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The Coming Anarchy
Robert D. Caplan

The Minister's eyes were like egg yolks, an aftereffect of
some of the many illnesses, malaria especially, endemic in
his country. There was also an irrefutable sadness in his
eyes. He spoke in a slow and creaking voice, the voice of
hope about to expire. Flame trees, coconut palms, and a
ballpoint-blue Atlantic composed the background. None
of it seemed beautiful, though. "In forty-five years I have
never seen things so bad. We did not manage ourselves
well after the British departed. But what we have now is
something worse — the revenge of the poor, of the social
failures, of the people least able to bring up children in a
modern society." Then he referred to the recent coup in
the West African country Sierra Leone. "The boys who
took power in Sierra Leone come from houses like this."
The Minister jabbed his finger at a corrugated metal
shack teeming with children. "In three months these boys
confiscated all the official Mercedes, Volvos, and BMWs
and willfully wrecked them on the road." The Minister
mentioned one of the coup's leaders, Solomon Anthony
Joseph Musa, who shot the people who had paid for his
schooling, "in order to erase the humiliation and mitigate
the power his middle-class sponsors held over him."

Tyranny is nothing new in Sierra Leone or in the rest of
West Africa. But it is now part and parcel of an increasing
lawlessness that is far more significant than any coup,
rebel incursion, or episodic experiment in democracy.
Crime was what my friend — a top-ranking African
official whose life would be threatened were I to identify
him more precisely — really wanted to talk about. Crime



is what makes West Africa a natural point of departure for
my report on what the political character of our planet is
likely to be in the twenty-first century.

The cities of West Africa at night are some of the unsafest
places in the world. Streets are unlit; the police often lack
gasoline for their vehicles; armed burglars, carjackers,
and muggers proliferate. "The government in Sierra
Leone has no writ after dark," says a foreign resident,
shrugging. When I was in the capital, Freetown, last
September, eight men armed with AK-47s broke into the
house of an American man. They tied him up and stole
everything of value. Forget Miami: direct flights between
the United States and the Murtala Muhammed Airport, in
neighboring Nigeria's largest city, Lagos, have been
suspended by order of the U.S. Secretary of
Transportation because of ineffective security at the
terminal and its environs. A State Department report
cited the airport for "extortion by law-enforcement and
immigration officials." This is one of the few times that
the U.S. government has embargoed a foreign airport for
reasons that are linked purely to crime. In Abidjan,
effectively the capital of the Cote d'Ivoire, or Ivory Coast,
restaurants have stick- and gun-wielding guards who
walk you the fifteen feet or so between your car and the
entrance, giving you an eerie taste of what American cities
might be like in the future. An Italian ambassador was
killed by gunfire when robbers invaded an Abidjan
restaurant. The family of the Nigerian ambassador was
tied up and robbed at gunpoint in the ambassador's
residence. After university students in the Ivory Coast
caught bandits who had been plaguing their dorms, they
executed them by hanging tires around their necks and
setting the tires on fire. In one instance Ivorian policemen
stood by and watched the "necklacings," afraid to



intervene. Each time I went to the Abidjan bus terminal,
groups of young men with restless, scanning eyes
surrounded my taxi, putting their hands all over the
windows, demanding "tips" for carrying my luggage even
though I had only a rucksack. In cities in six West African
countries I saw similar young men everywhere — hordes
of them. They were like loose molecules in a very unstable
social fluid, a fluid that was clearly on the verge of
igniting.

"You see," my friend the Minister told me, "in the villages
of Africa it is perfectly natural to feed at any table and
lodge in any hut. But in the cities this communal
existence no longer holds. You must pay for lodging and
be invited for food. When young men find out that their
relations cannot put them up, they become lost. They join
other migrants and slip gradually into the criminal
process."

"In the poor quarters of Arab North Africa," he continued,
"there is much less crime, because Islam provides a social
anchor: of education and indoctrination. Here in West
Africa we have a lot of superficial Islam and superficial
Christianity. Western religion is undermined by animist
beliefs not suitable to a moral society, because they are
based on irrational spirit power. Here spirits are used to
wreak vengeance by one person against another, or one
group against another." Many of the atrocities in the
Liberian civil war have been tied to belief in juju spirits,
and the BBC has reported, in its magazine Focus on
Africa, that in the civil fighting in adjacent Sierra Leone,
rebels were said to have "a young woman with them who
would go to the front naked, always walking backwards
and looking in a mirror to see where she was going. This
made her invisible, so that she could cross to the army's



positions and there bury charms... to improve the rebels'
chances of success."

Finally my friend the Minister mentioned polygamy.
Designed for a pastoral way of life, polygamy continues to
thrive in sub-Saharan Africa even though it is increasingly
uncommon in Arab North Africa. Most youths I met on
the road in West Africa told me that they were from
"extended" families, with a mother in one place and a
father in another. Translated to an urban environment,
loose family structures are largely responsible for the
world's highest birth rates and the explosion of the HIV
virus on the continent. Like the communalism and
animism, they provide a weak shield against the corrosive
social effects of life in cities. In those cities African culture
is being redefined while desertification and deforestation
— also tied to overpopulation — drive more and more
African peasants out of the countryside.

A Premonition of the Future

West Africa is becoming the symbol of worldwide
demographic, environmental, and societal stress, in
which criminal anarchy emerges as the real "strategic"
danger. Disease, overpopulation, unprovoked crime,
scarcity of resources, refugee migrations, the increasing
erosion of nation-states and international borders, and
the empowerment of private armies, security firms, and
international drug cartels are now most tellingly
demonstrated through a West African prism. West Africa
provides an appropriate introduction to the issues, often
extremely unpleasant to discuss, that will soon confront
our civilization. To remap the political earth the way it



will be a few decades hence — as I intend to do in this
article — I find I must begin with West Africa.

There is no other place on the planet where political maps
are so deceptive — where, in fact, they tell such lies — as
in West Africa. Start with Sierra Leone. According to the
map, it is a nation-state of defined borders, with a
government in control of its territory. In truth the Sierra
Leonian government, run by a twenty-seven-year-old
army captain, Valentine Strasser, controls Freetown by
day and by day also controls part of the rural interior. In
the government's territory the national army is an unruly
rabble threatening drivers and passengers at most
checkpoints. In the other part of the country units of two
separate armies from the war in Liberia have taken up
residence, as has an army of Sierra Leonian rebels. The
government force fighting the rebels is full of renegade
commanders who have aligned themselves with
disaffected village chiefs. A pre-modern formlessness
governs the battlefield, evoking the wars in medieval
Europe prior to the 1648 Peace of Westphalia, which
ushered in the era of organized nation-states.

As a consequence, roughly 400,000 Sierra Leonians are
internally displaced, 280,000 more have fled to
neighboring Guinea, and another 100,000 have fled to
Liberia, even as 400,000 Liberians have fled to Sierra
Leone. The third largest city in Sierra Leone, Gondama, is
a displaced-persons camp. With an additional 600,000
Liberians in Guinea and 250,000 in the Ivory Coast, the
borders dividing these four countries have become largely
meaningless. Even in quiet zones none of the
governments except the Ivory Coast's maintains the
schools, bridges, roads, and police forces in a manner
necessary for functional sovereignty. The Koranko ethnic



group in northeastern Sierra Leone does all its trading in
Guinea. Sierra Leonian diamonds are more likely to be
sold in Liberia than in Freetown. In the eastern provinces
of Sierra Leone you can buy Liberian beer but not the
local brand.

In Sierra Leone, as in Guinea, as in the Ivory Coast, as in
Ghana, most of the primary rain forest and the secondary
bush is being destroyed at an alarming rate. I saw
convoys of trucks bearing majestic hardwood trunks to
coastal ports. When Sierra Leone achieved its
independence, in 1961, as much as 60 percent of the
country was primary rainforest. Now six percent is. In the
Ivory Coast the proportion has fallen from 38 percent to
eight percent. The deforestation has led to soil erosion,
which has led to more flooding and more mosquitoes.
Virtually everyone in the West African interior has some
form of malaria.

Sierra Leone is a microcosm of what is occurring, albeit in
a more tempered and gradual manner, throughout West
Africa and much of the underdeveloped world: the
withering away of central governments, the rise of tribal
and regional domains, the unchecked spread of disease,
and the growing pervasiveness of war. West Africa is
reverting to the Africa of the Victorian atlas. It consists
now of a series of coastal trading posts, such as Freetown
and Conakry, and an interior that, owing to violence,
volatility, and disease, is again becoming, as Graham
Greene once observed, "blank" and "unexplored.”
However, whereas Greene's vision implies a certain
romance, as in the somnolent and charmingly seedy
Freetown of his celebrated novel The Heart of the Matter,
it is Thomas Malthus, the philosopher of demographic
doomsday, who is now the prophet of West Africa's



future. And West Africa's future, eventually, will also be
that of most of the rest of the world.

Consider "Chicago." I refer not to Chicago, Illinois, but to
a slum district of Abidjan, which the young toughs in the
area have named after the American city. ("Washington"
is another poor section of Abidjan.) Although Sierra
Leone is widely regarded as beyond salvage, the Ivory
Coast has been considered an African success story, and
Abidjan has been called "the Paris of West Africa."
Success, however, was built on two artificial factors: the
high price of cocoa, of which the Ivory Coast is the world's
leading producer, and the talents of a French expatriate
community, whose members have helped run the
government and the private sector. The expanding cocoa
economy made the Ivory Coast a magnet for migrant
workers from all over West Africa: between a third and a
half of the country's population is now non-Ivorian, and
the figure could be as high as 75 percent in Abidjan.
During the 1980s cocoa prices fell and the French began
to leave. The skyscrapers of the Paris of West Africa are a
facade. Perhaps 15 percent of Abidjan's population of
three million people live in shantytowns like Chicago and
Washington, and the vast majority live in places that are
not much better. Not all of these places appear on any of
the readily available maps. This is another indication of
how political maps are the products of tired conventional
wisdom and, in the Ivory Coast's case, of an elite that will
ultimately be forced to relinquish power.

Chicago, like more and more of Abidjan, is a slum in the
bush: a checkerwork of corrugated zinc roofs and walls
made of cardboard and black plastic wrap. It is located in
a gully teeming with coconut palms and oil palms, and is
ravaged by flooding. Few residents have easy access to
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electricity, a sewage system, or a clean water supply. The
crumbly red laterite earth crawls with foot-long lizards
both inside and outside the shacks. Children defecate in a
stream filled with garbage and pigs, droning with malarial
mosquitoes. In this stream women do the washing. Young
unemployed men spend their time drinking beer, palm
wine, and gin while gambling on pinball games
constructed out of rotting wood and rusty nails. These are
the same youths who rob houses in more prosperous
Ivorian neighborhoods at night. One man I met, Damba
Tesele, came to Chicago from Burkina Faso in 1963. A
cook by profession, he has four wives and thirty-two
children, not one of whom has made it to high school. He
has seen his shanty community destroyed by municipal
authorities seven times since coming to the area. Each
time he and his neighbors rebuild. Chicago is the latest
incarnation.

Fifty-five percent of the Ivory Coast's population is urban,
and the proportion is expected to reach 62 percent by
2000. The yearly net population growth is 3.6 percent.
This means that the Ivory Coast's 13.5 million people will
become 39 million by 2025, when much of the population
will consist of urbanized peasants like those of Chicago.
But don't count on the Ivory Coast's still existing then.
Chicago, which is more indicative of Africa's and the
Third World's demographic present — and even more of
the future — than any idyllic junglescape of women
balancing earthen jugs on their heads, illustrates why the
Ivory Coast, once a model of Third World success, is
becoming a case study in Third World catastrophe.

President Felix Houphouet-Boigny, who died last

December at the age of about ninety, left behind a weak
cluster of political parties and a leaden bureaucracy that
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discourages foreign investment. Because the military is
small and the non-Ivorian population large, there is
neither an obvious force to maintain order nor a sense of
nationhood that would lessen the need for such
enforcement. The economy has been shrinking since the
mid-1980s. Though the French are working assiduously
to preserve stability, the Ivory Coast faces a possibility
worse than a coup: an anarchic implosion of criminal
violence — an urbanized version of what has already
happened in Somalia. Or it may become an African
Yugoslavia, but one without mini-states to replace the
whole.

Because the demographic reality of West Africa is a
countryside draining into dense slums by the coast,
ultimately the region's rulers will come to reflect the
values of these shanty-towns. There are signs of this
already in Sierra Leone — and in Togo, where the dictator
Etienne Eyadema, in power since 1967, was nearly
toppled in 1991, not by democrats but by thousands of
youths whom the London-based magazine West Africa
described as "Soweto-like stone-throwing adolescents."
Their behavior may herald a regime more brutal than
Eyadema's repressive one.

The fragility of these West African "countries" impressed
itself on me when I took a series of bush taxis along the
Gulf of Guinea, from the Togolese capital of Lome, across
Ghana, to Abidjan. The 400-mile journey required two
full days of driving, because of stops at two border
crossings and an additional eleven customs stations, at
each of which my fellow passengers had their bags
searched. I had to change money twice and repeatedly fill
in currency-declaration forms. I had to bribe a Togolese
immigration official with the equivalent of eighteen
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dollars before he would agree to put an exit stamp on my
passport. Nevertheless, smuggling across these borders is
rampant. The London Observer has reported that in 1992
the equivalent of $856 million left West Africa for Europe
in the form of "hot cash" assumed to be laundered drug
money. International cartels have discovered the utility of
weak, financially strapped West African regimes.

