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What is a UnionOfEgoists.com?

This is an informational resource provided by Kevin I. Slaughter of Underworld Amuse-
ments and Trevor Blake of OVO, initiated in February and publicly launched April 1st of
2016. The website initially focuses on providing historical, biographical and bibliographical
details of a few their favorite Egoist philosophers. It is also integrating the archives of egoist
website i-studies.com, the former project of Svein Olav Nyberg, and the EgoistArchives.
com project of Dan Davies. Further, it will be home to Der Geist, a Journal of Egoism in
print 1845 — 1945. UnionOfEgoists.com will be the best resource for Egoism online.

What is a Union of Egoists?
“We two, the State and I, are enemies. I, the egoist, have not at heart the welfare of this
“human society,” I sacrifice nothing to it, I only utilize it; but to be able to utilize it com-
pletely I transform it rather into my property and my creature; i. e., I annihilate it, and
form in its place the Union of Egoists.”

- Max Stirner, The Ego and Its Own

What is Egoism?
“Egoism is the claim that the Individual is the measure of all things. In ethics, in episte-
mology, in aesthetics, in society, the Individual is the best and only arbitrator. Egoism
claims social convention, laws, other people, religion, language, time and all other forces
outside of the Individual are an impediment to the liberty and existence of the Individual.
Such impediments may be tolerated but they have no special standing to the Individual,
who may elect to ignore or subvert or destroy them as He can. In egoism the State has no
monopoly to take tax or to wage war.”

-Trevor Blake, Confessions of a Failed Egoist



ML LD s Ve

an INGIvidualist anarchist. review

Twenty Twd June 1967 Ninepence

NEITHER EAST NOR WEST &

In the countries of the so-called free world life is insuffer-
able.

The liberals and democrats praise these countriecs and say that
in them there exists the opportunity for private initiative

and cconomic and political competition. But this is not so.
There are many differcnt points of departure for the individual
and 1f I go hunting with a bow and arrow and you have to catch
your bird or hare with your barc hands then it is certain that
I will cat and you, ecven if you have superior qualitics to
ming, will go hungry. Ior will you be ablc to takc my arms

(my capital) from me, becausc the herd of rich and poor arc
unitcd in their intcentien of imposing respect for the law upon
you or anyone clsc who would violate the saercd right of
private property (which has itsclf ariscn through thc usc of
violence or cumning). If you try to do .this they will kill

you or throw you into prison. Property? Yes, but not the
natural, cgoistic, "Stirncrian" property of the individual who
scizes and keeps 211 that his power permits him to take. Rather
thc preperty of the hypoerite who has snatched it without being
scen and then prescents it as the fruit of his labour which is
guarantccd as inviolablc by socicty and morality. And many
glimy pricsts unctuously rcpcat that a non-cxistent god, who,
if he existed, would be rcsponsible for all the torments of
thos¢ he had crcatcd, wills this to be so.

Frcedom in the western world? Ycs, freedom for the rich to be
happy, for the poor to suffer = or to cnd in prison if, rather
than suffer, they try to toke anything from the rish. A
disgusting frcedoml

Then there is the communist world - a gallcy of slaves
condcmned to forccd laboud in which the land belongs to the
Statc which, in thcory, stonds for thc organized mass, but
which, in practice, is identificd with the demagogucs, the
burcaucrats, and the party lcaders who hold thc powcr. And
the State, that Nlctzsche justly called "the coldest of a1l
monsters, compcls men and women to producec, cxplolits them as
the solc capitalist, gives them a minimum of wages, denics
them the possibility of going on strikce or using other mcans
to better their lot, and puts them in concentration camps or
prigon 1f theoy rcfusc to adapt themsclves to this blood~
sucking systcem of oppression.

In thc bolshevik hell the individual has his peculiaritics, his
personal iiode of being, crushcd and all have to feel, think
and act in the way that the State, the absolute master and
gucrdian of 2ll, decides. This is the product of a nightmarc

in which men arc rcduccd to a phantem cquality, inscnsible

and cold, and move mcchanically to the orders of their lcaders
in order to crcate g perfect world., This is the aberration of a
luncatic scicnce which would kill the anthropoid in order to
bring forth from its skelcton a robot in which the fiorec
liongol of Genghis Khen - the only moan surviving - will cxcreise
styrannical powcr. Thus the slow trcachery of o lucid madness
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tends towards the creation of a stupid uniformity, a heavy
greyness, over which shine, like far-off, bloodshot suns, the
hateful faces of larx, Lenin, Stalin and lao.

emasc ion. In this state of things a man who feels and thinks
can Tifs no other way of liberation than to rebel against
society and civilization. And to send to hell those who want

to impose a new social organization on the free individual.
‘"Guard against those who want to introduce orders - warncd
Diderot - to order always means to set one man over another, to
place obstacles in thelr way."

