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

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

and cconomic¢c and political competition., But this is not so.
There are many different points of departure for the individual
and if I go hunting with a bow and arrow and you have to catch
your bird or hare with your bare hands then it is certain that
I will cat and you, cven if you have superior qualitics to
minc, will go hungry. For will you be ablc to takc my arms
(my capital) from me, becausc the herd of rich and poor areé
unitcd in their 11tont10n of imposing rcspecet for the law upon
you or anyone clsc who would violate thc sacrcd right of
private property (which has itsclf ariscn through thc usc of
violeneée or cumning). If you try to do this they will kill

you or throw you into prison. Property? Ycs, but not the
natural, cgolstic, "Stirncrian" propcrty of the individual who
scizece and kecos Mll that his power permits him to take. Rather
thc preperty of the hypoerite who has snatchcd it without being
accen and then prcescnts it as the fruit of his labour which is
guarantccd as inviolablc by socicty and morality. And many
slimy pricsts unctuously rcpcat that a non-cxistent god, who,
if hc existcd, would be responsible for all the torments of
thosc¢ he had crcatcd, wills this to be so.

Frcecdom in the western world? Ycs, frecdom for the rich to be
happy, for the poor to suffcr = or to cend in prison if, rather
than squOr they try to take anything from the rish. A
disgusting freedom.

Then there 1s the communist world - a gallcy of slavces
condcmned to forccd labour in which the land belongs to the
State which, in thecory, stonds for the organizcd mass, but
which, in prﬂctlce is identificd with the demegogucs, the
burcaucrats, and tho party lcaders who hold thce powcr. And
the Sto te, tha t Nictzeche justly callcd "the coldcst of 2ll
monstcrs, compcls men and women to produce, cxploits ‘them as
the solo capitalist, glvbs them a minimum of wagcs, denics
them the possibility of going on strikce or using othcr mecans
to better their lot, and puts them in concentration camps or
prison if thcy rofuso to adapt thcemselvis to this blood-
sucking systcm of opprcssion.

In the bolshevik hell the individuel has his pceculiaritics, his
pergonal odce of being, crushcd end all heve to feel, think
and act in thce way that the Stﬂtc, tho absolutce nnstcr and
gu“rq1an of 2l1ll, dccides, This is the product of a nightmar

in which men are reduccd to o phantom cquality, inscnsible

and cold, and move m&chﬁnlcally to the orders ol thelr lcoadors:
in ordcr to crcate g perfeoet world. This is the aberration of a
lunatie scicnec which would kill the « nthrop01d in ordcr to
bring forth from its skeclcton a robot in whiech the fipree
liongol of Genghis Khon - the only nan surviving - will cxcrelse
tyronnical powcr. Thus the slow trcachery of a lucid madncess
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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 llarx, Lenin, Stalin and lao.

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

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

Fast Siggest, one finds only fetters, lies, suffocation and

ENZO IMARTUCCI
(Translated by S.M.)

A THOUGHT OUT OF SEASON

WWhat can one make of so-called anarchists who demonstrate in
favour of archist regimes? This was the case in Grosvcnor
Square, London, on kiarch 17, 1968, The Vietnam Solidarity
Campaign had called a demonstration on that doy in support of
Ho Chi Min and his mob. Up turned our eager campaigners for
"freccdom" to get their heads cracked and themsclves arrested
in the caousc of solidarity with a gang of communist cut-~throatsd
If the ebjecct of the demonstration werc ever attaincd and the
Vict Cong came to powcr among the first victims would be anyonc
who démonstrated against the authoritics. And there some who
talk of capitalists being their own grave-~diggcerse

Two rcgular contributors to "Frcedom", John Rety and Wynford
Hicks, tricd to Justify thcsc antics on the grounds that when
"the pecople” arc on the strcets and in eonflict with "authority"
then the place of the anarchist is with thom. Docs this apply
if they want the supprcssion of frec specch, Jjows or anarchist s?
This blind belief that "the people" arc the incarnation of
virtuc ighorcs thce fact that "the pcople" have supportcd

cvery oppressive regime knovm to historians. But no doubt our
populist mystagogucs have in mind some idcalized, mypthical
"pcople", that, like the cqually mythical "rcvolutionary
prolctariat", can do no wrong, cven when negating the individual
in thc name of "frcecdom",

