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PREFACE

Any author who gives his work away faces the unique challenge of convincing people who have not
invested their money in buying it that it is worth investing their time to read it.

Samuel Johnson once wrote: “No man but a blockhead ever wrote, except for money,” which makes
my task even harder, since either Mr. Johnson was a blockhead, or I am.

[ do think that there are some circumstances under which releasing a work for free does not
necessarily imply that it is worth exactly what readers pay for it. Those proposing radical new
approaches to age-old problems - the addition of new thought to the human canon - will not find it
particularly easy to get people to pay good money for such mad claims. If I am writing a book on
Christianity, then I can sell it to Christians; if [ am writing a book on libertarianism, then I can sell it
to libertarians; if [ am writing a book on politics, I can sell it to the deluded...

If I am writing a book for the future, for a truly free society that is yet to be, who do I sell it to? I
cannot even tell in particular detail what this new society might look like, or be able to achieve -
save that [ am sure that they have not yet found a way to send gold backward through time, and
deposit it on my doorstep.

Although improbable, it is not completely impossible that you might find something radical,
thrilling and new in this book - despite its cover price. The best way to spread new ideas is to make
them as available and accessible as possible, which is why I give everything away, and rely - not
without reason - on the generosity of my readers and listeners.

Despite our universal abhorrence, evils continue to plague the world, without respite. We fear and
hate war, yet war continues. Our souls revolt against unjust imprisonment and torture, yet such
injustices continue. We feel powerless in the face of endless tax increases - and with good reason.
We feel agonizing compassion for those who are caught up in the endless bloody nets of tribal
conflicts, condemned to mute horror and blank-eyed starvation. The plight of the enslaved weighs
down our hearts with the rusty chains of useless sympathy. We would do almost anything to free
the world from such monstrous evils — yet we feel so helpless! We all want a free and wonderful
world, and yet feel utterly paralyzed before these monsters who commit such universal crimes...

Violence, injustice and brutal control are truly the malignant cancers of our species. Philosophers
have chided and reasoned in vain for thousands of years. Governments have been instituted to
serve and protect the people - yet always escape the flimsy walls of their paper prisons and spread
their choking powers across society, darkening hope and the future.

In this book, I do my part to put an end to these evils.
[ know exactly how all these horrors can be ended.

[ am fully aware of the outlandishness of this claim. I am fully aware that you have every right to be
perfectly skeptical and cynical about the contents of this book. I would not blame you at all if you
laughed in my face, spat at my feet — did anything that you pleased - as long as I could get you to
turn just one more page.
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Because - what if it were possible?

What if it were possible to live in a world free of the terror and genocide of war? What if it were
possible to live in a world without unjust imprisonment, institutionalized rape, and the endless
subjugation of the helpless and arming of the vicious and evil?

What if you held in your hands a small blueprint that could lead to just such a world? A world of
peace and plenty - of compassion, voluntarism, virtue and true liberty?

Isn’t that what we all really dream of?
Isn’t that the world that we wish with all our hearts that our children could inherit?

Isn’t that the world that we would like to take even a few steps towards?

Give this book a few minutes, | beg you.

We can get there.

My next book - “Achieving Anarchy” - will show us how.

Why do we examine the destination before mapping the journey?

Nietzsche said, “He who has a why... can bear with almost any how.”

Before we discuss how to get to freedom, why must know why a stateless society is so essential.

This book will show you what real freedom looks like.
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PART 1: METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The inevitable - and highly intelligent - questions that arose in response to my last book “Everyday
Anarchy” mostly centered on the question of how a stateless society could self-organize in practical
terms.

Naturally, these sorts of questions are a fascinating and endless kind of intellectual delight. Much as
Alice mused as she fell down the hole at the beginning of Lewis Carroll’'s famous book, we
intellectuals are tempted to design the future down to the last detail. We try to respond to every
conceivable objection with yet another essay on how roads can be delivered in the absence of a
government, or how international treaties can work in the absence of law courts, or how children
can be protected in the absence of the police, or how national defense can be secured in the absence
of a State army, and how the poor can receive an education in the absence of public schools, and
how and why doctors will help the impoverished sick without being forced to, and so on.