Last ggagest, one finds only fetters, lies, suffocation and

THZ0 IARTUCCL
(Translated by S.M.)
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A THOUGHT OUT OF SEASCH

What can one make of so-called anarchists who demonstrate in.
favour of archist regimes? This was the case in Grosvenor
Square, London, on larch 17, 1968. The Viectnam Solidarity
Campaign had called a demonstration on that day in support of
Ho Chi Min and his mob. Up turned our eager campailgners for
"freecdom" to get their heads cracked and themsclves arrested
in the causc of solidarity with a gang of communist cut-~throatsi
If the ebject of the demonstration werc ever attained and the
Viet Cong came to power among the first victims would be anyonc
who démonstrated sgainst the authoritics. And there some who
talk of capitalists being their own grave-diggers.

Two regular contributors to "Frcedom", John Rety and Wynford
Hicks, tricd to Jjustify thecsc antics on thc grounds that when
"the people" arc on the strcets and in eonflict with "authority"
then the place of the enarchist is with thom. Docs this apply
if they want thc supprcssion of freec speech, jows or anarchist e?
This blind belief that "the pecple" arc the incarnction of
virtuc ighorcs the fact that "thce pcople" have supportcd

every oppressive regime knovm to historions. But no doubt our
populist mystagoguce have in mind some idcalized, mythical
"people"? that, like the cqually mythical "revolutionary
prolctariat", can do no wrong, cven when negating the individual
in thc name of "frecedom",

As if to add insult to irony, shortly aftcr the Grosvenor Squarc
affair there occurrcd cnother cexample of the stupidity of the
populist moonshincrs, Several thousand cuthentie prolcetarions
(dockers end industrisl workcrs) camc out on strikc in protcst
against the sacking of Enoch Powcll from the "shadow cabinct"
of the Conscrvative Opposition beocusc of a specch he had madce
about immigration. What & farceld Herc were some of the crcam of
British workers, thc red hopes of the mass revolutionarics,
downing tools and morching the strecets in support of a "right-
wing" tory (not cven a "progressive"!) who is supposcd to be
one of their worst cnemics. I do not know if Messrs. Rety and
Hicks took part, but if they believe what they write they
should havce.

O gods of Hippel's, Sils-liaria, Arcola snd Monmaortrc, come .out .
from your shadows — the loughs on themd

The peopte's frecdom is not my frecdomd
S.E.PARKER

e 8 e Gt W et e e A e s G0

Freedom is the will to be responsiblce for oncsclf.
Nictzechce.
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PERVANENT PROTEST: IS IT ANARCHISM?

S.E.Parker's article "Enemies of Society" -~ published in "Minus
One", number 20, as an open letter to the Editors of "Freedom"

- was a brillient exposition of the easc for "permanent protcst”;
but it made me wonder whether Parker is right in classing
permanent protest as "individualist anarchism”. Individualist it
may well be; but is it really amarchism? Is Parker himself,
strictly speaking, an anarchist?

Let me briefly rccapitulate his article.

Parker begen by pointing out that "Freedom", cver since it first
appeared in 1886, has constantly stresscd the necd for a socinl
revolution; this revolution is to be brought sbout by the direct
action of the workers and peasants - the magsees; and it is seen
as the only practicable means of crcating a new, frec, anarchist
soclety. Social salvation through social revolution - that,
Parker showcd, has always been the great hope and aim of srrecdom”,
the main theme of all its propaganda during the past eighty
yecars. But what - he went on to ask - has "Frecdom” got to show
for all tkosc ycars of propaganda? Practically nothing. Truc,
since 1886 there have actually been, in various ports of the
world, a numbcr of social revolutions; but nonc of them has led
to a free socicty; and authoritarion social systems, of onc kind
or another, still flourish practicelly cverywherc. It gcoms,
then, that’ "Freedom" has failecd.

The rcasons for the failurc of "Frcedom" - Parker went on to
argue - arc twofold. In the first place, direct action, to be
cffective against the well-organized forces at the disposal

of a modern Statc, must itsclf be well-orgenized; but,in" tho
words of Simonec Weil, “"organizcd actlion almost automatically
scerctcs on administrative apparatus which, sooncr or later,
beeomes oppressive”; so that in no circumstances could the dircet
action of the masscs cver lcad to a free socicty. Sccondly (and
this 1s the more important rcoson), thc masscs as such arc just
not interecsted in crcating a free socicty; they never howve becn
intercsted -~ cven when actually cngaged in dircet action- and
they never will be intercsted. All they really wont is sceurity,
not frecdom; and if they cver turn ogainst onc master it is
only - as Eric Hoffer contended -~ in order to get a stronger
onc. fAnarchist idcas, according to Parkery, arc the property of
an infinitesimal minority of intcllectuals; this will always be
the cascy and therefore the whole concept of a frec socicty is
totelly unrcalistic.