As if to 2dd insult to irony, shortly oftcer the Grosvenor Square
affair there occurrcd cnother cxample of the stupidity of the
populist moonshincrs, Scveral thousand acuthentic prolcetarions
(dockers and industrisl workecrs) camc out on strikc in protcst
against the sacking of Enoch Powcll from the "shadow cabinet”
of the Conscrvative Opposition beocusc of a spcech he had made
about immigration. What & farcel Herc werce somc of the crcém of
British workcrs, thc red hopes of the mass revolutionarics,
downing tools and morching the strcets in support of a "right-
wing" tory (not cven o "progressive"?!) who is supposcd to be
onec of their worst cncmics. I do not know if Messrs. Rety and
Hicks took part, but if they belicve what they writce they
should havc.

0 gods of Hippecl's, Sils-liaria, Arcola cnd Monmartre, come out
from your shadows - the laughs on thcemd | |

The pcopte's frecdom is not my frccdoms
S+E.PARKER

Frcecdom is the will to be responsiblce for oncsclf.
Nictzschc,
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PERMANENT PROTEST: IS IT ANARCHISM?

Selh.Parker's article "Enemies of Society" - publlshed.ln "Minus
One", anumber 20, as an open letter to the Editors of "Freedonm"

- Was a brllllant exposition of the oasc for "pormancnt protcst”;
but it made me wonder whether Parker is right in classing
permanent protecst 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 begwn by pointing out that "Freedom", cvem since it first
appeared in 1886, has constﬁntly stresscd.thc necd for a social
revolution; this revolution is to be brought about by the direct
action of the workers and peasants - the magses; and it is scen
as the only practiceble means of crcating & new, frec, anorchist
soclety. Social salvation thirough social revolutlon - that,
Parker showcd, has always been the grcecat hope and aim of "Froodom”
the main theme of 2ll its propaganda during the past eighty
ycars. But what - he went on to ask - has "Frecdom" got to show
for all thosc ycars of propaganda? Practically nothing. Truc,
since 1886 thcere hove actually been, in various parts of tho
world, a number of social rcvolutlons but nonc of thcem has led
to a frce goclcty; and authoritarion social systemrs, of onc kind
or another, still flourish practically cvcerywherc. ]t scems,
then, that’ "Freedom" has fa tilcds,

The rcasons for the failurc of "Frccdom" - Parker went on to
argue - arc twofold. In the first place, direct action, to bgc
effective against the well-organizcd forcos at the disposal

of a modern State, must itsclf be well-orgenizced; but, in the
words of Simonc Woil, "organizcd action almost nutom.zz'tically
scerctes an administrative apparatus which, sooncr or later,
beeconcs oppressive"; so that in no circumstanccs could the dircet
action of the masscs cver lcad to a frec socicty. Sccondly (and
this 1s thc more important rcason), thc masscs as such arc just
not interestcd in crcating a free soc1cty, they ncver hage becn
intcrcested - cven when actually cngaged in dircet action- and
thcey never will be intercstced. All thoy rcally want is sceurity,
not frecdom; and if thcoy cver turn against onc master it is
only - as Eric Hoffer contended - in order to get 2 stronoor
onc. fAnarchist idcas, accordlng to Parker, arc the property of
an infinitcsimal minority of 1ntolloctuwls' this will always be
the casc; and thereforc the whole concept of n frce socicty is
totelly unroalistic.

Parker concluded that anarchists must always be enemles of society
- insofar as "society" 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
"permanent protester": that is, he must abandon hope of social
salvation - either through social revolution or through "the
progressive revelation of gradual enlightenment"; hc must regard
existing society as a permancnt encmy, which can to somec e: tont

be recsistced, but can never be flnally defcatcd or radically
changecd; and he must make himsclf - "his living ego" - the
"bedrock " of his life.

Such, very bricfly, is Sel.Parker's position, as sct out in his
artlcle. Let us now look as some authoritative definitions of
anarchism, and scc how Parkcr's position mcasurcse up to them:

Thc,EncyélopediaﬁBrittahica (1966) begins its artiele 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- e N
cnforcement.” o

Now, does Yarker share that belief? Evidently not: he regards
exlsting socicty ~gag;ed as 1t 1s on govcrnment laws, and

.‘g . &

unchangcable encmyg'and the fact that hc regards it as an cnemy
in no way dctracts from the fact that he rcbards it as
permaencnt - and unchangcablc.