[ have always argued that these answers - though intellectually stimulating and enjoyably
debatable - will never convince those who wish to avoid the morality and practicality of nonviolent
solutions to the problems of social organization.

For instance, in my last book, as well as a recent video, | provided a proof for anarchy, which relied
on the reality of non-contractual special-interest group relationships with up-and-coming
politicians. A large number of people wrote to me in response, saying either that such special
interest relationships did not exist - surely a laughable proposition, given the 30,000 plus lobbyists
registered in Washington, DC alone - or that if I wanted anarchy, and democracy was a great proof
of the practical functionality of anarchy, then surely I should be happy with democracy!

There seems to be no end to the foolish statements that can be uttered by those afraid of the truth.
The truth, as Socrates gave his life to show, remains highly threatening to entrenched interests and
has a very personal and volatile effect on our immediate relationships.

In reality, it is not so much a stateless society that we fear, but rather a family-less and friendless
society where we rock gently, hugging our useless truths to our chests; solitary, ostracized, alone,
rejected, scorned, derided. The truth is a desert island, we fear, and so as evolutionarily social
animals, we join our corrupt circles in mocking and attacking the truth, and resent those who tell
the truth, for revealing the corruption that formerly was only visible unconsciously - which is to
say, largely invisible.
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It is important to understand up front that this book will contain truths that will likely be highly
threatening to you - and certainly to those around you. The world, viewed philosophically, remains
a series of slave camps, where citizens - tax livestock - labor under the chains of illusion in the
service of their masters. As I talked about in my book, “Real-Time Relationships,” the predations of
the rulers survive on the horizontal attacks of the slaves. Because we savage each other, we remain
ruled by savages.

Thus, you may find that as you read this book, you experience a rising frustration and irritation
with its contents - and possibly with me as well, if experience is any guide.

[ certainly do sympathize with these emotions, and truly understand their cause, but [ would
strongly urge you to refrain from sending me angry e-mails - for your sake, not mine. It is, as you
know, highly unjust to attack a truth teller for the discomfort he causes.

It is not my fault that you have been lied to your whole life long.

Furthermore, the lies exist whether or not you hear the truth - from me, or from anyone else.

LIMITATIONS

It is impossible for any single man - or group of men - to ever design or predict all the details of any
society. In order for you to get the most out of this book, I will make a few suggestions which may
be helpful.

First of all, if you approach this book with the idea that you're going to find every possible gap in an
argument, or nook and cranny where uncertainty may reside, then this book will be a complete
waste of time, and will raise your blood pressure for absolutely no purpose whatsoever.

When Adam Smith formulated the arguments for the free market in the late 18th century, it was not
considered a requirement that he predict the stock price of IBM in 1961. He began working with a
number of observable and empirical principles, and proved them with rational arguments and well-
known examples.

The validity of the “invisible hand” was not dependent upon Adam Smith predicting and describing
in detail the invention of, say, the Internet. The methods that free men and women invent and use to
solve social problems cannot reasonably be predicted in advance, and finding every conceivable
fault with any and all such possible predictions is arguing against a mere theoretical possibility,
which is both futile and ridiculous.

That having been said, it is still worth reviewing some possible solutions to social organization that
do not involve the monopolistic violence of the State. When Enlightenment thinkers attacked and
undermined the exploitive illusions of religion, they were not able to provide a valid and scientific
system of ethics to replace the mad moral commandments of historical superstition. It certainly is
valuable to disprove existing “truths,” but if we do not come up with at least plausible alternatives,
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these falsehoods inevitably tend to morph and reemerge in a different form. Thus did the death of
religion give rise to totalitarianism - just another worship of an abstract and irrational moral
absolute; the “State” rather than a “god.” The unjust aristocratic privileges of the minority that the
Founding Fathers so railed against simply morphed into the unjust privileges of the majority in the
form of “mob rule” democracy - which then morphed back into the unjust aristocratic privileges of
the minority in the form of a political ruling class.

Men and societies all need rules to live by, and if existing rules get knocked down, they simply rise
again in another form if rational replacements are not provided. Exposing a lie simply breeds
different lies, unless the truth is also advanced.

[ have set myself a number of goals in the writing of this book that I wanted to mention up front, so
you could understand the approach that [ am taking - the strengths and weaknesses of what I am
up to, as it were.

