many rock and roll based subcultures, punk was more or less open to other racial
         subjects possibly entering its borders, but the scene(s) in American and Europe remained
         predominantly white. 
      

      
      This creates an obvious problem: even though punk was not only made up of white subjects,
         if many, though not all, of its adherents are white, and especially if many of its
         most famous members are white, then the discourses of authenticity that govern and
         police who gets to “count” as an authentic member are going to be mainly constructed
         in line with the already existing ideals of white subcultural members. This becomes
         even more problematic when we recognize that while punk has been a global phenomenon
         almost from its birth, American and European bands became best known and thus those
         controlling these discourses were primarily Americans and Western Europeans.
      

      
      For these white American and Western-European participants specifically, punk did
         offer an approach to race that at least some might have found valuable:
      

      
         Punk offered a space for young Whites growing up in a multicultural world to figure
            out what it meant to be White. What was so exciting to me at the time was the very
            incoherence of the definition. Against the solidifying reactionary definitions of
            whiteness—traditional, patriotic, and (in the United States) God fearing—punk’s whiteness
            was open and undecided (Duncombe and Tremblay 2011: 5).[3]  
         

      

      With this in mind, punk has historically been, and some would argue remains a culture
         that is quantitatively white, at least in America and Europe (with a few exceptions
         such as Chicago and Los Angeles), and whose internal logics are generally based on
         white hegemonic assumptions.
      

      
      If it is true that these particular, mostly white subjects primarily controlled the
         discourses of authenticity within punk, then it may prove unnecessary to actively
         negotiate the inclusion of non-white participants, as they may be less likely to appear
         in large enough numbers to raise important questions. Or, if non-whites do become
         members, and in doing so adhere to some of the white discourses of authenticity, then
         this may serve as “proof” to the white participants that there is not a problem to
         be solved. This may be why punk often suffers from what Mimi Nguyen (2008) refers
         to as the “punk is equal opportunity syndrome.” Similarly, within this we might see
         hints of what Nguyen refers to as the “whitestraightboy hegemony” that “organizes
         punk.” By this she means that the racial politics within punk (though not necessarily
         outside of it—she points out that punks are often very articulate about political
         economy writ large, including racism) are often similar to the racial politics that
         can be seen in the rest of the white-male dominated world in which the invisibility
         of whiteness, individualistic approaches to racism, and stereotypical assumptions
         about the Other are often normalized.
      

      
      There is more going on with punks’ racial politics than just white dominance reproducing
         whiteness within its borders though; this does not go far enough in explaining how
         punk came to have such a white face. The fact remains that in England there were blacks
         connected to the punk scene, and that in some of the American punk scenes, such as
         Washington DC, Philadelphia, and Los Angeles, there were non-white punks who were
         pivotal to the creation of those scenes and to the musical sound as it developed.
         For example, in Los Angeles, bands such as X, The Bags, The Brat, The Zeroes, and
         more all had Hispanic (and in many cases, female) leaders. 
      

      
      This ambiguousness is no less significant today, when “the most lively and important
         punk scenes in the word are in places like Mexico City and Jakarta, Indonesia” (Duncombe
         and Tremblay 2011: 15).[4]   With this in mind, what might it mean to say that punk is “white,” as some do?
         Perhaps it means that the statement itself requires qualification. Rather than saying
         “Punk is white” it may be necessary to say, “Punk, in many of the cities of America
         and Europe, is predominantly a white culture. In addition, many of the most famous
         punks, with a few exceptions, are white and if you looked through American and European
         punk records you would mostly see white faces.”[5] However, in many regions and locales, punk’s racial and ethnic basis is necessarily
         non-white (how could it possibly be otherwise in somewhere like Indonesia?). 
      

      
      With all of this in mind, how do we understand that in many locales, such as Philadelphia,
         the scene is predominantly white and that punk generally seems to have such a white
         face? Furthermore, how can a subculture of anarchists who self-identify as anti-racist
         reconcile racial homogeneity within any given scene, such as Philadelphia? Or, to
         put it differently, “what is it about punk rock that produces, at one and the same
         time, this (a) acknowledgement and rejection of privileged whiteness, (b) desire to
         join in solidarity with other races struggling for change, and finally, (c) a difficulty
         in producing anything concrete or lasting from those desires?” (Duncombe and Tremblay
         2011: 190).
      

      
      One place to look in order to start understanding this is punk’s rebelliousness, which
         was a forming part of its ethos. While punk remains eclectic in its approach to ideology,
         it was even more so in its earliest days. However, what was always certain was that
         punk was rebellious. This rebelliousness, though, did not come pre-packaged with a
         coherent political ideology such as anarchism. Instead, at least in its earliest incarnations,
         rebellion functioned more like a shotgun blast, spraying in all different directions.
         In short, rebellion can mean anarchy and social revolution, as well as all the anti-hierarchical
         and anti-oppression ideals that come along with those perspectives. But rebellion
         can also mean fascism, racism, sexism, nationalism, and more. In the early days of
         punk all that was certain was rebellion-qua-rebellion, and therefore all of these ideas—fascism, anarchism, racism, nationalism,
         nihilism, communism—appeared in punk’s identitarian and ideological lexicon along
         with more traditional forms of youthful rebellion such as drug and alcohol abuse,
         violence, and stylistic presentations.
      

      
       So, while in its earliest days anarchism was not uncommon in punk, fascism and other
         racist, nationalist, and xenophobic ideas could also be found. In addition, it was
         common for punks to appropriate and rearticulate the symbols of far-right ideologies,
         such as the Swastika. While it is often said that the wearing of Swastikas was meant
         to be ironic and satirical in the early days of punk, representing Dick Hebdige’s
         (1979) claim that punk(s) could take any social signifier and rearticulate its meaning
         into something else as a part of its rebellion, the reality of the situation is more
         complex. There is little doubt that some did use the Swastika as a form of Situationist-inspired
         irony. This was especially common in England where the dominant culture articulated
         itself as the protagonist of history, having defeated the Nazis and rebuilt Europe.
         In this light, the use of Nazi symbols was, at least for some, meant to counter England’s
         self-aggrandizing stance. It was not even uncommon for Jewish punks to display the
         Swastika, indicating that the situation is at least more complicated than a simple
         reading of the symbol as representing white supremacy would imply. In fact, Steven
         Beeber goes as far as to claim, “Nazi imagery in punk is anything but disrespectful—that
         is, it’s anything but disrespectful to Jews because it is instead disrespectful to
         Nazis. It is Jewish revenge incarnate, rooted in comedy” (Beeber 2011: 51).
      

      
      However, punk’s flirtation with fascism has to be understood as more than just satire,
         comedy, and ironic critique. The fact of the matter remains that for at least some
         punks, a shift did take place from hyperbole to ideology. This is not only true of
         those punks who would eventually go on to create the sub-genre of “Nazi Punk,” such
         as the English band Skrewdriver, but of some more mainstream and well-known punks
         who are today more readily associated with liberal and leftist politics. 
      

      
      This latter point is particularly significant when one considers the rewriting of
         the past that has taken place within the punk movement and those who have chronicled
         its history. All too often, this history has been reworked to “create a myth that
         punk was always anti-racist” (Sabin 2011: 59). This rewriting of history goes beyond
         references to particular bands, and in some cases involves the outright removal of
         certain moments in history. For example, Sid Vicious, the late bass player for the
         Sex Pistols, commonly wore a shirt with a Swastika on it. However, in the film Sid and Nancy, “Sid’s T-shirt becomes a hammer and sickle” (Sabin 2011: 67), clearly aligning him
         more readily with leftism than fascism. Similarly, Siouxsie and the Banshees removed
         a line claiming that there were “too many Jews for my liking” from later versions
         of their song “Love in a Void” (Sabin 2011). It seems to me that this rewriting of
         our punk history might be one part of why we fail to properly deal with race within
         our own scenes: without this history as a part of our official historical narratives,
         it is easy to pretend like we have already solved the problem, or worse, that there
         was never a problem to solve in the first place.
      

      
      One of the effects of the rewriting of punk’s history as well as its 
 organization around “whitestraightboy hegemony” has been that race and racism are
         all too often salient silences, conspicuous by their absence. Or, when it is mentioned,
         it is something “They” do (“They” being the state, the police, the military, the banks,
         big business, etc.). The effect of this is that some are unsure how punk and anarcho-punk
         came to be organized around whiteness or why punk remains white dominated in so many
         areas.
      

      
      Today, the political ideology of punk is perhaps more solidified. While punk politics
         can have many incarnations, and rebellion is still an important, perhaps even necessary
         element, it is generally at least a left ideology[6]   (when it has a political ideology at all—nihilism and apathy are still common).
         The opposition to Nazism is obvious in songs like the Dead Kennedys’ “Nazi Punks Fuck
         Off” as well as in the cultural history of fights between punks and Nazi-Punks or
         racist skinheads. 
      

      
      Punk has consistently appealed to at least some non-white audiences. In Chicago, punk
         has a very strong Hispanic following, including the most well known of the Chicago
         Hispanic bands, Los Crudos (the leader of which later moved to Philadelphia where
         he started the early queer-hardcore band, Limp Wrist). Punk also has large Hispanic
         audiences in Los Angeles and in other parts of California. If we look outside of the
         United States, this non-white audience gets even bigger. However, if we look to these
         bands, we can see that they are conscious of punk’s potential for racism. Los Crudos’s
         only song that is sung in English is titled “That’s Right, We’re That Spic Band”:
      

      
         That’s right motherfucker, we’re that spic band!

         
         You say you call yourself a punk?

         
         Bullshit!

         
         You just a closet fucking nazi

         
         You are bullshit!

         
         You just no understand us!

         
         Bullshit!

         
         You just fucking fear us!

         
         Bullshit!

         
         We’re that SPIC BAND!

      

      
      The song was written after they heard someone called them “that spic band” at a show
         (Los Crudos 2011: 241). Therefore, we would be remiss if we did not take this seriously.
         Any writing out of racism in punk would necessarily ignore the real concerns of non-white
         punks. 
      

      
      This history is necessarily incomplete. There are elements of punk’s racial identifications
         that are left out here, such as its connections to suburbia in America, which will
         appear below. What I have articulated above is the background in which this chapter
         exists, and understanding this history can prove important. As you will see, many
         of the ideas that have existed in punk’s past continue to influence punk’s relationship
         to race and racism. This history is also central to understanding the narratives that
         will be presented here, as it is only within that context that we can understand why
         these narratives, which do not only come from white punks, as several of the participants
         in this study are non-white (though none are African-American), make so much sense.
         
      

      
      But first, a brief note: throughout this book I am making efforts to include the lyrics
         from songs that can be understood as talking about a similar topic as the narratives
         from individuals. However, the lyrics included in this chapter are not as diverse
         as I would like. The reasons for this is directly related to the problem of race itself:
         while many songs have been written about male dominance in punk, fewer have been written
         about white dominance in punk, even though many songs have been written about white
         racial experiences more generally; these songs include, for example, “White Riot”
         by The Clash, the satirical “White Minority” by Black Flag, which was actually written
         and originally performed by a Hispanic vocalist, the Minor Threat song “Guilty of
         Being White,” a song that was intended to be anti-racist but can be misread as reproducing
         the discourses of colorblind racism, and NOFX’s “Don’t Call Me White.” Even the song
         “White Male Dumbinance,” below, by BGK (Balthasar Gerards Kommando), which based on
         the title one might expect to include a critique of punk’s whiteness, really only
         critiques its maleness, with the exception of racism mentioned alongside fascism and
         sexism at the end; and it is only “Macho punks” who are told to “fuck off.” 
      

      
         You call yourselves punks 

         
         You think you are Mr. Cool

         
         A-signs on your jackets 

         
         It means “no one rules,” remember?

         
         According to the way you talk 

         
         Hanging out with some friends 

         
         “Uh, she’s just a girl.”

         
         You’re full of shit 

         
         Nothing but a hypocrite 

         
         Those stupid remarks make me really sick

         
         If you think it’s all so funny, you must be pretty sick

         
         Fascism, Racism, Sexism

         
         Stop it now 

         
         (Macho Punks Fuck Off; Courtesy of Alternative Tentacles Records)

      

      
      Explaining Whiteness

      
         While some interviewees claimed that they did not have any idea why punk was predominantly
         white in Philadelphia, this was not true of all, and some offered at least one explanation
         for this fact, while others offered several possible explanations. The explanations
         for the whiteness of punk in Philadelphia, and sometimes America generally, fall into
         three categories, described below. 
      

      
      Suburbia

      
       A common explanation for punk’s whiteness is that, at least in America, many individuals
         who self-identify as punk grew up in the suburbs. In other words, while punk scenes
         are largely urban, their members are often (though not always) transplants from the
         suburbs. This explanation, of course, has a necessary class element to it, as well
         as a historical element. In short, it is often said that because of America’s racist
         history in which, following World War II, the suburbs were built for white soldiers
         returning from war, and black soldiers were systematically discriminated against in
         these areas, there is an historical trajectory that leads to a white dominance of
         America’s suburbs to this day. For example:
      

      
         Jack: It probably tells you something that you need to know if you’re serious about
            considering where punk comes from. It is a reaction to the suburban lifestyle in a
            lot of ways. There is a lot going on with it where that is where it’s rooted, and
            the suburbs, by the nature of the laws of the time, the suburbs that developed in
            the US. . . . There were laws that kept the suburbs white. . . . In a lot of ways
            it’s not so much about the politics as much as it is this idea of rejecting suburban
            America, and suburban America is predominantly white.
         

Kevin: If middle class teenagers in the suburbs, if that’s what they’re getting into,
            then their friends are going to get turned on to it as well and the people they spend
            time with are going to get turned on to it and that’s maybe how it’s going to happen.
            . . . Whereas if you’re dirt poor, you can’t buy records, and you don’t have the internet,
            or you don’t even have a phone. I also feel like in a lot of poorer places and whatnot,
            people don’t even leave their neighborhoods, they might not get turned on to different
            things.
         

Ryan: So much of the Punk movement, especially in the 80s, came out of the suburbs.
            . . . The suburbs were white, you know that’s where that hardcore stuff came [from].
            . . . It really kind of came out of the burbs less than the cities
         

George: I mean it doesn’t really bother me because I understand that the reason that
            is is because punk appeals mostly to white suburban kids like myself who feel disenchanted
            with the world around them and then it’s only natural that they would meet up with
            other white suburban kids who feel the same way.
         

      

       We could sum up the position as follows: America was, and is, built on racism. Because
         of this, America created a racist system of suburbs that excluded non-white Americans.
         This exclusionary tactic has long-term effects on the demographics of the suburbs
         as well as wealth distribution in American society, as homeownership leads to wealth
         in America, and some white Americans had their home ownership subsidized by the government
         early on, while non-whites did not. While punk initially began in cities in America,
         it quickly migrated to the suburbs, especially as it developed into hardcore in the
         1980s, which is where many punks come from. However, because the suburbs are predominantly
         white, those who get into punk as adolescents in America are going to be predominantly
         white. This applies to Philadelphia as much as anywhere else.
      

      
      I would be remiss if I did not point out that all of this is entirely accurate historically
         and most likely does play a significant role in producing the whiteness of punk in
         America. It is not a coincidence that many of the interviewees in this research did
         grow up in a suburb. This is, therefore, more than just an excuse for whiteness, but
         recognizes certain historical truths that have impacted the subcultural and racial
         milieu of American society. Furthermore, it is likely that this would create a situation
         in which whiteness would, in part, become self-reproducing. Remember that any given
         discourse, such as punk, is not just thrown out into the world, but is evaluated by
         individuals. These individuals will use their racial identification as a part of this
         evaluative process. Therefore, if the subject sees punk as “white” because most punks
         in their town or school are white and many of the most well known punk bands have
         mostly white members, then the individual might be more likely to embrace punk if
         the person identifies as white, and to reject it if the person identifies as non-white.
         Regarding non-white punks and anarcho-punks, then, we should expect that there would
         be something else in punk that specifically attracted them to it and reduced the significance
         of whiteness, or resulted in their investing in the identitarian hailing for alternative
         reasons. In both cases, though, what we might expect is that the individual finds
         that people “like them” are punks. However, what “like me” or “like them” means can
         vary from person to person. While racial identifications can be one way that people
         see others as “like them,” people also find similarities and differences for other
         reasons.[7]  
      

      
      An additional side effect of this same process could be that non-whites who get into
         punk are not only alienated by its whiteness, but that other non-whites may at times
         be critical of them for having “too many white friends,” listening to “white music,”
         and so forth. In fact, this was another explanation offered for why there are so few
         non-white punks in Philadelphia. Some recounted stories about African-American punk
         friends who have been harassed by non-punk African-Americans, and at least some African-American
         punks have anecdotally told me the same. If this is the case, then some non-white
         individuals who get into punk as teenagers may not stay punk for very long, instead
         opting to engage in cultures that are more stereotypically “acceptable” for non-whites
         in a society as racially coded as America.
      

      
      This is not the only element of this explanation for punk’s whiteness. It is important
         to remember that choice is a central element of ethical judgments. Here we see that
         one of the central elements of how many of the anarcho-punks interviewed reconcile
         the whiteness of punk in Philadelphia with the hypergood that they maintain as an
         anarcho-punk is through this notion of choice; or, more accurately, through the removal
         of choice. As we will see in other narratives of race, there are multiple ways in
         which the individuals construct racial homogeneity as an unchosen element of punk,
         as something that they have no agency to change. Here we see one way that this is
         done: by making the white dominance of punk the end result of systemic and structural
         racism. 
      

      
      Thus, because the anarchist and anti-racist character cannot but recognize racial
         homogeneity and white dominance as a problem, but the punk character cannot but recognize
         the racial homogeneity of her or his punk scene, this contradiction at the hyphen
         of anarcho-punk has to be reconciled in order to maintain the hypergood. This is maintained
         here by the removal of choice. 
      

      
      Punk Is a Microcosm of the Larger Culture

      
      A second explanation offered for the whiteness of punk is that the subculture is simply
         a microcosm of the larger hegemonic culture of American society. These individuals
         might say that while anarcho-punk does operate as a counter-hegemonic discourse in
         American society, this does not make anarcho-punks immune to the effects of the society
         in which they were raised. Because of this, anarcho-punks fall victim to some of the
         same ideological pitfalls of other Americans. Anarcho-punks may be more aware of these
         problems than others due to the political nature of the subculture, but this does
         not automatically clear one’s mind of all racist [sexist, homophobic, classist, transphobic,
         etc.] thought. 
      

      
         Kevin: As much as punks may or may not try to escape their conditioning, we’re all
            from . . . the same media, and the same cultural shit’s going on. It’s engrained in
            everybody to some extent, because of the world we live in. Ideally people involved
            in the scene should try to be conscious of that, and look at that, and see how it
            affects their decisions and whatever. Shit’s there, you know? Some people are just
            more honest about it.
         

Allison: We’re all white kids who live privileged lives trying not to live privileged
            lives and feeling guilty about being white and privileged while trying not to feel
            guilty. It’s just tough.
         

Suzie: I think all of us are inherently sexist and racist, and it’s important for
            us to be working on that, and if we are saying that we are in these communities, chances
            are we are in them trying to make things better, which includes making ourselves better.
            So chances are, yeah I don’t want anybody to tell me I’m a fucking racist, but I’m
            sure I am despite my best intentions, despite any effort I have made to change it.
            And I welcome a chance to keep working on it.
         

      

       While these interviewees are attempting to explain punk’s whiteness, notice that
         they also frequently include at least some positive characteristics of anarcho-punk—anarcho-punks
         at least try to do better than the dominant culture, are more aware of racism and
         oppression, etc.—but ultimately conclude that no one raised in this society can fully
         isolate themselves from its harmful effects. As such, racism might appear at times,
         especially in a scene where punk is predominantly white. Again here we see the element
         of choice being central to the maintenance of an ethically guided self. Because these
         individuals see structural forces effectively brainwashing them into holding racial
         biases, they cannot be as completely ethical as they would like to be, and the punk
         scene generally cannot be as completely ethical-qua-anti-racist as they might like to see it become. Therefore, the real blame is to
         be placed at the feet of the establishment. 
      

      
      However, in this particular narrative structure this point becomes slightly more complicated
         because, while the blame for racism can be placed upon the larger culture, the racism
         itself is individualized in the sense that it is internalized racism that is being
         discussed; it is the racism in their own minds or the minds of other [white] punks,
         rather than only the racism of mainstream America. Therefore, they cannot fully remove
         responsibility from the self to maintain one’s ethics. Because of this, we have to
         ask how the ethical self is maintained when its ideological Other—racism and sexism—exists
         within. While blaming the system is one part of this, a second part is by emphasizing
         the ways in which individuals attempt to “do better.” For example, Suzie says that
         she has made efforts to change her internalized racism and that she welcomes the opportunity
         to continue to work on it. This theme was common throughout the narratives of race.
         This effectively means that they are not only ethical because they did not choose
         to be racist, but they are doubly-ethical because when given the choice, they do attempt
         to overcome their conditioning. 
      

      
      “They” Already Have a Radical Subculture

      
       A third explanation for the white racial homogeneity of punk and / or anarcho-punk
         is that punk serves a purpose for white youths in America that might not be necessary
         for some youths of color. Unlike in the beginning of this chapter, interviewees here
         do not claim that punk has offered them a space to discover what it “meant to be White.”
         Instead, they see punk and anarcho-punk offering spaces for countercultural development
         and radical political resistance that was lacking for many whites growing up in the
         post-hippy era. 
      

      
         Ellen: There was hippies, but we didn’t have such a reactionary subculture at the
            time I guess. And maybe other cultures did.
         

Mitch: I actually just read something that Dig Filth . . . wrote in MRR [Maximum Rock
            N’ Roll, a long-standing punk fan-zine], and I was like, “Wow, yeah! Wow.” He’s like,
            “Yeah, punk’s a white resistance subculture,” and he would say it’s a middle-class.
            I’d say middle-working-class . . . but it’s the one thing of white resistance to the
            status quo. And he’s like, “That’s fine and fucking dandy!”
         

Ryan: Punk Rock has made itself into this minority culture and the minority cultures
            already had their music . . . you know, the Blues before that, before it was ripped
            off by the Stones and Eric Clapton, and whoever else and turned to white Rock-N-Roll
            and stuff like that, that music came out of the African American struggle in the south.
            Jazz coming out of you know, the African American . . . and then even into the R &
            B and Soul and then Funk and that kind of stuff coming out of the late sixties and
            early seventies, these groups were the oppressed groups, that’s not just here, but
            if you look in England, you’re talking about your Dub and Reggae stuff, they already
            had their thing, they already had their protest music, they already had their music
            to solidify around it, have their anger, but the majority group [at] the top of the
            tier . . . that’s not what was available. . . . Punk Rock kind of made itself that
            aspect, that “we’re gonna separate ourselves from the oppressors and this is our music,”
            and it’s like a self-appointed minority of some sort.
         

      

       There are several elements to the way this narrative plays out. The first, as is
         common throughout this chapter, is the removal of person responsibility: it is not
         the whiteness of punk or white punks that are to blame for the scene’s continued whiteness.
         Instead, the racial Other chooses not to participate in punk because “they” already
         have “their thing.” Therefore, those in predominantly white punk scenes have no responsibility
         to attempt to change this because it is not really their fault. 
      

      
      However, we also see that this is not only an explanation for punk’s whiteness, but
         that this is also something that can be used to portray punk and anarcho-punk positively
         in light, or in spite, of its whiteness. For example, Mitch saw punk’s whiteness as
         ethically neutral in and of itself, but is able to derive from this a positive ethical
         experience by claiming that this subculture gives white youths a space to rebel and
         develop a political self that they might not have developed otherwise. Thus, if space
         is a significant part of all identitarian articulations, then the possibility of opening
         up this ethical space for the development of better identifications is significant
         and worth valorizing. Not coincidentally, Mitch is also someone who said, “Punk made
         him what he is” and that he would likely be a conservative person, “doing shitty things”
         if punk had not changed his life. 
      

      
      A common offshoot of this overall narrative is that not only do “they” already have
         a musical culture of resistance, but also that rock and roll was already articulated
         as white in America by the time punk came to be. This history is often narrated as
         one in which rock and roll begins as an African-American musical creation, but gets
         appropriated by whites in the 1950s, and that by the time punk rock comes around,
         rock is seen as a “white thing.”[8]   Therefore, if rock and roll is white, and punk is an outgrowth of rock, then the
         individuals that punk is most likely to appeal to are the individuals that rock music
         generally is most likely to appeal to: whites. Therefore, like in the narratives of
         suburbia, we again see here the ways in which the history of white racism serves to
         remove responsibility for contemporary subcultural members. While one may ask why
         punk’s rebellion against the structures of rock and roll, its re-appropriation of
         rock’s original rebelliousness, did not include a rebellion against rock and roll’s
         whiteness, it seems that this question is answered in other narrative structures.
         For example, the narrative claim that punk has strong connections to suburbia could
         “step in” at this point to offer an answer, as could the claim that non-whites already
         had their own subcultural rebellion music, or the claim that punk specifically answered
         questions that were important to white youths. 
      