“Anarchists,” the Britannica gocs on, "aim at a -stateclcss
socicty in which harmony is maintaincd by voluntary agrccments
among individua ls and groups. Thcoy cnvisage a social order
without prisons, armics, policc or other orgenizcd force, to
maintain propexrty rights, collcct taxcs or cnforcc such personal
obligations as contracts, debts, or alimony."

Docs Parkecr aim at such a statelcecss society, or cnvlisage such a
gocial order? On the contrary; according to him, thc truc anarchist
mist actually abandon all such aims and visions as totally

unrca listiec,

The Encyclopcdia Americana (1959) begins its article on anarch-
ism as follows:-

"Anarchismee..»2 thecory of social organization. Its doctrincs
rceprescent the extreome of individualisme It looks upon all law
and government as invasive, the twin sourccs whcence flow ncarly
all the cvils existent in socicty. It thoereforc advocatcs the
abolition of all government as wc today undcrstand thce term,
save that originating in voluntary co-opcration."”

Parker would agrce, prcsumably, that anarchism"reprcsents the
cxtrcmc of 1nd1viduallsm“ and that all law and government arc
"invasivce”; but would he thercforc advocatc the abolition of all
government "save that originating in voluntary co-operation”?

No - for, to him, that would mcan advocating thc impessiblc. Nor
would he agrecc that anarchism is "a thcory of social organization":
to him, anarchlsm.ls cxclusilvely concerncd with the individual

as suche. IExcecpt insofar as it is the permancnt cncmy of all
cxisting soc1al systems, Parker's anarchism hes no bcaring on
social organization at all.

"Anarchists," the imericana continues, "do not concelve of a
society W1thout 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 grefarlous. 'Cur object is to live without
governnent and without law,' said slisee Reclus, the eminent
geographer, and in his day the leading anarchist of Frances.."

l.‘

Parker, I would imagine, would repudiate any talk of a "law of
agsociation", whether that law was thought to govern relabions
between rroups or between non-gregarious individuals: as far as
ParLer is concerned, the only"law" is that of his own "sovereign
ego", lor does Pﬂrker conceive of any kind of society - with or
witheut order - apart from the tradistional, authoritarian kind.
Nor is his objeet "to live without movernmem: and without law":
rather, it is to live in a state of permenent, defensive war

- ag alnst them - a distinction of some importance.

Aind so one could go on. Lveryman's Encyclopedia says: "xﬂ“fChlsm
may be defined as the negation of government, as a state of
society without central government, and in Wthh individual
autonomy is allowed its fullest development”; but there never can
be such a state of society, according to Parker. Poul Eltzbacher,
in his well-known book "An archism", concluded that the one

common feature of all anarchist doctrlnes is that the "negate
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the State for our future"; but Parker makes no such negation, and
seems, rather, to affirm the State for our future. George Woodcodk,
inhis book "Anarch‘smﬁ defines anarchism as "a system of social
thought, aiming at fundamental changes in the structure of society
and partlcularly'- for this is the common element uniting all its
forms - at the replacement of the authoritarien State by some form
of non-governmental co-operation between free individuals"; but no
such replacement of the Staté can p0331bly occur, according to
Parker; and anarchism, as he conceives it, seems to be a system of
1nd1V1dual, 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 definitions I have
quoted: take, for example, his criticism of the existing socilal
structure, and his emphasis on individual autonomy. It 1s also true
that not every definition of anarchism, however authoritative, has
to be accepted without question: the Encyclopedla.kmerioana, for
instance, is wrong in implying that all anarchists believe 1n a
"law of association" - Max Stirmer, for one, did not; and there are
several issues on which I would side with Parker agalnst the defin
-itions. But, even when all such allowances have been made, the
definitions stlll show one thing pretty clearly: a belief 1n 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 g position, which denics the
practicabllnty (though not, indeecd, the de51rabllity) of any such
transformation, cannot be strlctly'olasse@.as anarchisn

It might be argued, on Parker's behalf, that even if his p081tlon
cannot strictly be called anarchisn, thls is not a very scrious
natter. After all, Parker himself, by calling his position
"1nd1v1duallst—anarchls_“, perhaps means to show that it differs in
some important way from anarchism in the true scnse; and, in any
case, what rcally matters is not whether his position is anarchisnm
in the true sense, but whethee it is valid. 1f Parker is right,
and the ideca of tramnsforming existing socigl systens is quite unreal
~-istic, anarchisnm in the true scnsec is a waste of time, and wec might
as Woll adnit it; but if we still want to go on resisting the
encroachnents of the State and governnental society (which is =
perfectly rcasonable policy, cven if wc accept the 1nebitabllity

and pernanencc of "the.establishment"), then we rust, in practice,
connc rounfl to something like Parker's position - whatovor g

should strictly be callcde.