First, | promise to refrain from exhausting your patience by trying to come up with every
conceivable solution to every conceivable problem. Not only would this end up being grindingly
boring, but it would also indicate a strange kind of intellectual insecurity, and an unwillingness to
give you the respect of accepting that you can very easily think for yourself about the solutions to
the problems discussed in this book. My aim is to give you a framework for thinking about these
issues, rather than have you sit passively as I explicate the widest variety of solutions to all
conceivable problems.

In other words, my purpose in this book is to teach you to be a mathematician, not show you how
good a mathematician I am.

Teaching you how to solve problems is far more respectful than giving you solutions. I have always
said that everyone is a genius, and everyone is a philosopher. You do not need me to spell out how a
stateless society can work in every detail, but rather to give you a framework which you can use to
work out your own answers, and satisfy yourself how well a truly free society will work.

When Francis Bacon was putting forward the scientific method in the 16th century, it was not
necessary for him to solve every conceivable scientific problem in order to prove the value of his
methodology. It certainly was useful for him to show how his methodology had solved a number of
vexing problems, and that it pointed the way to answers in a number of other areas, but of course if
Bacon had been able to solve every conceivable scientific problem that could ever possibly arise,
there would be precious little need for his scientific method at all, since we would just consult his
writings whenever we had a scientific problem that we could not solve.

In the same way, as a philosopher I am interested in teaching people how to think in a new way,
rather than giving them explicit answers to every conceivable problem. My approach to rational
and scientific ethics - Universally Preferable Behavior (UPB) - is to provide people a framework for
evaluating moral propositions, rather than to give them an utterly finalized system of ethics. If such
a system of ethics ever could be developed - which seems highly unlikely, given the inevitably-
changing conditions of life, society and technology - then no one would ever have to think about
ethics ever again, and philosophy would fall into the abyss reserved for dead religions and defunct
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ideologies, interesting only as yet another example of a temporary historical illusion, like the
worship of Zeus or Mussolini or Paris Hilton.

The scientific method certainly did - and does - provide an objective methodology for gaining valid
knowledge and understanding of the physical world, just as UPB provides an objective methodology
for separating truth from falsehood when it comes to evaluating moral propositions, and the free
market provides an objective methodology for determining value in the provision of goods and
services, through the mechanism of price.

The value of the scientific method only truly becomes apparent when we abandon religious or
superstitious revelation as a valid source of “truth.” We only refer to a compass when we become
uncertain of our direction. We only begin to develop science when we start to doubt religion. We
only begin to accept the validity of the free market when we doubt the ethics and practicality of
coercive central planning. On a more personal level, we only begin to change our approach to
relationships when we at last begin to suspect that we ourselves may be the source of our problems.

Much like a river, alternative tributaries only arise when the original flow is blocked. The
development of new paradigms in thought is in general more provoked than plotted, and erupts
from a rising exasperation with the falsehoods of existing “solutions.” This spike in emotion can
sometimes arise with extraordinary rapidity, from a slow build to a sudden explosion - and it is my
belief that this is where we are poised in the present when it comes to an examination of the use of
violence in solving social problems.

As a vivid, living value, the nation-state as an object of worship and a source of practical and moral
solutions is as dead as King Tutankhamun. No one truly believes anymore that the State can solve
the problems of poverty, of mis-education, of war, of ill health, of security for the aged and so on.
Governments are now viewed with extraordinary suspicion and cynicism. It is true that many
people still believe that the idea of government can somehow be rescued, but there is an
extraordinary level of exasperation, frustration and anxiety with our existing methods of solving
social problems. When someone says that we need yet another government program to “solve” all
the problems created or exacerbated by previous government programs, most people now view
this approach as an eye-rolling non-answer.

Of course, we still hear a lot about government “solutions” in the media, academia, and the arts, but
most people now understand - at least emotionally - that this bleating arises from special interest
groups that are either threatened or protected by the State - the automatic reaction of “increase
regulation!” When a problem arises, this demand no longer comes from the people, but rather from
those parties that will benefit from increased regulation.