The more fictitious the actual sovereignty, the more
severe border authorities seem to be in trying to prove
otherwise. Getting visas for these states can be as hard as
crossing their borders. The Washington embassies of
Sierra Leone and Guinea — the two poorest nations on
earth, according to a 1993 United Nations report on
"human development" — asked for letters from my bank
(in lieu of prepaid round-trip tickets) and also personal
references, in order to prove that I had sufficient means
to sustain myself during my visits. I was reminded of my
visa and currency hassles while traveling to the
communist states of Eastern Europe, particularly East
Germany and Czechoslovakia, before those states
collapsed.

Ali A. Mazrui, the director of the Institute of Global
Cultural Studies at the State University of New York at
Binghamton, predicts that West Africa — indeed, the
whole continent — is on the verge of large-scale border
upheaval. Mazrui writes, "In the 21st century France will
be withdrawing from West Africa as she gets increasingly
involved in the affairs [of Europe]. France's West African
sphere of influence will be filled by Nigeria — a more
natural hegemonic power.... It will be under those
circumstances that Nigeria's own boundaries are likely to
expand to incorporate the Republic of Niger (the Hausa
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link), the Republic of Benin (the Yoruba link) and
conceivably Cameroon."

The future could be more tumultuous, and bloodier, than
Mazrui dares to say. France will withdraw from former
colonies like Benin, Togo, Niger, and the Ivory Coast,
where it has been propping up local currencies. It will do
so not only because its attention will be diverted to new
challenges in Europe and Russia but also because
younger French officials lack the older generation's
emotional ties to the ex-colonies. However, even as
Nigeria attempts to expand, it, too, is likely to split into
several pieces. The State Department's Bureau of
Intelligence and Research recently made the following
points in an analysis of Nigeria: "Prospects for a
transition to civilian rule and democratization are slim....
The repressive apparatus of the state security service...
will be difficult for any future civilian government to
control.... The country is becoming increasingly
ungovernable.... Ethnic and regional splits are deepening,
a situation made worse by an increase in the number of
states from 19 to 30 and a doubling in the number of local
governing authorities; religious cleavages are more
serious; Muslim fundamentalism and evangelical
Christian militancy are on the rise; and northern Muslim
anxiety over southern [Christian] control of the economy
is intense... the will to keep Nigeria together is now very
weak."

Given that oil-rich Nigeria is a bellwether for the region —
its population of roughly 90 million equals the
populations of all the other West African states combined
— it is apparent that Africa faces cataclysms that could
make the Ethiopian and Somalian famines pale in
comparison. This is especially so because Nigeria's
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population, including that of its largest city, Lagos, whose
crime, pollution, and overcrowding make it the cliche par
excellence of Third World urban dysfunction, is set to
double during the next twenty-five years, while the
country continues to deplete its natural resources.

Part of West Africa's quandary is that although its
population belts are horizontal, with habitation densities
increasing as one travels south away from the Sahara and
toward the tropical abundance of the Atlantic littoral, the
borders erected by European colonialists are vertical, and
therefore at cross-purposes with demography and
topography. Satellite photos depict the same reality I
experienced in the bush taxi: the Lome-Abidjan coastal
corridor — indeed, the entire stretch of coast from
Abidjan eastward to Lagos — is one burgeoning
megalopolis that by any rational economic and
geographical standard should constitute a single
sovereignty, rather than the five (the Ivory Coast, Ghana,
Togo, Benin, and Nigeria) into which it is currently
divided.

As many internal African borders begin to crumble, a
more impenetrable boundary is being erected that
threatens to isolate the continent as a whole: the wall of
disease. Merely to visit West Africa in some degree of
safety, I spent about $500 for a hepatitis B vaccination
series and other disease prophylaxis. Africa may today be
more dangerous in this regard than it was in 1862, before
antibiotics, when the explorer Sir Richard Francis Burton
described the health situation on the continent as
"deadly, a Golgotha, a Jehannum." Of the approximately
12 million people worldwide whose blood is HIV-positive,
8 million are in Africa. In the capital of the Ivory Coast,
whose modern road system only helps to spread the
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disease, 10 percent of the population is HIV-positive. And
war and refugee movements help the virus break through
to more-remote areas of Africa. Alan Greenberg, M.D., a
representative of the Centers for Disease Control in
Abidjan, explains that in Africa the HIV virus and
tuberculosis are now "fast-forwarding each other." Of the
approximately 4,000 newly diagnosed tuberculosis
patients in Abidjan, 45 percent were also found to be
HIV-positive. As African birth rates soar and slums
proliferate, some experts worry that viral mutations and
hybridizations might, just conceivably, result in a form of
the AIDS virus that is easier to catch than the present
strain.

It is malaria that is most responsible for the disease wall
that threatens to separate Africa and other parts of the
Third World from more-developed regions of the planet
in the twenty-first century. Carried by mosquitoes,
malaria, unlike AIDS, is easy to catch. Most people in
sub-Saharan Africa have recurring bouts of the disease
throughout their entire lives, and it is mutating into
increasingly deadly forms. "The great gift of Malaria is
utter apathy," wrote Sir Richard Burton, accurately
portraying the situation in much of the Third World
today. Visitors to malaria-afflicted parts of the planet are
protected by a new drug, mefloquine, a side effect of
which is vivid, even violent, dreams. But a strain of
cerebral malaria resistant to mefloquine is now on the
offensive. Consequently, defending oneself against
malaria in Africa is becoming more and more like
defending oneself against violent crime. You engage in
"behavior modification": not going out at dusk, wearing
mosquito repellent all the time.
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And the cities keep growing. I got a general sense of the
future while driving from the airport to downtown
Conakry, the capital of Guinea. The forty-five-minute
journey in heavy traffic was through one never-ending
shantytown: a nightmarish Dickensian spectacle to which
Dickens himself would never have given credence. The
corrugated metal shacks and scabrous walls were coated
with black slime. Stores were built out of rusted shipping
containers, junked cars, and jumbles of wire mesh. The
streets were one long puddle of floating garbage.
Mosquitoes and flies were everywhere. Children, many of
whom had protruding bellies, seemed as numerous as
ants. When the tide went out, dead rats and the skeletons
of cars were exposed on the mucky beach. In twenty-eight
years Guinea's population will double if growth goes on at
current rates. Hardwood logging continues at a madcap
speed, and people flee the Guinean countryside for
Conakry. It seemed to me that here, as elsewhere in Africa
and the Third World, man is challenging nature far
beyond its limits, and nature is now beginning to take its
revenge.

Africa may be as relevant to the future character of world
politics as the Balkans were a hundred years ago, prior to
the two Balkan wars and the First World War. Then the
threat was the collapse of empires and the birth of nations
based solely on tribe. Now the threat is more elemental:
nature unchecked. Africa's immediate future could be
very bad. The coming upheaval, in which foreign
embassies are shut down, states collapse, and contact
with the outside world takes place through dangerous,
disease-ridden coastal trading posts, will loom large in
the century we are entering. (Nine of twenty-one U.S.
foreign-aid missions to be closed over the next three years
are in Africa — a prologue to a consolidation of U.S.
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embassies themselves.) Precisely because much of Africa
is set to go over the edge at a time when the Cold War has
ended, when environmental and demographic stress in
other parts of the globe is becoming critical, and when the
post-First World War system of nation-states — not just
in the Balkans but perhaps also in the Middle East — is
about to be toppled, Africa suggests what war, borders,
and ethnic politics will be like a few decades hence.

To understand the events of the next fifty years, then, one
must understand environmental scarcity, cultural and
racial clash, geographic destiny, and the transformation
of war. The order in which I have named these is not
accidental. Each concept except the first relies partly on
the one or ones before it, meaning that the last two — new
approaches to mapmaking and to warfare — are the most
important. They are also the least understood. I will now
look at each idea, drawing upon the work of specialists
and also my own travel experiences in various parts of the
globe besides Africa, in order to fill in the blanks of a new
political atlas.

The Environment as a Hostile Power

For a while the media will continue to ascribe riots and
other violent upheavals abroad mainly to ethnic and
religious conflict. But as these conflicts multiply, it will
become apparent that something else is afoot, making
more and more places like Nigeria, India, and Brazil
ungovernable.

Mention The Environment or "diminishing natural

resources” in foreign-policy circles and you meet a brick
wall of skepticism or boredom. To conservatives

18



especially, the very terms seem flaky. Public-policy
foundations have contributed to the lack of interest, by
funding narrowly focused environmental studies replete
with technical jargon which foreign-affairs experts just let
pile up on their desks.

It is time to understand The Environment for what it is:
the national-security issue of the early twenty-first
century. The political and strategic impact of surging
populations, spreading disease, deforestation and soil
erosion, water depletion, air pollution, and, possibly,
rising sea levels in critical, overcrowded regions like the
Nile Delta and Bangladesh — developments that will
prompt mass migrations and, in turn, incite group
conflicts — will be the core foreign-policy challenge from
which most others will ultimately emanate, arousing the
public and uniting assorted interests left over from the
Cold War. In the twenty-first century water will be in
dangerously short supply in such diverse locales as Saudi
Arabia, Central Asia, and the southwestern United States.
A war could erupt between Egypt and Ethiopia over Nile
River water. Even in Europe tensions have arisen between
Hungary and Slovakia over the damming of the Danube, a
classic case of how environmental disputes fuse with
ethnic and historical ones. The political scientist and
erstwhile Clinton adviser Michael Mandelbaum has said,
"We have a foreign policy today in the shape of a
doughnut — lots of peripheral interests but nothing at the
center." The environment, I will argue, is part of a
terrifying array of problems that will define a new threat
to our security, filling the hole in Mandelbaum's
doughnut and allowing a post- Cold War foreign policy to
emerge inexorably by need rather than by design.
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Our Cold War foreign policy truly began with George F.
Kennan's famous article, signed "X," published in Foreign
Affairs in July of 1947, in which Kennan argued for a
"firm and vigilant containment" of a Soviet Union that
was imperially, rather than ideologically, motivated. It
may be that our post-Cold War foreign policy will one day
be seen to have had its beginnings in an even bolder and
more detailed piece of written analysis: one that appeared
in the journal International Security. The article,
published in the fall of 1991 by Thomas Fraser
Homer-Dixon, who is the head of the Peace and Conflict
Studies Program at the University of Toronto, was titled
"On the Threshold: Environmental Changes as Causes of
Acute Conflict." Homer-Dixon has, more successfully
than other analysts, integrated two hitherto separate
fields — military-conflict studies and the study of the
physical environment.

In Homer-Dixon's view, future wars and civil violence will
often arise from scarcities of resources such as water,
cropland, forests, and fish. Just as there will be
environmentally driven wars and refugee flows, there will
be environmentally induced praetorian regimes — or, as
he puts it, "hard regimes." Countries with the highest
probability of acquiring hard regimes, according to
Homer-Dixon, are those that are threatened by a
declining resource base yet also have "a history of state
[read 'military'] strength." Candidates include Indonesia,
Brazil, and, of course, Nigeria. Though each of these
nations has exhibited democratizing tendencies of late,
Homer-Dixon argues that such tendencies are likely to be
superficial "epiphenomena" having nothing to do with
long-term processes that include soaring populations and
shrinking raw materials. Democracy is problematic;
scarcity is more certain.
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Indeed, the Saddam Husseins of the future will have
more, not fewer, opportunities. In addition to
engendering tribal strife, scarcer resources will place a
great strain on many peoples who never had much of a
democratic or institutional tradition to begin with. Over
the next fifty years the earth's population will soar from
5.5 billion to more than nine billion. Though optimists
have hopes for new resource technologies and
free-market development in the global village, they fail to
note that, as the National Academy of Sciences has
pointed out, 95 percent of the population increase will be
in the poorest regions of the world, where governments
now — just look at Africa — show little ability to function,
let alone to implement even marginal improvements.
Homer-Dixon writes, ominously, "Neo-Malthusians may
underestimate ~ human  adaptability in today's
environmental-social system, but as time passes their
analysis may become ever more compelling."

While a minority of the human population will be, as
Francis Fukuyama would put it, sufficiently sheltered so
as to enter a "post-historical" realm, living in cities and
suburbs in which the environment has been mastered and
ethnic animosities have been quelled by bourgeois
prosperity, an increasingly large number of people will be
stuck in history, living in shantytowns where attempts to
rise above poverty, cultural dysfunction, and ethnic strife
will be doomed by a lack of water to drink, soil to till, and
space to survive in. In the developing world
environmental stress will present people with a choice
that is increasingly among totalitarianism (as in Iraq),
fascist-tending mini-states (as in Serb-held Bosnia), and
road-warrior cultures (as in Somalia). Homer-Dixon
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concludes that "as environmental degradation proceeds,
the size of the potential social disruption will increase."

Tad Homer-Dixon is an unlikely Jeremiah. Today a
boyish thirty-seven, he grew up amid the sylvan majesty
of Vancouver Island, attending private day schools. His
speech is calm, perfectly even, and crisply enunciated.
There is nothing in his background or manner that would
indicate a bent toward pessimism. A Canadian Anglican
who spends his summers canoeing on the lakes of
northern Ontario, and who talks about the benign
mountains, black bears, and Douglas firs of his youth, he
is the opposite of the intellectually severe
neoconservative, the kind at home with conflict scenarios.
Nor is he an environmentalist who opposes development.
"My father was a logger who thought about ecologically
safe forestry before others," he says. "He logged, planted,
logged, and planted. He got out of the business just as the
issue was being polarized by environmentalists. They hate
changed ecosystems. But human beings, just by carrying
seeds around, change the natural world." As an only child
whose playground was a virtually untouched wilderness
and seacoast, Homer-Dixon has a familiarity with the
natural world that permits him to see a reality that most
policy analysts — children of suburbia and city streets —
are blind to.