Parker concluded that anarchists must always be enemies of society
- ingofar as "soclety” means "an organized collectivity having

one basic norm of behaviour". Between society, in that sense,

and the true anarchist - whose only essential concern is with "ego
~sovereignty" - he sees an inevitable and everlasting conflict

of interests. The true amarchist, in Parker's view, must recognize
the existence of that conflict, and accept the role of a
"permenent protester": that is, he must abandon hope of social
salvation - cither through social revolution or through "the
progressive revelation of gradual enlightenment"; he must regard
existing society as a permancnt cnemy, which can to some extent

be resisted, but can never be finally defcatcd or radically
changed; and he must make himsclf ~ "his living ego" - the
"bedrock " of hisclifes

Such, very bricfly, is S.D.Parker's position, as sct out in hig
article. Let us now lock as some authoritative definitions of
anarchism, and scc how Parker's position mcasurcs up to thom:

The Encyclopedia Brittanica (1966) begins its arttele on
anarchism with the following definition:-

"Anarchism is the belief that it is practicablc and desirable to
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abolish all organized government, laws and machinery for law-
enforcement.”

Now, does Parker share that belief? Evidently not: he regards
existing society = based as it is on govcrnment, laws, and
machinery for law-enforccment - as a permancnt and fundamentally
unchangcable enemy; and the fact that he regards it as an cnemy
in no way dctracts from the fact that he rcgards it as
permancnt - and unchangcablc.

"Anarchists,"”" the Britannica gocs on, "alm at a stateless
socicety in which harmony is maintaincd by wvoluntary agrccments
among individua ls and groups. Thcey cnvisage a social order
without prisons, armics, police or: other organizcd force to
maintein property rights, collccet taxcs or enforcc such personal
obligations as contracts, debts, or alimony."

Does Parkcr aim at such a statcless society, or cnvisage such a
social order? On thc contrary; according to him, the truc anarchist
must actually abandon all such aims and visions as totelly

unreca. listie. '

The Incyclopcdia dmericana (1959) begins its article on anarch-
ism as follows:-

"Anarchismeso..»a thecory of social organization. Its doctrincs
rcecpregsent the extrome of individualism. It locks upon all law
and govcernment as invasive, the twin sources whence flow ncarly
all the cvils existent in socicty. It thereforc advocates the
abolition of all government as we today understand the teorm,
save that originating in voluntary co-opecration.”

Parker would agrecc, presumably, that anarchism"reprcsents the
cxtreme -of individualism”, and that all law and government arc
"invasivc”; but would he thercforc advocatc the abolition of all
government "save that originating in voluntary co-opcration"?

No - for, to him, that would mcan advocating the impessible. Nor
would he agrec that anarchism is "a thcory of social eorganization":
to him, amarchism is cxclusively concecrncd with the individual

as suche. DLxcept insofar as it is the pecrmancnt cnemy of all
cxisting soelal systems, Parker's anarchism has no becaring on
social orgaenization at all.

"Anarchists," the Americana continues, "do not conceive of a
society without order, but of an order arising out of the law

of association, preferabbly through self-governing groups, for

it may be said that, with here and there an exception, anarchists
regard mankind as gregarious. 'Our object is to live without
government and without law,' said &lisee Reclus, the eminent
geographer, and in his day the leading anarchist of Francee.."

Parker, I would imegine, would repudiate any talk of a "law of
association", whether that law was thought to govern relations
between groups or between non-grezarious individuals: as far as
Parker ig concerned, the only"law" is that of his own "sovereign
ego" . llor does Parker conceive of any kind of society - with or
without order - apart from the traditional, authoritarien kind.
Nor is his objeet "to live without government and without law":
rather, it is to live in a state of permanent, defensive war
ngainst them - a distinction of some importance.

ind so one eould go on. Everyman's Encyclopedia says: "Anarchism
may be defined as the negation of government, as a state of
society without central government, and in which individual
autonomy is allowed its fullest development”; but there never can
be such a state of society, according to Parker. Paul Eltzbacher,
in his well-known book "Anarchism", concluded that the one
common feature of all anarchist doctrines is that the "negate
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the State for our future"; but Parker mekes no such negation, and
seems, rather, to affirm the State for our future. George Woodcock,
inhis book "Anarchism", defines anarchism as "a system of social
thought, aiming at fundamental changes in the structure of society
and particularly - for this is the common element uniting all its
forms - at the replacement of the authoritarian State by some form
of mon-governmental co-operation between free individuals"; but no
such replacement of the Stat® can possibly occur, according to
Parker; and anarchism, as he conceives it, seems to be a system of
individual,; rather than social thought.