The rise of the Internet has also rocked the mainstream paradigm of “government as virtue.” In
particular, the US-led invasion of Iraq has contributed to a final collapse in belief about the virtue of
statist solutions to complex problems. It is easier to believe the lies of the past, since we were not
there when they were told - it is harder to believe in the lies of the present, since we can see them
unraveling before our very eyes.

13|Page



Thus, our belief that the government can solve problems is collapsing on two fronts - first, we now
understand that the government cannot solve problems - and second, and more importantly, we
can see that the government is not giving up any of its control over the problems it so obviously
cannot solve.

This last point is worth expanding upon, since it is so important, and so often overlooked.
If the government claims to take our money in order to solve the problem of poverty, for instance,
but the government clearly does not solve the problem of poverty, but rather in fact tends to make

it worse, what then do we begin to understand when the government continues to take our money?

If | take your money telling you that [ will ship you an iPod, what realization do you come to when I
neither ship you the iPod nor return your money?

Surely you understand that I only promised you the iPod in order to steal your money.

In the same way, the government did not increase our taxes in order to solve the problem of
poverty, but rather claimed that it wanted to solve the problem of poverty in order to increase our
taxes. This is the only way to explain the basic fact that the problem of poverty has not been solved

- and in fact is worse now - but the government continues to increase our taxes.

We are all beginning to understand - at least at an unconscious level - that the government lies to
us about helping others in order to take our money.

THE ANSWER?

If religion is not the answer, and the State is not the answer, then what is?

Well, when a particular “answer” has proven so universally disastrous, the first place to look is the
opposite of that answer.

If “no property rights” (communism) is disastrous, then “property rights” (free markets) are most
likely to be beneficial.

If faith is disastrous, then science is most likely to be beneficial.

If superstition is disastrous, than reason and evidence are most likely to be beneficial.
If violence is disastrous, then peace and negotiation are most likely to be beneficial.

If the State is disastrous, then anarchism is most likely to be beneficial.

[t is this last statement that tends to be the most challenging for people.
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Many of us can accept a world without gods and devils, without heaven and hell, without original
sin and imaginary redemption - but we cannot accept, or even imagine, a world without
governments.

Many of us can picture a world with a minimum government - with a State concerned only with law
courts, police and the military - but we cannot picture a world without a government at all.

A Christian can accept a world where 9,999 gods are ridiculous and false illusions, but that his God -
the God of the Old Testament - is a true, real and living deity. A Christian remains an atheist with
regards to almost every god, but becomes an utter theist with regards to his own deity. Getting rid
of almost all gods is utterly sensible - getting rid of that one final God is utterly incomprehensible.

In the same way, Libertarians, Objectivists and other minarchists feel that getting rid of 99% of
existing government functions is utterly moral - but getting rid of that last 1% is utterly immoral!

We do not accept these reservations in other areas of our lives, which is enough to make us
suspicious of the true motives behind such statements. A woman who is beaten up only once a
month lives 99.99% of her life violence-free, but we would not consider her beatings acceptable on
that ground. It would be even more ridiculous to say that a woman should not be beaten every day,
but that it would be utterly immoral to also suggest that she should not be beaten at all.

If I claim that it is moral to reduce State violence, can I claim that it is utterly immoral to eliminate
such violence completely? Can I dedicate my life to reducing the incidence of cancer, but then claim
that eliminating cancer completely would be utterly immoral? Can I reasonably set up a charity to
reduce poverty, but then claim in my mission statement that the elimination of poverty would be a
dire evil?

Of course not -  would be viewed as an irrational lunatic at best for making such statements.

Those who claim that a reduction of violence is a moral ideal, but who then also claim that the
elimination of violence would be a moral evil, must at least recognize, if they wish to retain any
credibility, that they are proposing an entirely foolish contradiction.

By “violence” here, | do not mean that anarchism will completely eliminate human violence - the
violence that I am talking about here is the morally “justified” and institutionalized initiation of
force that is the foundation of State power. (I am not going to go into a lengthy discussion here
about the nature of the State, or the moral reasoning against the initiation of violence, since I have
dealt with those topics at length in my podcasts, and in other books. Suffice to say that the State is
by definition a group of individuals who claim the right to initiate the use of force against legally-
disarmed citizens in a specific geographical region.)

Thus, I think it is reasonable for us to take the approach that if it were possible to run society
without a government, this would be a massive net positive.