"We need to bring nature back in," he argues. "We have to
stop separating politics from the physical world — the
climate, public health, and the environment." Quoting
Daniel Deudney, another pioneering expert on the
security aspects of the environment, Homer-Dixon says
that "for too long we've been prisoners of 'social-social'
theory, which assumes there are only social causes for
social and political changes, rather than natural causes,
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too. This social-social mentality emerged with the
Industrial Revolution, which separated us from nature.
But nature is coming back with a vengeance, tied to
population growth. It will have incredible security
implications.

"Think of a stretch limo in the potholed streets of New
York City, where homeless beggars live. Inside the limo
are the air-conditioned post-industrial regions of North
America, Europe, the emerging Pacific Rim, and a few
other isolated places, with their trade summitry and
computer-information highways. Outside is the rest of
mankind, going in a completely different direction."”

We are entering a bifurcated world. Part of the globe is
inhabited by Hegel's and Fukuyama's Last Man, healthy,
well fed, and pampered by technology. The other, larger,
part is inhabited by Hobbes's First Man, condemned to a
life that is "poor, nasty, brutish, and short." Although
both parts will be threatened by environmental stress, the
Last Man will be able to master it; the First Man will not.

The Last Man will adjust to the loss of underground water
tables in the western United States. He will build dikes to
save Cape Hatteras and the Chesapeake beaches from
rising sea levels, even as the Maldive Islands, off the coast
of India, sink into oblivion, and the shorelines of Egypt,
Bangladesh, and Southeast Asia recede, driving tens of
millions of people inland where there is no room for
them, and thus sharpening ethnic divisions.

Homer-Dixon points to a world map of soil degradation
in his Toronto office. "The darker the map color, the
worse the degradation,” he explains. The West African
coast, the Middle East, the Indian subcontinent, China,
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and Central America have the darkest shades, signifying
all manner of degradation, related to winds, chemicals,
and water problems. "The worst degradation is generally
where the population is highest. The population is
generally highest where the soil is the best. So we're
degrading earth's best soil."

China, in Homer-Dixon's view, is the quintessential
example of environmental degradation. Its current
economic "success" masks deeper problems. "China's
fourteen percent growth rate does not mean it's going to
be a world power. It means that coastal China, where the
economic growth is taking place, is joining the rest of the
Pacific Rim. The disparity with inland China is
intensifying." Referring to the environmental research of
his colleague, the Czech-born ecologist Vaclav Smil,
Homer-Dixon explains how the per capita availability of
arable land in interior China has rapidly declined at the
same time that the quality of that land has been destroyed
by deforestation, loss of topsoil, and salinization. He
mentions the loss and contamination of water supplies,
the exhaustion of wells, the plugging of irrigation systems
and reservoirs with eroded silt, and a population of 1.54
billion by the year 2025: it is a misconception that China
has gotten its population under control. Large-scale
population movements are under way, from inland China
to coastal China and from villages to cities, leading to a
crime surge like the one in Africa and to growing regional
disparities and conflicts in a land with a strong tradition
of warlordism and a weak tradition of central government
— again as in Africa. "We will probably see the center
challenged and fractured, and China will not remain the
same on the map," Homer-Dixon says.

24



Environmental scarcity will inflame existing hatreds and
affect power relationships, at which we now look.

Skinhead Cossacks, Juju Warriors

In the summer, 1993, issue of Foreign Affairs, Samuel P.
Huntington, of Harvard's Olin Institute for Strategic
Studies, published a thought-provoking article called
"The Clash of Civilizations?" The world, he argues, has
been moving during the course of this century from
nation-state conflict to ideological conflict to, finally,
cultural conflict. I would add that as refugee flows
increase and as peasants continue migrating to cities
around the world — turning them into sprawling villages
— national borders will mean less, even as more power
will fall into the hands of less educated, less sophisticated
groups. In the eyes of these uneducated but newly
empowered millions, the real borders are the most
tangible and intractable ones: those of culture and tribe.
Huntington writes, "First, differences among civilizations
are not only real; they are basic," involving, among other
things, history, language, and religion. "Second...
interactions between peoples of different civilizations are
increasing; these increasing interactions intensify
civilization consciousness." Economic modernization is
not necessarily a panacea, since it fuels individual and
group ambitions while weakening traditional loyalties to
the state. It is worth noting, for example, that it is
precisely the wealthiest and fastest-developing city in
India, Bombay, that has seen the worst intercommunal
violence between Hindus and Muslims. Consider that
Indian cities, like African and Chinese ones, are ecological
time bombs — Delhi and Calcutta, and also Beijing, suffer
the worst air quality of any cities in the world — and it is
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apparent how surging populations, environmental
degradation, and ethnic conflict are deeply related.

Huntington points to interlocking conflicts among Hindu,
Muslim, Slavic Orthodox, Western, Japanese, Confucian,
Latin American, and possibly African civilizations: for
instance, Hindus clashing with Muslims in India, Turkic
Muslims clashing with Slavic Orthodox Russians in
Central Asian cities, the West clashing with Asia. (Even in
the United States, African-Americans find themselves
besieged by an influx of competing Latinos.) Whatever
the laws, refugees find a way to crash official borders,
bringing their passions with them, meaning that Europe
and the United States will be weakened by cultural
disputes.

Because Huntington's brush is broad, his specifics are
vulnerable to attack. In a rebuttal of Huntington's
argument the Johns Hopkins professor Fouad Ajami, a
Lebanese-born Shi'ite who certainly knows the world
beyond suburbia, writes in the September-October, 1993,
issue of Foreign Affairs, "The world of Islam divides and
subdivides. The battle lines in the Caucasus... are not
coextensive with civilizational fault lines. The lines follow
the interests of states. Where Huntington sees a
civilizational duel between Armenia and Azerbaijan, the
Iranian state has cast religious zeal... to the wind... in that
battle the Iranians have tilted toward Christian Armenia."

True, Huntington's hypothesized war between Islam and
Orthodox Christianity is not borne out by the alliance
network in the Caucasus. But that is only because he has
misidentified which cultural war is occurring there. A
recent visit to Azerbaijan made clear to me that Azeri
Turks, the world's most secular Shi'ite Muslims, see their
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cultural identity in terms not of religion but of their
Turkic race. The Armenians, likewise, fight the Azeris not
because the latter are Muslims but because they are
Turks, related to the same Turks who massacred
Armenians in 1915. Turkic culture (secular and based on
languages employing a Latin script) is battling Iranian
culture (religiously militant as defined by Tehran, and
wedded to an Arabic script) across the whole swath of
Central Asia and the Caucasus. The Armenians are,
therefore, natural allies of their fellow Indo-Europeans
the Iranians.

Huntington is correct that the Caucasus is a flashpoint of
cultural and racial war. But, as Ajami observes,
Huntington's plate tectonics are too simple. Two months
of recent travel throughout Turkey revealed to me that
although the Turks are developing a deep distrust,
bordering on hatred, of fellow-Muslim Iran, they are also,
especially in the shantytowns that are coming to
dominate Turkish public opinion, revising their group
identity, increasingly seeing themselves as Muslims being
deserted by a West that does little to help besieged
Muslims in Bosnia and that attacks Turkish Muslims in
the streets of Germany.

In other words, the Balkans, a powder keg for
nation-state war at the beginning of the twentieth
century, could be a powder keg for cultural war at the
turn of the twenty-first: between Orthodox Christianity
(represented by the Serbs and a classic Byzantine
configuration of Greeks, Russians, and Romanians) and
the House of Islam. Yet in the Caucasus that House of
Islam is falling into a clash between Turkic and Iranian
civilizations. Ajami asserts that this very subdivision, not
to mention all the divisions within the Arab world,
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indicates that the West, including the United States, is
not threatened by Huntington's scenario. As the Gulf War
demonstrated, the West has proved capable of playing
one part of the House of Islam against another.

True. However, whether he is aware of it or not, Ajami is
describing a world even more dangerous than the one
Huntington envisions, especially when one takes into
account Homer-Dixon's research on environmental
scarcity. Outside the stretch limo would be a rundown,
crowded planet of skinhead Cossacks and juju warriors,
influenced by the worst refuse of Western pop culture and
ancient tribal hatreds, and battling over scraps of
overused earth in guerrilla conflicts that ripple across
continents and intersect in no discernible pattern —
meaning there's no easy-to-define threat. Kennan's world
of one adversary seems as distant as the world of
Herodotus.

Most people believe that the political earth since 1989 has
undergone immense change. But it is minor compared
with what is yet to come. The breaking apart and
remaking of the atlas is only now beginning. The crack-up
of the Soviet empire and the coming end of Arab-Israeli
military confrontation are merely prologues to the really
big changes that lie ahead. Michael Vlahos, a long-range
thinker for the U.S. Navy, warns, "We are not in charge of
the environment and the world is not following us. It is
going in many directions. Do not assume that democratic
capitalism is the last word in human social evolution.”

Before addressing the questions of maps and of warfare, I

want to take a closer look at the interaction of religion,
culture, demographic shifts, and the distribution of
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natural resources in a specific area of the world: the
Middle East.

The Past is Dead

Built on steep, muddy hills, the shantytowns of Ankara,
the Turkish capital, exude visual drama. Altindag, or
"Golden Mountain," is a pyramid of dreams, fashioned
from cinder blocks and corrugated iron, rising as though
each shack were built on top of another, all reaching
awkwardly and painfully toward heaven — the heaven of
wealthier Turks who live elsewhere in the city. Nowhere
else on the planet have I found such a poignant
architectural symbol of man's striving, with gaps in house
walls plugged with rusted cans, and leeks and onions
growing on verandas assembled from planks of rotting
wood. For reasons that I will explain, the Turkish
shacktown is a psychological universe away from the
African one.

To see the twenty-first century truly, one's eyes must
learn a different set of aesthetics. One must reject the
overly stylized images of travel magazines, with their
inviting photographs of exotic villages and glamorous
downtowns. There are far too many millions whose
dreams are more vulgar, more real — whose raw energies
and desires will overwhelm the visions of the elites,
remaking the future into something frighteningly new.
But in Turkey I learned that shantytowns are not all bad.

Slum quarters in Abidjan terrify and repel the outsider. In
Turkey it is the opposite. The closer I got to Golden
Mountain the better it looked, and the safer I felt. I had
$1,500 worth of Turkish lira in one pocket and $1,000 in
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traveler's checks in the other, yet I felt no fear. Golden
Mountain was a real neighborhood. The inside of one
house told the story: The architectural bedlam of cinder
block and sheet metal and cardboard walls was deceiving.
Inside was a home — order, that is, bespeaking dignity. I
saw a working refrigerator, a television, a wall cabinet
with a few books and lots of family pictures, a few plants
by a window, and a stove. Though the streets become
rivers of mud when it rains, the floors inside this house
were spotless.

Other houses were like this too. Schoolchildren ran along
with briefcases strapped to their backs, trucks delivered
cooking gas, a few men sat inside a cafe sipping tea. One
man sipped beer. Alcohol is easy to obtain in Turkey, a
secular state where 99 percent of the population is
Muslim. Yet there is little problem of alcoholism. Crime
against persons is infinitesimal. Poverty and illiteracy are
watered-down versions of what obtains in Algeria and
Egypt (to say nothing of West Africa), making it that
much harder for religious extremists to gain a foothold.

My point in bringing up a rather wholesome, crime-free
slum is this: its existence demonstrates how formidable is
the fabric of which Turkish Muslim culture is made. A
culture this strong has the potential to dominate the
Middle East once again. Slums are litmus tests for innate
cultural strengths and weaknesses. Those peoples whose
cultures can harbor extensive slum life without
decomposing will be, relatively speaking, the future's
winners. Those whose cultures cannot will be the future's
victims. Slums — in the sociological sense — do not exist
in Turkish cities. The mortar between people and family
groups is stronger here than in Africa. Resurgent Islam
and Turkic cultural identity have produced a civilization
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with natural muscle tone. Turks, history's perennial
nomads, take disruption in stride.

The future of the Middle East is quietly being written
inside the heads of Golden Mountain's inhabitants. Think
of an Ottoman military encampment on the eve of the
destruction of Greek Constantinople in 1453. That is
Golden Mountain. "We brought the village here. But in
the village we worked harder — in the field, all day. So we
couldn't fast during [the holy month of] Ramadan. Here
we fast. Here we are more religious." Aishe Tanrikulu,
along with half a dozen other women, was stuffing rice
into vine leaves from a crude plastic bowl. She asked me
to join her under the shade of a piece of sheet metal. Each
of these women had her hair covered by a kerchief. In the
city they were encountering television for the first time.
"We are traditional, religious people. The programs
offend us," Aishe said. Another woman complained about
the schools. Though her children had educational options
unavailable in the village, they had to compete with
wealthier, secular Turks. "The kids from rich families with
connections — they get all the places." More
opportunities, more tensions, in other words.