The fact is, I think, that S.E.Parker's conception of anarchism
would not correspond to a single authoritative definition of
anarchism that has ever been formulated. It is true that some
elements in his position correspond to the definitiong I have
quoted: take, for example, his criticism of the existing social
structure, and his emphasis on individual autonomy. It 1s also true
that not every definition of angrchism, however authoritative, has
to be accepted without question: the Encyclopedia Americana, for
instance, is wrong in implying that all anarchists believe in &
"law of association" - Max Stirmer, for one, did not; and there are
several issues on which I would side with Parker against the defin
~itions. But, even when all such allowances have been made, the
definitions still show one thing pretty clearly: a belief in the
practicability and desirability of some kind of radical transform-
ation of existing social systems, is an essential part of any form
of anarchism; and therefore Parker's position, which denics the
practicability (though not, indeed, thc desirability) of any such
trensformation, cannot be strictly classcd as anarchism.

It might be argued, on Parker's behalf, that even if his position
cannot strictly be called amarchism, this is not a very scrious
nmatter. After all, Parker himself, by calling his positlon
"individualist-anarchism®, perhaps means to show that it differs in
some important way from anarchism in the true scnse; end, in any
cagse, what recally matters is not whether his position is anarchism
in the true semnsey, but whether it is valide. If Parker is right,

and the idea of transforming existing social systems is quite unreal
-istie, anarchism in the truc scnse is a waste of time, and we night
as well adnit it; but if we still want to go on resisting the
encroachrents of the State and governmental society (which is a
perfectly rcasonable policy, cven if we accept the inebltablility
and pernanence of "the establishment"), then we rust, in practice,
corne rounfl to something like Parker's position - whatever it

should strictly be callcde

These points arc well teken. But, in the first place, Parker docs
not use the tern "individualist-anarchism” to show that his position
differs from amarchism in the truc scnse; on the contrary, he
naintains that 21l true emarchisn is nccessarily”individualistl (In
his vocebulary the tern "individualist-anarchism" is loglecally
sirilar to such expressions as "round circle” - a mere pleonasny
and hc justifies his use of this pleonasn on the grounds that he
needs it to distinguish true enarchism - his own - from the false
varitics propagated by others.) Secondly, it is surely a serlous
matter, however valid Parkcr's position might be, that he presents
it as anarchism - indeed, as the only truc form of anarchisn - when
recally it is not anarchism at all; for such a total misnomer could
lcad to a great deal of confusion and nisunderstending.

But where, then, it nay be asked, has Parker gonc wrong? What
preciscly has causcd hinm to label his position in such a mis-
lcading way? The answer is te be found, I think, on the last page of

LES AWIS DE JULES BONNOT neet every fortnight in Chelsca,London.
Thosc willing to attend arc asked to contact them any Sunday night
at The Marquis of Granby, Cambridge Circus, London, W.C.z2. Or
vrite to them e/o 44 Stanhope Gardens, London, S.W.7.



his article. There, addressing the editors of "Freedem", he writes:

"The trouble is that what you call 'anarchism' is at best merely
a hodge~podge, halfway position precariously suspended beww een
gocialism and anarchism. You yearn for the egosovereignyy, the
liberating individualism, that is the essence of anarchism, but
remain captives of the democratic—collectivigt-proletarian
myths of soclalisme”

Now it is true that snarchism (as defined by, say, the Encyclopedia
Britamnica) is baed by many of its supporters upon purely soclalisy
principles, with which anarchism has no necessary connection; and
it is also true, I would say, that the only valid form of anarchism
has nothing whatever to do with sociaglist principles. But the idea
of abeolishing existing social systems, and replacing them with a
radically different kind of humaen relationship, is not a purely
socialist idea: it is an essential element in both socialism and
all forms - even the Stirmerite form - of anarchism. (Even Max
Stirmer, Parker's especial hero, believed in a "Union of Egoists"
as a new type of human relationship which could replace all
existing social systems.) Moreover, to describe "liberating
individualism" as "the essence of anarchism” is surely an over-—
sinplification. It magy be true that all forms of anarchism spring
fron a yearning for "ego-sovereignty"; but unless, in addition to
that yearning, there ls some hope of seeing a new kind of socigl
environnment - in which "ego-sovereignty" would be enjoyed by all -
there is no anarchism in the strict scnse of the word.

The fact is that S.E.Parker has rejectcd every idea of social change,
not Jjust the "democratie-proletarian-collectivist” idca; and in
doing s0, he has thrown out the anmarchist baby with the socialist
bathwater. But, since his definition of anarchism is over—
gimplified, and since it is he who has really confused anarchism
with socialism, the abscnce of the baby has gone unnoticed; or
rather, Parker has mistaken something else for the baby.