These points arc well taken. But, in the first place, Parker does
not use the torn."1nd1v1duallst-anarchlsn” to show'that his position
differs fron anarchism in the truc scnse; on the contrary, he
naintains that all true anarchisn is nocossarlly"1nd1v1duallst" (In
his wvocabulary the tern "individualist-anarchisn" is loglcally
sinilar to such expressions as "round circle” - a nere pleonasn;

and he justifies his use of this pleonasn on the grounds that he
nceds it to distinguish truc anarchism - his own -~ from the false
varities propagatecd by others.) Secondly, it is surely a scrious
natter, however valid Parker's position mlght “be, that he presents
it as anarchisn - indeed, as the only truec form of anarchisn - when
really it is not anarchism at all; for such a total misnonecr could
lcad to a grecat deal of confusion and nisunderstanding,

l_‘

But where, then, it may be asked, has Parker gonc wrong?‘What
preciscly has causcd hin to labol his position in such a
lcading way? The answer is to be found, I think, on the 1ast page of

LES ANMIS DE JULES BONNOT meet cvery fortmnight in Chelsca,london.
Thosc willing to attend arc asked to contact then any Sunday night
at The Marquis of Granby, Cambridge Circus London, WeCeZeo Onx
vrite to then ¢/o 44 Stanhope Gardens, Lonéo Selle7e
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his article. There, addressing the editors of "Freedem", he writes:

"The trouble is that what you call 'enarchism' is at best merely
‘@ hodge~podge, halfway position precariously suspended bewlr een
socialism and anarchism. You yearn for the egosovereignyy, the
llberatlng individualism, that is the essence of anarchlsm, but
remain captives of the democra;tic-collect1v1st-proletarian
mytha of socialisme”

Now it is true that anarchism (as defined by, say, the Encyclopedia
Britannica) is baed by meny of its supporters upon purely socialisy
principles, with which anarchism has no necessary connection; and
it is also true, I would sgy, that the only valid form of enarchism
has nothing whatever to do wg.th socialist principles. But the idea
of abolishing existing social systems, and replacing them with a
radically different kind of humen relatlonshlp is not a purely
soclalist idea: it is an essential element in both gsociglism and
all forms - even the Stirmerite form - of anarchism. (Even Max
Stirner, Parker's especial hero, believed in & "Union of Egoists”
as a new type of hunan relationship which could replace 8.11
existing social systems.) Moreover, to describe "liberating
individualism” as "the essence of anarchism” is surely an over-
simplification. It may be true that all forms of anarchisn spring
fron a yearning Tor "ego—sovereignty", but unless, in addition to
that yearning, there is some hope of seceing a new klnd of socigl
environnent - in which "ego-sovereignty" would be enjoyed by all -
there is no anarchism in the striet scnse of the word.

The fact is that S.E.Parker has rejectcd every idea of social change,
not just the "denocratic-proletarian—collectivist” ideca; and in
doing so, he has thrown out the anarchist baby with the socialist
bathwater. But, since his definition of anarchisn is overs
ainplified, and since it is he who has recally confused anarchisn
with soc:Lallsm the abscnce of the baby has gone unnoticed; or
rather, Parker has mistaken something else for the baby.

Pernanent protost then, is not anarchismn. But the question rcmains:
which is right?% Arc the pernanent protesters actually as rcalistic
as they Clalm to be? Or is there - despite a@ll the depressing
historical evidence adduced by Parker - some rcasonablc hope of a
grcat, radical, anarchist transformation of existing social systcms?
Let us now teke another lock at Parker's position, and try to

ace just how recalistic it is.