My guidebook to Golden Mountain was an untypical one:
Tales From the Garbage Hills, a brutally realistic novel
by a Turkish writer, Latife Tekin, about life in the
shantytowns, which in Turkey are called gecekondus
("built in a night"). "He listened to the earth and wept
unceasingly for water, for work and for the cure of the
illnesses spread by the garbage and the factory waste,"
Tekin writes. In the most revealing passage of Tales From
the Garbage Hills the squatters are told "about a certain
'Ottoman Empire'... that where they now lived there had
once been an empire of this name." This history
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"confounded" the squatters. It was the first they had
heard of it. Though one of them knew "that his
grandfather and his dog died fighting the Greeks,"
nationalism and an encompassing sense of Turkish
history are the province of the Turkish middle and upper
classes, and of foreigners like me who feel required to
have a notion of "Turkey."

But what did the Golden Mountain squatters know about
the armies of Turkish migrants that had come before their
own — namely, Seljuks and Ottomans? For these recently
urbanized peasants, and their counterparts in Africa, the
Arab world, India, and so many other places, the world is
new, to adapt V. S. Naipaul's phrase. As Naipaul wrote of
urban refugees in India: A Wounded Civilization, "They
saw themselves at the beginning of things:
unaccommodated men making a claim on their land for
the first time, and out of chaos evolving their own
philosophy of community and self-help. For them the
past was dead; they had left it behind in the villages."

Everywhere in the developing world at the turn of the
twenty-first century these new men and women, rushing
into the cities, are remaking civilizations and redefining
their identities in terms of religion and tribal ethnicity
which do not coincide with the borders of existing states.

In Turkey several things are happening at once. In 1980,
44 percent of Turks lived in cities; in 1990 it was 61
percent. By the year 2000 the figure is expected to be 67
percent. Villages are emptying out as concentric rings of
gecekondu developments grow around Turkish cities.
This is the real political and demographic revolution in
Turkey and elsewhere, and foreign correspondents
usually don't write about it.
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Whereas rural poverty is age-old and almost a "normal”
part of the social fabric, urban poverty is socially
destabilizing. As Iran has shown, Islamic extremism is the
psychological defense mechanism of many urbanized
peasants threatened with the loss of traditions in
pseudo-modern cities where their values are under
attack, where basic services like water and electricity are
unavailable, and where they are assaulted by a physically
unhealthy environment. The American ethnologist and
orientalist Carleton Stevens Coon wrote in 1951 that Islam
"has made possible the optimum survival and happiness
of millions of human beings in an increasingly
impoverished environment over a fourteen-hundred-year
period." Beyond its stark, clearly articulated message,
Islam's very militancy makes it attractive to the
downtrodden. It is the one religion that is prepared to
fight. A political era driven by environmental stress,
increased cultural sensitivity, unregulated urbanization,
and refugee migrations is an era divinely created for the
spread and intensification of Islam, already the world's
fastest-growing religion. (Though Islam is spreading in
West Africa, it is being hobbled by syncretization with
animism: this makes new converts less apt to become
anti-Western extremists, but it also makes for a weakened
version of the faith, which is less effective as an antidote
to crime.)

In Turkey, however, Islam is painfully and awkwardly
forging a consensus with modernization, a trend that is
less apparent in the Arab and Persian worlds (and
virtually invisible in Africa). In Iran the oil boom —
because it put development and urbanization on a fast
track, making the culture shock more intense — fueled
the 1978 Islamic Revolution. But Turkey, unlike Iran and
the Arab world, has little oil. Therefore its development
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and urbanization have been more gradual. Islamists have
been integrated into the parliamentary system for
decades. The tensions I noticed in Golden Mountain are
natural, creative ones: the kind immigrants face the world
over. While the world has focused on religious perversity
in Algeria, a nation rich in natural gas, and in Egypt, parts
of whose capital city, Cairo, evince worse crowding than I
have seen even in Calcutta, Turkey has been living
through the Muslim equivalent of the Protestant
Reformation.

Resource distribution is strengthening Turks in another
way vis-a-vis Arabs and Persians. Turks may have little
oil, but their Anatolian heartland has lots of water — the
most important fluid of the twenty-first century. Turkey's
Southeast Anatolia Project, involving twenty-two major
dams and irrigation systems, is impounding the waters of
the Tigris and Euphrates rivers. Much of the water that
Arabs and perhaps Israelis will need to drink in the future
is controlled by Turks. The project's centerpiece is the
mile-wide, sixteen-story Ataturk Dam, upon which are
emblazoned the words of modern Turkey's founder: "Ne
Mutlu Turkum Diyene" ("Lucky is the one who is a
Turk").

Unlike Egypt's Aswan High Dam, on the Nile, and Syria's
Revolution Dam, on the Euphrates, both of which were
built largely by Russians, the Ataturk Dam is a
predominantly Turkish affair, with Turkish engineers and
companies in charge. On a recent visit my eyes took in the
immaculate offices and their gardens, the high-voltage
electric grids and phone switching stations, the dizzying
sweep of giant humming transformers, the
poured-concrete spillways, and the prim unfolding
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suburbia, complete with schools, for dam employees. The
emerging power of the Turks was palpable.

Erduhan Bayindir, the site manager at the dam, told me
that "while oil can be shipped abroad to enrich only elites,
water has to be spread more evenly within the society.... It
is true, we can stop the flow of water into Syria and Iraq
for up to eight months without the same water
overflowing our dams, in order to regulate their political
behavior."

Power is certainly moving north in the Middle East, from
the oil fields of Dhahran, on the Persian Gulf, to the water
plain of Harran, in southern Anatolia — near the site of
the Ataturk Dam. But will the nation-state of Turkey, as
presently constituted, be the inheritor of this wealth?

I very much doubt it.

The Lies of Mapmakers

Whereas West Africa represents the least stable part of
political reality outside Homer-Dixon's stretch limo,
Turkey, an organic outgrowth of two Turkish empires that
ruled Anatolia for 850 years, has been among the most
stable. Turkey's borders were established not by colonial
powers but in a war of independence, in the early 1920s.
Kemal Ataturk provided Turkey with a secular
nation-building myth that most Arab and African states,
burdened by artificially drawn borders, lack. That lack
will leave many Arab states defenseless against a wave of
Islam that will eat away at their legitimacy and frontiers
in coming years. Yet even as regards Turkey, maps
deceive.
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It is not only African shantytowns that don't appear on
urban maps. Many shantytowns in Turkey and elsewhere
are also missing — as are the considerable territories
controlled by guerrilla armies and urban mafias.
Traveling with Eritrean guerrillas in what, according to
the map, was northern Ethiopia, traveling in "northern
Iraq" with Kurdish guerrillas, and staying in a hotel in the
Caucasus controlled by a local mafia — to say nothing of
my experiences in West Africa — led me to develop a
healthy skepticism toward maps, which, I began to
realize, create a conceptual barrier that prevents us from
comprehending the political crack-up just beginning to
occur worldwide.

Consider the map of the world, with its 190 or so
countries, each signified by a bold and uniform color: this
map, with which all of us have grown up, is generally an
invention of modernism, specifically of European
colonialism. Modernism, in the sense of which I speak,
began with the rise of nation-states in Europe and was
confirmed by the death of feudalism at the end of the
Thirty Years' War — an event that was interposed
between the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, which
together gave birth to modern science. People were
suddenly flush with an enthusiasm to categorize, to
define. The map, based on scientific techniques of
measurement, offered a way to classify new national
organisms, making a jigsaw puzzle of neat pieces without
transition zones between them. Frontier is itself a modern
concept that didn't exist in the feudal mind. And as
European nations carved out far-flung domains at the
same time that print technology was making the
reproduction of maps cheaper, cartography came into its
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own as a way of creating facts by ordering the way we look
at the world.

In his book Imagined Communities: Reflections on the
Origin and Spread of Nationalism, Benedict Anderson,
of Cornell University, demonstrates that the map enabled
colonialists to think about their holdings in terms of a
"totalizing classificatory grid.... It was bounded,
determinate, and therefore — in principle — countable."
To the colonialist, country maps were the equivalent of an
accountant's ledger books. Maps, Anderson explains,
"shaped the grammar" that would make possible such
questionable concepts as Iraq, Indonesia, Sierra Leone,
and Nigeria. The state, recall, is a purely Western notion,
one that until the twentieth century applied to countries
covering only three percent of the earth's land area. Nor is
the evidence compelling that the state, as a governing
ideal, can be successfully transported to areas outside the
industrialized world. Even the United States of America,
in the words of one of our best living poets, Gary Snyder,
consists of "arbitrary and inaccurate impositions on what
is really here."

Yet this inflexible, artificial reality staggers on, not only in
the United Nations but in various geographic and travel
publications (themselves by-products of an age of elite
touring which colonialism made possible) that still report
on and photograph the world according to "country."
Newspapers, this magazine, and this writer are not
innocent of the tendency.

According to the map, the great hydropower complex
emblemized by the Ataturk Dam is situated in Turkey.
Forget the map. This southeastern region of Turkey is
populated almost completely by Kurds. About half of the
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world's 20 million Kurds live in "Turkey." The Kurds are
predominant in an ellipse of territory that overlaps not
only with Turkey but also with Iraq, Iran, Syria, and the
former Soviet Union. The Western-enforced Kurdish
enclave in northern Iraq, a consequence of the 1991 Gulf
War, has already exposed the fictitious nature of that
supposed nation-state.

On a recent visit to the Turkish-Iranian border, it
occurred to me what a risky idea the nation-state is. Here
I was on the legal fault line between two clashing
civilizations, Turkic and Iranian. Yet the reality was more
subtle: as in West Africa, the border was porous and
smuggling abounded, but here the people doing the
smuggling, on both sides of the border, were Kurds. In
such a moonscape, over which peoples have migrated and
settled in patterns that obliterate borders, the end of the
Cold War will bring on a cruel process of natural selection
among existing states. No longer will these states be so
firmly propped up by the West or the Soviet Union.
Because the Kurds overlap with nearly everybody in the
Middle East, on account of their being cheated out of a
state in the post-First World War peace treaties, they are
emerging, in effect, as the natural selector — the ultimate
reality check. They have destabilized Iraq and may
continue to disrupt states that do not offer them adequate
breathing space, while strengthening states that do.

Because the Turks, owing to their water resources, their
growing economy, and the social cohesion evinced by the
most crime-free slums I have encountered, are on the
verge of big-power status, and because the 10 million
Kurds within Turkey threaten that status, the outcome of
the Turkish-Kurdish dispute will be more critical to the
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future of the Middle East than the eventual outcome of
the recent Israeli-Palestinian agreement.

America's fascination with the Israeli-Palestinian issue,
coupled with its lack of interest in the Turkish-Kurdish
one, is a function of its own domestic and ethnic
obsessions, not of the cartographic reality that is about to
transform the Middle East. The diplomatic process
involving Israelis and Palestinians will, I believe, have
little effect on the early- and mid-twenty-first-century
map of the region. Israel, with a 6.6 percent economic
growth rate based increasingly on high-tech exports, is
about to enter Homer-Dixon's stretch limo, fortified by a
well-defined political community that is an organic
outgrowth of history and ethnicity. Like prosperous and
peaceful Japan on the one hand, and war-torn and
poverty-wracked Armenia on the other, Israel is a classic
national-ethnic organism. Much of the Arab world,
however, will undergo alteration, as Islam spreads across
artificial frontiers, fueled by mass migrations into the
cities and a soaring birth rate of more than 3.2 percent.
Seventy percent of the Arab population has been born
since 1970 — youths with little historical memory of
anticolonial independence struggles, postcolonial
attempts at nation-building, or any of the Arab-Israeli
wars. The most distant recollection of these youths will be
the West's humiliation of colonially invented Iraq in 1991.
Today seventeen out of twenty-two Arab states have a
declining gross national product; in the next twenty years,
at current growth rates, the population of many Arab
countries will double. These states, like most African
ones, will be ungovernable through conventional secular
ideologies. The Middle East analyst Christine M. Helms
explains, "Declaring Arab nationalism "bankrupt," the
political "disinherited" are not rationalizing the failure of
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Arabism... or reformulating it. Alternative solutions are
not contemplated. They have simply opted for the
political paradigm at the other end of the political
spectrum with which they are familiar — Islam."

Like the borders of West Africa, the colonial borders of
Syria, Iraq, Jordan, Algeria, and other Arab states are
often contrary to cultural and political reality. As state
control mechanisms wither in the face of environmental
and demographic stress, "hard" Islamic city-states or
shantytown-states are likely to emerge. The fiction that
the impoverished city of Algiers, on the Mediterranean,
controls Tamanrasset, deep in the Algerian Sahara,
cannot obtain forever. Whatever the outcome of the peace
process, Israel is destined to be a Jewish ethnic fortress
amid a vast and volatile realm of Islam. In that realm, the
violent youth culture of the Gaza shantytowns may be
indicative of the coming era.

The destiny of Turks and Kurds is far less certain, but far
more relevant to the kind of map that will explain our
future world. The Kurds suggest a geographic reality that
cannot be shown in two-dimensional space. The issue in
Turkey is not simply a matter of giving autonomy or even
independence to Kurds in the southeast. This isn't the
Balkans or the Caucasus, where regions are merely
subdividing into smaller units, Abkhazia breaking off
from Georgia, and so on. Federalism is not the answer.
Kurds are found everywhere in Turkey, including the
shanty districts of Istanbul and Ankara. Turkey's problem
is that its Anatolian land mass is the home of two cultures
and languages, Turkish and Kurdish. Identity in Turkey,
as in India, Africa, and elsewhere, is more complex and
subtle than conventional cartography can display.
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A New Kind of War

To appreciate fully the political and cartographic
implications of postmodernism — an epoch of themeless
juxtapositions, in which the classificatory grid of
nation-states is going to be replaced by a jagged-glass
pattern of city-states, shanty-states, nebulous and
anarchic regionalisms — it is necessary to consider,
finally, the whole question of war.