When we have governments, we inevitably get wars, politically motivated and unjust laws, the
incarceration of nonviolent “criminals,” the over-printing of money and the resulting inflation, the
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enslavement of future generations through immoral deficits, the mis-education of the young,
rampant vote buying, endless tax increases, arms sales around the world, unjust subsidies to
specific industries, economic and practical inefficiencies of every conceivable kind, the creation of
permanent underclasses through welfare and illegal immigration, vast increases in the power and
violence of organized crime through restrictions on drugs, prostitution and gambling - the list of
State crimes is virtually endless.

When we choose to justify governments, we inevitably choose to justify the crimes of those in
power. Choosing government is also choosing war, genocide, enslavement, financial, moral and
educational corruption, propaganda, the spread of violence and so on.

You can never get one without the other. Imagining otherwise is like imagining that you can choose
to justify the Mafia without also justifying the violence that it uses to maintain its power. We may as
well imagine that we can support the troops without simultaneously supporting the murders they
commit.

Given the number of bloody and genocidal crimes that orbit the power of the State, surely we can at
least be open to the possibility that society can be organized far more effectively and morally
without such an evil power at its center. If it turns out that society can run without a State - even
haltingly, even imperfectly - then surely we should accept such practical imperfections for the sake
of avoiding such rampant and bottomless crimes against humanity. Surely, even if anarchy were
proven to produce fewer and worse roads, we could accept some mildly inconvenient and bumpy
rides for the sake of releasing billions of people from direct or indirect enslavement to their
political masters.

To analogize this, imagine that someone in the 19th century proved that cotton would be 10%
rougher if slavery were abolished. Would it be moral or reasonable for people to say, “Well, it is
certainly true that slavery is a great evil, but I still prefer it to slightly less comfortable cotton!”?

No, we would view such monstrous selfishness as staggeringly corrupt. The moral hypocrisy of
claiming to be against slavery, but refusing to actually oppose slavery for fear of even the mildest
practical inconvenience, would be an ethical evil that would be hard to comprehend.

Thus, when people dismiss the possibility of anarchy out of hand by saying, “Oh, but how would
roads be provided?” what they are really saying is that they support war, genocide, tax enslavement
and the incarceration and rape of the innocent, because they themselves cannot imagine how roads
might be provided in the absence of violence. “People should be murdered, raped and imprisoned
because | am concerned that the roads I use might be slightly less convenient.” Can anyone look at
the moral horror of this statement without feeling a bottomless and existential nausea?

Now, imagine that the reality of the situation is that roads will be provided far more efficiently and
productively in a stateless society?

If that is the case, then the practical considerations turn out to be the complete opposite of the truth
- that we are accepting murder, genocide and rape for the sake of bad roads, rather than good
roads!
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This kind of net loss provides the moral and rational core of the arguments in favor of a stateless
society. While it is certainly true that some people will end up losing out under anarchy, it is the evil
and corrupt who will lose the most, just as priests lose out in an atheistic society, much to the relief
of children everywhere. The true reality of an anarchic society is that the moral goals of every
reasonable human being - the alleviation of poverty, the provision of “public services,” the
education of the young, the protection of children, the old and the infirm, will actually be created
and provided in a positive, productive, gentle and moral manner.

The great lie of the statist society is that the helpless and dependent are protected, when in fact
they are trapped and exploited.

The great lie of the statist society is that the ignorant are educated, when in fact they are made even
more ignorant.

The great truth of the anarchic society is that the helpless are protected, the ignorant are educated,
the sick are treated - and that roads are built, and are better.

To gain the beauty and virtue of anarchism, we sacrifice nothing but our illusions.
Surely, we should actually want to help people, rather than just pretend that we are doing so.

Surely, we should not sacrifice the peace of the world to our fears of imperfect roads.

THE ARGUMENT FROM APOCALYPSE

Of course, people do not say that we should not live in a free society because the roads might be
imperfect. The endless argument against anarchism is the “Argument from Apocalypse.” (AFA)

The AFA is not an argument at all, of course, but rather relies on rampant fear mongering, and an
argument from intimidation.

Basically, the argument goes something like this:
“We’re all gonna DIEEEEEEE!”

