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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
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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