"Oh, what a relief to fight, to fight enemies who defend
themselves, enemies who are awake!" Andre Malraux
wrote in Man's Fate. I cannot think of a more suitable
battle cry for many combatants in the early decades of the
twenty-first century. The intense savagery of the fighting
in such diverse cultural settings as Liberia, Bosnia, the
Caucasus, and Sri Lanka — to say nothing of what obtains
in American inner cities — indicates something very
troubling that those of us inside the stretch limo,
concerned with issues like middle-class entitlements and
the future of interactive cable television, lack the stomach
to contemplate. It is this: a large number of people on this
planet, to whom the comfort and stability of a
middle-class life is utterly unknown, find war and a
barracks existence a step up rather than a step down.

"Just as it makes no sense to ask 'why people eat' or 'what
they sleep for,"
historian at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, in The
Transformation of War, "so fighting in many ways is not
a means but an end. Throughout history, for every person
who has expressed his horror of war there is another who
found in it the most marvelous of all the experiences that
are vouchsafed to man, even to the point that he later
spent a lifetime boring his descendants by recounting his

writes Martin van Creveld, a military
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exploits." When I asked Pentagon officials about the
nature of war in the twenty-first century, the answer I
frequently got was "Read Van Creveld." The top brass are
enamored of this historian not because his writings justify
their existence but, rather, the opposite: Van Creveld
warns them that huge state military machines like the
Pentagon's are dinosaurs about to go extinct, and that
something far more terrible awaits us.

The degree to which Van Creveld's Transformation of
War complements Homer-Dixon's work on the
environment, Huntington's thoughts on cultural clash,
my own realizations in traveling by foot, bus, and bush
taxi in more than sixty countries, and America's sobering
comeuppances in intractable-culture zones like Haiti and
Somalia is startling. The book begins by demolishing the
notion that men don't like to fight. "By compelling the
senses to focus themselves on the here and now," Van
Creveld writes, war "can cause a man to take his leave of
them." As anybody who has had experience with Chetniks
in Serbia, "technicals" in Somalia, Tontons Macoutes in
Haiti, or soldiers in Sierra Leone can tell you, in places
where the Western Enlightenment has not penetrated
and where there has always been mass poverty, people
find liberation in violence. In Afghanistan and elsewhere,
I vicariously experienced this phenomenon: worrying
about mines and ambushes frees you from worrying
about mundane details of daily existence. If my own
experience is too subjective, there is a wealth of data
showing the sheer frequency of war, especially in the
developing world since the Second World War. Physical
aggression is a part of being human. Only when people
attain a certain economic, educational, and cultural
standard is this trait tranquilized. In light of the fact that
95 percent of the earth's population growth will be in the
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poorest areas of the globe, the question is not whether
there will be war (there will be a lot of it) but what kind of
war. And who will fight whom?

Debunking the great military strategist Carl von
Clausewitz, Van Creveld, who may be the most original
thinker on war since that early-nineteenth-century
Prussian, writes, "Clausewitz's ideas... were wholly rooted
in the fact that, ever since 1648, war had been waged
overwhelmingly by states." But, as Van Creveld explains,
the period of nation-states and, therefore, of state conflict
is now ending, and with it the clear "threefold division
into government, army, and people" which state-directed
wars enforce. Thus, to see the future, the first step is to
look back to the past immediately prior to the birth of
modernism — the wars in medieval Europe which began
during the Reformation and reached their culmination in
the Thirty Years' War.

Van Creveld writes, "In all these struggles political, social,
economic, and religious motives were hopelessly
entangled. Since this was an age when armies consisted of
mercenaries, all were also attended by swarms of military
entrepreneurs.... Many of them paid little but lip service
to the organizations for whom they had contracted to
fight. Instead, they robbed the countryside on their own
behalf...."

"Given such conditions, any fine distinctions... between
armies on the one hand and peoples on the other were
bound to break down. Engulfed by war, civilians suffered
terrible atrocities."

Back then, in other words, there was no Politics as we
have come to understand the term, just as there is less
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and less Politics today in Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia,
Sri Lanka, the Balkans, and the Caucasus, among other
places.

Because, as Van Creveld notes, the radius of trust within
tribal societies is narrowed to one's immediate family and
guerrilla comrades, truces arranged with one Bosnian
commander, say, may be broken immediately by another
Bosnian commander. The plethora of short-lived
ceasefires in the Balkans and the Caucasus constitute
proof that we are no longer in a world where the old rules
of state warfare apply. More evidence is provided by the
destruction of medieval monuments in the Croatian port
of Dubrovnik: when cultures, rather than states, fight,
then cultural and religious monuments are weapons of
war, making them fair game.

Also, war-making entities will no longer be restricted to a
specific territory. Loose and shadowy organisms such as
Islamic terrorist organizations suggest why borders will
mean increasingly little and sedimentary layers of
tribalistic identity and control will mean more. "From the
vantage point of the present, there appears every prospect
that religious... fanaticisms will play a larger role in the
motivation of armed conflict" in the West than at any
time "for the last 300 years," Van Creveld writes. This is
why analysts like Michael Vlahos are closely monitoring
religious cults. Vlahos says, "An ideology that challenges
us may not take familiar form, like the old Nazis or
Commies. It may not even engage us initially in ways that
fit old threat markings." Van Creveld concludes, "Armed
conflict will be waged by men on earth, not robots in
space. It will have more in common with the struggles of
primitive tribes than with large-scale conventional war."
While another military historian, John Keegan, in his new
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book A History of Warfare, draws a more benign portrait
of primitive man, it is important to point out that what
Van Creveld really means is re-primitivized man: warrior
societies operating at a time of unprecedented resource
scarcity and planetary overcrowding.

Van Creveld's pre-Westphalian vision of worldwide
low-intensity conflict is not a superficial "back to the
future" scenario. First of all, technology will be used
toward primitive ends. In Liberia the guerrilla leader
Prince Johnson didn't just cut off the ears of President
Samuel Doe before Doe was tortured to death in 1990 —
Johnson made a video of it, which has -circulated
throughout West Africa. In December of 1992, when
plotters of a failed coup against the Strasser regime in
Sierra Leone had their ears cut off at Freetown's
Hamilton Beach prior to being killed, it was seen by many
to be a copycat execution. Considering, as I've explained
earlier, that the Strasser regime is not really a
government and that Sierra Leone is not really a
nation-state, listen closely to Van Creveld: "Once the legal
monopoly of armed force, long claimed by the state, is
wrested out of its hands, existing distinctions between
war and crime will break down much as is already the
case today in... Lebanon, Sri Lanka, El Salvador, Peru, or
Colombia."

If crime and war become indistinguishable, then
"national defense" may in the future be viewed as a local
concept. As crime continues to grow in our cities and the
ability of state governments and criminal-justice systems
to protect their citizens diminishes, urban crime may,
according to Van Creveld, "develop into low-intensity
conflict by coalescing along racial, religious, social, and
political lines." As small-scale violence multiplies at home

45



and abroad, state armies will continue to shrink, being
gradually replaced by a booming private security
business, as in West Africa, and by urban mafias,
especially in the former communist world, who may be
better equipped than municipal police forces to grant
physical protection to local inhabitants.

Future wars will be those of communal survival,
aggravated or, in many cases, caused by environmental
scarcity. These wars will be subnational, meaning that it
will be hard for states and local governments to protect
their own citizens physically. This is how many states will
ultimately die. As state power fades — and with it the
state's ability to help weaker groups within society, not to
mention other states — peoples and cultures around the
world will be thrown back upon their own strengths and
weaknesses, with fewer equalizing mechanisms to protect
them. Whereas the distant future will probably see the
emergence of a racially hybrid, globalized man, the
coming decades will see us more aware of our differences
than of our similarities. To the average person, political
values will mean less, personal security more. The belief
that we are all equal is liable to be replaced by the
overriding obsession of the ancient Greek travelers: Why
the differences between peoples?

The Last Map

In Geography and the Human Spirit, Anne Buttimer, a
professor at University College, Dublin, recalls the work
of an early-nineteenth-century German geographer, Carl
Ritter, whose work implied "a divine plan for humanity"
based on regionalism and a constant, living flow of forms.
The map of the future, to the extent that a map is even
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possible, will represent a perverse twisting of Ritter's
vision. Imagine cartography in three dimensions, as if in a
hologram. In this hologram would be the overlapping
sediments of group and other identities atop the merely
two-dimensional color markings of city-states and the
remaining nations, themselves confused in places by
shadowy tentacles, hovering overhead, indicating the
power of drug cartels, mafias, and private security
agencies. Instead of borders, there would be moving
"centers" of power, as in the Middle Ages. Many of these
layers would be in motion. Replacing fixed and abrupt
lines on a flat space would be a shifting pattern of buffer
entities, like the Kurdish and Azeri buffer entities
between Turkey and Iran, the Turkic Uighur buffer entity
between Central Asia and Inner China (itself distinct from
coastal China), and the Latino buffer entity replacing a
precise U.S.-Mexican border. To this protean
cartographic hologram one must add other factors, such
as migrations of populations, explosions of birth rates,
vectors of disease. Henceforward the map of the world
will never be static. This future map — in a sense, the
"Last Map" — will be an ever-mutating representation of
chaos.

The Indian subcontinent offers examples of what is
happening. For different reasons, both India and Pakistan
are increasingly dysfunctional. The argument over
democracy in these places is less and less relevant to the
larger issue of governability. In India's case the question
arises, Is one unwieldy bureaucracy in New Delhi the best
available mechanism for promoting the lives of 866
million people of diverse languages, religions, and ethnic
groups? In 1950, when the Indian population was much
less than half as large and nation-building idealism was
still strong, the argument for democracy was more
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impressive than it is now. Given that in 2025 India's
population could be close to 1.5 billion, that much of its
economy rests on a shrinking natural-resource base,
including dramatically declining water levels, and that
communal violence and urbanization are spiraling
upward, it is difficult to imagine that the Indian state will
survive the next century. India's oft-trumpeted Green
Revolution has been achieved by overworking its
croplands and depleting its watershed. Norman Myers, a
British development consultant, worries that Indians
have "been feeding themselves today by borrowing
against their children's food sources."

Pakistan's problem is more basic still: like much of Africa,
the country makes no geographic or demographic sense.
It was founded as a homeland for the Muslims of the
subcontinent, yet there are more subcontinental Muslims
outside Pakistan than within it. Like Yugoslavia, Pakistan
is a patchwork of ethnic groups, increasingly in violent
conflict with one another. While the Western media
gushes over the fact that the country has a woman Prime
Minister, Benazir Bhutto, Karachi is becoming a
subcontinental version of Lagos. In eight visits to
Pakistan, I have never gotten a sense of a cohesive
national identity. With as much as 65 percent of its land
dependent on intensive irrigation, with wide-scale
deforestation, and with a yearly population growth of 2.7
percent (which ensures that the amount of cultivated land
per rural inhabitant will plummet), Pakistan is becoming
a more and more desperate place. As irrigation in the
Indus River basin intensifies to serve two growing
populations, Muslim-Hindu strife over falling water
tables may be unavoidable.

48



"India and Pakistan will probably fall apart,”
Homer-Dixon predicts. "Their secular governments have
less and less legitimacy as well as less management ability
over people and resources." Rather than one bold line
dividing the subcontinent into two parts, the future will
likely see a lot of thinner lines and smaller parts, with the
ethnic entities of Pakhtunistan and Punjab gradually
replacing Pakistan in the space between the Central Asian
plateau and the heart of the subcontinent.

None of this even takes into account climatic change,
which, if it occurs in the next century, will further erode
the capacity of existing states to cope. India, for instance,
receives 70 percent of its precipitation from the monsoon
cycle, which planetary warming could disrupt.

Not only will the three-dimensional aspects of the Last
Map be in constant motion, but its two-dimensional base
may change too. The National Academy of Sciences
reports that "as many as one billion people, or 20 per cent
of the world's population, live on lands likely to be
inundated or dramatically changed by rising waters....
Low-lying countries in the developing world such as
Egypt and Bangladesh, where rivers are large and the
deltas extensive and densely populated, will be hardest
hit.... Where the rivers are dammed, as in the case of the
Nile, the effects... will be especially severe."

Egypt could be where climatic upheaval — to say nothing
of the more immediate threat of increasing population —
will incite religious upheaval in truly biblical fashion.
Natural catastrophes, such as the October, 1992, Cairo
earthquake, in which the government failed to deliver
relief aid and slum residents were in many instances
helped by their local mosques, can only strengthen the
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position of Islamic factions. In a statement about
greenhouse warming which could refer to any of a variety
of natural catastrophes, the environmental expert Jessica
Tuchman Matthews warns that many of us underestimate
the extent to which political systems, in affluent societies
as well as in places like Egypt, "depend on the
underpinning of natural systems." She adds, "The fact
that one can move with ease from Vermont to Miami has
nothing to say about the consequences of Vermont
acquiring Miami's climate."