As we Bhawe seen, Parker's position is based on two main argunents.
First (as S:L'none Well 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
ine¥itubly generate new forms of authoritarionism; and thercfore
mass direct action, even if it succeeded in overthrowln 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 ‘t‘qerefore, again, even if mass
direct action destroyed one authoritarian social system, it is
virtually certain that the only outcome would be the fornatlon 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 permament protcster? Thot is, do they rcally show that
no radical social change - in particular,; no grecat, universal change
from?'mthomtarlan to libertarian human relgtlonshlps - 18 practlc-
ablec:

The answer, surely, is No. For Parker (oddly enough for a professed
individualist) only discusscs the potentialitices of organized,
collective, nass action; he never considers the potentlalltles of
a totally different klnd of action - 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 rising or "getting up" of individuals.) Parker makes a very
good case, I would say, against the collectivist policies and
methods advocated by the Lditors of "Freedom"; but he seems 10
believe, no less flrmly'than they do, in the collectivist Iy th
that the individual 1is powerless - that nothing can be done
except by Zhe masses. In order to validate his position, Parker
needs to prove that 1nd1V1duaL§ggct1ngas such are Jjust as
incapable as the masses - i.e. individuals acting as a mass or
herd - of causing a radical change in the nature of hurn

telationships; yvet he never attempts such a proocf.

Parker Jjust assumes that the masses, like the poor, will always
be with us: that is, that the wvast maJorlty 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, everybody? Parker never gives
any reason for hls assurniption that the protesters nust always
remain a minority; he riercly points out that the masscs,
"historically and actually", are extrerely authoritarian, and arc
conposed mainly of dull and boorish "herd-animals". Well, of
coursc they are - ctherwise they would not be the EESuOS' 1% .18

a sclf-cvident fact, for which no historical evidence is necded,
that without hord—anlnals no herd is possiblce. But the questlon
is, why should we accept Parker's basic assurption that the herd,
or the masses, will always bc with us?

Quite spontancously, withcut 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 intuition to guide him through life. That caen

happen, and dces ha ppeny all over the world. If it gocs on
happening, and 1f nore and more people leave the ranks, then, in
the end, "the masscs" as such will ccasc to cxist: there will

only be a nunbcr of nature, psychologically autconcricus hunan
beings. lMorcover, since maturc, autonomcushumnan beings would
never crcate or support an autheritarian social system, the
disappcaranpe ¢f the nasscs would ncan the disappcarance of

every such systcen - including all governrents, laws, and
rnachinecry fcor law—cnforcecnent - and the developnent of libertarian
anarcihistic hunan relationshipse. Thus it sccms that radical social
change, withcut any kind cf rass action, but purcly through
1nd1v1dual action, is pecrfectly practicable°

But - onc iragincs Parker asking - is it likely? Up to now,
those individuals who have actually lcft the ranks of the rassbs
have a lways becn an infinitcsirally srall rinority. Surly that
proves that the chances of a najority lcaving the ranks -~ lct
alonc cvrybody - arc so rcrote as to bey, for gll practical
purposcs, ncgligiblc?

I do not think s0. That large nurbcers ¢f pecplce shcould grow out
of the herd-ricntality, and rcach psychcloglcal maturity, ay

scer an unlikcly oovolupnont but in hunan history thc unlllﬂliost
things can happen, and cften do. Indecd, grcat changcs arc alrost,
bound to scern unlikely before they takce place; and throughout
history argurnents bascd on the apparcnt unlikelihocd of change
could ha ve been advanccd to "prove" the inpossibility of any

cha nge at all. "Up to now,” rien in neolithic tircs right have
argucd, "wc have never lived in eorrunitics larger than & village;
thorcforo, the chanccs of cur cver 11v1ng in 1argor cortunitics
arc so rencte as to be negligible.” Neverthelcess, the city and
the city-statc carc intc being - forms cf organization which, to
the ncolithic rmind would have sceried fantastie; znd the imcdern
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indust?ial nation~state would have seemed no less fantastie, no

less wildly improbable, to the inhabitants of an ancient city. Surely
the lesson of history is that hardly anything is lmpossible, and that
what almost always happens is - the unexpected. lany anarchists, I
imagine, would agree with Parker that the kind of radical social
change they desire does seem unlikely; but they would not conclude,
as he does, that it is so 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 usc, to validate his position (in fact I suspect

it 1s the real basis of his whole outlook): this is the argument,

or theory, that human nature is just notgood enough. The masses, with
thelr herd-mentality and their authoritarian attitudes, will always
be w ith us, Parker would probably say, because by nature -~ with a
few honourable exceptions - human beings arec ignoble, wecak-minded
creaturcs, incapeble 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 a mind and a life of one's own; and
even if they suffer for it in the long run, human beings almost
always take the casy course; for nature has simply not ecndowed them
with the breadth of vision, or the nobility of character, that are
nceded to choose the more arducus path.