[t would actually be nice if it were slightly more sophisticated than that, but the reality is that it is
not.

The basic argument is that if we accept proposition “X,” civilized society will collapse, children will

die in the streets, the old will end up eating each other, and the world will dissolve into an endless
and apocalyptic war of all against all.
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This is not an argument at all, since it relies on fear and intimidation. Darwin faced exactly the same
“objections” when he first published his theory of evolution. “If we accept that we are descended
from apes, everybody will abandon morality, society will collapse, war of all against all etc etc etc.”

Abolitionists faced the same argument when suggesting that slavery should be abolished; atheists
face the same silly objections when disproving the existence of God; philosophers have been put to
death for suggesting that ethics should be based on something other than superstition; scientists
are accused of the same evils whenever some new development threatens people’s existing
prejudices - it is all the most rampant nonsense, which survives only because of its endless
effectiveness.

The AFA remains effective because of a basic logical fallacy which has doubtless been around since
the dawn of speech: “Belief ‘X’ would result in immorality or destruction, and so only a fool or an
evil man would advocate X".”

Since very few people wish to appear either foolish or evil, they tend to back down in the face of this
argument, or take the imprudent path - which I have trod many a time - of attempting to disprove
the AFA.

“Anarchism results in evil!” cometh the cry - and anarchists around the world endlessly respond
with: “No it won’t!” - thus losing the argument before it even begins.

The only thing that is relevant in any intellectual argument is whether it is true or not. Refusing to
examine the validity and consistency of a mathematical argument because you fear that accepting
its conclusions will result in endless evil is simply surrendering to superstitious fear-mongering,
and abandoning your rationality. Propositions cannot be evil - mathematics cannot be evil - statism
cannot be evil - error cannot be evil - and the truth is not virtuous!

A proposition cannot strangle a baby; an argument cannot rape a nun, and a theory of anarchism
cannot turn people into shrunken-headed zombies in hot pursuit of Will Smith.

A theory of anarchism can only be true or false, valid or invalid, logical or illogical.

If someone deploys the AFA, it proves nothing except that he has no good arguments, and that the
proposition in front of him is emotionally unsettling in some way. In other words, all that the AFA
proves is intellectual idiocy and emotional immaturity. It is the philosophical equivalent of arguing
against the proposition that “ice cream contains milk,” by saying, “I once had a dream that an ice
cream monster was trying to eat me!” It is the kind of non sequitur we would expect from a very
young child, which would only indicate an utter incomprehension of the proposed statement.

People who are threatened by ideas should at least have the honesty to say, “I am threatened by this
idea,” rather than pretend that the idea is somehow objectively threatening to the human race as a
whole. If [ am afraid of short men, I should be honest about my fears and say, “I am afraid of short
men,” rather than vehemently argue that short men will somehow destroy the world!
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However, prejudice against anarchists - much like prejudice against atheists - is one of the last
remaining acceptable bigotries in the world. We cannot judge any group negatively - except a group
that relies on reason, evidence and nonviolence.

Thus, it will not do us any good to run screaming from the idea of a stateless society, imagining all
kinds of demonic horrors. If we allow fear-mongering to not only inform, but rather define and
direct our thinking, then we are left without the ability to think at all, but instead must sit clutching
the skirts of those who tell us tall and terrifying tales.

We cannot judge the truth of an idea by our fears of its effect.

Arguments for or against the existence of gods are not validated by our fears of - or desires for - a
godless universe. We cannot oppose a theory of gravity by saying that it is unpleasant to fall down
stairs; neither can we oppose a new theory by demanding prior historical examples. The entire
point of a new theory is that it is unprecedented; the first man to invent a jet aircraft could scarcely
submit examples of jet aircraft flying in the past.

Another common objection to anarchic theories is that they are not embraced or validated by
professional intellectuals, philosophers and academics.

This is very true, and, as | explained in great detail in my book, “Everyday Anarchy,” I think we can
view this as a positive, rather than a negative.