Indeed, it is not clear that the United States will survive
the next century in exactly its present form. Because
America is a multi-ethnic society, the nation-state has
always been more fragile here than it is in more
homogeneous societies like Germany and Japan. James
Kurth, in an article published in The National Interest in
1992, explains that whereas nation-state societies tend to
be built around a mass-conscription army and a
standardized public school system, "multicultural
regimes" feature a high-tech, all-volunteer army (and, I
would add, private schools that teach competing values),
operating in a culture in which the international media
and entertainment industry has more influence than the
"national political class." In other words, a nation-state is
a place where everyone has been educated along similar
lines, where people take their cue from national leaders,
and where everyone (every male, at least) has gone
through the crucible of military service, making
patriotism a simpler issue. Writing about his immigrant
family in turn-of-the-century Chicago, Saul Bellow states,
"The country took us over. It was a country then, not a
collection of 'cultures."
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During the Second World War and the decade following
it, the United States reached its apogee as a classic
nation-state. During the 1960s, as is now clear, America
began a slow but unmistakable process of transformation.
The signs hardly need belaboring: racial polarity,
educational dysfunction, social fragmentation of many
and various kinds. William Irwin Thompson, in Passages
About Earth: An Exploration of the New Planetary
Culture, writes, "The educational system that had worked
on the Jews or the Irish could no longer work on the
blacks; and when Jewish teachers in New York tried to
take black children away from their parents exactly in the
way they had been taken from theirs, they were shocked
to encounter a violent affirmation of negritude.”

Issues like West Africa could yet emerge as a new kind of
foreign-policy issue, further eroding America's domestic
peace. The spectacle of several West African nations
collapsing at once could reinforce the worst racial
stereotypes here at home. That is another reason why
Africa matters. We must not kid ourselves: the sensitivity
factor is higher than ever. The Washington, D.C., public
school system 1is already experimenting with an
Afrocentric curriculum. Summits between African leaders
and prominent African-Americans are becoming
frequent, as are Pollyanna-ish prognostications about
multiparty elections in Africa that do not factor in crime,
surging birth rates, and resource depletion. The
Congressional Black Caucus was among those urging U.S.
involvement in Somalia and in Haiti. At the Los Angeles
Times minority staffers have protested against, among
other things, what they allege to be the racist tone of the
newspaper's Africa coverage, allegations that the editor of
the "World Report" section, Dan Fisher, denies, saying
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essentially that Africa should be viewed through the same
rigorous analytical lens as other parts of the world.

Africa may be marginal in terms of conventional
late-twentieth-century conceptions of strategy, but in an
age of cultural and racial clash, when national defense is
increasingly local, Africa's distress will exert a
destabilizing influence on the United States.

This and many other factors will make the United States
less of a nation than it is today, even as it gains territory
following the peaceful dissolution of Canada. Quebec,
based on the bedrock of Roman Catholicism and
Francophone ethnicity, could yet turn out to be North
America's most cohesive and crime-free nation-state. (It
may be a smaller Quebec, though, since aboriginal
peoples may lop off northern parts of the province.)
"Patriotism" will become increasingly regional as people
in Alberta and Montana discover that they have far more
in common with each other than they do with Ottawa or
Washington, and Spanish-speakers in the Southwest
discover a greater commonality with Mexico City. (The
Nine Nations of North America, by Joel Garreau, a book
about the continent's regionalization, is more relevant
now than when it was published, in 1981.) As
Washington's influence wanes, and with it the traditional
symbols of American patriotism, North Americans will
take psychological refuge in their insulated communities
and cultures.

Returning from West Africa last fall was an illuminating
ordeal. After leaving Abidjan, my Air Afrique flight landed
in Dakar, Senegal, where all passengers had to disembark
in order to go through another security check, this one
demanded by U.S. authorities before they would permit
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the flight to set out for New York. Once we were in New
York, despite the midnight hour, immigration officials at
Kennedy Airport held up disembarkation by conducting
quick interrogations of the aircraft's passengers — this
was in addition to all the normal immigration and
customs procedures. It was apparent that drug
smuggling, disease, and other factors had contributed to
the toughest security procedures I have ever encountered
when returning from overseas.

Then, for the first time in over a month, I spotted
businesspeople with attache cases and laptop computers.
When I had left New York for Abidjan, all the
businesspeople were boarding planes for Seoul and
Tokyo, which departed from gates near Air Afrique's. The
only non-Africans off to West Africa had been relief
workers in T-shirts and khakis. Although the borders
within West Africa are increasingly unreal, those
separating West Africa from the outside world are in
various ways becoming more impenetrable.

But Afrocentrists are right in one respect: we ignore this
dying region at our own risk. When the Berlin Wall was
falling, in November of 1989, I happened to be in Kosovo,
covering a riot between Serbs and Albanians. The future
was in Kosovo, I told myself that night, not in Berlin. The
same day that Yitzhak Rabin and Yasser Arafat clasped
hands on the White House lawn, my Air Afrique plane
was approaching Bamako, Mali, revealing
corrugated-zinc shacks at the edge of an expanding
desert. The real news wasn't at the White House, I
realized. It was right below.
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Archipelago and
Atomic Communitarianism
Scott Alexander

I.

In the old days, you had your Culture, and that was that.
Your Culture told you lots of stuff about what you were
and weren'’t allowed to do, and by golly you listened. Your
Culture told you to work the job prescribed to you by your
caste and gender, to marry who your parents told you to
marry or at least someone of the opposite sex, to worship
at the proper temples and the proper times, and to talk
about proper things as opposed to the blasphemous
things said by the tribe over there.

Then we got Liberalism, which said all of that was mostly
bunk. Like Wicca, its motto is “Do as you will, so long as it
harms none”. Or in more political terms, “Your right to
swing your fist ends where my nose begins” or “If you
don’t like gay sex, don’t have any” or “If you don’t like this
TV program, don’t watch it” or “What happens in the
bedroom between consenting adults is none of your
business” or “It neither breaks my arm nor picks my
pocket”. Your job isn’t to enforce your conception of
virtue upon everyone to build the Virtuous Society, it’s to
live your own life the way you want to live it and let other
people live their own lives the way they want to live them.
This is the much-maligned “atomic individualism,” or
maybe just liberalism boiled down to its pure essence.
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But atomic individualism wasn’t as great a solution as it
sounded. Maybe one of the first cracks was tobacco ads.
Even though putting up a billboard saying “SMOKE
MARLBORO?” neither breaks anyone’s arm nor picks their
pocket, it shifts social expectations in such a way that bad
effects occur. It’s hard to dismiss that with “Well, it’s
people’s own choice to smoke and they should live their
lives the way they want” if studies show that more people
will want to live their lives in a way that gives them cancer
in the presence of the billboard than otherwise.

From there we go into policies like Michael Bloomberg’s
ban on giant sodas. While the soda ban itself was
probably as much symbolic as anything, it’s hard to argue
with the impetus behind it — a culture where everyone
gets exposed to the option to buy very very unhealthy
food all the time is going to be less healthy than one
where there are some regulations in place to make EAT
THIS DONUT NOW a less salient option. I mean, I know
this is true. A few months ago when I was on a diet I
cringed every time one my coworkers brought in a box of
free donuts and placed wide-open in the doctors’ lounge;
there was no way I wasn’t going to take one (or two, or
three). I could ask people to stop, but they probably
wouldn’t, and even if they did I'd just encounter the
wide-open box of free donuts somewhere else. I'm not
proposing that it is ethically wrong to bring in free
donuts or that banning them is the correct policy, but I do
want to make it clear that stating “it’s your free choice to
partake or not” doesn’t eliminate the problem, and that
this points to an entire class of serious issues where
atomic individualism as construed above is at best an
imperfect heuristic.
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And I would be remiss talking about the modern turn
away from individualism without mentioning social
justice. The same people who once deployed
individualistic arguments against conservatives: “If you
don’t like profanity, don’t use it”, “If you don’t like this
offensive TV show, don’t watch it”, “If you don’t like
pornography, don’t buy it” — are now concerned about
people using ethnic slurs, TV shows without enough
minority characters, and pornography that encourages
the objectification of women. I've objected to some of this
on purely empirical grounds’, but the least convenient
possible world® is the one where the purely empirical
objections fall flat. If they ever discover proof positive
that yeah, pornographication makes women hella
objectified, is it acceptable to censor or ban misogynist
media on a society-wide level?

And if the answer is yes — and if such media like really,
really increases the incidence of rape I'm not sure how it
couldn’t be — then what about all those conservative ideas
we've been neglecting for so long? What if strong,
cohesive, religious, demographically uniform
communities make people more trusting, generous, and
cooperative in a way that also decreases violent crime and
other forms of misery? We have lots of evidence?® that this
is true, and although we can doubt each individual study,
we owe conservatives the courtesy of imagining the

! Hyperlink to: Scott Alexander, “Social Psychology is a
Flamethrower”:
http://slatestarcodex.com/2013/06/22/social-psychology-is-a-flam
ethrower/

2 Hyperlink to: Yvain, “The Least Convenient Possible World”:
http://lesswrong.com/Iw/2k/the_least_convenient_possible_world
/

3 Jonathan Haidt, The Righteous Mind: Why Good People Are
Divided by Politics and Religion (2013)
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possible world in which they are right, the same as
anti-misogyny leftists. Maybe media glorifying criminals
or lionizing nonconformists above those who quietly
follow cultural norms has the same kind of erosive effects
on “values” as misogynist media. Or, at the very least, we
ought to have a good philosophy in place so that we have
some idea what to do it if does.

1I.

A while ago, in Part V of this essay*, I praised liberalism
as the only peaceful answer to Hobbes’ dilemma of the
war of all against all.

Hobbes says that if everyone’s fighting then everyone
loses out. Even the winners probably end up worse off
than if they had just been able to live in peace. He says
that governments are good ways to prevent this kind of
conflict. Someone — in his formulation a king — tells
everyone else what they’re going to do, and then everyone
else does it. No fighting necessary. If someone tries to
start a conflict by ignoring the king, the king crushes
them like a bug, no prolonged fighting involved.

But this replaces the problem of potential warfare with
the problem of potential tyranny. So we’ve mostly shifted
from absolute monarchies to other forms of government,
which is all nice and well except that governments allow a

4 Hyperlink to: Scott Alexander, “In Favour of Niceness,
Community and Civilisation™:
http://slatestarcodex.com/2014/02/23/in-favor-of-niceness-comm
unity-and-civilization/
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different kind of war of all against all. Instead of trying to
kill their enemies and steal their stuff, people are tempted
to ban their enemies and confiscate their stuff. Instead of
killing the Protestants, the Catholics simply ban
Protestantism. Instead of forming vigilante mobs to stone
homosexuals, the straights merely declare homosexuality
is punishable by death. It might be better than the
alternative — at least everyone knows where they stand
and things stay peaceful — but the end result is still a lot
of pretty miserable people.

Liberalism is a new form of Hobbesian equilibrium where
the government enforces not only a ban on killing and
stealing from people you don’t like, but also a ban on
tyrannizing them out of existence. This is the famous
“freedom of religion” and “freedom of speech” and so on,
as well as the “freedom of what happens in the bedroom
between consenting adults”. The Catholics don’t try to
ban Protestantism, the Protestants don’t try to ban
Catholicism, and everyone is happy.

Liberalism only works when it’s clear to everyone on all
sides that there’s a certain neutral principle everyone has
to stick to. The neutral principle can’t be the Bible, or
Atlas Shrugged, or anything that makes it look like one
philosophy is allowed to judge the others. Right now that
principle is the Principle of Harm: you can do whatever
you like unless it harms other people, in which case stop.
We seem to have inelegantly tacked on an “also, we can
collect taxes and use them for a social safety net and
occasional attempts at social progress”, but it seems to be
working pretty okay too.
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The Strict Principle of Harm says that pretty much the
only two things the government can get angry at is
literally breaking your leg or picking your pocket —
violence or theft. The Loose Principle of Harm says that
the government can get angry at complicated indirect
harms, things that Weaken The Moral Fabric Of Society.
Like putting up tobacco ads. Or having really really big
sodas. Or publishing hate speech against minorities. Or
eroding trust in the community. Or media that objectifies
women.

No one except the most ideologically pure libertarians
seems to want to insist on the Strict Principle of Harm.
But allowing the Loose Principle Of Harm restores all of
the old wars to control other people that liberalism was
supposed to prevent. The one person says “Gay marriage
will result in homosexuality becoming more accepted,
leading to increased rates of STDs! That’s a harm! We
must ban gay marriage!” Another says “Allowing people
to send their children to non-public schools could lead to
kids at religious schools that preach against gay people,
causing those children to commit hate crimes when they
grow up! That's a harm! We must ban non-public
schools!” And so on, forever.

And I'm talking about non-governmental censorship just
as much as government censorship. Even in the most
anti-gay communities in the United States, the laws
usually allow homosexuality or oppose it only in very
weak, easily circumvented ways. The real problem for
gays in these communities is the social pressure —
whether that means disapproval or risk of violence — that
they would likely face for coming out. This too is a

59



violation of liberalism, and it’s one that’s as important or
more important than the legal sort.

And right now our way of dealing with these problems is
to argue them. “Well, gay people don’t really increase
STDs too much.” Or “Home-schooled kids do better than
public-schooled kids, so we need to allow them.” The
problem is that arguments never terminate. Maybe if
you’re incredibly lucky, after years of fighting you can get
a couple of people on the other side to admit your side is
right, but this is a pretty hard process to trust. The great
thing about religious freedom is that it short-circuits the
debate of “Which religion is correct, Catholicism or
Protestantism?” and allows people to tolerate both
Catholics and Protestants even if they are divided about
the answer to this object-level question. The great thing
about freedom of speech is that it short-circuits the
debate of “Which party is correct, the Democrats or
Republicans?” and allows people to express both liberal
and conservative opinions even if they are divided about
the object-level question.