Well, of course, such a pessimistic view of human nature has been -
taken by many philosophers - generally authoritarian philosophers -
from Plato onwards. But its correctness has never been objcectively
or scientifically proved; and it is hard to sec how it could be
proved. In the first place, such a statement as Thuman belng 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, alwgys
boils at 1060 degrees Centigrade, not just in a majority of cases;
so if it were a natural law that human nature as such is lgnoble,
how could we explain those occasions, however rare, when human
beings display nobility? How, indeed, could the very distinction
between nobility and ignobility have come to be made? It may be
true that history shows more evidence of man's folly, meanness,

and brutality, than of his wisdom, gcnerosity, and kindnecss; but
surely, even so, the evidence of his more desirable qualitics is
not negligible, and should not be overlooked. (For example, in times
of emergency, quite ordinary individuals and groups have been known
to display qualities of character, and a degree of intelligence,
that nobody would have thought they possesscd.) Surely mankind is
still in its infancy, and we are still so ignorant about human
natiire that tc téke any definite view of it, pessimistic or
optimistiec, would be - to say the lcass - premature. Nor is there
any need for us to take a definite view - unless, like .
authoritarian philcscphers, we have some political axe to grind.

What, then, is the most reallstic coursc for a libertarian, or an
anarchist? Surely it involves neither pessimism nor optimism,
Surely it is just to be a mature, psychologically autononous
individual: deing, within the limits imposed by circumstances,
whatever one really wants to do; co-operating with others as and
when co-operation scecms 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 onc's ability, tc end the whole hierarchical, authoritarian
attitude to life, and making no assumptions about the final
outcone - of which nothing can be known.

Apart from his undue pessinisn, S.E.Parker, it scems to me, is
very rcalistic; and his individualist, Stirnerite position 1is very
sound. He is right to exposec the vanity of all anarchist hopes
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based on the dream of a libertarian mass revolution; he is 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 a@il™; and, above all,
he is right to stress the neced for the individual - if he is to
enjoy any real freedom - to stand on his own feet, psychologically,
and dare to be himself. All those things are very true aad'very
important. But there are other kinds of action than mas
revolution (in particular, therec is Stirnerite ”1nsurrect10n")
therc are other forms of human relatlonshlp than "society" in
Parker's scnse (in particular, there is the Stirnerite "Union

of Egoists")s and there is no known reason why the enjoyment of
real, psychologlcal freedom should always be restricted to a tiny
minority of the human racecs.

Of course, even &0, Parker may well be right in thinking that
the anarchist millenium will ncver 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 p0331330
acopec of our action within purcly'speculatlvc bounds? In thc end,
"pcrmanant protcst! sccms to be little morc than permancnt
pessimism; and unduc pessimism, no lcss than unduc optimism, is
surcly an undcsirablc frame of mind, an unpromising ternpcramcntal
basis for rcalistic and cffcetive action. To be precparcd for the
worst, to hopc and work for the best, and to let thce outcome
scttle Itsclf - that, surely, is completc rcalism.

FRAIICIS ELLINGIHAL

Iii DEFENCE OF SOCTAL PESSIMISL,

Anarchy and Anarchists

Can onc call oncsclf an anarchist, yct not beclicve in the
practibility of an anarchist 80010ty? I dbeclicve onc can;
Francis Ellinghan belicgvca onc cannot.

This qucstion has ariscn beccausc the defining of an anarchist
has bccoriec so bound up with what Ellinghan once callcd the
"socialiscd mingd" ("Anarchj" llay, 1966) that fcw can think of
anarchisn apart fron sonc cancept of social transformetion.

This is becausc thc socialiscd nmind ncans that "we tond to

think norc and norc in terms of socicty as a wholc, lcss and
lcss in terms of the uniquce humen individuales Confrontcd with any
ceconecrie or social problcen, wce tend to lock for a solution which
will best cnable socicty to go on funetioning, sncothly and
cfficicntly, according to sonie idcal plan.” .