      
      There is a particular problem with the above narrative that needs to be mentioned.
         The individuals who used this narrative to explain the whiteness of punk were themselves
         predominantly white, and are assuming that because there are already existing musical
         subcultures with political messages directed at non-white audiences, that members
         of those same audiences would not be interested in something else (not to mention
         the problematic homogenizing of the audiences for these other musical cultures and
         the question of whether any musical genre really is “of” a particular racial or ethnic
         group). However, some of my interviews with non-white anarcho-punks counter this claim.
         For example, Molly, a non-white child of immigrants:
      

      
         Molly: I think [I] seemed kind of alienated in a pretty conservative, mainstream town
            where I saw someone who looked kind of different or also didn’t really fit in. I’d
            be kind of like, “OK, maybe this is someone [an individual who looked ‘subcultural’
            or punk] who will actually get it,” and a lot of times just seeing patches on people
            that seemed political, and as I was starting to get more into politics, like band
            T-shirts and I would be like, “Oh, what’s that about?” Anything to reach out to people
            outside the people in my town, it was really exciting. . . . I found that there was
            somewhat of a community, or at least other people, and I wasn’t totally alone and
            crazy, and I think I latched on to it for that reason, and then as the politics developed,
            I was like, “This is fun, I’m into it, I like the music, I like the people.” . . .
            I never really tried [to fit into the white, homogenous town in which she was growing
            up]. I think largely because it was a very white town, and not being white I was like,
            “Well, this isn’t going to happen.”
         

      

      Thus, the political landscape of Molly’s upbringing did not allow her to be successfully
         interpellated as a “normal kid” in the town. Punk, on the other hand, embraced abnormality,
         and thus she was able to embrace punk. Similarly, Natalie, another non-white respondent
         who grew up in a partially immigrant household in a predominantly white town, claimed
         that when she was getting into punk some of its strongest appeals were those that
         reflected her marginalized identifications as a non-white woman.
      

      
         Natalie: Well, for Bikini Kill it was definitely the fact that there were women up
            front, and Los Crudos, the fact that they were singing in Spanish, but I didn’t know
            what they were singing about at the time, but I knew Los Crudos meant the crude or
            raw, so I thought it sounded pretty cool. . . . It was more like something I was searching
            for, you know? I knew I didn’t really fit in for a long time and in school everyone
            called us freaks.
         

      

      Here, then, we see that punk does have something to offer to non-whites who find that
         they, like many other young people who identify with punk and anarcho-punk, feel alienated
         and unable to connect with the world around them. For these individuals and many others,
         it is this sense of alienation that made them feel as if other punks were “like them.”
         In fact, being a non-white person growing up in a predominantly white suburb, these
         respondents perhaps needed a subculture full of those who felt they did not fit in
         even more than those who could fully don the signifiers of America’s hegemonic cultures,
         including whiteness. Overall, this feeling of alienation is not surprising, as many
         white punks also had these feelings. Such approaches to immigration are also reflected
         in songs like Gogol Bordello’s “Immigrant Punk” in which they reflect on the complications
         of whiteness as an immigrant: 
      

      
         Upon arriving to the melting pot, I get penciled in as a god damn white

         
         Now that I am categorized, Officer gets me naturalized

         
          . . .

         
         Legalize me! Realize me!

      

      Denying Punk’s Whiteness

      
      The aforementioned narratives were all based on the recognition of a certain white
         dominance to punk and anarcho-punk. However, not everyone would agree with this analysis.
         In fact, even some of the individuals quoted above find ways to present punk as “not
         white” generally, but only in particular locales like Philadelphia. This does not
         necessarily contradict their narratives above because they can be understood as only
         speaking about a particular place. When speaking more generally, they find that punk
         has many racial manifestations.
      

      
      These multiple manifestations correspond to geographic manifestations: as mentioned
         earlier, there are places even in the United States where punk is not predominantly
         white. Therefore, if the “scene” is expanded to include more than just Philadelphia,
         then punk can be seen as a culture that is not predominantly white. What we see here
         is the way in which people can play with space, such as that of “the scene” in their
         narrative processes. This showcases the fluid, and flexible nature of the idea of
         a “scene” overall. “The scene” is an arbitrary designation without any automatic value;
         the physical space that “the scene” signifies is only that which individuals grant
         it. Therefore, the scene can be global, as we will see here, or it can be hyper-local,
         as we will see when discussing gender in the next chapter, and both are valid usages
         of the phrase “the punk scene.” 
      

      
      This flexibility of the scenes’ designated physical space is reflective of the use
         of the word scene itself. The word “scene,” according to theorists of subcultural
         and post-subcultural studies, is more flexible and dynamic than the word “subculture.”
         Will Straw, for example, tells us, “The semantic space occupied by ‘scene’ expands
         and contracts between two extremes in urban cultural analysis. At one of these extremes,
         we begin with the visibly social cityscape. . . . At the other extreme, though, ‘scene’
         serves to loosen up a sociological analysis rather than to give it form” (2002: 250).
         Furthermore, it is also used to designate both face-to-face interactions and a global
         cultural manifestation (Straw 2002: 248). 
      

      
      This linguistic flexibility resolves a problem with the use of the term “scene.” Hesmondalgh
         has claimed that “scene is a confusing term. It suggests a bounded place but has also
         been used to refer to more complex spatial flows of musical affiliation; the two major
         ways in which the term is used are incompatible with each other” (Hesmondhalgh 2005:
         23). However, the way in which interviewees here use the term shows that these are
         not at all incompatible with each other. Instead, narrativity allows for individuals
         to construct space and time in just such a way. Therefore, at least this element of
         post-subcultural studies plays out in this work.
      

      
      Overall, the claim that, globally, punk is not predominantly white was extremely common.
         In addition, it was not only white anarcho-punks who said this. Non-whites were just
         as likely to use this narrative structure as whites, and even some who did not automatically
         use it agreed with it if someone else mentioned it. In some cases, recognizing the
         fact that punk is not white everywhere was done in such a way as to denounce the rewriting
         of punk’s history and present as predominantly white in the first place. In other
         words, this would be used as a tool of anti-racism: much like punk’s history has been
         rewritten to ignore its early racist tendencies, it is also all too often the case
         that non-white punks are themselves ignored in punk histories. There is a certain
         ambivalence, then, in the need to recognize the white dominance of punk without overstating
         the case in such a way as to further marginalize its non-white participants. 
      

      
      A common method used to construct this stretching of punk space among those who have
         participated in bands was to use their touring experience as evidence for the narratives.
         Vila (2000: 145) tells us that when producing identification narratives, “evidence”
         is central to the process in order to convince the researcher that what the narrator
         is saying is accurate. However, it was not only through participation in punk rock
         bands that the fluctuation of space was achieved. Narrators who have never participated
         in bands, or who at least did not use this as evidence, also made similar comments.
      

      
         Natalie: Well, we toured so much, and yeah, Chicago and all over California, there’s
            tons of Mexican Punks, but just because the demographics are that there are many more
            Mexicans. So . . . I would say on the East Coast, it’s definitely [white].
         

Mitch: When I used to tour with [a band] down in Albuquerque and the scene was like,
            hugely Latino. . . . It’s just funny in thinking about that, and it’s just like, “Aw
            it’s so white,” and I’m like, “No!”
         

Andy: Well, in America, yes [it’s white], but I’m talking about Indonesia. You’re
            talking to a guy who’s been to Malaysia. 
         

Andrew: It’s broader, because . . . Japan for instance, they’re all about punk.

Kevin: I think that’s a regional question. If you go to LA it’s predominantly Hispanic.
            If you go to South Chicago, it’s a lot of Latinos involved. If you go to Philadelphia,
            then maybe it’s predominantly white. . . . But if you go to somewhere else it’s not
            the case at all. If you go to LA even a punk show is eighty percent Hispanic. So that’s
            the demographics of the scene in that part of the world. . . . You could say that
            the punk scene’s predominantly white, but if you’re having fucking in Indonesia a
            thousand kids showing up to every show and none of them are white, then you’re not
            looking at the big picture. 
         

      

       Of course, the central question to ask when looking at this is why the narrators
         needed to play with the notion of space in order to construct their narratives at
         all. We can make sense of this, though, through the incorporation of the need to maintain
         an ethical identification, and as such an ethical “scene” in which one participates.
         By expanding the scope of the scene to include not just Philadelphia, but also Chicago,
         Los Angeles, Mexico, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, and more the narrators remove the
         accusation of punk’s racial homogeneity from the realm of judgment. The ethical self
         is maintained in relation to an apparently problematic element of punk and anarcho-punk:
         its whiteness. This necessarily works to resolve a problem “at the hyphen” of anarcho-punk:
         the anarchist is anti-racist, and thus opposes white dominance and racial homogeneity.
         However, the punk has to recognize that he or she participates in a white dominated
         culture. Therefore the anarcho-punk must, at the hyphen, resolve this problem narratively
         in order to maintain identitarian cohesion and the ethical self.
      

      
      Should It Change?

      
       Whether or not one sees punk as being a global phenomenon or a local phenomenon (or,
         more likely, both, making it trans-local, meaning that it is “a cultural space which
         may orientate as much around stylistic and/or musicalized association as face-to-face
         contact in a venue, club or other urban setting” [Bennett 2004: 225]) it is usually
         recognized that at least at the level of Philadelphia, punk is predominantly a “white
         male sport,” to quote several female interviewees. Therefore, it is worth asking whether
         or not those being quoted here believe that this should be changed if it can be. As
         we have already seen, there are multiple ways in which people narrate the whiteness
         of punk as something that is not their fault. However, even if it is not their fault,
         they might feel some responsibility to do something about it. This may seem especially
         salient when we consider that anarcho-punks identify with revolutionary politics that
         do aim to deal with issues that are not necessarily their fault, including the pervasive
         racism of society at large. We might therefore expect anarcho-punks to also aim to
         deal with it at the smaller level of the punk scene itself. However, surprisingly,
         this is not always the case, and here we will see a number of ways in which this plays
         out.
      

      
      Fears of Tokenizing and the Impossibility of Change

      
       One of the most common narratives to appear when discussing the racial homogeneity
         of punk and anarcho-punk in Philadelphia was that the interviewee thought it would
         be a good thing if more non-whites participated in the scene, but that this was something
         that would be impossible to achieve through any methods that the narrator could imagine
         as ethically acceptable. The reason for this impossibility is most commonly a general
         fear of tokenizing and being paternalistic toward racial Others. In other words, the
         only way in which narrators could imagine change being produced was through unethical
         actions against a racial minority, or actions that would offend the non-white individual.
         Therefore, because an ethical subjectivity must be maintained, they cannot engage
         in these actions. Following from that, if these actions cannot be taken, and no other
         action that might produce change can be imagined, then changing the racial make up
         of punk in Philadelphia becomes effectively, or at last narratively, impossible. With
         this being the case, ethical judgment is not risked because the individual has no
         actions that they can ethically take, and with no ethical actions possible, action
         becomes impossible.
      

      
         Natalie: What are you going to do, flier for the punk show, “If you’re black, you
            get in for free!” Or like a ladies night, “Half price if you’re black!” (Laughs) How
            would you do that? You can’t do it in a way that is organic and [not] offensive. And
            I’m all for affirmative action, but I don’t know if our punk scene has that kind of
            authority to be like, “So! What nationality do you identify as?” Oh, you’re half Hispanic,
            you get in [for half-price . . . ].[9]  
         

Suzie: There’s definitely the problem of becoming paternalistic and thinking you’re
            going to save somebody, you’re going to be the super hero here and be what somebody
            else needs and provide them when that person can decide for themselves and can likely
            provide it for themselves.
         

Kyle: Well, that depends on how you want to go about changing it, you know? I mean,
            it would be incredibly insulting to go out in the park or something “recruiting” people.
         

      

      In each of these cases we see that the narrator has ideas about what methods might
         be used to change the racial makeup of punk, but these are generally seen as actions
         that are offensive, tokenizing, paternalistic, and so forth. For example, Natalie’s
         idea to let non-whites in to punk shows for free or at a discount is offered as a
         joke to show just how terrible an idea she thinks it would be to “recruit” non-whites.
         Natalie herself, it should be mentioned, is non-white but still cannot imagine how
         to change the makeup of the scene to reflect other racial identifications. Similarly,
         Kyle is transgender, and thus also a member of a marginalized group that is not often
         directly associated with punk in Philadelphia (the contemporary queer-anarchist and
         queer music scenes are largely separate from the punk and anarcho-punk scene in Philadelphia).
         And yet he too cannot imagine how to bring other marginalized individuals into the
         punk scene without doing something unethical or harmful in the process.
      

      
      In some cases, evidence was offered that this concern is valid. Several individuals
         brought up times when non-whites have come to punk shows and parties with them and
         were highly offended by the tokenizing, paternalistic attitudes of whites at the show.
         Here, these events in the life of the individual are used to construct the ethical
         self as one who cannot take a particular action to change punk’s racial composition.
      

      
         Lilly: I had a situation a few years back, I befriended this lady who was kind of
            punk but not really in the punk scene, she’s a black lady from New York, and I took
            her to a couple parties, and it was creepy. It was so creepy how people were just
            like, “(Gasp) Oh my god! Live at my house! Oh my god, oh my god, oh my god! Date me
            please! I need, I need some color-cred right now!”
         

Molly: Yea, I would say I’ve definitely seen a lot [of racism] in the punk scene.
            . . . In the anarcho-punk scene I think it is more hidden. You know, [it can be] tokenizing,
            or almost patronizing. You know, it’s like, “Oh look! There’s this Mexican punk band,
            everyone has to come to their show!”
         

      

      In Molly’s case, as a non-white person herself, she has witnessed paternalistic and
         tokenizing attitudes that she deems offensive. In Lilly’s case, she witnessed it via
         her friend. In both cases, the narrator is offering evidence that the inability to
         change the racial makeup of punk is derived from an inability to take an ethically
         guided action. If in the past taking actions that might have diversified the scene
         proved to have harmful and unethical outcomes, then it may seem reasonable to assume
         that similar actions should not be taken again in the future. Therefore, we again
         see the impossibility of action being used to maintain the ethical self.
      

      
      Finally, there is evidence to suggest that some non-white bands would agree with Molly’s
         perspective. In a 1998 vinyl LP re-pressing of Los Crudos’ 7" records, the record
         sleeve doubled as a zine in which they translated their songs into English and also
         wrote essays about their music and experiences as Latino punks.[10]   On page nine of the zine, while discussing the idea that people should not support
         a band just because their members are female, they also suggest that punks should
         not like Los Crudos because they are Hispanic or Spanish speaking, but because of
         what they have accomplished as a band. In other words, Los Crudos is claiming that
         they want people to like their band because they respect the band and like the music,
         not because they are Hispanic, and they believe that the same logic should be applied
         to female bands. In fact, they directly call it “racist” and “sexist” to only like
         a band because of the identification of the bands’ members, which is seen as patronizing.
         This leads to further difficulties in imagining how to change the racial homogeneity
         of punk, and it may lead to some perceiving change in the racial makeup of punk as
         impossible. With this in mind, some argue that perhaps it is not so bad for punk to
         be a predominantly white scene. 
      

      
      “It’s OK for Punk to Be White”

      
      In this narrative, individuals recognize that punk is a predominantly white subculture
         in Philadelphia, but do not think this is necessarily something to worry too much
         about. There are two reasons offered for this: either punk is not important, or punk
         is important, but particularly for a certain white population who might otherwise
         join right wing social movements, such as Nazis and other white supremacists and fascists.
         
      

      
       The first method of narrating the acceptability of punk’s whiteness emphasizes that
         punk itself is not terribly important. Instead, anarchism and social change are important.
         As I said above and will discuss more below, this is another area where we see the
         sliding together and apart of punk and anarchism. Here it is not necessarily the case
         that the narrator does not see punk and anarchism as coming together in anarcho-punk,
         but they see the larger anarchist culture without being hyphenated with punk as that
         which is actually important. Punk on the other hand, regardless of its hyphenation,
         is narrated as unimportant in the grand scheme of things.
      

      
         Molly: Into punk? (Laughter) Nobody needs that! . . . I don’t see [punk] as a very
            political, movement-building scene, so I don’t think there is motivation. I think
            the anarchist scene, if people are serious about their politics, if people are serious
            about wanting to build a movement that will be inclusive and really challenge the
            system, then I think there absolutely is that obligation [to make it not predominantly
            white].
         

Ryan: To try to organize some structure, some set of invitations, give me a break.
            Maybe if African-Americans start to have a more equal place in our society, then maybe
            they’ll fucking start identifying with what a lot of these issues are being talked
            about, but until then why should they identify with it all the time, what would be
            the reason to identify with it all the time when we’re talking about an extremely
            segregated world still, extremely segregated schools? Why the fuck should they identify
            with this at all?
         

      

      In cases such as these, what we see is an emphasis on the idea that punk and anarcho-punk,
         in and of themselves, are not what is important to focus on. Instead, one should focus
         on larger political movements and goals. This is likely tied to the fact that many
         interviewees felt that punk is no longer as political as it once was in Philadelphia.
         If punk is not as political or anarchist centered as it could be or once was, then
         punk shows and scenes might not necessarily be a place for movement building. Therefore,
         if the goal is to build a diverse social movement, then punk may be unimportant. It
         is probably not a coincidence then that Molly says that punk is not a “political movement
         building scene.” If it were, then having a more diverse punk scene could produce a
         more diverse political or anarchist culture, and thus her belief that the diversity
         of anarchism is important could be contradicted by her lack of interest in diversifying
         punk (even though Molly is non-white). Because she does not see punk this way, Molly
         is able to downplay the significance of punk as a political culture in ways that those
         who see punk as a good place for political action might find more difficult.
      

      
      The emergence of the hyphen in anarcho-punk here emphasizes its separating qualities.
         The separation in this context takes place in such a way as to put a particular emphasis
         on “anarcho” as that which really matters on a grand scale. It may be the case that
         “punk” as a social grouping matters a great deal to the individual narrator, but when
         it comes to putting one’s energies into social change, it is anarchism and activism
         that are important, not punk. This does not mean that anarchism and punk are not hyphenated
         for the narrator, but instead that they see the larger community of anarchists as
         potentially disconnected from the smaller community of anarcho-punks. While anarcho-punks
         bring anarchism as an ideology into punk, this does not necessarily mean that it will
         produce radical change if anarcho-punks do not engage with the broader anarchist culture.
         The desire to diversify anarchism is particularly important if we recognize that,
         at least in the United States, anarchism is also a predominantly white movement. Therefore,
         it is not only that this matters most, but there is also an actual need for diversifying
         anarchism. 
      

      
      We see here a limit that is placed upon the postmodern reconstruction of spatial boundaries.
         While I showed above that the notion of “the punk scene” can be rearticulated to be
         global or local in scope depending on the need of the narrative in question, here
         we see that perhaps anarchism cannot be. Or, perhaps more importantly, it is impossible
         to narrate out the importance of diversifying anarchism because, as a political praxis
         aiming for liberation, white dominance is inherently contradictory to the discourse.
         This is in contrast to punk, which does not necessarily, in and of itself, have a
         discourse that opposes a particular racial subjectivity as its base, even if this
         is not ideal in the eyes of the narrator.
      

      
      Narratives like Molly’s are in contrast to those like Mitch’s, below, in which the
         narrator claims that punk is important, but also emphasizes the importance of anarchism. Here it is not that punk is unimportant in
         contrast to anarchism, it is that punk is important in order to work against the forces
         of right wing social movement recruitment. Here we see two different ways in which
         “punk” and “anarchism” articulate one another. We see this in Mitch’s quote mentioned
         earlier in which he claimed that punk is a white resistance subculture, and that it
         is good for such a culture to exist. Similarly, Bill, when asked whether punk’s whiteness
         was a problem, drew a correlation with Anti-Racist Action (ARA), a group of militant
         anti-racists known for violently confronting Nazis and other fascist groups, and which
         often targets punks and young whites as members. He went on to say, 
      

      
         And considering that that’s the same recruiting ground that the right wing uses—mostly
            white, mostly male, some might argue all white, mostly male-recruiting ground I feel
            that’s pretty appropriate. . . . Isn’t it better to have them be on our side? 
         

      

       It is worth recognizing that these individuals here are not wrong about Nazis and
         punks often coming from similar backgrounds in America. There is evidence to suggest
         that hate groups often target young, angry, disenfranchised white youths in America’s
         suburbs, and as we have seen this is largely the same group that might become punk.
         In addition, punk can be understood as solving some of the same problems and offering
         some of the same benefits in the lives of young people as hate group participation
         often does. For example, hate groups are a “leaderless resistance” movement that serves
         the role of subcultural “problem-solver” for the participant (Blazak 2001), much like
         punk and anarcho-punk. In addition, hate groups often appeal to those who feel alienated
         from those around them, who feel that they are “outcasts” or something similar. As
         we saw in the “Entrance Narratives” chapter here, many punks narrated just such a
         sense of alienation from their schools and communities.
      

      
       These similarities are not likely to be coincidental: “[Racist] Skinheads first appeared
         as a reactionary element of the American punk rock scene, but it was not until the
         mid-1980s that they began to be recruited by more established racist groups” (Blazak
         2001: 985). In addition, Nazis often work to “Recruit Skins or covert activists from
         Punk Rockers and from the group of disaffected White kids who feel ‘left out,’ isolated,
         unpopular, or on the fringe or margin of things at school (outsiders, loners)” (New
         Order 1989: 6). Thus, not only do punk and neo-Nazism share a past, but they often
         appeal to some of the same types of people, and offer similar things to youths: answers,
         social solidarity, friendships, a national or global movement of likeminded people,
         and even a potential revolutionary political ideology. These similarities can also
         be found in punk’s early flirtations with Nazism. One individual expressed this in
         his own life story: “When I turned twelve I got really into being a Skinhead and adorned
         swastikas and things like that because I kind of thought that was the thing to do.
         But I certainly wasn’t a hater or a racist. I was just into anything that sort of
         separated me from the pack and made me much more of a controversy, much as young kids
         want to do when they’re outsiders.”
      

      
      With all this in mind, the idea that it might be acceptable for anarcho-punk to be
         predominantly white makes even more sense, as it can detract from fascist organizing
         and offers an alternative to “outsiders” who might otherwise become fascist and racist.
         This is, of course, ironic when we consider the early ties between punk and fascism
         discussed above as well as the emergence of Nazi skinhead culture from punk culture.
         However, if we understand anarcho-punk as now separate from Nazi-punk, then anarcho-punk
         can be seen as an avenue for similar young people to have a more positive culture
         to invest in and identify with. In these cases then, the ethical self is maintained
         through the narration of the acceptability of punk’s apparent whiteness. 
      

      
      The Colorblind Racism 
 of Punk and Anarcho-Punk
      

      
       Colorblind racism is a particularly prevalent discourse in contemporary, post-civil-rights-era
         America. There are a number of ways in which colorblind racism functions. Eduardo
         Bonilla-Silva (2006) tells us that there are four central frames of colorblind racism:
         abstract liberalism, naturalization, cultural racism, and the minimization of racism.
         In addition, Bonilla-Silva tells us that the ideology of colorblindness can be found
         in people’s speech patterns: “The style of an ideology refers to its peculiar linguistic and rhetorical strategies (or race talk), to the technical tools that allow users to articulate its frames and story lines.
         . . . The language of color blindness is slippery, apparently contradictory, and often
         subtle” (53). In this section, I will show how colorblindness as a contemporary ideology
         bleeds even into the minds and speech of individuals who, as anarchists, actively
         oppose racism and recognize the pervasiveness of racism in American society and the
         world. In doing so, I do not intend to “accuse” people of racism or to denounce those
         with these habits. Instead, I hope to indicate that hegemonic processes infect even
         the best intentioned of people who aim to be counter-hegemonic subjects. I hope that
         by showing our failures, we can work to do better in the future and change our scene
         and ourselves. Such a change will be essential if we want to build stronger, longer
         lasting connections between struggles for radical change.
      

      
      Abstract Liberalism

      
       The concept of abstract liberalism involves using the glorified ideological manifestations
         of Enlightenment liberalism in order to downplay the significance of racism and racial
         segregation. Articulations of freedom, equal opportunity, and choice are central to
         this frame of color blindness and are often used to justify things like segregation
         in an era when legally mandated segregation has been abolished. Bonilla-Silva says,
         “The importance of this frame is evident in that whites use it on issues ranging from
         affirmative action and interracial friendship and marriage to neighborhood and residential
         segregation” (2006: 30). In the context of punk and anarcho-punk, this is what Mimi
         Nguyn (2008) refers to as the “punk is equal opportunity syndrome”; it is a stance
         that “safeguards white privilege” (Bonilla-Silva 2006: 31). In short, the claim is
         that punk does not discriminate against people based on race—that everyone is welcome
         in punk—and so any homogeneity is simply the effect of choices made by those who do
         not, for whatever reason, want to participate in punk. Therefore, those who do participate,
         especially white punks, have no reason to do anything that counters punk’s white dominance.
      