If we force all of our discussions about whether to ban gay
marriage or allow homeschooling to depend on resolving
the dispute about whether they indirectly harm the Fabric
of Society in some way, we're forcing dependence on
object-level arguments in a way that historically has been
very very bad.

Presumably here the more powerful groups would win
out and be able to oppress the less powerful groups. We
end up with exactly what liberalism tried to avoid — a
society where everyone is the guardian of the virtue of
everyone else, and anyone who wants to live their lives in
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a way different from the community’s consensus is out of
luck.

In Part I, I argued that not allowing people to worry
about culture and community at all was inadequate,
because these things really do matter.

Here I'm saying that if we do allow people to worry about
culture and community, we risk the bad old medieval
days where all nonconformity gets ruthlessly quashed.

Right now we're balanced precariously between the two
states. There’s a lot of liberalism, and people are generally
still allowed to be gay or home-school their children or
practice their religion or whatever. But there’s also quite a
bit of Enforced Virtue, where kids are forbidden to watch
porn and certain kinds of media are censored and in some
communities mentioning that you’re an atheist will get
you Dirty Looks.

It tends to work okay for most of the population. Better
than the alternatives, maybe? But there’s still a lot of the
population that’s not free to do things that are very
important to them. And there’s also a lot of the
population that would like to live in more “virtuous”
communities, whether it’s to lose weight faster or avoid
STDs or not have to worry about being objectified.
Dealing with these two competing issues is a pretty big
part of political philosophy and one that most people
don’t have any principled solution for
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II1.

Imagine a new frontier suddenly opening. Maybe a wizard
appears and gives us a map to a new archipelago that
geographers had missed for the past few centuries. He
doesn’t want to rule the archipelago himself, though he
will reluctantly help kickstart the government. He just
wants to give directions and a free galleon to anybody
who wants one and can muster a group of like-minded
friends large enough to start a self-sustaining colony.

And so the equivalent of our paleoconservatives go out
and found communities based on virtue, where all sexual
deviancy is banned and only wholesome films can be
shown and people who burn the flag are thrown out to be
eaten by wolves.

And the equivalent of our social justiciars go out and
found communities where all movies have to have lots of
strong minority characters in them, and all slurs are way
beyond the pale, and nobody misgenders anybody.

And the equivalent of our Objectivists go out and found
communities based totally on the Strict Principle of Harm
where everyone is allowed to do whatever they want and
there are no regulations on business and everything is
super-capitalist all the time.

And some people who just really want to lose weight go
out and found communities where you’re not allowed to
place open boxes of donuts in the doctors’ lounge.
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Usually the communities are based on a charter, which
expresses some founding ideals and asks only the people
who agree with those ideals to enter. The charter also
specifies a system of government. It could be an absolute
monarch, charged with enforcing those ideals upon a
population too stupid to know what’s good for them. Or it
could be a direct democracy of people who all agree on
some basic principles but want to work out for themselves
what direction the principles take them.

After a while the wizard decides to formalize and
strengthen his system, not to mention work out some of
the ethical dilemmas.

First he bans communities from declaring war on each
other. That’s an obvious gain. He could just smite
warmongers, but he thinks it’s more natural and organic
to get all the communities into a united government
(UniGov for short). Every community donates a certain
amount to a military, and the military’s only job is to
quash anyone from any community who tries to invade
another.

Next he addresses externalities. For example, if some
communities emit a lot of carbon, and that causes global
warming which threatens to destroy other communities,
UniGov puts a stop to that. If the offending communities
refuse to stop emitting carbon, then there’s that military
again.

The third thing he does is prevent memetic
contamination. If one community wants to avoid all
media that objectifies women, then no other community
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is allowed to broadcast women-objectifying media at it. If
a community wants to live an anarcho-primitivist
lifestyle, nobody else is allowed to import TVs. Every
community decides exactly how much informational
contact it wants to have with the rest of the continent, and
no one is allowed to force them to have more than that.

But the wizard and UniGov’s most important task is to
think of the children.

Imagine you're conservative Christians, and you're tired
of this secular godless world, so you go off with your
conservative Christian friends to found a conservative
Christian community. You all pray together and stuff and
are really happy. Then you have a daughter. Turns out
she’s atheist and lesbian. What now?

Well, it might be that your kid would be much happier at
the lesbian separatist community the next island over.
The absolute minimum the united government can do is
enforce freedom of movement. That is, the second your
daughter decides she doesn’t want to be in Christiantopia
anymore, she goes to a UniGov embassy nearby and asks
for a ticket out, which they give her, free of charge. She
gets airlifted to Lesbiantopia the next day. If anyone in
Christiantopia tries to prevent her from reaching that
embassy, or threatens her family if she leaves, or
expresses the slightest amount of coercion to keep her
around, UniGov burns their city and salts their field.

But this is not nearly enough to fully solve the child
problem. A child who is abused may be too young to know
that escape is an option, or may be brainwashed into
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thinking they are evil, or guilted into believing they are
betraying their families to opt out. And although there is
no perfect, elegant solution here, the practical solution is
that UniGov enforces some pretty strict laws on
child-rearing, and every child, no matter what other
education they receive, also has to receive a class taught
by a UniGov representative in which they learn about the
other communities in the Archipelago, receive a basic
non-brainwashed view of the world, and are given
directions to their nearest UniGov representative who
they can give their opt-out request to.

The list of communities they are informed about always
starts with the capital, ruled by UniGov itself and
considered an inoffensive, neutral option for people who
don’t want anywhere in particular. And it always ends
with a reminder that if they can gather enough support,
UniGov will provide them with a galleon to go out and
found their own community in hitherto uninhabited
lands.

There’s one more problem UniGov has to deal with:
malicious inter-community transfer. Suppose that there is
some community which puts extreme effort into
educating its children, an education which it supports
through heavy taxation. New parents move to this
community, reap the benefits, and then when their
children grow up they move back to their previous
community so they don’t have to pay the taxes to educate
anyone else. The communities themselves prevent some
of this by immigration restrictions — anyone who’s clearly
taking advantage of them isn’t allowed in (except in the
capital, which has an official commitment to let in anyone
who wants). But that still leaves the example of people
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maliciously leaving a high-tax community once they've
got theirs. I imagine this is a big deal in Archipelago
politics, but that in practice UniGov asks these people,
even in their new homes, to pay higher tax rates to
subsidize their old community. Or since that could be
morally objectionable (imagine the lesbian separatist
having to pay taxes to Christiantopia which oppressed
her), maybe they pay the excess taxes to UniGov itself,
just as a way of disincentivizing malicious movement.

Because there are UniGov taxes, and most people are
happy to pay them. In my fantasy, UniGov isn’t an enemy,
where the Christians view it as this evil atheist
conglomerate trying to steal their kids away from them
and the capitalists view it as this evil socialist
conglomerate trying to enforce high taxes. The Christians,
the capitalists, and everyone else are extraordinarily
patriotic about being part of the Archipelago, for its full
name is the Archipelago of Civilized Communities, it is
the standard-bearer of civilization against the barbaric
outside world, and it is precisely the institution that
allows them to maintain their distinctiveness in the face
of what would otherwise be irresistible pressure to
conform. Atheistopia is the enemy of Christiantopia, but
only in the same way the Democratic Party is the enemy
of the Republican Party — two groups within the same
community who may have different ideas but who
consider themselves part of the same broader whole,
fundamentally allies under a banner of which both are
proud.
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Iv.

Robert Nozick once proposed a similar idea as a
libertarian utopia, and it’s easy to see why. UniGov does
very very little. Other than the part with children and the
part with evening out taxation regimes, it just sits around
preventing communities from using force against each
other. That makes it very very easy for anyone who wants
freedom to start a community that grants them the kind
of freedom they want — or, more likely, to just start a
community organized on purely libertarian principles.
The United Government of Archipelago is the perfect
minarchist night watchman state, and any additions you
make over that are chosen by your own free will.

But other people could view the same plan as a
conservative utopia. Conservativism, when it’s not just
Libertarianism Lite, is about building strong cohesive
communities of relatively similar people united around
common values. Archipelago is obviously built to make
this as easy as possible, and it’s hard to imagine that there
wouldn’t pop up a bunch of communities built around the
idea of Decent Small-Town God-Fearing People where
everyone has white picket fences and goes to the same
church and nobody has to lock their doors at night (so
basically Utah; I feel like this is one of the rare cases
where the US’ mostly-in-name-only Archipelagoness
really asserts itself). People who didn’t fit in could go to a
Community Of People Who Don’t Fit In and would have
no need to nor right to complain, and no one would have
to deal with Those Durned Bureaucrats In Washington
telling them what to do.
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But to me, this seems like a liberal utopia, even a leftist
utopia, for three reasons.

The first reason is that it extends the basic principle of
liberalism — solve differences of opinion by letting
everyone do their own thing according to their own
values, then celebrate the diversity this produces. I like
homosexuality, you don’t, fine, I can be homosexual and
you don’t have to, and having both gay and straight
people living side by side enriches society. This just takes
the whole thing one meta-level up — I want to live in a
very sexually liberated community, you want to live in a
community where sex is treated purely as a sacred act for
the purpose of procreation, fine, I can live in the
community I want and you can live in the community you
want, and having both sexually-liberated and
sexually-pure communities living side by side enriches
society. It is pretty much saying that the solution to any
perceived problems of liberalism is much more
liberalism.

The second reason is quite similar to the conservative
reason. A lot of liberals have some pretty strong demands
about the sorts of things they want society to do. I was
recently talking to Ozy about a group who believe that
society billing thin people is fatphobic, and that everyone
needs to admit obese people can be just as attractive and
date more of them, and that anyone who preferentially
dates thinner people is Problematic. They also want
people to stop talking about nutrition and exercise
publicly. I sympathize with these people, especially
having recently read a study showing that obese people
are much happier when surrounded by other obese,
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rather than skinny people.® But realistically, their
movement will fail, and even philosophically, 'm not sure
how to determine if they have the right to demand what
they are demanding or what that question means. Their
best bet is to found a community on these kinds of
principles and only invite people who already share their
preferences and aesthetics going in.

The third reason is the reason I specifically draw leftism
in here. Liberalism, and to a much greater degree leftism,
are marked by the emphasis they place on oppression.
They’re particularly marked by an emphasis on
oppression being a really hard problem, and one that is
structurally inherent to a certain society. They are marked
by a moderate amount of despair that this oppression can
ever be rooted out.

And I think a pretty strong response to this is making
sure everyone is able to say “Hey, you better not oppress
us, because if you do, we can pack up and go somewhere
else.”

Like if you want to protest that this is unfair, that people
shouldn’t be forced to leave their homes because of
oppression, fine, fair enough. But given that oppression is
going on, and you haven’t been able to fix it, giving people
the choice to get away from it seems like a pretty big win.
I am reminded of the many Jews who moved from
Eastern Europe to America, the many blacks who moved

5 Hyperlink to: Katy Waldman, “Skinny People Make Overweight
People Unhappy, New Study Finds”:
http://www.slate.com/blogs/xx_factor/2014/05/29/obesity_does_
not_equal_unhappiness_study_tracks_relationship_between_we
ight.html
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from the southern US to the northern US or Canada, and
the many gays who make it out of extremely homophobic
areas to friendlier large cities. One could even make a
metaphor, I think rightly, to telling battered women that
they are allowed to leave their husbands, telling them
they’re not forced to stay in a relationship that they
consider abusive, and making sure that there are shelters
available to receive them.

If any person who feels oppressed can leave whenever
they like, to the point of being provided a free plane ticket
by the government, how long can oppression go on before
the oppressors give up and say “Yeah, guess we need
someone to work at these factories now that all our
workers have gone to the communally-owned factory
down the road, we should probably at least let people
unionize or something so they will tolerate us”?

A commenter in the latest Asch thread mentioned an
interesting quote by Frederick Douglass:

The American people have always been anxious
to know what they shall do with us [black
people]. I have had but one answer from the
beginning. Do nothing with us! Your doing with
us has already played the mischief with us. Do
nothing with us!

It sounds like, if Frederick Douglass had the opportunity
to go to some other community, or even found a black
ex-slave community, no racists allowed, he probably
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would have taken it.° If the people in slavery during his
own time period had had the chance to leave their
plantations for that community, I bet they would have
taken it too. And if you believe there are still people today
whose relationship with society are similar in kind, if not
in degree, to that of a plantation slave, you should be
pretty enthusiastic about the ability of exit rights and free
association to disrupt those oppressive relationships.

% Edit: Or not, or had strict conditions. Hyperlink to a later
comment from Daniel Speyer (June 7, 2014):

“[T]t might be well to ascertain the number of free
colored people who will be likely to need the assistance
of government to help them out of this country to
Liberia, or elsewhere, beyond the limits of these
United States — since this course might save any
embarrassment which would result from an
appropriation more than commensurate to the
numbers who might be disposed to leave this, our own
country, for one we know not of. We are of the opinion
that the free colored people generally mean to live in
America, and not in Africa. ... We do not mean to go to
Liberia. Our minds are made up to live here if we can,
or die here if we must”

—Frederick Douglass Rejects an offer of
Blacktopia in 1849

http://utc.iath.virginia.edu/abolitn/abaro3at.html
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V.

We lack Archipelago’s big advantage — a vast frontier of
unsettled land.