As rcsult an anarrhist tcands to be thcught of not as onc who
negatcs authority for hinsclf, but as onc who ncgatcs
authority for everybody, and thercfore has to postulatc the
pessibility of a futurc statc of affairs in which this
universal ncgation will be rcalized. But becausc this latter
vicw has bcen accepted up to now by almost all corrmcntaters on
anarchisn -~ including some individualists - I do not scc why 1
havec to accept 1it.

On the other hend, 1 do not, as Ellinghan suggests, think therc
is any necessary cuntradlctlon betweecn being an anarchist and
believing in the pessibility of a gencralized anarchy. Becausc I
am.pcssimistic abcut this possibility, it docs nct follow that

I have to rulc cut of court thcsc who arc optimistic. (By
"gnarchy'", in this contcext, I ncan the anarchy defincd and
defcndcd éy a liartucei, no% the socialiscd hecaven of a

I LalatCSta) o
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social Change

Since ny open letter was addressed to the editors of a paper
dedicatcd tc the concept of mass revelution, I naturally decalt
with the relevance of such a concept to amarchisn, rather than with
the "one=by-one" concept which is ruch nore to ny taste and

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

if such werc possible., But what is desirable is not neccssarily
possible and the evidence cffered by Trgn01s Ellinghan is not
convincing. - *

[

Indecd, a@ll the "evidence”" he docs offer is that sincc sone
individuals have scceded fron the herd, all can. Of coursc,

it is thinkablc that they can, Jjust as 1t is thinkablec thﬂt

2ll caon becone Jchovah's Hltnesscs flat-carthers, pocts or
dialecctical matcrialists. Of coucsc a riracle nmay happen, an
unknown factor nay suddenly appcar from;nowhoro and act as a
prceipitate to dissolve the mass into individualitics, but 1 hawve
only onc short lifc to live and I an not intcrestcd 1n.w;corlng

it on odds so long that thcy arc ncaninglcsse

Ellinghan is mistaken in believing that I regard cxisting
socicty as permancnt and unchangcablc. Socictics can and do
change, but nctin an anarchist dircetion. Lvery chanbc in social
organizaticn so far has becen, in cffeet, ncthing but a
rcstructuring of the ruling appqratus. As I askcd the odltors

of "Frccedor (who have nmade no reply): VWhere is the cvidencce
that futurc changes will be ddfferent? Evidcnec = not hopeSeeas

Huran Nature

I do not know what "hurnan naturc" is, although I can gucss -
gsonxcthing of the "naturce of 1nd1V1du \1s I kncw, or know of,
fror: their way of going con., And what I know is that nost
pecople bchave in such a fashicn as to show a markcd prefercncc
for subriitting to autheority in onc form or amcther. It noay be
the "nottire" of sone individuals not to have this prefercnco,
but this is clearly not the casc with "nwostpcople". Again,
becausce sore do not have this prefercnece, 1t doces not folluw
that all Qo notl(Asfor “matural law" - a naturel law is sirply
the fermmlation oft obscrvcd phenorcna. If the phenoicnon of
the prefercnce of the nass for subnission to authority is onc
that has bcen rcpeeatced 1p cvory kind of socicty so far known,
then it nay be ealled a "matural 1aw™),

The notion of the "nobility" or "ignobility" .of huian boings _
was introduccd by Ellingharn, nct by mce I do not scc what is has
got 4o d@o with what I wrote., Anyway, it is quitc possible for
an authoritarian tc bchave in a noble nanncr (c.g. Spartacus)
viethout ccasing to be an authoritaria

48 for his clair that "mankindis still in its infancy" - what
docs this ican? Onc nlght just as uscfully say that it was in
its sconescconce, Either vicw irmplics . a tclcologlcul attitude
which reduccs thc individual to ncthing.

nsurrcction.

The.States. Fhoe Unlon of Egoists, and

I necgate the State for: ysolf now, not for cvorybﬁdy in the
futuro. Only the prcscnt is of importance to e and I want to
get what profit I can fron iy amarchy today, not in .sone
indefinite "morrcw of the rcoveluticn" which cven its advocatces

arc not surc Wlll COICae

Certainly, a union of cgoists is nct the sane as a "5001otJ“.