Permanent protest,; then, is not anarchism. But the question remaing:
which is right? Arc the permanent protesters actually as rcalistic
as they clainm to be? Or is there - despite all the depressing
historical evidence adduced by Parker - some rcasonablc hope of a
great, radical, anarchist transformation of existing social systcms?
Let us now teke another look at Parker's position, and try to

ace just how realistic it is,

As we hawe seen, Parker's position is based on two nain argunents.
First (as Simone Weil contended), direct action by the masses would
have to be so well organized, in order to stand any chance of
overthrowing a modern State, that that very organization would
inewitably generate new forms of authoritaricnism; and thercfore
mass direct action, even if it succeeded in overthrowing the State,
could never lead to a free society. Secondly, (as Eric Hoffer
contended), history shows that the masses, in any case, have never
really wanted a free society; and therefore, again, even if mass
direct action destroyed one authoritarian social system, it is
vir%gally certain that the only outcome would be the formation of
another.

Now, the question I would ask here is this: even if we admit that
both those arguments are foolproof, do they rcally validate Parker's
position as a permamemt protester? That is, do they rcally show that
no radical social change - in particulat, no great, universal change
fgim?authoritarian te libertarian human relationships -~ is practic-
able

The amswer, surely, is No. For Parker (oddly enough for a professed
individualist) only discusscs the potentialitics of orgenized,
collective, mass action; he never considers the potentislities of
a totally different kind of actionm - the spontaneous,

unorganized action of the individual as such.
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(And although he values Stirner, he never mentions Stirner's
useful distinction between "revolution", or an armed rising of
the masses, and - what Stirner himself Tavoured - "insurrection',
or a riging or "getting up" of individuals.) Parker makes a very
good cage, I would say, against the collectivist policiles and
methods advocated by the Lditors of "Freedom"; but he seems to
belleve, no less firmly than they do, in the collectivist myth
that the individual is powerless - that nothing can be done
xcept by fhe masses. In order to validate his position, Parker
needs to prove that individuals acting as such are Just as
incapable as the masses -~ i.e., individuals acting as a mass or
herd - of causing a radical change in the nature of human
telationships; yet he never attempts such a proof.

Parker just assumes that the masses, like the poor, will always
be with us: that is, that the vast majority of human beings -
everybody except a tiny minority of "protesters" - will always
be content to be the masses, and never grow out of the herd-
mentality. Yet the very existence of protesters shows that some
individuals have already grown out of the herd-mentality; and if
some can do that, why not, in time, everybedy? Parker never gives
any reason for his assumption that the protesters must always
remain g minority; he riercly points out that the mnassecs,
"historically and actually®, arc extrerely authoritarian, and are
composed mainly of dull and boorish "herd-animals". Well, of
coursc they are - otherwise they would not be the masscs: it is

a sclf-cvident fact, for which no historical evidence is necded,
that without herd-animals no herd is possiblc. But the question
is, why shculd we accept Parker's basic assumption that the herd,
or the masses, will always be wilth us?

Quite spontancously, without any burcaucratic organizaticn or
directicn, the individual can lcave the ranks of the nasscs -
psychologically if not physically - and rely on his own under-
satnding and intuiticn to guide him through life. That can

happen, and docs ha ppen, all over the world. If it gocs on
happening, and if rnore and more people leave the ranks,-then,. in
the end, "the masscs" as such will ccasc to exist: therc will

only be a number of mature, psychologically autoncmous hurman
beings. Morcover, since maturc, autonomcushuran beings would
nover crecate or support an authoritarian social system, the
disappcaranve of the massces would ncan the disappcarance of

every such systen - including all governrents, laws, and ‘
rachinery for law-cnforcement - and the developrient of libertarian
anarchistic hunan relaticnshipg. Thus it sccoms that radical social
changc, withcut any kind cf rass action, but purcly thpough
individual action, is perfecctly practicablc.

But - onc iragincs Parker asking ~ is it likely? Up to now,
those individuals who have actually lcft the ranks of the nasscs
have a lways becn an infinitesirally small rinority. Surly that
proves that the chances of a majority leaving the ranks ~ let
alonec tvrybody -~ arc so remote as to be, for all practical
purposes, ncgligible?

I do not think so. That large numbers of pecple should grow out
of the herd-rentality, and rcach psychcloglcel meturity, e

scen an unlikely developrmient; but in hunan history the unlikclicst
things can happcen, and cften do. Indecd, grcat changcs arc alnost
bound to scern unlikely before thoy take place; and throughout
history arguncnts bascd on the apparcnt unlikclihood of change
could ha ve been advanced to "preove" the impossibility of any

cha nge at all. "Up to now,"” rmen in neolithic tircs rmight have
argucd, "wc have never lived in corrunitics larger than a village;
therefore, the chancecs of our cver living in larger corrunitics
arc so remote as to be negligiblce.” Nevertheless, the city and
the city-state carme intoc being - forms of organization which, to
the neolithic mind would have sccried fantastic; znd the iodern
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industrial nation-state would have seemed no less fantastie, no

less wildly improbable, to the inhabitents of an ancient city. Surely
the lesson of history is that hardly anything is impossible, and that
what almost always happens is - the unexpected. Many anarchists, I
imagine, would agree with Parker that the kind of radical social
change they desire does seem unlikely; but they would not coneclude,
as he does, that it is seo unlikely as to be virtually out of the
question; nor is there any compelling historical or logical

reason why they should.