      
         Suzie: I think a lot of it is just subtle, the environment of it. It’s tricky to me
            because I think that it’s natural for us to choose as our community or be drawn to
            people who are similar to us, and that includes gender divides, and so it’s hard.
            A bunch of friends get together, and they want to work on the project together, and
            they decide to put on this music festival, and they are all white men, but while I
            think that’s problematic, I also don’t think it’s necessarily malicious, and I think
            we have to question it. But I do have this idea that throughout most of human history
            we pretty much associated with people in our immediate family and clan, and that if
            you saw somebody that [didn’t look] the part he would notice that and you would be
            suspicious because there was somebody new, and evolutionarily that made sense, and
            it made sense that we still have that initial reaction. The thing is, it’s no longer
            useful to us and we have to question it
         

Mark: Punks about what it’s about, really [it] welcomes everybody.


         
         Theodore: It’s a matter of saying, well stylistically the music and the scene, it’s
            open for whoever wants to take part in it, but it’s going to be of course a pretty
            large step for people to go into when people unlike them and try to be a part of that
            culture, that community.
         

      

       These quotes are somewhat ironic in light of the fact that these individuals are
         anarchists and anti-capitalists, while this particular articulation of the idea of
         choice relates strongly to capitalism and the notion of the invisible hand of the
         market controlled by individual demand. In making these claims, these individuals
         are using the abstract liberalism frame of colorblind racism in order to downplay
         the significance of the white dominance in punk and anarcho-punk. After all, if everyone
         is able to participate and punk “really welcomes everybody” equally and without qualification,
         then why should anything need to change? 
      

      
       However, we have to recognize that some practices are being written out of the narrative
         presented in these quotes, and that access to the scene is not necessarily as simple
         as this narrative might imply. For example, as Lilly pointed out in an interview,
         fliers for punk shows often state the name of the house that the show is taking place
         at.[11]   However, rarely do they include the address of that house. This is generally done
         to protect the show space/house, as not including an address helps to avoid police
         interference at a show. However, an unfortunate side effect of this can be the exclusion
         of those who do not know someone who is already a participant in the scene, as they
         will find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to locate the event. While this
         is not malicious, it does prevent “outsiders” from participating (more recently, Facebook
         events for shows have included the name of the house with “Ask a punk” as the address).
         Other subcultures have been found to have similar problems: “The implication of such
         lack of external availability was that to discover and purchase goth fanzines, one
         had already to be involved in subcultural networks. . . . Leonard makes a similar
         point in relation to the Riot Grrrl fanzine network” (Hodkinson 2002: 165). With these
         trends in mind, if the majority of participants are white, and if many of their friends
         are white, then those who can even find a show will also be dominated by white individuals.
      

      
      We also saw the frame of abstract liberalism in the narratives about the acceptability
         of punk’s whiteness. Bonilla-Silva tells us that one of the elements of this frame
         is the idea that “nothing should be forced / keeping things as they are.” He quotes
         Lynn who says, “I don’t have a problem with all-white and all-black neighborhoods
         if that’s the choice of the people, the individuals” (35). This is similar to the claims that some anarcho-punks have made above: they
         do not have a problem with all white and all black subcultures as long as it is the
         outcome of individual choice; it is only “wrong” when people like Nazi punks actively
         exclude and harm non-white and immigrant participants. 
      

      
      Naturalization

      
       We also, in Suzie’s quote above, see the naturalization of white dominance in punk.
         Here, “the word ‘natural’ or the phrase ‘that’s just the way it is’ is often interjected
         to normalize events or actions that could otherwise be interpreted as racially motivated
         . . . or racist” (Bonilla-Siva 2006: 37). In other words, when one claims that a possibly
         racist reality is actually the outcome of something “natural” rather than of choice,
         one is showing that it is not “really” racist, because racism is supposedly based
         on intent. This is particularly problematic in contemporary America because there
         is a great deal of evidence to suggest that racism today often operates outside of
         intent, and instead through the normal functioning of a racially stratified society
         and its history of racial separation and oppression (Bonilla-Silva 1996). Interestingly,
         as we saw above, many anarcho-punks are well aware of the structural and systemic
         nature of racism and at times use this as an explanation for why white dominance in
         Philadelphia’s punk scene is not their fault. Here we see that when it comes to applying
         this less individualistic lens to the punk scene, some fall short, instead reproducing
         the discourses of colorblindness. 
      

      
      Suzie is a particularly good example of naturalization because she goes as far as
         to claim that perhaps the white dominance of punk is a manifestation of Darwinian
         processes in which people privilege genetic similarity as manifested in phonotypical
         qualities and discriminate against difference. This socio-biological justification
         of racial segregation is a particularly common claim among some who justify the continued
         segregation of American society generally. While no other respondents used biology
         as an explanation, others did naturalize the quantitative dominance of whites in Philadelphia’s
         punk scene.
      

      
         Frank: Yeah, so I think that different races have different cultures and they have
            different forms of expression and in those different cultures and different races
            and their different expressions you’re going to find more of their own race that finds
            more to relate with in that expression, but it’s crossed over a lot. . . . I think
            it’s just the way it is. It’s just cultural. It’s like a cereal box. There [are] companies
            that are trying to be all PC and they are like a white person, a black person, a Chinese
            person, an Israeli person, all in the same category. I’m like, “No, that doesn’t really
            happen.” Everybody has different cultures, everybody has different understandings,
            and I think it’s completely natural and fine that people are in their own worlds.
         

      

      Here again we see the naturalization of white dominance in punk. It is articulated
         as being simply a result of different “cultures” between people of different “races.”
         Thus, punk should not be “like a cereal box” that shows people of all different races
         enjoying the product. This is particularly interesting, as the attempt on behalf of
         capitalists to be inclusive is written as a bad thing, while an anti-capitalist subculture’s
         general whiteness is rearticulated as a positive, or at least neutral and honest,
         development. In all these cases though, nothing should be done to change it because
         segregation is “just the way it is.” Therefore, if it is natural, then it is not necessarily
         unethical as long as the participants are not actively excluding anyone based on their
         racial identification.
      

      
      Cultural Racism

      
       In Frank’s quote above, we also see the frame of cultural racism being used when
         he says, “I think that different races have different cultures and they have different
         forms of expression and in those different cultures and different races and their
         different expressions you’re going to find more of their own race that finds more
         to relate within that expression.” Here, then, people simply have different cultures
         and there is no good reason to expect people of different cultures to interact with
         one another. Therefore, it is not that people of different “races” are biologically different from one another, but as Bonilla-Silva says, the same basic ideas are remapped
         onto culture, which becomes the unchangeable and racially coded separating mechanism.
         
      

      
       Others made similar statements. For example, Brian said, “I think a lot of it has
         to do with just culture” and Theodore said, “A lot of it too is that based in different
         class, based in different socioeconomic situations. No one’s actually racist, except
         for people who are, but . . . they have their own subculture.” In each of these statements,
         the individual does not believe that the white dominance of punk may be a manifestation
         of racial bias, but is instead the manifestation of some almost inherent cultural
         “something” of different racial groups. It is this cultural distinction that produces
         racial separation. This, of course, also relates to the narrative above in which some
         individuals claimed that, historically, non-whites already had other resistance subcultures
         based in music, and so racial minorities would not have “needed” punk.
      

      
       The most extreme version of this appears in the quote from Allison. While she agrees
         with the aforementioned statements on culture, she goes further to indicate that interactions
         with non-whites are almost impossible because the cultural divide is so great that
         communication becomes difficult.
      

      
         Allison: There’s a pretty big cultural divide in Philly between white people and black
            people. And to me, black culture in Philly is very far away. As a white person from
            here I don’t understand. . . . Not even do I not understand what they’re talking about,
            but I literally don’t understand what they’re saying—their dialect and the words that
            they use. . . . It’s not bad at all. It’s just a very large divide between white culture
            and black culture in Philly. Even in our neighborhood, which is white and black, it’s
            white kids and black kids growing up on the same block from completely different communities,
            completely different cultures. 
         

      

      Thus, not only do black and white people, even those growing up on the same block,
         have radically different cultures for Allison, but they are in fact so different that
         she cannot even understand their language in a very literal way. Furthermore, for
         Allison, this difference is so significant that she develops a metaphor based in physical
         distance, claiming that black culture is “far away” and that there is a large “divide”
         between blacks and whites. This metaphorical manifestation is not a coincidence. As
         Vila (2000) has shown, physical metaphors like this used to separate groups create
         boundaries of similarity and difference that can justify differential treatment or
         cultural homogeneity. What we see here is that the differences between groups is not
         an axiomatic reality, but that differences are narratively and discursively constructed.
      

      
      We also see in Allison’s claims a very common kind of statement in colorblind narratives,
         as she downplays her racially coded statements by saying, “It’s not bad at all.” Bonilla-Silva
         has shown that when white narrators use phrases like this, it is often to distance
         themselves from racism by making it appear as if they are not being judgmental or
         that they are not bothered by racial difference. For Allison, African-Americans are
         perceived of as having a dialect all their own, one that a white person cannot even
         comprehend, but this is not necessarily a “bad thing” because people should be allowed
         to have “their own” cultures. Furthermore, this linguistic difference can serve as
         a justification for the continued whiteness of punk. After all, how is one to integrate
         a scene if participants cannot even communicate with one another?
      

      
       While no one else claimed to be unable to understand the languages of other cultures,
         some did claim that the cultures are radically different and have trouble interacting
         with one another.
      

      
         Frank: I’m not a hater, but I’m racial. I’m white. I don’t mix in with these people.
            You guys have a totally different story than me and I don’t like sharing. I’m never
            going to be black, you’re never going to be white. I’m never going to be Protestant,
            you’re never going to be punk. Do you know what I mean? It’s like, “God! We’re not
            the same.” But then, my friend . . . he is totally black, blacker than most of the
            people I live on the block with, but he is punk. So culturally, we’re like, I don’t
            even notice his color. It’s beyond me. We don’t even see it, so it’s weird how culture
            works because the culture can really exemplify race or sometimes it will totally erase
            race. Erasism. When you get in the culture that’s the same, it is erasism.
         

      

      Here we see a very interesting element of the claim to “not see color,” something
         that many working from a colorblind perspective will say. In this case though, there
         is no doubt that Frank does see color; he says so unapologetically. However, it is within the punk and anarcho-punk
         scene that he becomes colorblind because culture “erases” race (what he calls erasism).
         Therefore, for Frank, culture is not only what makes people different, but also what
         makes them the same, and so race only matters as a signifier of cultural distinctions.
         Once the culture changes, so does the importance of race.
      

      
       It should be emphasized that while many white Americans claim to “not see race,”
         this is generally not a progressive position. Instead, colorblindness can lead to
         conservatism even if it is sometimes articulated under the guise of progressive politics
         (Hutchinson 2002). More importantly, it is not necessarily the case that non-whites
         and non-white punks specifically want to surrender their racial subjectivity. Hispanic
         punks serve as a good example of this. Spitboy, an all female Hispanic hardcore band
         from San Francisco, in their split LP with Los Crudos, included a zine with the following
         poem, titled “My Brown Skin”:
      

      
         My skin is brown

         
         Because it is

         
         And because I want it to be.

         

         
         Me and my honey-colored brown

         
         I speak English like I am only

         
         Half of what I am

         
         And all Norte Americana.

         

         
         No accent

         
         No long braid

         
         Sown the middle of my back

         
         I can roll my rrr’s

         
         Pero no comprendo.


         
         My skin is brown

         
         Even if you don’t want it to be

         

         
         It is not

         
         White

         
         Because it is not

         
         Black


         
         It is brown.

      

      
      Here we see that the author not only wants her skin to be brown, but that she has
         no interest in assimilation. If anything, she wants to be more Hispanic than she interprets herself as being, reflected in her claim that she speaks
         as if she is only half of herself, in part because she has no accent. With this in
         mind, it is important to challenge the idea that “not seeing race” is progressive
         or radical. In fact, most often, it may be the case that “not seeing race” is not
         at all progressive, but is instead a way of avoiding having to deal with racial matters.
      

      
      The Minimization of Racism

      
       Throughout the quotes above we also see the minimization of racism. When minimizing
         racism we find that, “Although whites and blacks believe discrimination is still a
         problem, they dispute its salience as a factor explaining blacks collective standing
         . . . , in general whites believe discrimination has all but disappeared, whereas
         blacks believe that discrimination—old and new—is alive and well” (Bonilla-Silva 2006:
         43). In the case of anarcho-punks, almost none would claim that discrimination has
         all but disappeared in American society. In fact, many would support programs like
         affirmative action, see the practices of policing and prisons as racist, and see America’s
         wars as neo-imperialistic, neo-colonialist racism. It is when the claims are about
         the punk rock scene itself that racism becomes minimized. We see this, for example,
         in Theodore’s claim above that, “No one’s actually racist except for people who are,”
         by which he means that it is only the Nazi-Punks and other white supremacists that
         are racist and that racism is not an explanation for white dominance in punk and anarcho-punk.
      

      
       Similarly, Andy claimed that no one intentionally makes non-whites feel unwelcome.
         He also went on to point out another hobby of his that is made up of predominantly
         white individuals and pointed out that, like punk, everyone’s welcome but that it
         is just not a hobby that many African-Americans or other non-white individuals are
         interested in. Statements like these minimize the importance or possibility of [intentional
         or unintentional] discrimination by indicating that racism is not the reason for white
         dominance; instead, explanations can be found in choice, thus falling back on the
         abstract liberalism frame of colorblindness.
      

      
       The minimization of racism, of course, also connects to the cultural manifestation
         of racial bias. After all, if people simply “naturally” have different cultures, then
         there is no reason to presume that any sort of racism is functioning at all: people
         are simply making rational choices about what they like and what makes them happy,
         and it just so happens to be that these rational deliberations result in racial segregation.
         What we see throughout this is the ways in which these different frames of colorblindness
         intersect to produce a colorblind outcome. These frames rarely work in isolation,
         according to Bonilla-Silva, but work together to downplay the continuing significance
         of race and racism. The effect of this is particularly salient in anarcho-punk because
         most participants identify as anti-racist. This is an incredibly important point,
         as it speaks to the pervasive power of hegemonic processes to influence even those
         who wish to oppose them. This intersection of colorblindness and whiteness has a long
         history in punk, possibly reflected in certain interpretations of the song “Guilty
         of Being White,” released in the early 1980s by the legendary DC punk band Minor Threat:
      

      
      
         I’m sorry

         For something I didn’t do

         Lynched somebody

         But I don’t know who

         You blame me for slavery

         A hundred years before I was born
Guilty of being white
I’m a convict
         

         Of a racist crime

         I’ve only served

         Nineteen years of my time
Guilty of being white
         

      

      
      The song’s author, Ian MacKaye, one of the most well-known, politically active punks
         for helping to create the hardcore sound, coining the term “Straight Edge,” and starting
         Dischord Records, has addressed this song. He defends the song’s message as anti-racist
         because he is claiming that contemporary white Americans should not be blamed for
         the racism of the past, something that he experienced going to a predominantly African-American
         school in DC where he would get beat up and harassed for being white. In a personal
         communication, MacKaye explained to me that:
      

      
         I believe my point was and continues to be that it’s wrong to judge people based on
            the color of their skin and, though perhaps ham-fisted, that was what I was attempting
            to put across in the song. It is worth noting that I wrote the lyrics shortly after
            graduating from high school (hence the “nineteen year” sentence reference) and long
            before Minor Threat was a known band (the song was written before we had released
            any records and it would be well over a year before we did a US tour). I was writing
            and singing for the people in my immediate community, our tiny corner of the modest
            DC punk/new wave scene. It never occurred to me that the band and its music would
            become interesting to so many people in far-flung places and it would have been unimaginable
            that these words would be analyzed in an academic treatise and used as an example
            of an offering from the “white dominance” in punk rock in 2015. I was singing to my
            friends about a situation that most of us were very familiar with: being a minority
            in what, at the time, was a black majority city and our otherness in that context
            being used as fuel for bullies. This was something that we had been taught and that
            we believed was wrong when practiced by racist white people, so why wouldn’t the reverse
            situation be wrong as well? And, why shouldn’t I sing about it?
         

      

      MacKaye’s point is an important one, as punk has often mixed the personal and the
         political, as is clearly the case in “Guilty of Being White.” What we should understand
         from this, though, is that the song could be misunderstood or misconstrued as a conservative
         justification for racial inequality. Mac-
Kaye, of course, having written the song prior to being able to imagine his eventual
         fame could not have foreseen this, and it is possible that those who heard the song
         when it was written, those who the song was written for and about, would have interpreted
         the song very differently, based on their personal experiences of its narrative, than
         would some later fans of the band. The point here is that the meaning of the song
         does not pre-exist its interpretation. MacKaye’s song about his personal experience
         of harassment shifts meaning when it is articulated in different contexts, at different
         times, by different people.
      

      
      A similar theme is presented in the NOFX song, “Don’t Call Me White.” While we may
         agree that individuals should not be blamed or attacked for the sins of their ancestors
         (MacKaye was bullied and attacked for being white in a predominantly black environment),
         this is commonly a conservative argument, and has been used repeatedly as a justification
         for repealing programs like affirmative action. This is not to say that MacKaye intended
         his song to be used in this way (he has, in fact, said otherwise), nor that it is
         the only interpretation of the song, but that it certainly is one possible interpretation
         of the lyrics, indicating that words do not have an axiomatic meaning but only gain
         their meaning through discourse and personal interpretation. The potential conservativeness
         of the “guilty of being white” argument has also been documented in works on colorblind
         racism as a way that contemporary white Americans distance themselves from having
         any responsibility for altering the racial inequalities that persist. While it is
         hardly the case that all punks and anarcho-punks would agree with this, and while
         MacKaye himself did not intend this with the song, the potential for this interpretation
         is still present. In fact, in a joint interview with Dave Dictor from Millions of
         Dead Cops, MacKaye’s was challenged by Dictor about the song (Bondi, Dictor, and MacKaye
         1983), and there MacKaye defended the song in a similar way to that described above.
         Regardless of MacKaye’s intent, the point here is that songs such as these can be
         misinterpreted and that those interpretations reflect the overall ambiguity that punk
         faces regarding racial issues.[12]  
      

      
      Throughout these narratives we see the way in which racism works its way into all
         cultures. As many respondents pointed out, anarcho-punks are still a product of the
         hegemonic culture that they oppose. However, we cannot come away from this with an
         assumption that punks and anarcho-punks simply have a weak analysis of race or do
         not care about racism. Many do care deeply about the ways in which subjugated populations
         are oppressed and exploited, even within punk. What we see here is that even those
         who do care about this, and who may even work with organizations that attempt to solve
         these problems at the larger scale of America or the world, are subject to the same
         problems of white dominance and racial bias that are so prevalent in American society.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      I do not intend for this chapter to be a “calling out” against those whose racial
         politics are not “politically correct” enough. On the contrary, I believe it is important
         to raise these issues because it is quite clearly the case that many, perhaps all,
         anarcho-punks do, in some context, care about race, racism, and racial oppression.
         As anarchists and revolutionaries, these individuals do want to see a different world
         created, and this includes a desire for anti-racism. As Mimi Nguyen pointed out, anarcho-punks
         are very good about political economy: we recognize the complex nature of oppression
         on a macro-level and engage in struggles to change or abolish those systems. However,
         it seems that when we look at ourselves we all too often fail to live up to these
         ideals, to move beyond the rhetoric of anti-racism in order to create an actively
         anti-racist punk or anarcho-punk scene in which we struggle to create spaces that
         are not only welcoming to others, but that fight racism within and without. 
      

      
      Thus, here we see punks claiming that there is nothing they can do to solve their
         own internal problems, even if they imaginatively develop alternative visions of the
         world itself and ways of achieving that better society. What we see is anarcho-punks
         claiming, “Things cannot be otherwise,” but “Whenever our imaginary citizens [punks]
         are inclined to say this about any clash of values, they should pause, remembering
         the emotions engendered by tragic spectatorship, and ask Hegel’s question: Is there
         a rearrangement of our practices that can remove the tragedy? Tragedy is rarely just
         tragedy. Most often, behind the gloom is stupidity, or selfishness, or laziness, or
         malice” (Nussbaum 2013: 271). If this is the case, then the tragedy at play here is
         that punk, a radical subculture that has at times in its history included many different
         subject positions, has neglected its own internal limits. It is necessary, then, to
         seek out the root causes of punk’s potential homogeneity and to be more imaginative,
         to direct radical emotions toward the scene itself too.
      

      
      This is the point that I believe is most important to take away from this: punks and
         especially anarcho-punks do oppose racism for the most part. Therefore, we need to
         do better when it comes to engaging with this at the individual level and at the level
         of our scene. I have often been told, both by interviewees and anecdotally, that punk
         can sometimes be at its best when it is being “offensive.” It seems to me that this
         is true—punk rock music has often made some of its most salient critiques of the culture
         it opposes by eschewing society’s sacred cows and embracing or rearticulating that
         culture’s profanities. In fact, this has been a central element to punk since its
         inception, as indicated by the use of the Swastika early on, and I do not mean for
         this chapter to indicate that we should somehow turn against this element of our culture.
         However, accepting, even embracing this does not mean that we cannot also oppose racism
         (and sexism, and homophobia, and transphobia . . . ), or that we should somehow embrace
         all offenses. Punk has, at its best, directed its profanities against the dominant
         culture; this was as true of the Sex Pistols as of Crass. With this in mind, because
         racism is a central part of the dominant culture, the opposition to racism should
         also be a central part of our opposition to the dominant culture. 
      

      
      Finally, some interviewees did offer suggestions for how the punk and anarcho-punk
         communities might change in order to do better when it comes to race. However, these
         conversations often took place in a broader context of doing better in relation to
         all oppressed and subjugated groups, including women, transgendered individuals, queers,
         and so on. Therefore, these issues will be discussed in the last chapter, where I
         intend to show how respondents think that punk can become something even better than
         it is.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Thank you to Colin Smith for directing me to these bands.

            

         

         
            2. I do not intend here to take a stance on whether or not these bands are the “Beginning”
                  of punk. It is arguably impossible to determine exactly where any musical tradition
                  “begins,” and it is often the case that those bands that preceded the naming of the
                  genre sounded and acted very similar to those bands who acquire a given musical identity
                  label, such as “punk.” However, these bands, especially The Ramones and The Sex Pistols,
                  are often referenced as punk’s earliest incarnations and continue to be seen, especially
                  by those first getting into punk, as some of its’ progenitors.
               

            

         

         
            3. Claims like this one are, in fact, racially problematic in their own right, as they
                  largely ignore the non-white influences on punk as well as the non-white punks who
                  existed as marginalized populations within punk from its inception. Therefore, for
                  my purposes, we should understand this claim to apply to whiteness in punk specifically
                  rather than punk generally. The concern about statements like this as well as the
                  book White Riot generally from which the quote comes are well documented in the article “White Riot—Another
                  Failure” by Golnar Nikpour (2012).
               

            

         

         
            4. Shortly before this writing, punks in Indonesia were attacked by the state authorities
                  for failing to live up to Sharia moralisms. This speaks to just how significant the
                  punk movement there is, as it clearly constitutes an actual threat to those in power.
               

            

         

         
            5. A quantitative study of punk records done in 2004 found that of the 1,572 non-instrumental
                  punk songs from the 1980s and 1990s that they analyzed, 92 percent were sung by white
                  males (Malott and Peña 2004).
               

            

         

         
            6. This is not absolutely true in all cases. There is, for example, the website “ConservativePunk.com”
                  and there are still Nazi punks. However, other punks, especially anarcho-punks, generally
                  reject these trends and Nazis are often kicked out of show venues if they appear.
               

            

         

         
            7. The same argument could be made against the possible “maleness” of punk. After all,
                  there are more men in punk bands than women. However, the Riot Grrrl movement successfully
                  confronted punk’s male dominance (though that hardly means that male hegemony has
                  been fully or even mostly overturned). An important difference though is that straight,
                  white men in punk subcultures are likely to want women around, whether this is as
                  sex object or as an equal. It is less clear that these same individuals would have
                  a particular reason to actively desire the inclusion of non-whites, even if they do
                  not oppose their inclusion. This desire element might be one reason that male dominance
                  has been more challenged than white dominance.
               

            

         

         
            8. This historical narrative is itself problematic. While the “white theft of black music”
                  is a common narrative in the histories of rock music, the actual story is more ambiguous.
                  As Gracyk (2001) shows, rock and roll’s origins borrow from a number of hybridized
                  traditions, including American blues. However, rock and roll also originates as a
                  genre in its own right through white interpretations that go beyond simple “theft”
                  of a black musical tradition. Instead, there is a significant back and forth between
                  different races and nations that produce the end result of rock and roll. The point
                  here is not to debate that particular history, but to indicate that some respondents
                  use the more common historical narrative of rock and roll’s theft from African-Americans
                  to construct their understanding of race and punk.
               

            

         

         
            9. Interestingly, this strategy was tried at one point in reference to women. A show
                  was held in Olympia, Washington by Riot Grrls at which females and men wearing women’s
                  clothing were allowed in for $2.00, while men dressed as men were required to pay
                  $3.00 (Marcus 2010). This was only deemed offensive by some men who felt “discriminated”
                  against.
               