By thc sarc tokcn, such unicns caon be formcd by conscicus cgolists
wirthout waiting for any "radical"social tramgfornation. An
individualist amarchist docs not have to depend con the
generalization of his idcas before he can live his own life,
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To the extent of his power and opportunities he can make 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 chenges to this end, then individuval insurrection
has to be tailored and tamed to flt into the efforts of "all"
to reach the common goal of an ideal life. It has, in other
words, to be transformed into social revolution, a process in
which the realization of the ego is made dependent upon the
"realization” of the "social organisn'.

S e e PARKER

In.comnentlng on my article in Minus QQQ' Wo, 20 lire Loomis

and lir Pastorello raise some interesting and 1mporuant questions.
With !'r Pastorello I have no basic disagreement. 1 do respect

and admnire voluntary povertys but I think that it is too rmch

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

sonewhat the same effect that poverty seems to have for him. 1t
gives me freedon. Besides I must admit to enjoying some degree

of cormfort.

With Mrs Loonis, though, I find I an in very fundanental
disagreenent, One the one hand, I do adnit the appeal of the
Green Revolution to a part of’ne. One cannot read, for example,
Morris "lews Fron Nowhere" or Wright's "Islandia" W1thout being
affected by the beauty of life on the land (Cf coursc, ey
aspects of the social and political systemn of Islandla arc not
as appealing) But, on the other hand, until our urban c1v1llz-
ation destroys 1tself through pollutlon, ctc., the econonic
systern draws men to the city and the cities provide nany thlnbs
that exist nowhere else, grcat :msic, grcat art, ctc. The basic
disagreccient probably sto"s fro, T 00710f that any revolution
is dcad in thc devclopcd countrics of thc world. If anarchisn
cver cores, which I think is doubtful, somc will choosc to JOln
the Grecn Revolutlon but cven under ana irchisn it, and th
individualist, would be in® the position of a ﬁlnorltj group.
Parhaps I was wrong to sgy that the Grecen Revolution was dcad,
but at thc sartie tire I still belleve that it is not likely to
last. If population continucs to grow at thc prcscnt rate and
the citios-cxpand at the prcscent rate there will soon be little
land lcft for its comatinucd cexistcencc.

LYMAN TOWER SARGIENT

(The following letter was scnt to the Editors of "Frecdon™
appropos of "Black Powcr”, but was not publishcd by then)

Dcar Corradcs,

I arn surpriscd to scc that thérc no rejoicing in
Frecedont = by the usual admiring SJCODhants - over the nost
rccecent v1ctory of Black Powcre I rcfer, of coursc, to the
hounding out of Kenya of a large nu“ber of peonle whosec sltin is
only a light shadc of brown in stcad of thc propcr African
chony. This succcss of black racialism must surcly gladdcen the
“hcarta of all thosc who rcvere such figurcs as llichael lialik
and Stokelcey Carmichacl, and who sor chow ir wwgince that theilr
brand of political bor bast has got sorcthing to do with

anarchisile
Ok o 2008 , TONY GIBSCHN
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INDPIECE e e o

Now that the Ty of "social alienation" is on so many tongues and it
is deprecated in so many academic treatises, it is a refreshlng
change to find someone in favour of it.. In tne Spring 1967 issue

of the "New Individividualist Review"(A journal of classical
liberal thought) thc editors write:

"There is much to be said in defence of social alienatiONececces
It is difficult to conceive, for cxample, the recvival of
clasgical liberal oplnlon.towards govornmcnt without the
breeding ground of alicnatced hostlllty towards 'thosc in power',
Classical liberalism was born in an cra of alicnation and
hostility towards kings; what chokcd and almost killecd it at the
cnd of the ccntury was optlmlstlc trust in The Pcoplec and
popular government. Thls trust in government - 'wc arc the
government' - is the foundation of social dcmocratism and thc
welfarce state idcal, and if the Right (or Leoft, maybe) is cver
going to succccd in dlsmautllng the dcadcening hand of the statce
it might be better to cncourage social allcnatlon."

To takc the defenee of "social alicnation™ to its 1og1ca1
conelusnon2 however, would lcad straight into thc camp of
individualist anarchlsw, Soclialists arc wrong when thcy say that
classical (i.ce 19th. ccntury) liberalism and individualist
anarchisn arc the samc thing, but it is truc that,onc of thc
casicr routcs to 1nd1v1dua11sm.1s through this kind of

libcralism,

wGOIST

.
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