Still, is it reasonable for me to ask you to reject the near-universal consensus of highly intelligent
people - professors, pundits, columnists, academics and so on - simply because they happen to
disagree with or ignore the propositions that [ am putting forward here? Surely we have all heard of
a number of scam artists — particularly on the Internet - who sell snake oil solutions to genuine
ailments, preying upon the weak, the desperate and the gullible. Is it reasonable to ask everyone to
completely abandon respect for scholarship and professionalism, to turf experts for the sake of
their own preferred opinions? Is this not our fear of what the Internet will do to social consensus?
Can we not find on the Wild West of the Web articles claiming that smoking is good for you, that
space aliens were responsible for 9/11, that exercise is dangerous, fluoride will kill you and eating
fat will make you lose weight?

How can we be sure that a theory of anarchism is not just another one of these crackpot ideas that
rails against the universal consensus of experts in the field, attempting to dislodge sober
scholarship with wild-eyed speculation? Perhaps this book is just a form of elaborate trickery, a
playing out of some wretched and buried psychological trauma, designed to separate you from your
friends and family by infecting you with strange and illicit ideas - and taking your money to boot,
since Freedomain Radio relies on voluntary donations!

Of course, these are all excellent questions to ask, and [ for one would be highly unlikely to pit my
own judgment against that of, say, my doctor or my accountant. One of the main reasons that we
need specialists is because enormous swaths of human knowledge remain buried under entirely
counterintuitive paradigms. Who would have thought that making your gums bleed - at least at first
- with floss would lead to oral health? Exercise often feels bad, and eating pie always feels very

19|Page



good, and so we need experts to remind us of the long-term effects of such activities, compared to
the short-term incentives and disincentives. We prefer to spend money in the moment rather than
save it for a rainy day; a surgeon might make us feel very unwell in order to prevent or cure an
illness that we may not have even felt yet; a friend might strive to impress upon us the emotional
problems of a highly attractive sexual partner; and the dark satisfactions of discharging anger
towards a spouse in the present might create for us a very unpleasant future indeed.

In all these areas, we rely on the objectivity and expertise of those around us, who possess the
training and knowledge to steer us against our immediate desires, or who are not subject to our
own immediate desires - as in the case of our friends - and so can often see things more clearly.

What about the famous idea that deep study tends to lead to moderation? A little learning is a
dangerous thing, it is often said — and with good reason. If we are ignorant of the effects of early
childhood experiences and the long-term effects on the psychology of the personality, it is far easier
to look at criminals as simply “bad guys.” If we are ignorant of the basic truth that history is almost
always a tale told by those in power in order to justify and support their own “virtue,” then we shall
inevitably be genuinely shocked when we come across the long-lost truths of the vanquished, or the
foreign - or the dead.

Thus, should we not look for moderation in our responses to complex questions? The problem of
health is complex, requiring a wide variety of inputs from nutritionists, physical trainers, doctors,
psychologists and so on - most of whom will counsel a form of Aristotelian moderation. Too little
exercise leads to brittle bones and flab; too much exercise leads to injury. Too little food leads to a
lack of energy; too much food leads to excess weight. An over-focus on the desires and needs of
others leads to codependency; too little focus leads to selfish narcissism. Parents must often
attempt to strike a balance between discipline and indulgence; the needs of the many must be
balanced with the needs of the few, even in just the business arena; the sacrifice of our own short-
term happiness for the sake of the longer-term happiness of another we love is all part and parcel of
having a wise, flourishing and positive set of personal and professional relationships.

Given all this complexity, does the answer of “just get rid of the government!” not strike us as overly
simplistic? My mother used to talk about three spheres within society - business, government and
labor - and the need to find a balance between them. “The endless challenge in society is finding a
way to stimulate business growth - but not at the expense of labor - so that there is enough tax
revenue for government to provide effective social services.”

This kind of juggling act strikes us as eminently mature in many ways, and recognizes that, just as
there is good and bad in every individual, so there is good and bad in every group. You can find bad
and corrupt people in the realm of politics, labor and business, if you want - but stretching this
basic reality into an outright condemnation of any group seems explicitly prejudicial. A man who
has been robbed by a Chinese acrobat would scarcely be justified in demanding that the world be
utterly rid of Chinese acrobats. One swallow does not a summer make; nor do bad politicians
invalidate the value of government as a whole.