            

         

         
            10. Thank you to Matt Boyer for lending me the early Los Crudos vinyl’s and their accompanying
                  zines.
               

            

         

         
            11. It is a common practice in punk scenes for shows to take place at collective punk
                  houses. These houses usually have “names” that members of the scene know.
               

            

         

         
            12. When this chapter was initially written, I was far harder on McKaye’s lyrics. Having
                  since had a personal communication with him about the song, I have rewritten this
                  chapter, as I believe that McKaye’s intent really was and is very different from the
                  way the song has sometimes been interpreted.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 6

       The Dynamics of Gender and the Place of Women in The Scene

      
         
         
      

      
      An Abbreviated Herstory of Women in Punk

      
       To put it quite simply, women, gender-queer individuals, transgender individuals,
         cross dressers, and others who would eschew the standard Western sex and gender roles
         and identifications have always been a part of punk rock. “Transgression of rigid sexual and gender positions was
         an integral aspect of early punk culture” (Namaste 2000: 82) and the early punk scene
         in New York had direct connections to the gay and queer scenes:
      

      
      
         For instance, the Club 82, a drag queen/transsexual bar, was one of the few public
            spaces in 1973 and 1974 where punks could present their shows. . . . But the Club
            82 was not the only public space to welcome punks in the 1970s New York City. In 1975,
            punk groups also played at Mother’s, a gay bar situated on Twenty-third Avenue (Namaste
            2000: 84).
         

      

      
      It is also important to note that while rock and roll generally has traditionally
         failed to offer women the same level of respect and status as men, often reducing
         women to “groupies” while men have been the dominant performers and producers, punk
         was (or was supposed to be) different. Some of punk’s earliest performers were women,
         and “Early punk was the first rock scene in which women and sex were not the main
         focus of song lyrics, allowing punk music to avoid gender stereotyping in large measure”
         (Leblanc 2002: 44).[1]   While young women are rarely encouraged in the same way as young men to play music
         as youths, a theme that many respondents here used to explain the possible contemporary
         male dominance of punk, early punk manifestations broke down this barrier: “With the
         prevailing idea that anyone can play music, women could be, and were, bassists, guitarists,
         and drummers. . . . For a brief moment, all forms of transgression had free rein,
         and women in punk took full advantage of this atmosphere of permissiveness and rebellion”
         (Leblanc 2002: 36). Similarly, Kearney claims, “the amateurist ethos of punk culture
         gave many women the confidence to perform” (1997: 215). In Rosenberg and Garofalo’s
         (1998) series of interviews with self-identified Riot Grrrls, some expressed the importance
         of this. For example, Tamra said, “That’s the point; technique alone is unimportant
         . . . you will always value sincerity over virtuosity” (830). In other words, while
         punk was working to break down many of the traditional boundaries, traditions, and
         so forth of mainstream society and rock culture, it was also to a greater or lesser
         degree, breaking the gender barriers in music.
      

      
      It is not the case though that punk always stayed as liberating as it was for women
         in its earliest manifestations. While many punks, and especially anarcho-punks, espouse
         egalitarianism and feminist political positions, it is still too often the case that
         today men are the dominant members of bands and often control various discourses of
         authenticity within punk. According to Chrissie Hyde who was “a core participant in
         the early London punk scene,” women were only as powerful as described above in punk
         “for about six months, I think, when it was at its purest. A total rebellion” (Hoare
         1991: 14). While the exact marker of six months is almost certainly conjectured, it
         serves as an important point: at various moments in history, punk managed to achieve
         certain feminist ideals and at other times it has not. The same could be said about
         particular geographic manifestations of punk: some did and continue to do a better
         job of living up to these ideals than others. For example, in the early Los Angeles
         punk scene, which would later become known for being very masculine and violent (Rachman
         2006), bands often had at least one or more female members, many of whom were also
         Hispanic, and “It was in the time between the original underground scene and the introduction
         of hardcore that newer bands featuring female performers emerged” (Leblanc 2002: 50).
      

      
       Here we see a common claim: punk became more male dominated with the birth of hardcore:
         “As punk moved into the early 1980s, its aesthetic changed. Downplaying any sexualized
         signs, punk rockers began to dress is a more ‘basic’ look of jeans, a band T-shirt,
         and army boots. Concurrently, punk music evolved into what is now known as ‘hardcore’”
         (Namaste 2000: 87). With hardcore, punk music became more aggressive, the dancing
         became more violent, and the style of dress became less playful and androgynous, instead
         taking on a “unisex” (male) aesthetic. Some of the participants in my work raised
         this issue as well. For example,
      

      
         Frank: And what did the hardcores do? They fucking brought those barriers right back
            up by reintroducing violence, and machismo, and sexism, and all the dumb shit that
            so many of us are fucking tired of. So, I really, really, really much more relate
            to the early punk scene because it was far more charismatic, far more faggy, and far
            more just fucking wild. And there was far more women. Fuck!
         

      

      There is some ambivalence to this position though. On the one hand, there is little
         doubt that with the birth of hardcore, fewer women were in leading positions in the
         scenes, and that many women have expressed feelings of alienation in regards to the
         violence and masculinity of hardcore mosh pits.[2]   Conversely, it is difficult to claim that aggressiveness and anger are strictly
         male emotions, or that music that embraces these feelings is somehow necessarily “male”
         or masculine music. Many women have found a great deal of value in the violent, angry,
         and aggressive emotions of hardcore punk music. Considering that female-bodied people
         and others who do not identify with a gender binary raised throughout the world are
         forced into subjugated positions under the controlling hand of patriarchal cultures,
         anger and aggression are reasonable emotions to express. 
      

      
      Furthermore, some women and girls have expressed frustration with the idea that they
         are not supposed to be angry. For these individuals, anger is a valid emotion. In
         Rosenberg and Garofalo (1998: 829), Tamra said, “In my band, I’m more extreme. I’ve
         got a lot of rage to deal with” and Jamie said, “It’s another medium you can use for
         your anger. If I start playing the same chord and screaming out all my anger, it’s
         a lot stronger and more valid.” The Riot Grrrls interviewed also stated this in direct
         contrast to the emotions of boys, which are sometimes treated as more valid or legitimate.
         Tamra, again, said, “If girls are screaming, it’s not valid, but if boys are screaming
         it’s valid” and Jessica said, “I heard this boy at my school say that he doesn’t like
         to hear girls screaming. We have these different sort of aesthetics of what should
         be pretty voices” (832). Therefore, it is not only disingenuous to claim that anger
         and aggression are male emotions, but some women have expressed a desire to make use
         of these. Even violence is a complicated part of this, as some later Riot Grrrls expressed
         a desire to make use of violence and be in mosh pits rather than simply shutting pits
         down (Marcus 2010).
      

      
      It would therefore be wrong to say that punk music, strictly speaking, appeals to
         male attitudes or emotions. The emotions that punk espouses, especially hardcore punk
         and anarcho-punk, both of which tend to have more ostentatiously angry and aggressive
         semiotics and sounds, are stereotypically male. Women, though, certainly experience these emotions and Riot Grrrls, as well
         as other women in punk, show that some women do desire to use these emotions to express
         their outrage at female subjugation as well as other elements of their lives and politics.
         This theme appears in punk lyrics and songs written and performed by women such as
         The Bags “Violent Girl” and countless songs performed by Riot Grrrl bands such as
         Bikini Kill and Bratmobile, amongst others. Furthermore, there are many examples of
         punk bands that are at least partially female fronted whose lyrics are angrily screamed,
         such as former Philadelphia bands Witch Hunt, Kill The Man Who Questions, and Tapeworm
         as well as the occasionally still active Thulsa Doom (originally from New York), among
         others. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the emotions themselves are enough to produce
         male dominance in punk and anarcho-punk, and in fact these emotions may appeal to
         some women.
      

      
       This should not be read as a downplaying of the male dominance of punk though. While
         it is debatable whether or not punk is quantitatively male dominated on the whole,
         many bands are entirely male or have a male majority. Because playing in bands is
         such a significant marker of authenticity in punk scenes, this works to create a male-dominated
         discourse. Furthermore, many women have expressed anger at the role that they have
         been thrust into in the punk scene, often emphasizing that men downplay the significance
         of women and that punk spaces are not always safe for women. Women in many punk scenes
         have raised these concerns since punk’s earliest days. To take these women’s voices
         seriously, we have to recognize that many punk scenes do have a problem with male
         dominance. This problem, though, may vary in significance from local scene to local
         scene, and some punks, male and female alike, may do very well with living up to feminist
         politics. In addition, anarcho-punks specifically voice feminism very vocally, and
         thus there may be more room for not only female participation and leadership, but
         for women and people who transgress genders binaries to take some space back from
         men. Even with all this being the case though, many punk and anarcho-punk women continue
         to express frustration. 
      

      
       My goal in this chapter is to use the words of the variously gendered anarcho-punks
         I spoke with in Philadelphia to address several issues that they believe are particularly
         important. It should be noted that only three of the interviewees for this book identify
         as transgender or gender queer. In this chapter, when I use the gendered identity
         labels “men” and “women” I am including these participants in the gender that they
         identify with and using the pronoun that they prefer (all three did choose to use
         traditional “he” or “she” pronouns when asked what their preference was as a part
         of the interview). Furthermore, as stated earlier, in Philadelphia the queer music
         scene is largely, though not strictly, separate from the punk and anarcho-punk culture.
         Queer and non-queer punks being interviewed emphasized this. While this was not always
         true of punk generally, and there certainly are queers involved in the Philadelphia
         scene (for example, one of the best current bands is the trans-fronted band HIRS),
         it does seem to be a contemporary reality that the punk scene in Philadelphia is predominantly
         heterosexual and heteronormative. While I believe that research into the separation
         between these scenes in Philadelphia is important, it would go beyond the scope of
         this book.
      

      
      Is Punk Male Dominated?

      
       Not unlike the issue of punk rock’s white dominance, the question of punk’s and anarcho-punk’s
         male dominance was contested. While most interviewees agreed that punk rock bands
         are most often, though far from exclusively, made up of male members, it is not the
         case that all participants would agree that the punk scene is male dominated either
         quantitatively or qualitatively. Furthermore, disagreements about this did not strictly
         fall along gendered lines. Many men did agree that there is male dominance in punk
         and anarcho-punk cultures, while some women used the same rhetorical strategies as
         men to claim that male dominance is not a significant problem (though this claim was
         more common among men than women, and no transgendered individuals felt this way).
      

      
       There are two primary ways in which the question of male dominance in punk was dealt
         with. The first was to say, “Yes, punk is male dominated.” The second was to, like
         when discussing race, play with matters of physical space and the bounded confines
         of the scene. Each of these will be discussed in turn below before moving on to other
         narratives that appeared around the issue of gender, and women specifically, in punk
         and anarcho-punk.
      

      
      Yes, It Is Male Dominated

      
       When discussing her experiences in punk and anarcho-punk scenes, Halley, a transgender
         person who identifies as female, expressed her feelings of change that came along
         with her treatment as a woman rather than a man. Halley stated that she had been treated
         with more respect as a man than as a woman in punk and anarcho-punk scenes, either
         because women are generally treated with less respect or because cisgender participants
         are confused by her transition.[3]   While many women expressed that they had been treated as inferior or had other
         negative experiences with punk, Halley’s case is particularly interesting because
         she transitioned from being identified as male to being identified as female while
         a member of this culture and is now seen as exclusively female when meeting new people.
      

      
         Halley: A lot of people who have known me through the good and bad and shit, they
            look at me a lot differently. Where originally they’d look at me like this (emphasizes being   looked at in her eyes), and if I talked they would listen and I commanded respect, now they’re having this
            confusion because they’re used to that, treating me like almost . . . as an equal,
            like we talk, we have good conversations. But now they’re checking me out and everything,
            and there’s a little bit, like, I can see a confusion because they’ll cut me off a
            little bit more than they used to and I’m talking less than I would normally and being
            a little bit less, well, whatever, less opinionated.
         

      

      In the case of someone like Halley, she is not necessarily saying that the punk culture
         is quantitatively male dominated. Instead, her emphasis is on issues of actual treatment.
         This was very common throughout the narratives of those who claimed that punk is male
         dominated. In fact, this emphasis probably makes sense. As we saw in the chapter about
         white dominance in punk, many individuals believe that changing the quantitative face
         of punk is almost impossible, at least without transgressing one’s ethical ideals.
         However, one narrative of race was that even if our scene is quantitatively white,
         it remains open to racial others and the participants are not themselves racist. With
         this in mind, it makes sense that interviewees here would focus on actual behaviors
         rather than the sheer number of male to female participants, as it is to behaviors
         that we look for the ethical guiding of one’s actions. Behaviors are actions that
         one chooses to take, and therefore can be judged as ethical or unethical. 
      

      
      It was very common for interviewees, especially women, to give examples of specific
         ways in which punk is male dominated, and to narrate these with their own experiences.
         This, of course, is a natural part of the narrative process in which people use examples
         from their lives as evidence that their narrative is consistent and true.
      

      
         Gina: When I would table [at shows], I used to have just like free information, and
            sometimes I’d silkscreen T-shirts and stuff, and it was stuff that I read, and then
            I had free access to a copier, and just good articles or a zine, and I was like, “Hey,
            it’s free information.” And also it’s a good way of hiding at a show because I like
            having something to do rather than just standing around. So I’d have my table for
            information, or selling patches or T-shirts that I had made, and sometimes my friends
            would come hang out and sit behind the table with me. And it was unreal how many times
            people [would] come up [and] be like, “Oh wow, yeah, can I buy this?” and they would,
            only if it was a guy sitting next to me, nine times out of ten, they would look at
            him, and ask him. And I’d always be like, “Except it’s for me doing this, he’s just
            hanging out, he’s being my sidekick.”
         

Alicia: If there’s going to be a punk show, like, having a situation where people
            just say, “Go pee in the yard.” That’s their answer for bathroom accommodations for
            men and women. I think that that’s sexist. I think that it’s very different for a
            man to go pee in the yard than for a woman to go pee in the yard. It’s just physically
            a different thing that happens, as well as a person’s feelings of personal safety
            are very different. So that’s just one way in which people sort of give being non-sexist
            lip service without actually considering the plight of women in the punk scene. And
            what [will] this thing that I do . . . actually be like if I was a woman coming into
            the space. (Sighs) So, that’s one small example that’s not even an important one; I feel like there’s
            much larger things that just happen.
         

      

      Natalie raised a similar concern about space to Alicia’s: when on tour, show venues
         and houses do not always offer spaces for female-identified individuals to sleep apart
         from men, many of whom may be drunk after a night of partying. In order for these
         individuals to feel safe and to reduce instances of sexual assault, such spaces would
         be important, but this often does not always occur to those setting up shows. This
         is most obviously a problem that emerges out of the male dominance of punk bands and
         show spaces—if fewer non-male identified people are setting up the events and playing
         in the bands, their voices may be less present to raise these concerns.
      

      
      Another common issue that was raised was the issue of women being relegated to the
         sidelines. We see this in Gina’s claim above, and her experience is hardly unique
         even when compared to other subcultures that are relatively friendly to women, such
         as goth (Hodkinson 2002). Here, women often discussed being treated as if they are
         just the girlfriend of a male punk, and that this often leads to being sidelined in
         punk scenes. Riot Grrrls commonly discussed this issue as well (Marcus 2010), as have
         girls and women in other works on punk (for example, see Leblanc 2002). Some songs
         have also tried to confront this problem, such as “Coatrack” by Philadelphia’s Kill
         The Man Who Questions:
      

      
      
         
         Your exclusion doesn’t need to be proven

         
         Because it’s how I feel, no, how you make me feel.

         
         From that first time, that “hold my stuff” line. 

         
         How it made me feel, no, how you make me feel. 

         
         Is it my job just to hold your arm, to smile and nod? 

         
         Just a pair of tits, your waifish sidekick? That’s how you make me feel. 

         
         So, with a pink ribbon on your birthday 

         
         You’re made to feel it was your worst day too.

      

      
      In “Coatrack” we see the common issue of being asked to hold a man’s coat or other
         possessions while he goes to a mosh pit or to play in a band; in other words, the
         female in the narrative is used as a tool, an object, so that the male can achieve
         higher levels of authenticity by participating in highly valued elements of the punk
         scene. However, it is done in a way that actively excludes the woman from these same
         activities. In this case, the narrator is expected to smile, nod, stay quiet, and
         to be little more than “a pair of tits,” reduced to the parts of her body that are
         often the most common and objectified signifiers of feminine embodiment in American
         society (for example, see Young 1992). Several participants in my work, including
         Gina above, also raised this concern.
      

      
         Brian: I think in anarcho-punk culture, for sure it’s a little bit more intentionally
            respectful than surrounding punk cultures . . . but if you go to a show and you look
            around, you will still often see, and this isn’t always true, especially at local
            shows . . . you’ll often see literally women being pushed to the sides or the back
            of a show . . . or holding a coat or something. And I feel like, for sure in anarcho-punk
            and political punk its way less apparent, but it’s still happening.
         

Alicia: I think there’s a lot of stereotypes that people fall prey to, I think that
            there is still a lot of assumptions about girls dating boys who are in bands as opposed
            to being in bands themselves. I think that there’s a lot of assumptions that people
            identify as male or female. . . . I think there’s a lot of stereotypes about punk
            boys doing a lot of things and punk girls making a lot of things.
         

George: There’s definitely still times when women are just seen as peoples’ girlfriends.

      

      While only Brian directly mentions the “coat rack” phenomenon, all of these individuals
         are raising related concerns. Overall, the coat rack concern is a manifestation of
         a larger problem that each of these quotes is referencing: men are often in positions
         of achieving the highest levels of authenticity in the scene by moshing and playing
         in bands, while women are asked to be second to men. While being pushed to the side
         of the room or asked to hold a man’s stuff is one part of this, so is the assumption
         that someone is just a male punk’s girlfriend and not an independent entity within
         the scene, or that a woman is necessarily the sidekick of a man. Obviously there is
         also a problem in this narrative because it makes heteronormative assumptions about
         women: to assume that a woman is a man’s girlfriend also requires the assumption that
         she does not have sexual desires for other women.
      

      
      Similarly, some participants raised concerns about the traditional gender roles that
         sometimes exist in punk scenes. For example, Natalie said that while her band was
         touring in Europe, she was pleasantly surprised to find that the houses they played
         at offered them food and sleeping accommodations every night, something she found
         less common in the United States. However, she was disappointed to see that it was
         commonplace for women to be cooking the food while men drank beer and played in bands.
         In each case, these actions are unethical because the person who is doing the act
         could learn to do otherwise, meaning that at least to some degree the actions are
         a choice, even if they are the end result of hegemonic socialization processes; while
         the functioning of hegemony does produce certain unintentional behaviors, it may be
         the case that at least those who participate in anarchist and feminist subcultures
         should be expected to do better and think more about their behaviors. 
      

      
      While there were discussions of sexual assault and sexual harassment, these more ostentatiously
         offensive and harmful issues were less common than more subtle differences in treatment.
         In addition, many interviewees, both male and female, stressed that the Philadelphia
         punk scene has done a good job of dealing with assault in the past, and often gave
         examples of times when they have been dealt with properly by anarcho-punks in Philadelphia.
         This is most likely not a coincidence. The most ostentatious problems, such as harassment
         and assault, are the easiest to spot and are most likely going to be dealt with immediately.[4]   This may be even truer in a feminist identified or anarcho-punk scene because dealing
         with these issues is “simpler” than dealing with larger issues of male hegemony; furthermore,
         handling the most extreme issues might be used as evidence that the scene does a good
         job of living up to its feminist political commitments, even if the actual situation
         is more complicated and ambiguous. 
      

      
      Those quoted here are emphasizing that, in many ways, the problems of male hegemony
         are the ones that most need to be dealt with. It is not that these issues are more
         important than assault or harassment, but they are more frequent and result in feelings
         of inferiority, which as Halley stated, can lead to changes in behavior. These changes
         in behavior could be perceived of as leading to more stereotypically “feminine” ways
         of being, as she may speak up less, hold her opinions less strongly, and take up less
         emotional, and perhaps physical, space at punk events. 
      

      
      A particular problem that emerges from this is a part of the usual functioning of
         hegemony: if female bodied people are regularly perceived as quieter, as taking up
         less space, then these judgments might be seen by some men as simply “the way things
         are.” In other words, it may be believed by some men that this is just how most female-identified
         punks behave because that’s how girls and women “really are.” After all, if gender
         is performative as Judith Butler tells us, then identifying with a particular gender
         will produce behavioral outcomes. It will almost always be the case in contemporary
         American society that a person is identified with a particular gender before they
         identify as a punk. Therefore, the character of a “girl” or “female” will most likely
         already be in place for cisgender female punks, and will be a part of how the individual
         chooses to identify as a “punk” and “anarcho-punk.” If the character “girl” does invest
         identitarian meaning in punk and anarcho-punk, then this will change her life story.
         The narrative of a “girl” will be different in important ways from the narrative of
         a “punk girl,” and this too will likely be different from the narrative of an “anarcho-punk
         girl.” It is likely that there would be a complicated negotiation in the interpellative
         process in which the “girl” character evaluates the punk discourse, and in doing so
         may also evaluate other girls and women who identify as punks or anarcho-punks. She
         may then use this to decide whether or not to invest in this hailing and, if she does,
         to develop her narrative as a punk or anarcho-punk girl, as well as to understand
         authenticity as this new person. Furthermore, in developing the identification as
         a “punk girl” or “anarcho-punk girl” we should recognize that punk’s aggressiveness
         is also likely a part of the interpellative process. Therefore, as “girls” evaluating
         the discourse, they will also likely invest in this aggressiveness to some degree.
         This is an important point because all too often aggressiveness is not articulated
         as a part of what girls are “supposed to be” in American society. In addition, because
         they would have invested in this aggression, if some women are not speaking up about
         sexism in scenes, but are experiencing sexism, we should understand this as a function
         of male dominance and hegemony, and not “just the way girls are” because these girls are likely to be ones that do not adhere to all of the dominant hegemonic discourses
         of femininity, and might have a more aggressive way of being.
      

      
      Therefore, male dominance may reproduce the very behaviors that women are concerned
         about by shutting down female participation and reproducing the gender roles of the
         hegemonic, patriarchal culture. And yet this same male dominance may make it more
         difficult for some women or transgender people to speak up about these issues or be
         taken seriously when they do choose to. This would be especially true if a space is
         also quantitatively male dominated, as female-identified people may feel less able
         to speak up in that space, and may feel more threatened or less likely to be taken
         seriously if they do. Some punks have raised this specific issue to me at times, both
         in interviews and anecdotally.
      

      
      People within the punk scene almost from its beginnings have raised all of these concerns.
         Not surprisingly, these themes have also appeared in songs. For example, 7 Seconds’
         “Not Just Boys’ Fun” is a song about this issue written and sung by a man:
      

      
      
         Man you’ve gotta problem, who made you fuckin’ king?

         
         A macho pig with nothing in your head.

         
         No girls around you, their place is not at gigs,

         
         Don’t want ‘em on the dance floor ‘cos they’re weak.

         
         A woman’s place, the kitchen, on her back,

         
         It’s time to change that attitude, and quick.

         
Showing us your phobias, you’re scared to see ‘em think,

         
         You’d rather dress ‘em up in pretty lace,

         
         All nice and colored pink.

         
         You feel so fucking threatened,

         
         When they stand out in front,

         
         A stupid, passive piece of meat is all you really want

         
         But it’s

         
         Not just boys’ fun


         
         There’s girls who put out fanzines, others put on shows,

         
         Yet they’re not allowed to get out on the floor.

         
         Some make the music, well that you can accept.

         
         Hell, maybe live you’ll get some tits and ass

         
         You fucking moron, your brains have run amuck,

         
         A girl’s only lot in life is not to fuck!

      

      
      Similarly, Sleater-Kinney, a female fronted part of the Olympia, Washington, Riot
         Grrrl scene, sings “Male Model.” In that song they discuss the idea that a woman’s
         boyfriend is often thought to write a woman’s songs for her, and that female musicians
         are often treated as if they have to pass a series of “tests” before being taken seriously.
         Other bands like Bikini Kill, Active Young Minds, Kill The Man Who Questions, BGK,
         and more have written similar songs about these struggles in punk and anarcho-punk
         scenes.
      

      
      These issues reached a head in the early to mid-1990s with the birth of the Riot Grrrl
         movement that attempted to not only deal with these issues, but aimed for total feminist
         revolution. While Riot Grrrl undoubtedly did change punk for the better, the women
         here indicate that the concerns that the Riot Grrrls raised are far from over. In
         spite of this, some people also claimed that punk is not male dominated, and it is
         to this narrative that we now turn.
      