There remains, however, one other argument which Parker might use,
and I think would usec, to validate his positiomn (in fact I suspect

it is the real basis of his whole outlook): this is the argument,

or theory, that humen nature is Jjust notgood enough. The masseg, with
their herd-mentality and their authoritarian attitudes, will always
be w ith us, Parker would probably say, bccause by nature ~ with a
few honourable exceptions - humen beings arc ignoble, weak-minded
creaturecg, incapable of rising to any great heights either intellect-
ually, morally, or spiritually. To be a member of & herd is easier,
less demanding mentally and psychologically, than to be an
independent individual with & mind and a life of one's own; and

even if they suffer for it in the long run, human beings almost
always teke the casy course; for nature has simply not cndowed them
with the brecadth of vision, or the nobility of character, that are
neceded to choose the more arduous path.

Well, of course, such a pessimistic view of human nature has been -
taken by many philosophers - gencerally authoritarian philosophers -
from Plato onwards. But its correctness has never been objectively
or acientifically proved; and it is hard to sec how it could be
proved. In the first place, such a statement as fthuman being arc
ignoble" is a value-judgement, a matter of subjective opinion, and
therefore not amenable to scientific investigation. Secondly, laws
of nature are universal in application: water, for instance, always
boils at 160 degrees Centigrade, not just in a majority of cases;
so if it were a natural law that human nature as such is ignoble,
how could we explain those occasions, however rare, when human
beings display nobility? How, indeed, could the very distinetion
between nobility and ignobility have come to be made? It may be
true that history shows more evidence of man's folly, meannecss,

and brutality, than of his wisdom, generosity, and kindness; but
surely, even so, the evidence of his more decsirable qualitics is
not negligible, and should not be overlooked. (For example, in times
of emergency, quite ordinary individuals and groupsg havc been known
to display gqualities of character, and a degree of intelligence,
that nobody would have thought they posscsscd.) Surely mankind is
still in its infency, and we are still so ignorant about human
natare that to take any definite view of it, pessimistic or
optimistic, would be - to say the lecass - premature. Nor is there
any need for us to teke a definite view - unless, like
authoritarian philcsophers, we have some political axe to grind.

Wthat, then, is the most reallstic coursec for a libertarian, or an
anarchist? Surely it involves neither pessimism nor optimism.
Surely it is just to be a mature, psychologically autonomous
individual: doing, within the limits imposed by circumstences,
whatever one really wants to do; co-operating with others as and -
when cc-operation seems expedient; never succumbing to any induce-~
ment or pressure to follow the herd, or to join the ranks of the
masses; helping, wherever an opportunity may arisc, and according
to onec's ability, to end the whole hierarchical, authoritarian
attitude to 1life, and making no assumptions about the final
outcome = of which nothing can be knowrn.

Apart from his undue pessimism, S.E.Parker, it scems to me, is
very rcalistic; and his individualist, Stirmerite position is very
sound. He is right to expose the vanity of all anarchist hopes



9

based on the dream of a libertarian mass revolution; he ig right -
to point out that anarchists must always be enemies of society,
in the sense of "an organized collectivity having one basic

norm of behaviour that must be accepted by all”; and, above all,
he is right to stress the need for the individual - if he is to
enjoy any real freedom - to stand on his own feet, psychologiceally,
and dare to be himself. All those things are very true and very
important. But there are other kinds of action than mass
revolution (in particular, there is Stirnerite "insurrection”);
there are other forms of human relationship than “society" in
Parker's scnse (in particular, there is the Stirnerite "Union

of Egoists"); and there is no known reason why thc enjoyment of
rcal, psychological freedom should always be restricted to a tiny
minority of the human race.

Cf coursec, even so, Parker may well be right in thinking that
the anarchist millenium will never come. But since we cannot be
certain, why should wc assume it? Why should we shacklc our
imagination, dousc our best hopes, and confinc the possible
gcope of our action within purely speculative bounds? In the cnd,
"permancnt protcst” scems to be little more than permancnt
pessimism; and unduc pessimism, no lcss than unduc optimism, is
surcly an undcsirablc frame of mind, an unpromising terperemcntal
basis for rcalistic and cffcetive action. To be preparcd for the
worst, to hopc and work for thec best, and to let the outcore
scttle itsclf - that, surcly, is complectec rcalism.

FRANCIS BELLINGHALL

IV DEFENCE OF SOCIAL PESSTMISL

Anarchy and Anarchists

Can onc call oncsclf an anarchist, yct not belicve in the
practibility of en amarchist socicty? I belicve one can;
Francis Fllingham belicvea onc cannot.