Furthermore, isn’t it rather childish to suggest that we rid ourselves of an institution that is so open
and responsive to our feedback? We live in a democracy, for heaven’s sake - why throw the baby
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out with the bathwater, when we can get involved and change the system? If we do not like a
particular company’s business practices, we do not have to throw out “capitalism” as a whole - we
can inform others about their odious practices, organize boycotts and so on. Surely the
communicative power of the Internet has removed significant barriers to freedom of self-
expression and the exchange of information, to the point where we no longer need to sit back when
an institution fails to serve us, but rather we can very quickly and effectively work to bring about
change in our political system.

It also seems very alarming for us to take the enormous risk of getting rid of a government. Such a
radical step has never been taken before as part of a conscious philosophical program.
Governments have collapsed, of course — and we can only look at the example of Somalia to see the
infighting and warlords that can arise from such a situation - and governments have been taken
over, either internally or externally - but there is no example in history of consciously dismantling a
State without any goal of replacing it. Does it seem sensible to go directly against the entire
collective history of our species, and throw out an essential human institution that has been around
as long as we have? Other radical “reorganizations” of human society have resulted in endless
slaughter, chaos, war, and the staggering disorientation of children raised without families, of
rampant polygamy, communal “ownership” and so on. It does seem to be a particular curse of our
species that every generation or two, some new idea comes along which aims to overthrow the
entire history of human interaction, and replace the controlled hurly-burly of a State-managed free
market with something like fascism, socialism or communism. Then, some other wild-eyed rebel
comes along and decries that, “family is dictatorship,” and attempts to undermine and destroy that
most essential component of social life, the nuclear family. Then someone else comes along and
says, “Property is theft!” and the cycle just seems to start all over again.

The basics of human society - of human life itself - seem to be that families are good, that private
property is important, that the greed of the free market cannot provide all possible goods and
services, that some form of centralized regulation and law-making seems to be essential, that there
is good and bad in everyone, but there are some very good people, and some very bad people, and
that the good people need a government to protect them from the bad people.

I confess that it must be quite exasperating for people to hear some of the basics that are so
commonly accepted as truths opened up once more for a new examination. Perhaps it feels
somewhat akin to a biologist being lectured to by a creationist during a long intercontinental flight,
or a math teacher being cornered by a hyper-intense student strung out on caffeine who insists that
numbers are just an illusion, man!

Scientists do not consistently reopen the basic methodology of the scientific method; economists
are not continually overturning the essentials of their own profession - that human desires are
limitless, but all resources are limited - and doctors do not continually debate the value of the
Hippocratic Oath.

Surely, we can say, some basic aspects of human life can be accepted as given, so that we can have a
firm foundation to build our edifices of thought upon. There are certain kinds of philosophers who
will continually re-open the question of metaphysics and epistemology, and demand to know how
we know that we are not living in the dream of an existential demon, and that everything is a
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managed illusion, and that we may in fact be a brain in a tank in a form of Matrix! These sorts of
“thinkers” do bring up intellectually stimulating questions, to be sure, but there are very few of us
who do not inevitably shrug our shoulders after failing to penetrate this veil of ignorance, and shake
off the burden of these unanswerable questions, certain that we still have a life to live in the real
world, and that to sit and forever ponder these unanswerable questions would be to sink into a
form of hyper-intellectual coma.

Finally, let us suppose that it would be a good thing to get rid of the government - well, it might also
be nice if we could fly, breathe underwater and sneeze gold! An essential component of rational
prioritization is to recognize and separate the possible from the impossible. It may indeed be the
case that we live in the dream of a demon, but so what? What possible difference could it make to
our daily life if this were, or were not, the case? If it is utterly impossible to get rid of the
government - at least in our own lifetime - then isn’t it just a kind of narcissistic self-indulgence to
continue to play around with the idea as if it ever could be implemented? We could also theorize
that spending a solid week in zero gravity could be an excellent cure for lung cancer, but that would
scarcely help the people suffering in our own lifetime. Surely, those of us with the intellectual
abilities to traverse such endless abstractions should use our abilities for a more tangible and
immediate good, rather than perform the intellectual equivalent of inventing the inner workings of
Klingon biology.

We certainly do have the right to be skeptical about those who take their intellectual powers and
run off in hot pursuit of the impossible - what could possibly be their motivation? Why would
anyone want to get involved in a series of ideas that can never be achieved, that are alienating and
frus