      
      Punk Is Not Male Dominated: Sexism at a Distance

      
      In contrast to the individuals above, some participants claimed that punk and anarcho-punk
         are not male dominated. These participants did not necessarily say that punk cannot be male dominated, nor did they deny that in some places punk is male dominated.
         Instead, they state that punk in Philadelphia, and especially in West Philadelphia
         or in their circle of friends, is not male dominated. This is similar to the claims
         that punk is not a white subculture because if one looks to Japan, Mexico, Los Angeles,
         and Chicago then you will find many non-white punks. However, this is a reversal of
         that playing with space. As I said earlier, the word “scene” can have many different
         meanings and is a term that denotes narrative flexibility and fluidity. When discussing
         race, those quoted imagined a global community of punks and anarcho-punks, united
         through subcultural participation and music. Here, when discussing gender, the speakers
         imagine a much smaller community of local punks. What this tells us is that “What
         is often unrecognized across most perspectives in the great local/global debate is
         that, as Hannertz (1996: 98) has put it: ‘What is personal, primary, and small-scale,
         is not necessarily narrowly confined in space, and what spans continents need not
         be large scale in any other way’” (Hodkinson 2002: 26). In both cases, the narrative
         works to maintain the ethical nature of punk and anarcho-punk scenes and identifications
         by making them live up to their ideological commitments to anti-racism and feminism,
         respectively.
      

      
         Lynn (in reference to whether or not punk is male dominated): I mean, it can be in
            certain punk scenes, but not the one that I’m involved in . . . [not among] my friends.
         

Mark: I know a lot of people probably disagree, but I think at least most scenes I
            have been a part of, I think there is a good quality here. With the way [men and women]
            treat each other . . . I know that there are some places that are really macho.
         

Mitch: I [was] at a party in a Montreal punk scene, all punks, fucking spikes everywhere!
            And these two women get in a fight, and their boyfriends grab them in the back, and
            the one boyfriend goes to the other, “Control your woman!” To the other guy, “Control
            your woman!” You know? And I’m just like, “Whoa . . . you are so far away from West
            Philly right now.”
         

Andrew: For my scene, I think that we’re very aware of how far you’ll go being masculine.
            . . . I mean, if you’re fucked up, we’re gonna talk about it and throw you out, and
            give a shit, because people do that to get attention, unfortunately, and that’s kind
            of fucking stupid. Or, actually, it’s totally stupid, not kind of.
         

      

      In each of these cases, the speaker is not denying that punk can be male dominated.
         Instead, they are simply shrinking the space that “the scene” designates, claiming
         that their scene is better. In doing so, they make their scene live up to their hypergood
         by achieving feminist goals and having gender equality. If the larger, global punk
         scene cannot be said to maintain the ethical ideal, then the solution is to find a
         scene that does. In this case, that ethical scene is, at its largest, Philadelphia
         or West Philadelphia, and is often smaller than even that. 
      

      
      In Mitch’s case, we have to understand his statement, “You are so far away from West
         Philly right now” in two ways. On the one hand, he was physically removed from Philadelphia,
         and even the United States. However, the more important way in which he was “far away”
         is a psychic one: the ideological and behavioral elements of punk and anarcho-punk
         in West Philadelphia are perceived of by Mitch as being radically different from that
         particular manifestation of the Montreal scene. Therefore, Mitch was not just physically,
         but also rhetorically and ideologically distant from his home. This is seen when,
         during this same discussion, he used the phrase “My punk” to describe the supposedly
         non-sexist scene of West Philadelphia, indicating that there are places where he does
         and does not feel a sense of belonging, and that this belonging directly relates to
         ideological authenticity and the level to which individuals live up to their ethical
         commitments. 
      

      
      These examples work as proof that the narrator’s scene is superior and lives up to
         the feminist ideology and ethics of anarcho-punk. By stressing that there are other
         places in which punks do not live up to this, Mitch and Mark both show that their
         scene does work toward living up to its ideals, and is thus more ethical than these
         other scenes that do not. Similarly, Lynn and Andrew also play with the physical space
         of the scene, shrinking it to even smaller dimensions than Mitch and Mark. Not content
         to make the scene West Philadelphia on the whole, Lynn and Andrew talk strictly about
         their own friendship circles. It is in these spaces that they find equality and feminism
         being achieved. The importance of this shift for Lynn and Andrew is that they make
         the scene so small to that some people might just describe it as their friends and
         not a “music scene” at all.
      

      
      What we see here is a strategy through which the narrator can maintain the ethics
         and ideals that an anarcho-punk values even while recognizing that in some punk scenes
         these values are not lived up to. Therefore, this includes another way in which the
         hyphen of anarchism and punk comes together and slides apart. While in Montreal, Mitch
         found that the hyphenation was absent. In West Philadelphia, or among a specific circle
         of friends, the hyphen becomes very strong as the individuals work to live up to their
         ideals. In short, the individual cannot be held responsible for the actions of others—if,
         in Montreal or elsewhere, the scene is male dominated, even sexist, this is not the
         fault of the person who is not a member of that scene and might not want to be a member
         of that scene. Instead, they can only be responsible for the scene in which they participate.
         This narrative maintains an ethical position because it is hard to imagine how one
         could make any choices that would directly change the gendered behaviors of a scene
         that they are not part of. Therefore, without being able to do so, there is no ethical
         dilemma: their scene is good, some others are bad, but they cannot change these other
         scenes and do not need to change their own scene.
      

      
       It should also be mentioned that the emphasis on some scenes doing better than others
         is a way in which particular happenings in the life of the narrator become meaningful
         events in their life story. A brief personal experience should help to explain this.
         During the completion of the research for this book, I attended a show in South Philadelphia
         with several female friends, all of whom lived in West Philadelphia, as do I. While
         sitting on a couch waiting for the show to begin, one of my female friends turned
         to me and said, “South Philly is really dude heavy.” She went on to say, “I feel like
         in West Philly there’s a pretty good mix of men and women, but this show is all guys!”
         While it is possible, even likely, that the male dominance of this particular show
         was not a function of South Philadelphia’s punk scene generally, but that show specifically,
         the comment is still telling, especially because she compared it to West Philadelphia
         where she finds the scene to be more equal. Therefore, the narrators above are taking
         a particular happening in their lives and making it a meaningful element in their
         narrative; they are taking their personal experience of greater gender equality in
         West Philadelphia and using that to make their overall punk narrative more ethical.
         This is necessary because their plot requires a particularly ethical structure. This
         is similar to what happened in the race chapter: Japan, Mexico, Indonesia, and so
         on have large, non-white punk scenes; this serves the purpose of making an ethically
         guided narrative in which punk generally is not overwhelmingly white because of their
         particular plot. 
      

      
      There are also other ways that participants played with notions of scenes and space
         in order to construct anarcho-punk as an ethical subculture. Some participants, instead
         of only claiming that Philadelphia is not male dominated, would point to other musical
         subcultures as well as mainstream society, both of which are perceived of as being
         more male dominated and sexist than punk and anarcho-punk. In doing so, they would
         claim that punks may at times be imperfect, but at least relative to these others,
         we do better. This statement is generally similar to some that have been made about
         other subcultures. For example, according to Hodkinson, “goth would seem less threatening
         to women than say the metal or rock scenes, whose cultures appear . . . to project
         an image of testosterone-fuelled masculinity” (2002: 119). That this same trend appears
         here indicates how central this flexibility of space and comparisons to other subcultural
         milieus are to the development of these kinds of narratives.
      

      
         Kevin: The benefit of it is that there are maybe more people involved that are consciously
            trying to work on that. Or at least acknowledge it more so than you might get in another
            subculture.
         

Molly: It’s acknowledged that it exists. Which I think is better than a lot of other
            subcultures. . . . It’s definitely there and, again, punks aren’t above [sexism],
            just like they’re not above racism, these are things that are engrained in us. At
            least they are more so acknowledged in the punk scene.
         

Polly: To be fair, the men I have met, the hetero white dudes I’ve met in the punk
            scene from when I was younger are way better. You know, I can be like, “I have my period,” and they don’t freak out and
            get uncomfortable, and that’s a pretty big deal ’cause I forget that sometimes.
         

Mitch: But I mean, this is funny you bring that up, because people do that, people
            [are] like, “Aw, punk’s so sexist,” and they’ll bring up examples, and I’m like, “Dude,
            go to fucking metal for a weekend!” Like, go to fucking metal . . . and go live there
            a weekend, and then come back. What bothers me [is] that punk [is] the most . . .
            the self-criticization just never fucking stops. . . . This is just me, my male perspective
            . . . but talking to a lot of women who are just like, “Yeah, I’ve gone to metal for
            a weekend and I’ve seen it.”
         

Liz: And I think it’s a lot easier for women to make a space in some kind of subculture
            that is trying to be self aware . . . trying to be self progressive, totally not doing
            it perfectly . . . but theoretically they’re still trying.
         

      

      It is perhaps significant that both male- and female-identified interviewees expressed
         the above sentiments, as it indicates the complicated nature of gender in this scene.
         Furthermore, Polly’s example of being able to mention that she has her period around
         punk men was a common one. Both in interviews and anecdotally, many women used this
         as an example of why they are more comfortable around punks than those who would see
         menstruation as something to be ashamed of, as is common in mainstream society (for
         example, see Martin 2001).
      

      
      Some participants, though, would challenge this position. Throughout some narratives,
         there is ambivalence about whether or not punk and anarcho-punk do better than mainstream
         society. Even some of the interviewees who claimed that it does, at other times claimed
         that perhaps this is not the case. 
      

      
         Alicia: In their personal lives [people might live up to feminism], and punk can be
            a good start for them. On the other hand, I think that a lot of the sexism is more
            embedded, it’s something that’s been more internalized, and because people talk about
            being anti-sexist they don’t actually question themselves anymore and they stop in
            that process. Where I feel like individuals in mainstream society who don’t want to
            be sexist probably get a lot further with it.
         

Lilly (when asked what she thinks of male dominance in punk): Long live the mother-fucking
            patriarchy? I don’t know. Being a woman in this scene is horrible, it’s got a high
            burnout rate, it’s like a gauntlet; women are taught to be catty towards each other
            and defeating of each other. Whereas we’re also taught to take on masculine type roles
            of being tough, but then those same roles make us not sexy. . . . I’m so sick of punk
            dudes and their fucking patriarchal bullshit! And I’m starting to think that, well,
            I used to think, “Well this is a bunch of patriarchal bullshit, but I’m sure normal
            society is a lot more patriarchal,” but I’m starting to not think that anymore. I
            really think that the punk scene is just disgustingly patriarchal.
         

      

      Lilly’s claim that it is difficult to be both sexy and punk because of the contrast
         between toughness and femininity has been an extremely common theme among other studies
         of women in punk (for example, see Rosenberg and Garofalo 1998; Leblanc 2002; Marcus
         2010). However, even Lilly experiences uncertainty about this, as she later says that
         she is able to be sexy in the punk scene when she would not feel so in mainstream
         cultures: 
      

      
         Lilly: I am very curvy. And curvy is not “in” these days in normative society. It
            is best for a woman to look like she is a twelve-year-old boy. But as far as the punk
            scene goes, people are like, “Yeah, curvy, whatever, cool.” It’s a lot about how you
            present yourself. If I was one of those people like, “Oh god I’m fat, eh!” But no,
            like, no dude; I have a butt, I have amazing tits! And I have an amazing ass because
            I am curvy. And [punk guys] will be like, “Yeah, that’s true, all right, cool.”
         

      

      Thus, the question of whether punk generally, and punk and anarcho-punk in Philadelphia
         specifically, is male dominated, as well as the ways in which it may be male dominated,
         is rather unclear and ambiguous. If it were the case that only men were saying that
         it is not sexist and only women were saying that it is, then perhaps it would be easier
         to parcel out what is happening. However, what we see is that some women claim that
         Philadelphia is doing well, even if only in their particular “scene,” while some men
         pointed out the sexism of the scene. 
      

      
       What is most likely, then, is that there are both sexist and non-sexist elements
         of various punk spaces. Even Lilly, above, later went on to talk about those men in
         the scene who do live up to their espousal of feminist politics, and indicated that
         there was hope for the scene to become better. Similarly, while here Alicia claims
         that some people might actually do better in mainstream society than in punk cultures
         because there is less of an assumption that sexism has already been dealt with, she
         also said the opposite at other times. What we should draw from this is that punk
         and anarcho-punk scenes remain imperfect. Some individual participants who espouse
         feminist and egalitarian positions do more than voice these concerns, but also work
         to live up to their ideals and the ideologies of feminism and anarchism; others do
         not. Various explanations were offered for the times that male dominance does become
         apparent in the scene. These explanations are given below.
      

      
      Explanations for Male Dominance

      
       So far we have seen that all interviewees recognize that punk can   be male dominated. The debate hinges not on male dominance itself, but on whether or
         not any given scene is male dominated. In other words, no participants denied that
         male dominance exists somewhere in punk. Recognizing this, it is worth considering the reasons that some people offered
         for the dominance of men in at least some punk scenes. Even those who claim that punk
         or anarcho-punk in Philadelphia is not male dominated could hold an opinion on this
         in regards to punk as a larger scene in which they are aware of sexist behavior or
         male dominance. 
      

      
       Punk as a Microcosm

      
       Some individuals claimed that because punk is a microcosm of either the larger hegemonic
         society, or the larger rock and roll culture generally, it would reproduce many of
         the masculine and patriarchal elements of those cultures. This is similar to the claims
         that some made about the possible white dominance of punk in Philadelphia’s scene.
         Here participants make the same case regarding women and transgender people in punk,
         but would often also directly tie this to the aggressiveness of punk music, which
         was not the case for non-white participation.
      

      
         Natalie (when asked why punk is male dominated): Well, isn’t everything?

Nikki: There is . . . stuff that’s completely okay in normal society, and it’s completely
            okay in the punk scene, and it’s like, I thought we were supposed to be different,
            I thought we were different from that, and apparently we are not.
         

Kevin: I feel like that question is the same answer as the racism question. It just
            has to do with, yes, people try to make a conscious effort not to do it. But we live
            in a fucking sexist society and . . . there’s going to be that underlying thing, you
            know? In a room full of people, there’s going to be sexism there. Maybe not a conscious
            thing, maybe even people who are working to be more conscious about the way they were
            brought up and the way they were socialized . . . shit’s still there.
         

Brian: It sucks, but often, in everyday society, the same overlapping oppressions
            become, I mean, they’re taught to us from a very young age and [they’re] institutionalized.
            So we bring those into anarchist groups, and so they’re male dominated, they’re white
            dominated, they’re hetero dominated.
         

Gina: We’re still raised in mainstream America to . . . be like the sidekick to a
            man. We aren’t as encouraged to do things on our own as much. A lot of times, if you’re
            interested in this thing then you find the boyfriend who does it.
         

Liz: I think it’s definitely a boys club. And just the fact of the way men and women
            are socialized, it’s so much easier for a man to get to the point where he can express
            his rage, and anger, and frustration physically, and be in a band.
         

Frank: On the whole . . . punk rock is built around rebellion from the mainstream
            culture. But being as it is made up of members from that exact mainstream culture,
            it’s going to exude a lot of the same tendencies. This is a fucked up, sexist society.
            So punk is going to reflect that as well. It’s an unfortunate truism and there’s lots
            of punks that work against that and try to correct that type of behavior. But on the
            whole it’s still just as fucked. There’s basically no way around it.
         

      

      These are just a few of the many examples of this narrative that occurred throughout
         the interviews. Natalie, in responding to the question of why punk is male dominated
         with the question, “Well, isn’t everything?” succinctly sums this position up best:
         while punk may be male dominated, this is for the simple reason that we live in a
         patriarchal society, and that people are socialized by the hegemonic structures of
         society. Furthermore, this serves as an explanation for why women would choose to
         participate in a culture that may be male dominated: if everything is male dominated,
         then the only escape is revolution, not removing oneself from a particular subculture.
         
      

      
       Obviously, a number of participants did not see this as something that is acceptable,
         but instead as something that is, to some degree, unavoidable. We see this when Nicki
         says, “I thought we were supposed to be different, I thought we were different from
         that” and when Frank refers to male dominance as “an unfortunate truism.” On the whole,
         these individuals wish that punk and mainstream cultures could both be different;
         they do not want male dominance to be the norm, and yet they feel that it is. Furthermore,
         they understand this in reference to rock and roll cultures more generally. We see
         this in Liz’s and Gina’s claims above, but also in other statements.
      

      
         Brian: That’s another thing, feeling confident in being on a stage and yelling, and
            playing aggressive music is not something I think that women are given the access
            to feel, and the music itself, being aggressive, not necessarily always macho but
            certainly aggressive, loud. Music as a thing, in all types of music is often, is totally
            male dominated too. So I think a lot of it is access to being encouraged or whatever
            to want to play music by having access to play music. But then punk in itself is extremely
            aggressive, but I think that’s not necessarily masculine aggression. But a lot of
            times it can be.
         

Ryan: It’s very aggressive, and outside of Punk, Rock-N-Roll, all music just about,
            is dominated by men.
         

Jim: Is there a problem with punk being masculine? Well, the music itself seems pretty
            masculine. But I almost feel like it’s almost on the same ratio that just rock and
            roll is. I think that if you look at the number of men playing in punk bands to playing
            in rock bands, it almost seems like it would be about the same.
         

      

      So here, punk is a microcosm in two different ways. On a smaller scale, it is a microcosm
         of the rock and roll cultures that punk had originally developed in opposition to.
         However, on the larger scale, it is a microcosm of the hegemonic society writ large.
         The former claim is, perhaps, more problematic than the latter. After all, in punk’s
         earliest days women were not only present but played in bands regularly and were important
         to punk’s development. In addition, punk’s opposition to virtuosity and its DIY ideals
         have often been used to include those who are traditionally less present in rock and
         roll cultures, including women and other non-male identified individuals. Therefore,
         it should not be the case, and historically has not always been the case, that people
         who are not male were excluded from punk bands or taking on leadership roles in punk
         scenes. Instead, if any given punk scene is, in fact, male dominated, we have to look
         to deeper concerns about what is keeping those who do not identify as male from participating
         at the same level as those who do.
      

      
      It is most likely that there are a number of reasons that this happens. The fact of
         aggression and anger in the music may still be one part of it. Even though those who
         identify as punk and anarcho-punk are likely to appreciate these emotions more, and
         are likely to make more use of these emotions, it may still be the case that hegemony
         functions to make this harder for people who do not identify as male. Furthermore,
         as several narrators said above, and as Natalie who has performed very aggressive
         vocals in punk bands pointed out, there is a problem with not being encouraged as
         a child to play music, and certainly not to perform angry music. However, all of this
         works better as an answer to why women might not become punk to begin with. This does
         less to explain why men have the most prominent roles in punk scenes; after all, everyone
         here did become punk. Therefore, why is the role of non-males too often marginalized?
      

      
      While this question did come up in the interviews, no one really knew why this was
         the case. However, if we look to other works on punk, we can find some suggestions.
         For example, in Lauraine Leblanc’s (2002) work, many of the girls and women she spoke
         to claimed that punk men will overpower what punk women have to say, as is too often
         the case in American society generally. While we might hope that anarcho-punks who identify with feminism would not do this, the narratives here indicate
         that some do not live up to feminist ideals, even while others work hard to overcome
         their misogynistic tendencies. In addition, we might also consider the fact that even
         though women were central components of the early punk scenes, many of the seminal
         bands that got the most attention, such as The Sex Pistols, The Clash, The Ramones,
         and so forth were exclusively male. The media’s attention on these particular bands
         is also a part of the problem: “By limiting discussions of punk to the Sex Pistols
         and focusing on the violence perpetrated by young men at punk shows, the mainstream
         media established violence and masculinity as crucial elements of statements on punk”
         (Namaste 2000: 89). Furthermore, even those bands that did have female leads, such
         as Blondie, got more well known when they separated from the punk scene and became
         more “mainstream.”[5]   With this being the case, it may seem to some female punks that musical production
         is a “boys’ thing.” 
      

      
      To understand more about why this might be the case, we also have to look at the larger
         hegemonic culture rather than only looking at rock and roll cultures specifically.
         In doing so, we can develop a better understanding of how hegemonic norms of male
         dominance, sexism, and patriarchy can play out in the lives of individuals. Again,
         gender is performative, meaning that the gendered identification that is placed upon
         the individual either before birth or at the point of birth will produce an identification
         that has behavioral repercussions for the individual. This is so even if he or she
         later invests in a counter-hegemonic discourse that challenges gender binaries and
         norms as well as the very existence of sex and gender as anything but discursive.
         While it is the case that an individual plays an intentional role in taking on their
         particular identifications, this is more or less the case depending on what that identification
         is and the point at which it is placed upon the subject. Furthermore, this is also
         more or less the case depending on the plots and characters that already exist in
         the individual’s life story. How these characters operate will also differ between
         times and places. As Vila (2005) tells us, gender and other identifications are locally
         developed in idiosyncratic and varying ways. Therefore, a person may accept a particular
         identification based on the locally articulated ideas about gender, but might do so
         differently, or not at all, elsewhere. This is because “not all the identity offers
         are equal. That is, not all of them have the same weight in the common sense of the
         region and thus their capability to ‘reach’ and ‘conquer’ people is uneven” (Vila
         2005: 239).
      

      
       The ways in which gender works in this particular society at this particular point
         in time is a salient example of this. Gender, like race, has been developed as such
         an important identification that it is thrust upon people at, or even before birth.
         This makes the identification much harder to refuse; often it can only be refused
         later in life, as the newborn child does not have the linguistic, physical, or psychic
         capability to resist. By the time the child develops this ability, they have already
         been raised as a boy or girl, black or white, etc., and often risk a great deal, such
         as loss of family connections, in rejecting their assumed subjectivity and identification.
         
      

      
      Even those who do invest in a counter-hegemonic movement will still have spent a great
         deal of their life having first been a part of the hegemonic norms of society. It
         is these very norms that the person is rejecting when they are investing in a counter-hegemonic
         discourse. Therefore, whether or not one invests in the counter-hegemonic discourse
         has to do with the plot one “arrives to” the counter-hegemony with. While becoming
         counter-hegemonic will change the individual by altering her or his plot and narratives,
         and also by introducing them to new ideas and concepts, such as feminism and anarchism,
         those earlier characters will still have played a role in the subject’s development
         of any given plot, including the counter-hegemonic one, as well as the characters
         that the new plot produces. This may result in behaviors or thoughts that might be
         normative rather than counter-hegemonic in spite of the person’s best intentions because
         the hegemonic subject was involved in the person’s narratological development. This
         may be more or less true depending on the subject’s plot and characters that she or
         he had at the time of the hailing. We should expect that someone who already invested
         in anarchism, feminism, or some other radical discourse before the hailing of punk,
         or someone who was raised in a radical household, might bring less of the hegemonic
         norms and assumptions to punk than would someone who was conservative prior to the
         hailing. In most cases, though, we should still expect some residue of hegemony to be present. In addition, this might be seen as a process:
         someone who brings many hegemonic norms to punk or anarcho-punk might still reject
         these norms in time as their punk or anarcho-punk identification becomes stronger,
         resulting in a desire for a more authentic identification that might require greater
         change. These processes and explanations are what we see above in many of the respondents’
         references to the socialization processes that individuals bring to even radical subcultures.
      

      
      This allows us to say something more about the role of aggression in the music as
         well. It is often the case that many girls and women are raised to be quieter, less
         aggressive and assertive, and so forth, as several participants point out above. Furthermore,
         many women are also raised to rely upon men for status, as Gina points out when she
         indicates that having a boyfriend who plays in bands is a way for women to achieve
         authenticity in music subcultures. Investment in a counter-hegemonic discourse such
         as feminism and/or punk, though, is a way that women might find alternatives that
         encourage anger, aggression, assertiveness, and self-reliance. However, the socialization
         processes that exist prior to this will already have played a role in the individual’s
         development. This is not necessarily a permanent thing—people do change—but it can
         still have behavioral outcomes. Because of this, some men may be more interested in
         musical forms based on stereotypically male emotions than are some women. 
      

      
      Exactly how this plays out in real life was made obvious during one particular interview.
         While discussing gender with Natalie in a bar in West Philadelphia, she was saying
         that she does not see gender as a binary, but as a wide range of possibilities. Furthermore,
         she claimed that she does not believe that aggression and anger have to be male emotions.
         In fact, in bands that she has been in she used these emotions in her lyrics and singing/screaming
         style. Ironically though, each time we attempted to have this conversation, some non-punk
         men who were sitting in another part of the bar, completely unaware of our conversation,
         would erupt into a fury over a sports game that they were watching on television.
         Guttural roars that seemed to combine anger and pleasure, not unlike many hardcore-
         and 
anarcho-punk vocals, could be heard from across the bar directed at the television.
         Each time this happened, Natalie and I would both laugh at the irony of the timing,
         and we commented on this several times. At one point the shouting became so extreme
         that we had to pause the interview until they had stopped, as it had become hard to
         hear each other over them.
      

      
      I recount this story here because it speaks to the significance of gendered identifications.
         While Natalie and many others, including myself, insist that anger and other related
         emotions are not strictly male, they are often coded as male in our society, and the
         ways in which these emotions are “acceptably” expressed by people of different genders
         are similarly coded, producing particular gendered performances of these emotions.
         Therefore, in order for female-identified people to make use of these emotions in the same way as men, whether in punk or elsewhere, they may have to invest in a counter-hegemonic
         discourse that successfully opens up this possibility. Feminism is one such discourse,
         as are punk rock and anarcho-punk. However, as some of the Riot Grrrls in Kearney’s
         article found, discourses of authenticity may work against them. Men especially may
         reject women’s use of anger and screaming in their vocal styling because that’s not
         how women are “supposed to” sound (or perhaps because it is seen as a threat to male
         power, as many men gain authenticity, not to mention access to women, through music
         and bands). Therefore, even women who revolt against societal norms may find that
         there are barriers in the way of their success, barriers that are most often built
         by men, but are sometimes also built by other women or even those who reject traditional
         gender binaries all together. 
      