This qucstion has ariscn becausc the defining of an anarchist
has become so bound up with what Ellingham onee callcd the
"socialiscd mind" ("Anarchy", llay, 1966) that fow can think of
anarchisn apart from some concept of social transformation.

This is becausc the socialiscd mind neans that "we tend to

think norc and more in terms of socicty as a whole, lcss and
less in terms of the unique humen individuale Confrontcd with any
cconorie or social problen, wce tend to look for a solution which
will best cnable society to go on funetioning, smoothly and
cffieicently, according to some idcal plan.”

As rcsult an anarrchist tends to be thought of not as onc who
ncgatcs authority for himsclf, but as one who ncgatcs
authority for everybody, and thercfore has to postulatce the
possibility of a futurc statc of affairs in which this
universal negation will be rcalizcd. But becausce this latter
vicw has been accepted up to now by almost all corventators on
anarchisn ~ including some individualists - I do not scc why I
have to accept ite.

On thc other hemd, I do not, as Ellinghamn suggests, think there
ig any nccessary contradiction between being an anarchist and
believing in the pessibility of a gencralizcd anarchy. Becausc T
an pcssimdstie abcut this posaibility, it docs not follow that

I have to rulc out of court those who arc optimistic. «(By
“anarchy", in this context, I ncan the anarchy defincd and
defended by a lMartucci, not the socialiscd heaven of a
Malatceta).
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Soclal Change

Since my open letter was addressed to the editors of a paper
dedicatcd to the concept of mass revolution, I naturally decalt
with the rclevance of such a concept to amarchisn, rather than with
the "one-by-one! concept which is much nore to ny taste and

which would be the royal road to an individualist "order" -

if such werc possible. But what is desirable 1s not necessarily
possible and the evidence offered by Francis Ellinghan is not
convincing.

Tndecd, all the "evidence" he docs offer is that gince song
individuals have scceded fron the herd, all can., Of coursc

it is thinkablec that thcy can, just as it is thinkablc tha

211 can becone Jchovah's Witnesscs, flat-carthers, pocts or
diclectical materialists. Of ecoursc, a miracle may happem, &n
unknown factor may suddenly appcar from nowhcre and act as. a
precipitate to dissolve the mass into individualitics, but I hawe
only one short life to live and I an not intcerested in wagering
it on odds so long that thcy arc necaninglcsse

Ellinghan is rmistaken in believing that I regard cxisting
socicty as permancnt and unchangcablc. Socletics can and do
change, but notin an anarchist dircetion. Every change in social
orgenization so far has been, in cffect, ncthing but a
restructuring of the ruling apparatus. fAs I asked the cditors

of "Frcedor™ (who have made no reply): Where is the cvidence
that futurc changes will be d&ffcerent? Evidenee - not hopeSsss.

Huran Nature

T do not know what "humen naturc” is, elthough I can gucss -
sorcthing of the "nature" of individuals I know, or know of,
fror their way of going on. And what I know is that nost
people bchave in such a fashion as to show a narkced prefercnce
Ffor subnitting to authority in one form or amothers It may be
the "nottre" of sorne individuals not to have this preferciee,
but this is clecarly not the casc with "nostpcople". Again,
beeouse sore do not have this prefercnee, it does not follow
that a1l do motl{lsfor "matural law" - 2 naturel law is simply
the formulation of: obscrved phenorcna. If the phenorcnon of
the preference of the nass for submission tc authority is onc
that has bcen ropeatcd in cvery kind of socicty sc far known,
then it nay.be .callecd a "matural law'), :

The notion of the “"nobility" or "ignobility" of huran beings
was introduccd by Ellinghan, not by nc. I do not scec what is has
got @o do with what I wrote. Anyuny, it is quite possible for
an authoritarian to bchave in a noble ranncr (c.g. Spartacus)
virthout ccasing to be an authoritarian,

A8 for hig clain that "mankindis still in its .infancy" - what
does thig mcan? Onc might just as uscfully say that it was in
its scnesccnce. Bither vicw implics a tcleological attitude
which reduccs the individual to ncthing.

The State,. The Union of Egoists, and Insurrcetion,

I negatce the State for riysclf now, not for cverybody in the
futurc. Only the precscnt is of importamnce to e and I want to
get what profit I can fronm ry amarchy today, not in sore
indefinitc "morrow of the rcvolution" which ecven its advocatces
arc.nol:surc.will EOmECH

Certainly, a.union of egoists is not the sanc as a "socicty.

By the sarc token, such unions. can be formed by conscicus cgoists
wirthout waiting for any "radical'social transfornation. An
individualist amarchist docs not have to depend on the
generalization of his idcas before he can live his own lifc,
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To the extent of his power and opportunities he can meke his
own insurrection against the State and Society - without
troubling about the arrangements that will spring from it, as
Stirner pointed out.

he
But if/is concerned with new "social orders" and bringing about
radical social changes to this end, then individual insurrection
has to be tailored and tamed to fit into the efforts of "all"
to reach the common goal of an ideal life. It has, in other
words, to be transformed into soclal revolution, a process in
which the realization of the ego is made dependent upon the
“realization” of the “"social organisnm'.

S.E.PARKER

LETTERS .

In commenting on my article in Minus One, No, 20, lirs Loonis
and lir Pastorello raise some interesting and important questions.
With Y Pastorello I have no basic disagreement. I do respect

and admire voluntary poverty, but I think that it is too ruch

to paint poverty in quite such a good light as does lir Pastorello.
I find that having a fairly good and regular salary has

somewhat the same effect that poverty seems to have for him. It
gives ne freedon. Besides I must adnit to enjoying some degree

of comfort.

With Mrs Loomis, though, I find I am in very fundamental
disaegreenent. One the one hand, I do adnit the appeal of the
Green Revolution to a part of re. One cannot read, for exaiple,
orris "ilews From Nowhere" or Wright's "Islandia" without beilng
affected by the beauty of life on the land (Of course, nany
aspects of the social and political systen of Islandia arc not
as appealing) But, on the other hand, until our urban eiviliz-
ation destroys itself through pollution, cte., the econormic
syster draws nen to the city and the cities provide many things
hat exist nowhere else, great :msic, grcat art, cte. The basic
disagreenent probably stens frorn ry belief that any revolution
is dcad in the developcd countrics of the world. If anarchisn
over concs, which I think is doubtful, sonc will choosc to join
the Green Revolution, but cven under ana rchism it, and the
individualist, would be in- the pogition of a minority group.
Parhaps I was wrong to say that the Green Revolution was dcad,
but at the sare tine I still believe that it is not likely to
last. If population continucs to grow gt the prcscnt rate and
the citics oxpand at the prcscnt rate there will soon be little
1end lcft for its cohtinucd existeonccs

LYMAN TOWER SARGENT

(The following letter was scnt to thc Editors of "Frecdon"
appropos of "Black Power", but was not publishcd by then)

Dear Cormradces,

I ar surpriscd to scc that therc no rcjoieing in
Frcedon: — by the usual admiring sycopheants — over the nost
recont vietory of Black Powcre. I rcfer, of coursc, to the
hounding out of Kenya of a large nurnber of pcople whosc skin is
only a light shadc of brown in stcad of the proper African
chony. This succcss of black ragcialisn rust surcly gladden the
hearts of all thosc who reverc such figurcs as Michacl lialik
and Stokcley Carmichacl, and who sonchow inagine that thelr
brand of political bombast has got sorcthing to do with
anarchisriie
24,2.68 TONY GIBSCN
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Now that the cry of "social alienation" is on 80 many tongues and it
is deprecated in so many academic treatises, it is a refreshing
change to find someone in favour of it. In the Spring 1967 issue

of the "New Individividualist Beview"(A journal of classical
liberal thought) thec editors write: :

"There is much to be said in defence of social alienationeceess
It is difficult to conceive, for cxample, the revival of
classical liberal opinion towards government without the
breeding ground of alienatcd hostility towards 'thosc in power'.
Classical liberalism was born in an cra of alicnation and
hostility towards kings; what chokcd and almost killed it at the
cnd of the ccntury was an optimistic trust in The Pcople and
popular government. This trust in government - 'we arc the
government' -~ is the foundation -of social dcmocratism and the
wolfare state idcal, and if the Right (or Left, naybe) is cver
going to succccd in dismeantling the dcadening hand of the stato
it might be better to cncourage social alicnation."

To takc the defenec of “"social alicnation” to its logical
conelusion, howcver, would lcad straight into thc camp of
individualist anarchism. Socialists arc wrong when they say that
classicel (i.ce. 19th. century) liberalism and individualist
snarchism arc the samc thing, but it is true that one of the
casicr routcs to individualism is through this kind of
libcralism,
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Publications receceivcd inelude "La dcsobeisance eivile" by Henry
David Thorcau publishcd by Lditions Jean-Jacqucs Pauvert, Paris
and "15-18' by Domcnico Pastorcllo publishcd by the author, 13,
Foe sur licr, Francc. And "La Caverna dei Reprobi', edited by
Enzo Martucei, Via Carduceci, 98, Pcscara, Italy.
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Jamcs J. liartin is scnding a supply of "The Falsc Principle of
Our Education" by Max Stirncr for salc for thc benefit of
MINUS ONE., The price to rcaders outside the U.S.A. will be
3/6, inc., postagc. Rcaders in the U.5.A should obtain thecir
copics from the publisher Ralph Mylcs, P.0.Box 1533,
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