      
      From this, we can also understand why most interviewees recognized that some anarcho-punks
         actually do very well with embracing feminism and equality. Any given identification,
         such as anarcho-punk or feminism, is actually a multiplicity and is polysemic. The
         individual invests in the identification (or not) based on their particular plots
         and characters that already exist prior discovering the new discourse. In doing this,
         they develop a particular articulation of the discourse, somehow “closing” or “reducing”
         the multiplicity of meaning. Therefore, those individuals who brought a strong feminist
         or otherwise radical identification to the hailing might invest that already existing
         meaning into their punk character. Others who did not come to it with this might not.
         Furthermore, we should also recognize that this could be a very complicated back and
         forth even for those who did not bring an already existing radical identification
         to punk. An individual who did not already identify with a radical ideal prior to
         discovering punk may later invest in one in such a way as to alter the plots and characters
         that they brought with them. For example, an individual who brings hegemonic discourses
         such as misogyny to punk may later invest in anarchism because they see this as a
         more “authentic” way of being punk, thus creating the anarcho-punk hyphenated identification.
         Then, to be a more authentic anarcho-punk, the individual may also invest in feminist, anti-racist, trans-ally, queer,
         and/or other radical discourses. If the investment in these is strong enough, this
         might radically change their plot that had still maintained the hegemonic discourses
         that they came to punk with, and this may also change their behaviors.
      

      
      This does not fully answer the question though. Even if all of this is accurate, it
         does not explain why the hegemonic rather than counter-hegemonic discourses dominate
         some scenes according to these participants. To understand this, we have to look at
         other narratives that have been used in this chapter. Remember that some interviewees
         claimed that the Philadelphia punk scene is not an anarcho-punk scene (thought it may have been in the past). These individuals claimed that
         over time the scene has changed, and that now the Philadelphia scene is just punk,
         but that it has at least some anarchist participants. If this is the case, then we
         might be able to use this to make sense of why the hegemonic norms may be dominant.
         If the scene on the whole does not have a hyphenation with anarchism or other radical
         discourses, then feminism might also not be a necessary part of the “Philadelphia
         punk” character, even if feminism is still highly valued by many of the scene’s participants.
         In addition, if it is the case that, quantitatively, the majority of Philadelphia
         punks do not identify with anarchism, then the anarcho-punks and other radicals and
         feminists who may wish to see the scene change would face an uphill battle against
         the majority. Thus, the hegemonic norms may be maintained in spite of these efforts.
      

      
      With all of this in mind, individuals here work to maintain the ethical nature of
         their narrative by again removing certain elements of choice while emphasizing others.
         Like when discussing race, the emphasis on punk as a microcosm of the larger culture,
         as but one victim of the functioning of hegemony, works to show that people do not
         see themselves as entirely in control of the scene’s nature; while they would like
         for the culture to be less male dominated, there is a degree to which they have no
         control over this. However, the control that they do have is used positively: when
         possible, they do work to overcome sexism and patriarchy, and they do what they can
         to make the culture less dominated by male-identified people. To paraphrase several
         respondents, “they’re working on their shit.” Therefore, they make the ethical choice
         when possible, but they are not solely in control. When it comes to those elements
         that they do not control, they cannot be judged as unethical, because they have no
         choice in the matter according to their narrative.
      

      
      What complicates this are those who claim that the punk scene might, in fact, do worse
         than the mainstream culture when it comes to dealing with sexism. At first glance,
         this is an apparent problem for the ethical narrative. However, this problem can be
         resolved. First of all, remember that those who see the punk scene as sometimes doing
         worse were ambivalent about this, and they occasionally contradicted this position.
         Therefore, we cannot see this claim as a central part of their plot, and so the contradiction
         might not be important to their overall sense of self. Second of all, the contradiction
         that does exist applies to the punk culture as such, and not necessarily to the individual
         narrators and perhaps not to their close friendship circles. Lilly and Alicia would
         not be likely to narrate themselves as failing to live up to the hypergood. In fact,
         as individuals who recognize the larger problem, they put themselves in the position
         of someone who is even more ethical than their peers. It is the other punks and anarcho-punks in their stories
         that serve as the unethical Others who fail to live up to the ethical position that
         they espouse. Therefore, their personal narratives and plots are still ethical even
         if their approach to the larger punk culture is ambiguous. However, even this latter
         point is not fully a contradiction due to their ambivalence. Lilly, for example, expressed
         at least some tentative optimism about the Philadelphia punk scenes being able to
         improve, and both Lilly and Alicia said at other times that they do think that the
         punk scene at least does better than mainstream society. 
      

      
      Overall, on the one hand, we have to take very seriously that so many people, and
         especially non-male bodied people, have expressed concerns about the role that women
         and other non-male subjects play in punk scenes. However, in doing so, we must do
         more than just condemn particular individuals. What we have seen so far in this chapter
         is that the issue of male dominance is significant, but that there are also people
         who live up to their ideals and ethics. It is, perhaps, to these individuals that
         we should turn in order to help educate others on how to better engage with non-male-identified
         individuals in punk. This issue will be addressed in the last chapter. For now, I
         want to turn to other elements of people’s actual experiences as non-male punks.
      

      
      Other Lived Experiences

      
      Here I want to address two other related ways in which it was debated whether or not
         anarcho-punks live up to their espoused ideals. The first is the question of whether
         or not feminism is given more than lip service among anarcho-punks. The second is
         a question about the level of freedom that people really have to express themselves
         within this culture. In each case what we find is a desire for freedom and equality,
         but that there are sometimes problems in achieving these desires.
      

      
      Feminism?

      
       Most anarcho-punks would, in some context, identify themselves as feminists. While
         what exactly this term means can vary from the most radical interpretations to the
         more mainstream, support for the equality of people of all genders would usually at
         least be espoused. However, like with anti-racism, not everyone would agree that anarcho-punks
         do a good job of living up to this espousal. Halley, mentioned above, described her
         opinion of feminism within punk and anarcho-punk scenes by describing to me a cartoon
         she had seen in which a man is saying to a woman, “Look, kitten, I don’t give a damn
         what you think! If I say I’m a feminist, then by god, I am one!” The message of this
         cartoon is quite clear: some men take on the identifier “feminist” without actually
         taking the time to consider the behavioral and psychological elements of actually
         being a feminist. Within anarchist scenes, the term “manarchist” has developed to
         reference those anarchists who do not live up to feminist ideals, and it is fair to
         say that Halley would see at least some anarcho-punks men as “manarchists.”
      

      
       Many anarcho-punks might agree to at least some degree with Halley’s opinion. Most
         individual’s approach to this involved claiming that anarcho-punks want to be feminists
         and to support gender liberation in part because they self identify as anarchists
         and leftists. Obviously, this would mean that they aim to live up to a particular
         ethical ideal, as discussed. Historically, anarchism has often, though unfortunately
         not always, aligned itself with struggles for female and other gender liberations,
         and it is fair to say that today at least rhetorical support for feminism is taken
         for granted with anarchist circles. However, it is often debated whether or not the
         individuals as well as groups do a good job of living up to these goals, and the same
         is true within anarcho-punk circles. 
      

      
         Polly: I think that sometimes . . . the politics are something that you wear but it’s
            only skin deep, you don’t actually critically engage with them and about how you can
            make that scene more welcoming and challenge it and challenge those things. But again,
            that’s why it’s so strange for me now to go to shows where I see and hear homophobic,
            sexist language all the time, because that’s something that was not tolerated when
            I was younger at shows, because it was like, we want to create safe spaces for people
            to feel comfortable.
         

Lilly: It’s nice to identify as an anarchist, but you should know something about
            anarchism. Like read a little Emma Goldman. . . . And I feel like a lot of people
            identify as feminist, but act very patriarchal, very privileged, or I mean, or women
            identifying as feminists and allowing themselves to be incredibly fucked over, and
            I do not discount myself as a part of this group. And I mean, as a feminist in an
            abusive relationship, like, that’s crazy! That shouldn’t happen, and it did, and I
            have to really look into myself and look into the culture as to why it did.
         

      

      For Polly, the metaphor of politics being something that an individual might “wear”
         is particularly telling. If feminism is like clothing for some individuals, meaning
         that it may be sartorial and superficial, then it is also an identification that someone
         can claim without having a strong connection to feminist politics. Because of this,
         punks and anarcho-punks might be able to take on the label “feminist,” but if living
         up to feminism becomes too difficult or if it is inconvenient, then those same individuals
         might choose to take off the label or to rearticulate it into a less meaningful manifestation.
         This will also relate to what is going on at the scene level: if the larger scene
         articulates a discourse of authenticity in which a strong engagement with feminism
         is necessary for social acceptance as a punk, then this might push someone to more
         strongly engage with feminist ideas and to reject their feminist identification less
         freely. If, on the other hand, the scene does not insist upon this for one to obtain
         authenticity as a punk, then the person might be less likely to develop these ideas.
         If any given scene is not anarcho-punk, but just punk, as some interviewees suggested
         Philadelphia is, then this might partially explain why certain behaviors are tolerated
         in spite of the desire among anarchists for feminism to be the norm. 
      

      
      This is particularly important here because, throughout this chapter, we have seen
         that many who raise concerns about the gender politics of punk and anarcho-punk indicate
         that the problems they have involve a failure on the part of some individuals to take
         on anything but the most superficial elements of gender equality. However, this should
         also give us some hope: if participants are taking on superficial elements of feminism,
         or are espousing a feminist identification, then it must be the case that feminism
         is not completely disconnected from punk in Philadelphia. If it were, there would
         be no reason for someone to espouse feminist rhetoric. This may be because there is
         a stronger anarchist presence and history here, especially in West Philadelphia, even
         if the scene on the whole has changed. In other words, even if the scene is “punk”
         and not “anarcho-punk,” it would still be hard to spend a good deal of time in Philadelphia’s
         punk scene and not be introduced to at least some level of anarchism and feminism.
         Furthermore, punk generally will introduce most people to at least some radical politics
         even if one does not strongly embrace these. The feminism that is at least espoused
         by some punks may indicate that we have a good place to start toward something more
         meaningful.
      

      
       If there are individuals who live up to feminist ideals, as these narrators indicate,
         then perhaps these individuals can be looked to for change and support within scenes,
         and these same people might be able to better help assure that those who are new to
         the scene are introduced to appropriate behavior. In addition, many interviewees,
         when discussing feminism, claimed that the age of introduction to punk in Philadelphia
         matters a great deal for this. This makes sense in reference to the change from “anarcho-punk”
         to “punk” at the scene level. This was a common narrative throughout, emphasizing
         that younger punks in Philadelphia are not as engaged with anarchism as are the older
         punks, and that the scene itself has generally become less engaged with anarchism
         and radical politics. If this is the case, then these younger punks might be perceived
         as not having the same dedication to feminism and other forms of radical equality,
         as perhaps they do not have the “anarcho-” portion of the identification and are only
         punk. 
      

      
      Finally, an important qualifier: as Lilly pointed out above, the problem is not solely
         a male problem. While many people emphasized that some male anarcho-punks do not live
         up to their espousal of feminism, female-identified narrators also stated that some
         women in the anarcho-punk scene also do not live up to this ideal. Therefore, it is
         not just men that need to change, nor is it only men for whom the discourses of authenticity
         must shift. While it might be the case that more men need to do this than others,
         the problem exists at a larger level, and must be dealt with as such.
      

      
      But How Does It Look?

      
       We have seen here that there is ambiguity to how female participation plays out within
         the Philadelphia punk scene. This ambiguity also has an impact on fashion and sexuality.
         Some women-identified interviewees stated that they found it rather easy to present
         a feminine identification and a punk identification together. For example, Lynn said,
         “I mean, the thing about punk fashion, it can do whatever. You can dress really sexy
         and be punk or you can dress very asexual. Like shaving your head, all that sort of
         stuff.” While Lynn found this to be the case, as did some others, there were also
         a series of concerns raised by women about the way in which sex and sexiness plays
         out in the scene, sometimes in relation to style. This is an issue that is likely
         to apply to more than just Philadelphia’s punk scene(s), as other work on women in
         punk has indicated that they too have struggled with the issues of being both femininely
         attractive and punk. Furthermore, because punk fashion, while different from scene
         to scene, does have overarching similarities, we should expect that other scenes might
         face similar problems.
      

      
      For example, earlier I quoted Lilly, who claimed that it is difficult at times to
         be a sexy female punk because of the contrast between being “tough,” a punk signifier
         of authenticity, and being “feminine,” which often means being stereotypically not tough (though, as we saw, she also felt that at time the punk scene can be supportive
         of non-mainstream forms of beauty). This issue was also raised by girls and women
         in Leblanc’s (2002) work where female punks often discussed punk men seeing women
         as “one of the guys” rather than as a woman. Nikki raised this concern about being
         “one of the guys” as well, later discovering that she wanted to embrace her femininity
         without rejecting her punk identification: “I think my punk rock identity definitely
         changed from someone introduced me to the other f word [feminism], and then I was
         like, ‘Oh wait a minute, I don’t want to be one of the dudes! I’m a fucking female-bodied
         person and that’s fucking awesome!’” 
      

      
      This struggle is a dichotomy though, one in which some women find it difficult to
         ever live up to the standards that are imposed on them. While Lilly found that her
         toughness is interpreted as “not feminine,” and thus “not sexy,” Liz, a queer woman,
         felt frustrated by her treatment as someone who dresses very “femme.” While her style
         may leave little doubt that she is a punk, she manages to do so in a fashionable way,
         and can often be found in formal dresses, gowns, and skirts with very artistically
         done makeup accenting her tattoos and piercings. In relations to claims that punk
         women are supposed to be tough, Liz finds that by accenting her femininity, she loses
         certain markers of authenticity within the punk scene. In other words, Lilly finds
         that she struggles with sexiness because she is “too tough” to be feminine, but Liz
         struggles with the same thing because she is “too feminine” to be tough. While it
         may not be the case that all punk men would find toughness to be unattractive, nor
         femininity to be “un-cool,” these are experiences that some women have had, and they
         must be taken seriously as such.
      

      
      Style is only one element of this though. Some interviewees also raised a concern
         that, in an interesting way, reverses the claims about men not living up to feminist
         ideals. Allison claimed that, in some cases, male anarcho-punks become so focused
         on feminism that they fail to recognize that she actually desires sex and what might
         be interpreted in mainstream society as promiscuity. She went on to say:
      

      
         Allison: There’s also something really weird, too, when you’re into punk rock and
            an anarchist, and a woman. Every [anarcho-punk] woman I’ve ever met is very sex positive.
            And it’s hard because I feel like men in the community struggle with “easy” women.
            Like, what do you do with this idea where you were raised that women who sleep around
            are no good? 
         

      

      In other words, some anarcho-punk men aim to respect women, in part because of their
         identification as feminists. However, in mainstream society, women who have a lot
         of sex with multiple partners are degraded as “sluts,” a problem that has gained national
         attention in recent years. Therefore, some anarcho-punk men struggle with how to approach
         women who embrace being “sluts” while also aiming to respect these women. While there
         is not anything disrespectful about an open approach to sexuality, it is necessary
         that one reject certain assumed, mainstream and perhaps Puritanical notions of what
         “respect” means when relating to a woman who does not desire monogamy or a long-term
         relationship that goes beyond sex. 
      

      
      This has some connections to Vila and Seman’s (2011) work on Cumbia Villera music in Argentina. In that subculture there is also a strong tendency toward embracing
         and celebrating active sexuality. Furthermore, “The general picture we get after analyzing
         the internal tensions of these lyrics and the complex web of discourses that surrounds
         the emission of the songs is that, in their attempt to put everyday experience into
         words, men are talking about a femininity they can no longer understand. They insult,
         humiliate, and joke about what they see as both new and threatening” (79). Though
         the anarcho-punk men described by Allison would be unlikely to insult or humiliate
         these women, what we see is a level of uncertainty on behalf of some men about how
         to properly negotiate relationships with sexually empowered women. Ultimately, the
         men in Cumbia Villera cultures have a similar uncertainty, but the behavioral outcome is different: in
         Cumbia Villera the result is a public presentation of disrespect (though an in depth reading of
         the lyrics indicates that the situation is more complicated, and that women are granted
         a high level of agency is some of the songs that initially appear to just be insulting)
         while in anarcho-punk scenes there is a strong desire to respect women. It is because
         most anarcho-punk men want to be identified as feminists that a problem emerges for
         some who see “sluttiness” as disrespectful or not what a “good” woman or girl would
         want.[6]   What Allison is articulating is that respect has multiple meanings. In short, it
         is not respectful, and may be insulting or hurtful, to assume that a woman wants a
         “traditional” romantic relationship if she would prefer an open or polyamorous relationship,
         one that may include non-heterosexual behaviors. This is another way that the already
         existing narratives that an individual brings to an identification will affect the
         development of the discourse. The definition of “respect” that Allison is saying that
         some men have is perhaps closer to being a 
second-wave definition, one that is countered by the sex-positive ideals of third-wave
         feminism, which Allison seems to embrace. If some men embraced anarcho-punk, and then
         embraced feminism as a way of being a more authentic anarchist, then they would bring
         their particular understanding of “feminism” and “respect for women” to this identification.
         For some men who may have a more classical understanding of respect and sexual relationships,
         they would bring this to their approach to women like Allison in the scene. On the
         other hand, men who have a different understanding of this would articulate the discourse
         of feminism and respect differently and might not have this problem.
      

      
      Bikini Kill raises similar issues in their song “I Like Fucking” in which the narrator
         attempts to reclaim pleasure as a source of “radical possibilities” in spite of the
         existence of rape culture. 
      

      
         Hey! Do you believe there’s anything beyond troll-guy reality? I do. I do. I do.

         
         . . . 

         
         Just ’cause my world, sweet sister, is so fucking goddamn full of rape

         
         Does that mean my body must always be a source of pain?

         
         No. No. No.

         
          . . .

         
         We’re not gonna prove nothing nothing sittin around watching each other starve

         
         What we need is action/strategy

         
         I want I want I want

         
         I want it now.

         
         I believe in the radical possibilities of pleasure, babe.

         
         I do. I do. I do.

      

      
      In this song, we see that the narrator embraces sexual pleasure as a pathway toward
         radical change. She rejects that she must fear her body or only see her body as a
         source of pain, instead recognizing that her body is a polysemic multiplicity of emotions,
         desires, sensations. The song’s narrator, then, should be understood as desiring sexual
         and bodily pleasure while linking this desire to her radical feminist identification
         and her desire to see other women be healthy and safe. In addition, the song 
      

      
         may all sound like a bummer for what’s an optimistic song at heart, but “I Like Fucking”
            simply reflects the angles of a complicated set of issues, with the personality of
            Hanna’s vocals shifting accordingly. She delivers the “troll-guy reality” line in
            a quasi-valley-girl voice that was her signature, but ferociously howls—another signature—toward
            the end of the song when she sings “I want, I want, I want, I want it now.” She does a 180 right after that back to the valley-girl voice to tout the radical
            possibilities of pleasure (babe), neatly capturing Bikini Kill’s dynamic in the space
            of a few seconds: approachable but untamable. “I Like Fucking” is as nuanced as its
            title is direct (Ryan 2014).
         

      

      A similar issue is raised by Propagandhi in their song “Ladies Night in Loserville,”
         in which a sexually liberated woman who can “out-think, out-drink, and out-fuck” any
         man she meets, and who “fucks to cum” challenges the attacks that she has to endure
         for her sex positive ideals. The song includes the following lines:
      

      
         And I fuck to cum, so don’t lay your “repressed” shit on me. 

         
         I fuck to cum! 

         
         Fuck your blessed Trinity. 

         
         I’m so sick of needle-dicks and (selective) first-amendments. 

         
         I can out-think, out-drink, out-fuck you all! 

         
         So fuck your bullshit “femi-nazi” crap, no needle-dick’s gonna silence me. 

         
         I fuck to cum. Cum!

      

      In each of these cases, we see a conflict that is apparent between femininity, punk
         authenticity, and feminism. The women here express a desire to be feminine and tough, to be respected and sexually liberated, to be attractive and punk, to be treated as equals and treated as women. Kathleen Hanna expresses this not only in the lyrics of her songs,
         but through the vocal delivery, altering her voice. While there is certainly nothing
         inherently contradictory about these desires, the hegemonic assumptions about femininity
         dichotomize these, resulting in a need for radical changes in perception if these
         are to be brought together. Ideally, feminism and anarchism allow for such a radical
         reimagining of gendered norms. However, as we have seen, counter-hegemonic individuals
         still emerge from mainstream society, and investing in the identitarian hailing of
         counter-hegemonic processes does not necessarily immediately rewrite the individual’s
         perspectives. Therefore, these problems, like others, will still appear in anarcho-punk
         and other counter-hegemonic cultures.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      When discussing both race and gender in relation to punk and anarcho-punk, what we
         have seen is that there are many similarities in how narrators address these issues
         generally. This makes sense, as the goal of each of these narratives is to live up
         to an ethical ideal. Because the issues of both race and gender are potentially problematic
         in punk, similar narrative structures are used to reconcile these problems. While
         these narratives work to resolve the problem of male dominance in punk, though, this
         does not actually indicate that punk(s) or even anarcho-punk(s) do(es) not have room
         to improve in relation to female-bodied, trans, or gender-queer people in the scene(s),
         and the narratives of many here show the areas in which we can improve. The matter
         of how to improve the scenes in which punks participate, and what is most necessary
         to improve, will be the focus of the next, concluding chapter.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. To be clear, I recognize that Leblanc’s claim here is a broad generalization and that
                  no incarnation of punk was ever “pure” in its gender politics and that it is certainly
                  hyperbolic to say that punk was the first genre of music to do this.
               

            

         

         
            2. In practice, the mosh pit is a more complicated space than it is sometimes given credit
                  for. The level of violence that takes place in a pit varies, though non-participants
                  would have trouble telling the difference. In practice, many pits appear violent and
                  do include violence, but they also involve a great deal of solidarity and concern
                  for the well being of one’s fellow moshers. This is, however, not true of all pits
                  and some do become truly violent. This struggle over the role of the pit and its inclusion
                  or exclusion of women was an important element of Riot Grrrls’ attempts to change
                  punk into a more feminist culture and scene (Marcus 2010).
               

            

         

         
            3. “Cisgender” is a term used to denote those who identify with the sexual identification
                  that was forced upon their bodies at birth, usually through the authoritative speech
                  of a medical professional.
               

            

         

         
            4. This is not to imply that these are easy problems to deal with, or that they have
                  been completely eliminated from the Philadelphia punk scene. The long-term effects
                  of sexual assault for survivors can, obviously, be very hard to deal with. My point
                  here is that this can be easier to spot and can be dealt with more immediately in
                  at least some cases.
               

            

         

         
            5. Of course, as I mentioned earlier, there were also other punk bands with female leads,
                  such as The Bags, X Ray Spex, and more. However, these bands rarely got as much public
                  attention as The Ramones, The Sex Pistols, The Clash, Blondie, and so on. Therefore,
                  someone just discovering punk music might see the more popular bands before finding
                  out about others.
               

            

         

         
            6. We must, of course, also recognize that terms like “slutty” and “good girl” are themselves
                  highly charged, and in no way neutral. I use these terms here to make a particular
                  point, not to indicate that they are words we should always embrace.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 7

      Philadelphia Punk

      
         
         
         Subculture or Counter Culture?

         
      

      
      
         Note: There are mentions of sexual assault in this chapter that may be triggering
               to survivors. While the details are generally kept to a minimum, some are present.

      

      Terminology

      
       The title of this chapter begs a particular question that, before entering into its
         substantive aspects, must be addressed. Throughout this book, I have sometimes referred
         to the anarcho-punk scene as a subculture, but I have also used words like “scene.”
         The very use of the terms “scene” and “subculture” in ways that treat them as separate
         and yet connected, and the use of the word “subculture” itself, indicate the question
         that must be addressed. Over the last several decades, there has been significant
         debate among sociologists and others who study culture, youth cultures, music cultures,
         and so forth about the very use of the word “subculture.” Generally speaking, some
         researchers focusing on these kind of groups have emphasized that the sociology of
         subculture, and the word subculture, have overemphasized a permanent, stable, and
         all too often class based analysis of youth cultures that fails to recognize the sometimes
         transient, flexible, fluid, and postmodern nature of current subcultural commitment.
         For example, Harris says, “Subculture connotes a tight-knit, rigidly bounded, implacably
         ‘resistant’ male-dominated, geographically specific social space. . . . Scene, on
         the other hand, connotes a more flexible, loose kind of space within which music is
         produced. . . . The most common use of it is to refer to local, face-to-face contexts
         of music-making and consumption” (2000: 14). Similarly, Andy Bennett, who popularized
         the term “neo-tribes,” which is one of the most common and popular replacements for
         subculture, has claimed that, “the term ‘subculture’ is also deeply problematic in
         that it imposes rigid lines of division over forms of sociation which may, in effect,
         be rather more fleeting, and in many cases arbitrary, than the concept of subculture,
         with its connotations of coherency and solidarity, allows for” (1999: 603). 
      

      
       Many of those developing alternatives to the term “subculture” are reacting to the
         Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) who, in response to the
         Chicago school of subculture’s focus on deviance, developed a neo-Marxist and style-focused
         approach to the study of subcultures. This new lexicon of terms that have been developed
         in response to the CCCS and that have been used to describe small groups of people
         coming together around particular cultural forms that include clothing and music prove
         quite useful, both in their description of elements of participant experience that
         were lacking in the work of the CCCS as well as in their ability to describe contemporary
         phenomenon that were less frequently found in earlier works on subculture. Scene,
         in particular, is useful in describing both the local and global manifestations of
         cultural forms: “scene has the potential to avoid both the tight restrictions of traditional
         musical subcultures and the anomie of isolated musical occurrences facilitated by
         large multinationals” (Harris 2000: 27).
      

      
      However, that being said, it remains less clear that the term subculture needs to
         be jettisoned all together. According to David Hesmondhalgh, who is critical of those
         who would develop these new languages, “The CCCS subculturalists might have overestimated
         the boundedness and permanence of the group identities they were studying, but simply
         to offer instability and temporariness as an alternative does not get us very far”
         (2005: 24). For my purposes, I want to chart a middle-ground between the post-subculturalists
         who reject the term “subculture” and its apparent rigidity and those who would defend
         subculture too strongly. Ultimately, I agree with Paul Hodkinson (2002) who claims,
         
      

      
         Although excessive multiplicity of terms creates confusion, especially where they
            are not clearly differentiated, it would seem to make sense to replace attempts to
            apply single concepts across the board with the use of a limited number of clearly
            defined terms which are narrowed in scope. In particular, this would enable us to
            differentiate those groupings which are predominantly ephemeral from those which entail
            far greater levels of commitment, continuity, distinctiveness or . . . substance (24).
         

      

       Therefore, like Hodkinson, I believe it is worthwhile to maintain the usage of the
         term “subculture.” My work indicates that the terms “subculture,” “scene,” “lifestyle,”
         and so on articulate different pieces of a larger whole. The term scene, as we saw
         in the chapters on race and gender, is incredibly flexible in the physical and identitarian
         space that it describes, and this is, in fact, one of the term’s benefits, as Straw
         (2002) has also found. Therefore, for my purposes, I have used the word “scene” to
         describe the more subjective experience of the flexible ideological and geographical
         space of punk and anarcho-punk. This usage reflects the way in which others, such
         as Hodkinson (2002), have found that subcultural participants feel they have more
         in common with other members from around the world than non-members from their neighborhood.
         Thus, “scenes may be both local and trans-local phenomena, a cultural space which
         may orientate as much around stylistic and/or musicalized association as face-to-face
         contact in a venue, club or other urban setting” (Bennett 2004: 225).
      

      
       On the other hand, interviewees for this book frequently discussed lifestyle as a
         central component of what makes them and others punk. Lifestyle, as we saw in earlier
         chapters, designates particular elements of one’s lived out behaviors, actions, and
         beliefs. Hodkinson tells us, “An empirical focus on the relationship between local
         physical proximity and relatively stable, committed and autonomous lifestyles has
         provided a challenge to some of the more exaggerated claims for theories of global
         mass culture and postmodern fluidity” (2002: 25). What this indicates, and what we
         have seen reflected in this book, is that within the confines of particular scenes,
         whether locally or globally articulated, there are practices that are acted out, embodied
         and commoditized, and idealized that maintain more rigidity around the confines of
         authenticity than terms like neo-tribe allow for. For example, Natalie’s earlier claim
         that some participants who may listen to some punk rock are not really punk due to their lack of lifestyle and commitment implies that there is more substance,
         in Hodkinson’s language, to the grouping than the post-subculturalists allow for.
         
      

      
       Even with these two terms in place, I believe it is still essential in my work to
         maintain the use of the term “subculture,” and this is particularly important for
         this chapter. What this book has indicated is that many anarcho-punks find that their
         distinctive subculture has too many behavioral and ideological elements that emerge
         from the dominant culture. Therefore, I am taking subculture to have a common-sense
         meaning of being a cultural manifestation that is partially distinct from, and yet
         still related to, the dominant culture. The value of this is that it allows us to
         emphasize the degree to which hegemony infects even those who are often counter-hegemonic;
         it speaks to the way in which subcultural members, regardless of what scene(s) they
         are a part of or what lifestyle(s) they participate in, will frequently remain affected
         by, even if not ideologically committed to, the culture from which its’ members emerge.
         Though working to reject the hegemonic realities of racism, sexism, homophobia, capitalism,
         transphobia, and so on they will still maintain some elements of some of these things,
         even if unintentionally, and even if working to eliminate them from their mind and
         behaviors.
      

      
       Therefore, even though “the word distinct or different from is key to understanding
         the currency of the term subculture because it suggests something separate and unlike
         the majority of the population” (Blackman 2005: 2) it is also the case that, “local
         variations have national and international connections” (15–16), and for my purposes
         they also have some connections to the mainstream culture. This is, after all, almost
         inevitable. As the CCCS recognized and as post-subculturalists do not necessarily
         deny, subcultural members are in some way reacting to the dominant culture, and it
         would make little sense to claim that they were reacting to something that had no
         influence on them. Therefore, while Andy Bennett suggests that “there are both mainstream subcultures and non-mainstream subcultures” (1999: 604), I am suggesting that, for my work, we should not dichotomize
         these two possibilities. While there may be mainstream and non-mainstream subcultures,
         there are also mainstream and non-mainstream elements to many subcultures.
      

      
       We must, however, resist an urge to take this reaffirmation of subculture too far.
         As Straw (2002), Bennett (1999), and other post-subculturalists have shown, at least
         some subcultures are neo-tribes, and do embrace fluidity and change with very few confines to the boundaries
         of the scene. Furthermore, it is hardly the case that all members have an equal level
         of investment in a culture’s hegemonic discourses. Instead, what we should expect
         to find, and as is shown in this book, is that different individuals, based on their
         particular plots, narratives, and characters have different levels of residue from
         the mainstream or dominant hegemonic culture. Similarly, different scenes will also
         have varying levels of hegemonic contamination, as I showed in the chapter on gender,
         particularly through Mitch’s claim that a Canadian scene he had been visiting seemed
         especially misogynistic. 
      

      
      It is also not the case that subcultures such as punk and anarcho-punk are simply
         alternatively stylized representations of the mainstream. We must recognize that these
         individuals do genuinely oppose the dominant culture, but that this opposition does
         not fully separate the individual, scene, tribe, or subculture from the effects of
         the larger society. Hodkinson, in his own defense of the term “subculture,” and in
         relation to the production of subcultural artifacts and media, claims that “the grouping
         concerned, while inevitably connected to the society and the politico-economic system
         of which it is a part, retains a relatively high level of autonomy” from the mainstream methods of production (2002: 32). My
         findings indicate something similar, but in relation to individual identity and ideology
         rather than only cultural artifact production. An individual’s, scene’s, or subculture’s
         level of ideological, political, and identitarian autonomy from the mainstream system(s)
         are similarly relative. 
      

      
      As this book indicates, we should expect that the specific level of autonomy would
         vary between individuals as well as between scenes and types of subcultures. The reasons
         for this are multiple, but relate to narrative identification theories. As I have
         already emphasized, the existing plots and identifications that an individual narrates
         their life from are a part of the evaluative character that invests meaning in any
         discursive hailing. Therefore, we might expect that individuals who had opposition
         to the dominant culture as a part of their plot prior to the discovery of the subculture
         would have a higher level of autonomy from the mainstream relative to those who had
         stronger levels of investment in that same culture. This does not, however, have to
         strictly be true. After all, any given individual may work more or less hard to develop
         a higher level of autonomy for particular reasons, such as a dedication to developing
         a more authentically oppositional self. Thus, while one’s initial autonomy may prove
         important, the level of commitment one has to becoming more autonomous will also inevitably
         play a role. Regardless, the point is that we should expect to find a level of autonomy
         from the mainstream culture, but that this autonomy will always be relative rather
         than complete. 
      

      
      We should expect to find something similar if we look to different subcultures and
         scenes rather than different individuals, based on that particular subculture or scene’s
         discourses of authenticity as they relate to the mainstream. Therefore, we may expect
         to find higher levels of overall relative autonomy among those subcultures that reject
         the mainstream and lower levels among those that do not (i.e., among punks, those
         individuals and scenes that put more of an emphasis on the “anarcho” side of the hyphen).
         This can also help us to better understand some of the narratives we have already
         seen, such as Mitch’s recounting of sexist experiences in the heavy metal subculture
         and in other localized punk scenes. Presumably, these spaces did not have discourses
         of authenticity that stressed higher levels of autonomy from the mainstream culture,
         or that do not stress feminism, which allows some participants to maintain identitarian
         cohesion even while having less relative autonomy. Similarly, those who entered into
         the Philadelphia punk scene at a later point in time, as will be discussed more below,
         may have done so when autonomy from the mainstream was, in some ways, relatively less
         important than did some other participants. This lower level of relative autonomy
         may result in the failure to develop the hyphenation between anarchism and punk, as
         the hyphen may be understood as representing an attempt to signify autonomy through
         an oppositional political identification.
      

      
      With all of this in mind, in this chapter, I will be showing the ways in which the
         anarcho-punks interviewed for this work understood problems in their scene around
         this issue of subcultural autonomy. As I have shown throughout the book, many scene
         members claimed that only some participants maintained the hyphenation between anarchism
         and punk, while others failed to do so as signified by particular behaviors, such
         as telling offensive jokes. Concerns such as these will be discussed throughout this
         chapter.
      

      
      The Relative Autonomy of Anarcho-Punk

      
       Throughout this book, I have been emphasizing the ways in which the hyphenation of
         differential subject positions, “anarchist” and “punk” into the identification “anarcho-punk”
         includes a deeply ethical position on behalf of anarcho-punk narrators. It proves
         important enough that the ethical positioning goes beyond a simple framework or ideal
         and become what Charles Taylor has called a “hypergood.” However, I have also shown
         in many of the chapters that the narrators construct living up to this as sometimes
         impossible, and that there are various complicated negotiations that take place in
         order to reconcile the contradictions that necessarily emerge from a partially unachievable
         ideal. Examples of this were obvious in the chapter about punk’s whiteness in Philadelphia
         as well as in the chapter about gender in the Philadelphia punk scene. Other examples
         arose around matters of style, and clothing or food purchases, as well as around issues
         of pragmatically supporting some statist interventions even though, as anarchists,
         the narrators oppose the state.
      

      
       In each chapter, I showed that the narrators resolve these tensions through narrative
         processes in which activities that might be seen as not living up to the ethical ideal
         were often articulated as “unchosen,” or things that the narrators were not capable
         of altering. Because of this, they were not ethically culpable for the resulting outcome
         because, if they have no choice, then they cannot be blamed. Furthermore, people often
         maintained their ethical position, as well as the ethical position of punk and/or
         anarcho-punk as larger scenes, through other narrative processes, such as playing
         with notions of time and space, and constructing the self and the scene as making
         the right ethical choices when one does feel that choice is possible. In these cases, ethics remained central: the narrators
         worked to find ways to keep both the self and the scene ethical and, whenever possible,
         working toward the hypergood.
      

      
       In this conclusion, I want to argue that we could still be doing better. I use the
         word “we” very deliberately here. As an anarcho-punk living in Philadelphia, I am
         a part of this scene. Furthermore, I am confident that I have also not lived up to
         our ideals at times. Therefore, I do not intend for this chapter to be a “calling
         out” of those who have not achieved this ideal. I instead hope to encourage those
         of us who identify with anarchism and punk, and who are a part of the Philadelphia
         punk scene (as well as punks in other scenes who see something of their own scene
         reflected here), to find ways to make our scenes even better places for everyone regardless
         of their various identifications. As I said in my introduction, this scene means a
         lot to me and has given me a great deal. I hope that in this chapter I can begin to
         give a little something back.
      

      
       The emphasis on giving back to the community that ethnographers and academics have
         taken from is often a concern among contemporary sociologists and anthropologists,
         especially those working in the postmodern tradition. For example, Greg Dimitriadis
         tells us, “What is left in the absence of foundational claims and clear splits between
         researchers and researched is a profoundly uncertain terrain that asks us—demands
         us, really—to work with our participants to help make situations better than we found
         them” (2001: 580–581). This is an important concern for any ethnographic work if we
         have the intentions of doing less hierarchical and more egalitarian research. Intellectually,
         we take a great deal when we engage ourselves in qualitative research, and so the
         question is, “What can we give back?” Furthermore, because so much of this book focuses
         on ethics, it only makes sense that I would consider the ethical repercussions of
         it and try to find a way to give something back.
      

      
      For me, however, this concern is not only theoretical and methodological, but also
         personal. I am a part of this scene, and I want it to be the best place possible for
         everyone involved. Many interviewees in this research, and many other members of the
         scene who were not interviewed for this project, have stated that it is more common
         today to hear sexist, homophobic, transphobic, misogynistic, or otherwise hurtful
         comments at shows and other punk events than it was in the past. While such comments
         are not always made with the intent of hurting or alienating anyone, much like the
         early English punk usage of the Swastika was not always meant to indicate Nazi affiliation,
         there was a time when these sorts of comments were not readily tolerated. This has
         been a frequent conversation among some in the scene, myself included, who have witnessed
         this shift.
      

      
      It is likely that this change has taken place for a number of reasons. As I have said
         throughout this book, many narrators claimed that the Philadelphia punk scene, even
         in West Philadelphia where there are many anarchists, is not really an anarcho-punk scene. At the local scene level, the hyphenation of anarchism and punk is not
         necessarily present according to these individuals. Instead, it is certain people,
         such as those included in this book, that maintain the hyphenation. If it was the
         case in the past that the Philadelphia scene had a stronger connection to anarchism
         (though it would never have been the case that everyone would have identified as an anarchist), then it might make sense that with this loss
         there has also been a shift in behaviors and language.
      

      
      However, it is not only anarcho-punks who have raised this issue in conversations.
         Some individuals who do not identify with anarchism are also bothered by this change.
         But most of these individuals, regardless of their anarchist identification, are older
         punks or punks who entered the scene at an earlier time, and who remember the scene
         being different before. While some of this may simply be the rosy glasses of hindsight,
         the theme emerged so often that I do not think that we can reduce it to only this;
         we must recognize that a real change has taken place in the Philadelphia scene. The
         possible loss of the hyphenation at the scene level is one part of this, but that
         does not really tell us anything about why the hyphenation was lost. Ultimately, the reason for this is likely to be extremely
         complicated, and cannot be definitively answered here, nor is answering that question
         necessarily the main purpose of this chapter. However, I do want to briefly address
         some reasons that are commonly offered as explanations for this shift.
      

      
       The most common explanation offered was that there has been a reaction against the
         “hyper PC” (politically correct) culture of anarcho-punk in Philadelphia and especially
         West Philadelphia. The “PC” culture that many older punks in Philadelphia would have
         been familiar with included introducing participants to feminism, telling people not
         to use words like “faggot,” “slut,” or “bitch” in certain contexts, and insisting
         that people not tell jokes about certain topics, such as rape or incest. This theme
         often came up in narratives:
      

      
         Polly: I know there was also a backlash against the PC, crust punk scene of the late
            nineties, which is what I came up in. And it’s strange because a lot of the backlash
            is from kids who weren’t around then, but it’s kind of this anti-PC mentality.
         

Nikki: I have been called the “PC Police” by punks. And people [say things] like,
            “Tranny prostitutes,” and I am like, “Oh, that’s really cool that you are making fun
            of trans people and sex workers.” . . . It’s not fucking PC, it’s being a decent person!
            . . . And I think that there are people who think that language matters, and there
            are people who don’t, and I am a person who does think that [it matters]. But I am
            also not doing it because of any reason except for the fact that it represents ideas.
            Violent language represents violent ideas.
         

Alicia: I think that people are just so fearful of their image, and not wanting to
            be labeled PC, or a party pooper, or whatever, that they’re willing to let their ideals
            slide, and they’re willing to accept things within this scene that they criticize
            about society in general.
         

Walter: Punk can go tons of ways. It could go in any way that someone perceives an
            authority, whether the authority of people who lean over you, like when there are
            bosses. . . . You can have kind of anti-authoritarianism against what you call [political]
            correctness.
         

      

      There are several interesting things going on in these narratives. First, it is quite
         clear that many interviewees felt that the reaction against the PC culture of the
         scene is partially to blame for changes in behavior. In this way, we see something
         reflected here that I claimed in the race chapter of this book: that the rebellion
         against authority can go in many different directions. This is what Walter says above.
         This might also be why Nikki says that her desire to teach people that language matters
         is not about being PC, it is about being a “decent person.” Because most people would
         want to be thought of as a decent person, even if they do not want to be thought of
         as PC, this articulation of why language matters is a tool in convincing people to
         behave differently.
      

      
      There were also other elements of the past punk scene that have changed as a part
         of this shift. In earlier years, the scene often included working politics more obviously
         into all elements of the scene. At shows, it was common to see people selling books
         and zines with political messages, and at larger shows you could often find someone
         from The Wooden Shoe Anarchist Infoshop selling books and other merchandise. Bands
         would often introduce songs with a monologue about the political meaning of the song.
         This latter activity was not always appreciated, as some show attendees felt that
         too much time was spent recounting a message and too little was spent playing music.
         This theme has also emerged in songs, such as “Preaching to the Converted” by former
         Philadelphia band Kill The Man Who Questions:
      

      
         “Unity,” the battle cry. 

         
         Youth enraged, but don’t ask why. 

         
         They just want it fast and loud, with nothing real to talk about. 

         
         18 hours in a dying van, proud to be your background band. 

         
         The kids have had their say, I’ve heard them yell it: “Shut up and play!” 

         
         Preaching to the converted, isn’t that what you call it? 

         
         A chance to sing along and pretend that nothing is wrong. 

         
         To call you converted is to assume nothing can change. 

         
         If the band is just entertainment then there’s no one to blame.

      

      In this song we see that certain elements of this conflict already existed. Some punks
         want the band to “shut up and play,” while others, including those in some of the
         bands, believe that a larger political message is important, and that situating the
         songs in that context matters to better understanding and appreciating the music.
         Furthermore, the line “To call you converted is to assume nothing can change” indicates
         that many punks feel that they are already anti-racist, anti-sexist, pro-queer, anti-state,
         anti-capitalist, anti-war, and so on. Therefore, if the “converted” are primarily
         present at the show, then why must the band give a speech before the song?
      

      
      I believe that throughout this book we have seen a number of reasons that such actions
         are actually, at times, important. First of all, the monologue before a song can work
         to define certain discourses of authenticity and can work to maintain a political
         ideal in the scene. If the band members are indicating between songs that homophobia,
         racism, sexism, and so on are not acceptable, then others are more likely to embrace
         this, or at least not behave in these ways when at shows. In other words, people are
         more likely to feel like they need to present an anti-racist, anti-sexist, pro-queer,
         identification in order to be an authentically punk, and certainly to be an anarcho-punk
         if those in bands are presenting an open opposition to conservative discourses. In
         doing so, the scene itself might become increasingly anarchistic and radical, as more
         individuals might identify with these discourses in order to achieve higher levels
         of authenticity, and because it may be felt that identifying with these discourses
         is a necessary part of what it means to be a punk. 
      

      
      Secondly, because many punk songs are screamed instead of sang, it is not always the
         case that the audience knows what the song is about, as sometimes the lyrics cannot
         be clearly understood. Therefore, the song itself might not be enough to let someone
         know what the message is. Having the album might resolve this if a lyrics sheet or
         zine is included, but at the show this might not be possible. By telling the audience
         that the song has a particular anarchist or counter-hegemonic message, this problem
         can be partially resolved while working against the presence of these discourses in
         the scene.
      

      
      This leads to a third matter, which is the inclusion of new people into the scene.
         While some already existing scene members may be “converted,” those who are new may
         not be. This might tell us something about why so many in this work claimed that it
         is the “younger punks” who do not have a hyphenation with anarchism, who do not identify
         with anarchism as strongly, who use potentially offensive language. If the songs cannot
         always be obviously political because the lyrics are not always immediately understood,
         then people attending their first punk shows might not realize that there is a political
         message behind the songs (if there is one—not every song was political even when the
         scene did have stronger anarchist connections). If they do not realize this, then
         they might never be “converted,” or they might never realize what is and is not considered
         acceptable at a show.
      

      
      Because music is a central part of any punk scene, the music shows are the most likely
         place for an individual to be introduced to these political messages and other elements
         of punk authenticity. That these subcultural events are common places for introduction
         to deeper meanings has also been found among other subcultures.
      

      
         Subcultural events provided individuals with much of the cultural information necessary
            to attain such goals. While information, knowledge and clues were consistently available
            from subcultural media, shops and consumables, it was experiences and observations
            at subcultural events which most informed participants of how they might attain subcultural
            capital (Hodkinson 2002: 96).
         

      

      Thus, if part of the subcultural capital of a punk scene is a left-leaning political
         position, then these subcultural events may be central to developing this identification.
         Listening to music at home, reading books, zines, and websites, seeing political messages
         on shirts and patches . . . all of these things can be a part of an introduction to
         radicalism, but it is at the show that these messages must be lived up to, and it
         is at the show where new members of the scene can be shown what the discourses of
         authenticity for any given scene are. If someone uses the word “faggot” at a show
         in an offensive way and is told not to do so again, they may get the impression that
         in order to be an authentic punk they have to remove this word from their vocabulary,
         along with rape jokes, and other problematic language.[1]   Others watching this happen might also get the same message. While there may always
         be some backlash against this, as punks almost always oppose any authority, maintaining
         the public dialogue at shows at least works against these issues, even if they are
         never fully eliminated from our scene without an outright revolution in the larger
         society that removes these discourses from our culture all together.
      

      
      In other words, if we want to be a counter culture, meaning a culture that represents a counter hegemonic discourse, then we
         must develop higher levels of relative autonomy from the mainstream culture. As I
         have repeated throughout this book, many of the interviewees here felt that punks
         and anarcho-punks bring with them to the subculture certain things that they learned
         in “mainstream” society, including sexism, racism, homophobia, transphobia, and so
         on. However, investment in a counter-hegemonic discourse should be able to work against
         these discourses, even if they are incredibly difficult, or even impossible, to fully
         eliminate. Becoming a part of a counter culture, whether in Philadelphia or elsewhere,
         should mean countering some or all of these problematic and oppressive discourses
         that one has taken from the dominant, hegemonic culture. What many of the narrators
         here have indicated is that, at this point in time, they believe that the Philadelphia
         punk scene is primarily a subculture with a lower level of relative ideological autonomy that has some counter
         cultural members (though keep in mind that this relative autonomy is still present, even if lower—again,
         punks are more than just stylized representatives of the mainstream). Furthermore,
         some of the narratives, such as Mitch’s about Montreal, as well as some of those from
         bands on tour, indicate that this is a larger problem that goes beyond Philadelphia.
         What I hope to suggest in this chapter is some of the ways that we might become more
         counter cultural and increase our level of relative autonomy. In doing so, we would
         be living up to our ideals in a greater way. We would also be doing more to live up
         to the ideals that we espouse in our songs, zines, patches, shirts, and personal conversations.
         However, first I want to detail some of the things that narrators articulated as being
         “wrong” with the scene. These are personal stories on behalf of narrators who have
         seen problems. Obviously, some of these narratives have appeared in other chapters,
         but I want to bring them together here.
      

      
      Times When We Have Done Wrong

      
      Many narrators had stories about the times and ways in which they have felt that the
         punk scene in Philadelphia has not lived up to the ideals that the narrator espouses.
         Some of these stories have already been told in other chapters, such as Alicia’s concern
         about the lack of decent restrooms for women at some shows that she has attended.
         However, other more harmful stories were also told. For example, David, a transgender
         individual who identifies as male, told a story in which he was gang-raped at knifepoint
         while living in a squat in Philadelphia. He saw his trans identification as the leading
         cause of the event. When I asked him if those in the scene who knew about the event
         had done anything to deal with that, he said no; while his friends helped him personally,
         others in the scene did not help or confront the assaulters.
      

      
       David’s story is the most extreme that was recounted in any of the narratives. In
         fact, as I will show below, many narrators saw sexual assault as something that we
         actually have dealt well with in the past, or at least have tried to. However, David’s
         story, and some other stories of sexual assault that were told to me, indicates that
         we still need to do more. One element of doing more in order to eliminate sexual assault
         from our scene is to create safer spaces.[2]   This is especially important for touring bands. Natalie recounted that when her
         band has been on tour outside of Philadelphia (indicating that this is a larger problem
         than just in our scene), they have at times been fortunate enough to be given a place
         to sleep at the show space. However, the show organizers did not always think to create
         spaces where people of different genders could choose to sleep separately if they
         wanted. Natalie saw this as something that is particularly important to do because
         otherwise women will be asked to sleep near men they do not know and are often drunk.
         This can be a situation that makes sexual assault more likely, and has resulted in
         assaults at times. Alicia also brought up the issue of creating safer spaces: “It’s
         more been about the spaces, and the politics and . . . even when people talk about
         there being safe spaces for events, then not making them happen.” Because sexual assault
         was the most extreme problem that was raised in the narratives, it is important to
         emphasize that there are rather simple ways of making this less likely: creating spaces
         that are safer is one step that can be taken.
      

      
      A number of other problems were also raised. Many narrators simply indicated that
         people in the scene, even some who may identify with radical politics, do not live
         up to the ideals that are often espoused. 
      

      
         Jim: I was so primed to protest war after all these years of listening to Subhumans,
            and Crass, and all that, and I was like, “Let me at it! When there’s a war, I’m gonna
            take a stand!” And then there was, and I just remember making fliers . . . going to
            meetings . . . or hearing about the protest, and being like, “Oh my god, I’m making
            fliers. I’m gonna hand them out to shows!” And I would say, “Remember all those songs
            against war? This is the war! Let’s go stop it!” And of course people are just like,
            “Who cares?” And I was just like, “Man, I really thought you people would care, considering,
            like, probably half of the bands were probably like, ‘This one’s about war! It’s called
            nuclear genocide!’ So it didn’t take long before I realized that there really wasn’t
            much of a connection.
         

Alicia: Just the things that people say that they aren’t called on. I think [that’s]
            what strikes me as sexist: not so much that a kid would make a mistake and say a thing
            that’s sexist, but that so many people would stand by and not say anything.
         

Carrie: But I think that the one thing that really fucking gets under my skin is these
            punk houses that open up in the hood and they don’t fucking know their neighbors,
            they don’t respect their neighbors, and their neighbors fucking hate them. . . . I
            kind of feel embarrassed to be at those places a lot. When I look around and realize
            their neighbors are yelling at them and they’re talking to them like, “Oh that fucking
            crackhead” or whatever. Like fuck you, man; this isn’t your fucking neighborhood,
            you didn’t grow up here.
         

Natalie: It doesn’t matter what you’re singing about in that basement, if you’re not
            being respectful to your neighborhood. You can’t really make a change if you can’t
            even respect your neighbors.
         

      

      These are several different examples of ways in which the punk scene, including anarcho-punks,
         do not always achieve their ideals. For Jim, he had spent a great deal of time listening
         to songs about the opposition to war, and when a war actually broke out (he was referring
         to America’s wars with Iraq and then Afghanistan) he expected that a lot of the punks
         would side with him in his opposition. However, he was disappointed to find that many
         did not. This is not to say that they were necessarily pro-war, but only that some
         were not interested in engaging in actions against the war. While it should be noted
         that many punks do participate in anti-war activities and other radical actions, Jim
         clearly expected more than he found and was disappointed by a certain lack of enthusiasm.
         He went on to describe this attitude further when he said, “I was going to my punk
         friends and saying, ‘Wait aren’t you going to go to the Books Through Bars thing?’
         or, ‘Aren’t you going to do this?’ and they’re like, ‘Fuck you dude! I’m drinking
         a 40!’”
      

      
       Alicia, on the other hand, feels that although comments that people make are important,
         there is actually a bigger problem of allowing those comments to continue without
         intervention. She described this above when she said that she felt that many people
         are afraid of being labeled “PC.” Here we see that this fear leads to what is, for
         her, a bigger problem. While someone might make a mistake and say something inappropriate,
         Alicia felt that this is a problem that can be dealt with—people make mistakes, and
         should not be alienated or somehow banished for making such a mistake. Instead, she
         saw the bigger problem being that others did not tell those who made inappropriate
         comments that what they said was problematic. This is what she saw as truly sexist.
         This kind of “calling out” was more common in the past than it might be today.
      

      
       The last two quotes both speak to a problem that was raised by many narrators, which
         is a general lack of respect for the communities in which punk scenes exist. Often,
         punk shows take place at houses, usually with music being played in the basement,
         and the party after the show can go well into the night (or morning, depending on
         your perspective and sleep schedule). However, the neighbors in a community are, needless
         to say, not always happy that there are a large number of drunk punks hanging out
         on their block until late into the night. This is a problem that does not only exist
         in Philadelphia. For example, Daniel Traber (2001) details similar problems in his
         work on the Los Angeles punk scene. In Traber’s article, he tells us that much of
         this early scene was centered on a building called The Canterbury, and that the punks
         living there often did not respect their neighbors in the building who had been there
         long before the punks.[3]   Like in Philadelphia, this lack of respect sometimes related to loud music and
         parties. In this book, the narrators did not necessarily think that punk shows should
         move out of neighborhoods or that punks should be required to be sober and quiet,
         but instead that punk houses should make it a point to get to know their neighbors
         and to communicate with them about events that are going to take place. In other words,
         punks are just as deserving of their cultural spaces and events as anyone else, but
         they should be organized in a way that takes others into consideration. This is one
         part of living up to the ideals that anarcho-punks espouse. On the one hand, communicating
         with one’s neighbors about events shows respect for the neighbors and for the community
         more generally. On the other hand, this is also a way of building stronger communities
         by refusing to isolate you in punk or anarcho-punk. This, then, is a way out of the
         “punk is a ghetto” problem in the A//Political song by the same name that Polly mentioned.
      

      
      This sort of communication may also serve the purpose of diversifying the punk scene.
         Some interviewees said that they really like when people from the neighborhood who
         are not punks (and are often not white) end up coming to shows and having fun at the
         event. This is most common at punk houses that have made it a point to communicate
         and get to know their neighbors. If this is seen as a positive thing, and many thought
         that it was, then communicating with one’s neighbors might increase these occurrences
         and might be one way of introducing a more diverse audience to the punk scene. Furthermore,
         these communications may serve to build connections and solidarity between movements.
         After all, anarcho-punks are only one part of any given city’s activist and radical
         cultures. Therefore, if people are communicating outside of their scenes, or are coming
         to one another’s events, then connections could be established between different communities.
      

      
       There are other subcultural groupings that are also often segregated from the punk
         scene in Philadelphia though. Many people pointed out that in Philadelphia, and especially
         in West Philadelphia, there is a fairly large queer radical and music scene that has
         few connections to the punk scene. 
      

      
         Polly: West Philly has a huge, or a pretty decent sized, queer punk scene that is
            completely separate. And it’s understandable, because I have friends I’ve seen that have gone
            to shows with me before at some of these places, and they’re like, “What the fuck?”
            And I’m like, “Yeah, what the fuck? We have to leave. It’s unsafe.”
         

Halley: Huge queer anarchist culture in Philly! (Interviewer: Is it related to the
            punk scene at all?) No, nothing. The punk scene has nothing to do with the queer anarchist scene. I don’t see any queers at punk shows out here.
            . . . It’s like if you don’t fit a certain caste of what punk is then you’re not a
            part of it. That’s what I think was most disheartening about punk . . .
         

Kyle: I tend to spend a lot of time . . . [in] queer communities and some of us are
            queer punks, but there is a lot of queers and a lot of punks, and lot of queers hate
            punks . . . [and a lot of] Punks think queers are dirty objects. Or queers might think
            that—these are all generalizations—but then queers think that punks are dirty and
            lazy.
         

      

      In these cases, both Kyle and Halley are transgendered and queer, and associated themselves
         with both the queer and the punk scenes in Philadelphia at the time of the interview.
         However, both feel that they are a minimal presence: there are not many who would
         identify with both. 
      

      
       Kyle’s qualifier about “generalizations” is also important. It would be a tragic
         error to take these statements as blanket condemnations of the Philadelphia punk scene.
         In short, there have been and are queer-punks and trans-punks in the scene (Kyle and
         Halley being only two of them, and David, mentioned above, being a third). Furthermore,
         a number of the narrators here do self-identify as queer. Of course, queer has multiple
         meanings, and, like any other identification, is differentially articulated by the
         particular narrator who has invested in the discursive hailing that is “queerness.”
         Often, those who self-identified as queer here meant that they are attracted to both
         men and women, sometimes that they have sexual desires or fetishes that are not articulated
         as “mainstream” in America, that they do not believe in gender binaries, and sometimes
         that they prefer non-monogamous relationships. Perhaps the difference that exists,
         then, is a difference in “scenes”: there is a queer anarchist and music scene in Philadelphia,
         but those who identify with it do not necessarily identify as punks (or, if they do,
         this is differentially articulated from the more heteronormative punk scene). There
         is also a punk music scene in Philadelphia, and some members of that scene do identify
         as anarchist and queer, but only a few identify with the queer scene. In short, while there may be members of each of these scenes that have the same
         end goals, and there may be commonalities between them, there is no chain of equivalence
         between them at this point in time in Philadelphia.
      

      
       Many interviewees also said that this was not always the case; that as the scene
         changed, the queer and punk scenes diverged. Evidence that this was not always the
         case can be found in the fact that one of the early and best known queer hardcore
         punk bands, Limp Wrist, partially formed in 
 West Philadelphia and were a part of the punk scene. What we might 
expect then is that at some point in the past there may have been a chain of equivalence
         that was at least partially established between [anarcho-]punks and [anarcho-]queers
         in Philadelphia. However, perhaps as the punk scene changed, this chain was broken,
         resulting in identitarian shifts such that queers are now less likely to identify
         as punks, and punks who might identify as queers do not primarily partake in the queer
         scene, but in the punk scene. As both these scenes have a large presence in West Philadelphia,
         though, this might be another way that reaching out to other communities could begin
         to rebuild these networks and establish connections between the radicals and anarchists
         in each of these circles as well as between the scenes generally.
      

      
      How We Can Do Better

      
       In the above section, I began pointing out some ways that our scene can do better
         in relation to achieving our ethical ideals. However, here I want to show some of
         the other ways that we can do better according to interviewees. 
      

      
         Carrie: It’s unfortunate [that our scene does not do better], but it’s important to
            recognize because I think denying it or pretending that we’ve created this perfect
            culture is stupid. . . . There are plenty of times that I’m happy to address it, and
            I think I pride myself in having a healthy supply of “shitty-dude-patience.” . . .
            I want to be that kind of person that can sit down and talk to somebody and not immediately
            chastise or reprimand them for thinking the way they do because. . . . I don’t want
            to turn somebody off to anarchism . . . or activism . . . because they feel like somebody
            was mean to them.
         

Theodore: I think there’s a lot of room there for improvement. Again you have to sort
            of go against the grain of the subculture. Sort of maybe being punk, punk has this
            sort of rock and roll masculinity built into it and that’s what has to be countered.
            So in a way I think it’s going against the grain, I think it’s more integrated than
            a lot of other things, more integrated than heavy metal. And I think ideologically
            it’s there in practice, it’s on its way. I think it has a lot of potential; it has
            a lot of potential for outsiders as such.
         

Lilly: I would like to say, Philly people like Peter are sort of the hope for boys
            in the punk scene, cause there is always hope, and I feel like if more boys were raised
            to respect women, and respect them as people, and not create this false ideal for
            punk women, which is impossible to uphold. . . . If there were guys out there who
            are getting older in the punk scene and becoming people that younger punks look up
            to . . . making sure that there are guys who are respectful or . . . just if you could
            even cut down on assault within the punk scene, just anything, any small thing.
         

Peter: I think [sexism in the punk scene] puts me in a position where . . . the fact
            that it exists . . . makes me want to be more involved with the punk scene . . . in
            the way that, you know, things aren’t going to change unless we have more positive
            ideas about masculinity and our interactions and attitudes towards women.
         

Frank: I think there should be a counterculture to punk. I think there should be a
            rebellion to punk, because punk has become very comfortable and very set in its ways.
            . . . And in all my years of being in bands, my goal has been to antagonize that scene.
            . . . We wanted to challenge the whole social scene of it, because we did feel like
            it was a really straight, heterosexual thing.
         

      

      First, Carrie is emphasizing some of the strategies that have to be used to address
         problems in the scene. If there has been a backlash against PC culture, then this
         is partially to blame on a particular manifestation of “call out culture” in which
         people are very publically harangued for their actions or words. Often, those being
         “called out” are alienated by this process. Because of this potential for alienation,
         those who perhaps did something wrong might become defensive, fortifying themselves
         in defense of the thing that they are being called out on, rather than changing their
         behaviors. Carrie had a specific example of how this can work better from a show that
         she and I both attended where a band’s singer called a transgendered friend of hers
         “it.” The singer, fortunately, realized that he had said something wrong and spent
         much of the night outside talking to Carrie and her friends. By the end of the night,
         the general consensus was that he had learned what he had done wrong, but that this
         would have been unlikely if the conversation had taken place in the very public space
         of the show itself rather than outside. Carrie also claimed that using her own personal
         experiences to build bridges was useful:
      

      
         Carrie: I think discussing my past abusive relationships and all the times that I
            have been assaulted—it’s not my favorite thing to discuss with some dude that is kind
            of a shit-bag anyway. It’s really tough to do that: to talk to somebody who . . .
            the best you might see is like, “Oh that really sucks.” Like, “No, you have no idea!”
            But I’m trying to use those things to my advantage, or to reclaim them as a strength,
            conversationally at least. Because . . . it’s not even a matter of adhering to these
            certain principals or rules, or that anarchism is such a PC word . . . or “You can’t
            tell me what to talk about.” It goes so much farther beyond [that]. It doesn’t make
            me feel safe. I don’t feel safe around someone who thinks rape is funny! I don’t!
         

      

      We can see that Carrie believes that it is at least partially her responsibility to
         attempt to improve the scene and others, such a Peter, feel similarly. Using her own
         personal narrative helps her to do this. Presumably, the goal of such an intervention
         is a plot change on behalf of the person she is speaking to. Through the use of narrative,
         Carrie is attempting to intervene in an individual’s plot that includes the possibility
         that rape can be treated as funny or “just a joke,” and in which women might be treated
         as inferior. Her goal is to change this plot so that such statements would no longer
         make sense to the person she is talking to. This strategy has proven useful in other
         arenas as well. For example, Vila (2000: 223) tells us,
      

      
         I think that to confront people with their own plots really works, and this practice
            goes beyond the traditional Enlightenment idea that people stigmatize others simply
            because they really do not know them. Of course people construct a devalued other
            because they do not know the real other. The problem is that contact with the other
            is not going to change by itself the plots of people who have an important stake in
            preserving their narrative identities—identities which all too often depend precisely
            on a devalued “other.”
         

      

      Carrie is trying to engage in this kind of practice. By confronting someone with her
         own role as a devalued other—a non-heterosexual woman who has been sexually assaulted
         and is now in a space where rape may be treated as a joke—confronts the “joker” with
         the possibility that his plot includes harm to a rape survivor, something that very
         few would want. By confronting them with this, Carrie hopes that she can change them.
      

      
      What Theodore is saying also tells us something about this. While there is room for
         improvement, it is more likely that there will be people who are already familiar
         with radical ideas in punk scenes due to the presence of anarchists, feminists, and
         other radicals. Therefore, it may do better than other subcultures and is already
         “on its way.” However, as Peter and Lilly say above, if it is going to continue to
         improve, those who already identify with radicalism, feminism, anarchism, and so forth—those
         who already hope to live up to a particular hypergood and radical political identification—must
         lead the way. It is these individuals who can be counted on to introduce younger punks
         to these radical ideals and who might tell someone not to use particular language
         at shows. Others pointed this out too. For example, Polly said that it is the older
         punks, meaning those who were introduced to the Philly scene at a time when it was
         more engaged with anarchism and radical ideals, who needed to be responsible for educating
         newcomers.
      

      
      Bands can also be a part of this, as Frank indicates above. As I said earlier, bands
         and music are essential elements to any punk or anarcho-punk scene. Therefore, those
         in bands have a particularly privileged place from which they can encourage change.
         There will necessarily be multiple ways in which this can take place, and different
         moments will require different actions. Furthermore, it would be a mistake to place
         the entire burden on bands. If scenes are going to continue to become even better
         than they already are, then everyone who feels like we could be doing better must
         be a part of this. In short, while we do not need to stop moshing, drinking, or playing
         loud music, we do need to consider the repercussions of our actions as well as the
         ways in which our actions affect others. It is always through action that we develop
         an ethical self. Therefore, we must begin to take more action on issues of race, gender,
         sexual assault, sexual harassment, homophobia, alienating community members, and so
         forth. However, we must do so in a way that does not immediately alienate people.
         While someone who is consistently a problem at shows may need to be dealt with in
         some way, we should take Carrie’s advice above and work to actually engage with people,
         encouraging their growth while being open to hearing what they have to say. Simply
         attacking someone or walking out of a show where something happens that one does not
         like will rarely improve the overall scene. For this, allies are particularly important.
         We cannot place the burden of doing this solely on those who may feel attacked; for
         example, we should not place the burden of pointing out that rape jokes should not
         be told on survivors of sexual assault alone. Instead, others, and especially those
         in powerful positions, should work to do this as well.
      

      
      We must also recognize that this improvement is not simply a particular goal that
         we will one day “reach” if we work hard enough. As Richard J.F. Day (2001) tells us,
         we must not simply attempt to reach the “outside” that is a liberated society or scene.
         We have to instead recognize that social change, whether in a scene or in society
         at large, is a “passageway.” When we partake in this reimagining from “outside” to
         “passageway,” we come to realize that we will always need to keep working against
         oppression and Othering. We will also come to recognize that even if particular forms
         of subjugation are what we must be working on right now, this may change in the future—new
         identifications will be invented in the future that we cannot imagine from our current
         linguistic and discursive positions. By rearticulating revolution as a passageway,
         we open ourselves up to criticism from these other Others. In doing so, we remain
         revolutionary rather than reactionary against these criticisms. This necessity is
         as true for the punk scenes and anarcho-punk scenes as it is for radicals elsewhere.
      

      
      Finally, it is important to recognize that we   can do this; we have done this in the past. A particular instance of this was mentioned repeatedly
         throughout the interviews. Formerly, there was an annual event in the summer in Philadelphia
         known as Pointless Fest. This was a weekend long event full of punk shows and parties,
         and people would show up from around the country to attend. Unfortunately, some years
         ago, several sexual assaults took place at Pointless Fest (the assaulters were not
         from Philadelphia and left town shortly thereafter). In response to these assaults,
         a group called “Philly’s Pissed” was formed. While the group is not currently active,
         during the time that it was, Philly’s Pissed worked to address the Pointless Fest
         assaults, and then went further to address sexual assault generally. This was done
         through a variety of means including educating men, supporting survivors, organizing
         workshops, and more. Many of the materials that Philly’s Pissed produced are still
         available on line. Philly’s Pissed was the most common example used of how well we
         really can do when we put our collective minds to a task, and was seen as a beautiful
         inspiration for hope among many of the narrators here.
      

      
      As punks and anarcho-punks, we embrace DIY cultures and ideals. As such, we know better
         than most that we can do anything and, as anarchists, we know that we do not need some outside authority to do it for
         us. Therefore, we should not indulge in Sartrean bad faith, alienating ourselves from
         our freedom to change. If something is wrong, we can do something about it. More than that, this is our scene, and so we are the only ones who will do anything about it. Making these choices may prove incredibly difficult,
         but they can be made. Addressing these issues may be uncomfortable, but they can be
         addressed. We may, at times, be tempted to claim that we have no choice in these matters,
         but we are free. As anarchists, we must believe in our own ability to change our scene(s), and we must believe in our own
         power to change, to fight back, and to create something new, something better.[4]   We must recognize that this freedom applies as much to our own scene(s) as it does
         to the worlds of capitalism and government that we fight against. Our scene(s) have
         been and can become autonomous zones in which we begin to show an alternative way
         to organize the world away from oppression and authority. To some degree, we already
         are this; but as I hope I have shown, we must still do more. In fact, we must always do more. We must continue to struggle. This is not just true in Philadelphia, but
         in punk scenes everywhere. Any punk who has ever witnessed a racist, sexist, homophobic,
         or trans-
phobic statement or event at a punk show can be a catalyst for change. Anyone who
         has ever stood by while a rape joke was told and said nothing can change him or herself,
         and change their scene in the process. Anyone who has ever felt the desire to surrender
         to the kind of changes described here in the face of seemingly insurmountable opposition
         can keep struggling, and know that those in other scenes are doing the same. 
      

      
      I also hope that those in other punk scenes reading this book will take a similar
         message away from it. While this book is about Philadelphia, I am certain that other
         punk scenes have experienced similar problems and that punks in these other scenes
         may see something of their own scene reflected here. After all, punk is a trans-local,
         trans-global space, and while each locality will have unique, idiosyncratic articulations
         of meaning, these articulations will take place within the bounded confines of meaning
         and authenticity that are a part of punk as such. Like Hodkinson, I believe that while
         we can find fluid and flexible conceptualizations of any given subculture, subcultures
         also have some boundedness, some solidity of meaning, some consistency: 
      

      
         [Kruse’s] recognition that—even in the relatively loose genre of “alternative” music—local
            identities and traditions interact with relatively coherent translocal frames of reference
            resonates somewhat with the way in which I seek to characterize the even greater levels
            of translocal consistency, distinctiveness and shared identity which were evident
            in the case of the goth scene (Hodkinson 2002: 27).
         

      

       This is in part because of the contemporary global nature of these subcultural spaces.
         Globally diffuse local punk scenes are not necessarily separated from one another
         in every way. Instead, many contemporary scenes are tied through media, traveling
         bands, and the spread of cultural artifacts like zines, records, patches, T-shirts,
         and buttons. As other researchers have found, “The ability of groups and records to
         circulate from one local scene to another, in a manner that requires little in the
         way of adaptation to local circumstances, is an index of the way in which a particularly
         stable set of musical languages and relationships between them has been reproduced
         within a variety of local circumstances” (Straw 2002: 379). This is why geographically
         distinct manifestations of a subculture will often share “a translocal sense of identity
         and a relatively consistent and distinctive set of tastes and values” (Hodkinson 2002:
         28). This is as true of punk as it was of goths for Hodkinson. Furthermore, many punks
         and anarcho-punks have traveled a good deal, often interacting with other punk scenes
         in their journeys. This too induces the spread of subcultural narratives and encourages
         some large-scale consistency, as Hodkinson also found among goths. 
      

      
       With this in mind, I do not intend to claim that all particular manifestations of
         punk are really the same. It is obviously the case that localized scenes will have
         their own particularisms. However, in line with Hodkinson (2002), Blackman (2005),
         and others I do want to stress that the differential articulations of meaning that
         take place in geographically distinct scenes, in particular manifestations of a subculture,
         are constructed at least in part in relation to larger discourses that transcend the
         boundaries of any give locality. While Bennett’s claim that the contemporary spread
         of capitalism and its associated technologies shows us that “a fully developed mass
         society liberates rather than oppresses individuals by offering avenues for individual
         expression through a range of commodities and resources which can be worked into particular
         lifestyle sites and strategies” (1999: 608) is certainly correct to some degree, we must not overstate this case.
         These particular lifestyle sites and strategies are developed in relation to the global
         spread of culture. The spreading of a given culture, like punk, also includes the
         spread of its associated discourses of authenticity as well as some shared problems.
         It is these shared problems that this chapter has focused on. I hope that those inside
         and outside of Philadelphia will recognize their commonality, their unity, and will
         heed the call that I am making here.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. I say “in an offensive way” here because there are contexts in which language that
                  is often problematic can be acceptable. For example, a queer artist using the word
                  “faggot” is discursively different from a straight person using it as a method of
                  degradation. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Here I am using the language of safer spaces in contrast to just safe spaces. The term “safer” has been used recently to
                  indicate that in a society built on inequality, patriarchy, and racism there can be
                  no such thing as a truly safe space, but that this does not have to mean that we cannot
                  create some spaces that are safer than others. Furthermore, the language of safer
                  opens up more possibilities for future improvement. Like the metaphor of the “passage”
                  used in the “Pragmatic Political Support” chapter, the language of “safer” implies
                  that there is always room for improvement and that we have not yet reached the utopian
                  area of the “safe space,” but that we are hopefully at least doing better.
               

            

         

         
            3. Traber rightly recognizes that there were racial components to these interactions.
                  However, he under-problematizes the racial conflict by indicating that all the punks
                  in the Canterbury were white while all the previous residents were non-white. The
                  fact is that in the early Los Angeles punk scene, there were many Hispanic punks,
                  and some, such as Alice Bag, lived in The Canterbury. While this does not negate the
                  racial and racist elements of the situation, it does create a more complicated dynamic
                  than Traber recognizes in his article. 
               

            

         

         
            4. I do not intend to engage here in the complicated debate about whether or not humans
                  have free will or if our free will is an illusion. Suffice it to say that I do believe
                  in free will. I am on Sartre’s side on this, and I believe that this freedom is necessary
                  for ethical culpability. However, I believe that my statements here do not require
                  free will to be accurate, and that a determinist could still find value in these claims.
                  Even if our wills are partially or wholly determined, it is still our actions that
                  will influence the nature of our scene(s); even if choice as such is an illusion,
                  it is still what we do that will influence the future.
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