Which is not to say that people don’t form communes.
They do. Some people even have really clever ideas along
these lines, like the seasteaders. But the United States
isn’t going to become Archipelago any time soon.

There’s another problem too, which I describe in my
Anti-Reactionary FAQ.” Discussing ‘exit rights’, I say:

Exit rights are a great idea and of course having
them is better than not having them. But I have
yet to hear Reactionaries who cite them as a
panacea explain in detail what exit rights we
need beyond those we have already.

The United States allows its citizens to leave the
country by buying a relatively cheap passport
and go anywhere that will take them in, with the
exception of a few arch-enemies like Cuba — and
those exceptions are laughably easy to evade. It
allows them to hold dual citizenship with various
foreign powers. It even allows them to renounce
their American citizenship entirely and become
sole citizens of any foreign power that will accept
them.

7 Hyperlink to: Scott Alexander, “Anti-Reactionary FAQ”:
http://slatestarcodex.com/2013/10/20/the-anti-reactionary-faq/
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Few Americans take advantage of this
opportunity in any but the most limited ways.
When they do move abroad, it’s usually for
business or family reasons, rather than a
rational decision to move to a different country
with policies more to their liking. There are
constant threats by dissatisfied Americans to
move to Canada, and one in a thousand even
carry through with them, but the general
situation seems to be that America has a very
large neighbor that speaks the same language,
and has an equally developed economy, and has
policies that many Americans prefer to their own
country’s, and isn’t too hard to move to, and
almost no one takes advantage of this
opportunity. Nor do I see many people, even
among the rich, moving to Singapore or Dubai.

Heck, the US has fifty states. Moving from one to
another is as easy as getting in a car, driving
there, and renting a room, and although the
federal government limits exactly how different
their policies can be you better believe that there
are very important differences in areas like
taxes, business climate, education, crime, gun
control, and many more. Yet aside from the
fascinating but small-scale Free State Project
there’s little politically-motivated interstate
movement, nor do states seem to have been
motivated to converge on their policies or be less
ideologically driven.
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What if we held an exit rights party, and nobody
came?

Even aside from the international problems of
gaining citizenship, dealing with a language
barrier, and adapting to a new culture, people
are just rooted — property, friends, family, jobs.
The end result is that the only people who can
leave their countries behind are very poor
refugees with nothing to lose, and very rich
jet-setters. The former aren’t very attractive
customers, and the latter have all their money in
tax shelters anyway.

So although the idea of being able to choose your
country like a savvy consumer appeals to me,
just saying “exit rights!” isn’t going to make it
happen, and I haven’t heard any more elaborate
plans.

I guess I still feel that way. So although Archipelago is an
interesting exercise in political science, a sort of pure case
we can compare ourselves to, it doesn’t look like a
practical solution for real problems.

On the other hand, I do think it’s worth becoming more
Archipelagian on the margin rather than less so, and that
there are good ways to do it.

One of the things that started this whole line of thought
was an argument on Facebook about a very conservative
Christian law school trying to open up in Canada. They
had lots of rules like how their students couldn’t have sex
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before marriage and stuff like that. The Canadian
province they were in was trying to deny them
accreditation, because conservative Christians are icky. I
think the exact arguments being used were that it was
homophobic, because the conservative Christians there
would probably frown on married gays and therefore gays
couldn’t have sex at all. Therefore, the law school
shouldn’t be allowed to exist. There were other arguments
of about this caliber, but they all seemed to boil down to
“conservative Christians are icky”.

This very much annoyed me. Yes, conservative Christians
are icky. And they should be allowed to form completely
voluntary communities of icky people that enforce icky
cultural norms and an insular society promoting ickiness,
just like everyone else. If non-conservative-Christians
don’t like what they’re doing, they should not go to that
law school. Instead they can go to one of the dozens of
other law schools that conform to their own philosophies.
And if gays want a law school even friendlier to them than
the average Canadian law school, they should be allowed
to create some law school that only accepts gays and bans
homophobes and teaches lots of courses on gay marriage
law all the time.

Another person on the Facebook thread complained that
this line of arguments leads to being okay with white
separatists. And so it does. Fine. I think white separatists
have exactly the right position about where the sort of
white people who want to be white separatists should be
relative to everyone else — separate. I am not sure what
you think you are gaining by demanding that white
separatists live in communities with a lot of black people
in them, but I bet the black people in those communities
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aren’t thanking you. Why would they want a white
separatist as a neighbor? Why should they have to have
one?

If people want to go do their own thing in a way that
harms no one else, you let them. That’s the Archipelagian
way.

(Someone will protest that Archipelagian voluntary
freedom of association or disassociation could, in cases of
enough racial prejudice, lead to segregation, and that
segregation didn’t work. Indeed it didn’t. But I feel like a
version of segregation in which black people actually had
the legally mandated right to get away from white people
and remain completely unmolested by them — and where
a white-controlled government wasn’t in charge of
divvying up resources between white and black
communities — would have worked a lot better than the
segregation we actually had. The segregation we actually
had was one in which white and black communities were
separate until white people wanted something from black
people, at which case they waltzed in and took it. If
communities were actually totally separate, government
and everything, by definition it would be impossible for
one to oppress the other. The black community might
start with less, but that could be solved by some kind of
reparations. The Archipelagian way of dealing with this
issue would be for white separatists to have separate
white communities, black separatists to have separate
black communities, integrationists to have integrated
communities, redistributive taxation from wealthier
communities going into less wealthy ones, and a strong
central government ruthlessly enforcing laws against any
community trying to hurt another. I don’t think there’s a
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single black person in the segregation-era South who
wouldn’t have taken that deal, and any black person who
thinks the effect of whites on their community today is
net negative should be pretty interested as well.)

This is one reason I find people who hate seasteads so
distasteful. I mean, here’s what Reuters® has to say about
seasteading:

Fringe movements, of course, rarely cast
themselves as obviously fringe. Racist, anti-civil
rights forces cloaked themselves in the benign
language of “state’s rights”. Anti-gay religious
entities adopted the glossy, positive imagery of
“family values”. Similarly, though many
Libertarians embrace a pseudo-patriotic apple
pie nostalgia, behind this facade is a very
un-American, sinister vision.

Sure, most libertarians may not want to do away
entirely with the idea of government or, for that
matter, government-protected rights and civil
liberties. But many do — and ironically vie for
political power in a nation they ultimately want
to destroy. Even the right-wing pundit Ann
Coulter mocked the paradox of Libertarian
candidates: “Get rid of government — but first,
make me president!” Libertarians sowed the
seeds of anti-government discontent, which is on
the rise, and now want to harvest that discontent

8 Hyperlink to: Sally Kohn, “Do libertarians like Peter Thiel really
want to live in America?”:
http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2011/09/01/do-libertarians-
like-peter-thiel-really-want-to-live-in-america/
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for a very radical, anti-America agenda. The
image of libertarians living off-shore in their
lawless private nation-states is just a postcard of
the future they hope to build on land.

Strangely, the libertarian agenda has largely
escaped scrutiny, at least compared to that of
social conservatives. The fact that the political
class is locked in debate about whether Michele
Bachmann or Rick Perry is more socially
conservative only creates a veneer of
mainstream legitimacy for the likes of Ron Paul,
whose libertarianism may be even more extreme
and dangerously un-patriotic. With any luck
America will recognize anti-government
extremism for what it is — before libertarians
throw America overboard and render us all
castaways.

Keep in mind this is because some people want to go off
and do their own thing in the middle of the ocean far
away from everyone else without bothering anyone. And
the newspapers are trying to whip up a panic about
“throwing America overboard”.

So one way we could become more Archipelagian is just
trying not to yell at people who are trying to go off and
doing their own thing quietly with a group of voluntarily
consenting friends.
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But I think a better candidate for how to build a more
Archipelagian world is to encourage the fracture of
society into subcultures.

Like, transsexuals may not be able to go to a transsexual
island somewhere and build Transtopia where anyone
who misgenders anyone else gets thrown into a volcano.
But of the transsexuals I know, a lot of them have lots of
transsexual friends, their cissexual friends are all
up-to-date on trans issues and don’t do a lot of
misgendering, and they have great social networks where
they share information about what businesses and
doctors are or aren’t trans-friendly. They can take
advantage of trigger warnings to make sure they expose
themselves to only the sources that fit the values of their
community, the information that would get broadcast if it
was a normal community that could impose media
norms. As Internet interaction starts to replace real-life
interaction (and I think for a lot of people the majority of
their social life is already on the Internet, and for some
the majority of their economic life is as well) it becomes
increasingly easy to limit yourself to transsexual-friendly
spaces that keep bad people away.

The rationalist community is another good example. If I
wanted, I could move to the Bay Area tomorrow and
never have more than a tiny amount of contact with
non-rationalists again. I could have rationalist
roommates, live in a rationalist group house, try to date
only other rationalists, try to get a job with a rationalist
nonprofit like CFAR or a rationalist company like Quixey,
and never have to deal with the benighted and depressing
non-rationalist world again. Even without moving to the
Bay Area, it’s been pretty easy for me to keep a lot of my

79



social life, both on- and off- line, rationalist-focused, and
I don’t regret this at all.

I don’t know if the future will be virtual reality. I expect
the post-singularity future will include something like VR,
although that might be like describing teleportation as
“basically a sort of pack animal”. But how much the
immediate pre-singularity world will make use of virtual
reality, I don’t know.

But I bet if it doesn’t, it will be because virtual reality has
been circumvented by things like social networks, bitcoin,
and Mechanical Turk, which make it possible to do most
of your interaction through the Internet even though
you're not literally plugged into it.

And that seems to me like a pretty good start in creating
an Archipelago. I already hang out with various Finns and
Brits and Aussies a lot more closely than I do my
next-door neighbors, and if we start using litecoin and
someone else starts using dogecoin then I'll be more
economically connected to them too. The degree to which
I encounter certain objectifying or unvirtuous or
triggering media already depends more on the
moderation policies of Less Wrong and Slate Star Codex
and who I block from my Facebook feed, than it does any
laws about censorship of US media.

At what point are national governments rendered mostly
irrelevant compared to the norms and rules of the groups
of which we are voluntary members?
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I don’t know, but I kind of look forward to finding out. It
seems like a great way to start searching for utopia, or at
least getting some people away from their metaphorical
abusive-husbands.

And the other thing is that I have pretty strong opinions
on which communities are better than others. Some
communities were founded by toxic people for ganging up
with other toxic people to celebrate and magnify their
toxicity, and these (surprise, surprise) tend to be toxic.
Others were formed by very careful, easily-harmed people
trying to exclude everyone who could harm them, and
these tend to be pretty safe albeit sometimes overbearing.
Other people hit some kind of sweet spot that makes
friendly people want to come in and angry people want to
stay out, or just do a really good job choosing friends.

But I think the end result is that the closer you come to
true freedom of association, the closer you get to a world
where everyone is a member of more or less the
community they deserve. That would be a pretty
unprecedented bit of progress.
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Patchwork: A Positive Vision
Mencius Moldbug

I'm afraid UR has been a bit, well, grim, of late.

One can flirt only so long with Confederate racist fascism,
before eliciting a few jitters. Is our reader really going to
be dragged into this horrible, subterranean universe? Is
she even comfortable having it on her computer at work?
And then we took this awful, bumpy ride into the
eel-infested deeps of Obama Derangement Syndrome,
which can't have helped matters.

So this week, I thought it would be nice to be positive.
Therefore, let me present Patchwork: the Mencist vision
of a political system for the 21st century. At the risk of
being accused of a sales job, I will paint Patchwork in
warm, glowing, Obamatronic pastels. Rather than our
usual chilly, Machiavellian cynicism. Yes, I know, this is
unfair. But here at UR, we're always closing.

To start the hype machine, let's just say that if anyone can
build anything like Patchwork, even a tiny, crude, Third
World ripoff of Patchwork, it is all over for the democratic
regimes. It'll be like East Germany competing with West
Germany. (Funnily enough, the financial relationship
between the US and the Gulf/East Asia, the most
Patchwork-like part of the world at present, is oddly
reminiscent of that between the OECD and the Warsaw
Pact: the latter borrow from the former to buy cheap
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consumer goods, supplied by the former, for the latter's
serfs.)

Children growing up in the Patchwork era will learn a
new name and a new history of the democratic past. They
will date the period to the Dutch invasion of England
(1688)°, which ended the span of legitimate continuity in

9 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Glorious Revolution

“The Glorious Revolution, also called the Revolution of
1688, was the overthrow of King James II of England (James VII
of Scotland) by a union of English Parliamentarians with the
Dutch stadtholder William III, Prince of Orange. William's
successful invasion of England with a Dutch fleet and army led to
his ascension to the throne as William III of England jointly with
his wife, Mary II, James's daughter, after the Declaration of
Right, leading to the Bill of Rights 1689.

“King James's policies of religious tolerance after 1685
met with increasing opposition from members of leading
political circles, who were troubled by the King's Catholicism and
his close ties with France. The crisis facing the King came to a
head in 1688, with the birth of his son, James Francis Edward
Stuart, on 10 June (Julian calendar). This changed the existing
line of succession by displacing the heir presumptive (his
daughter Mary, a Protestant and the wife of William of Orange)
with young James Francis Edward as heir apparent. The
establishment of a Roman Catholic dynasty in the kingdoms now
seemed likely. Some Tory members of parliament worked with
members of the opposition Whigs in an attempt to resolve the
crisis by secretly initiating dialogue with William of Orange to
come to England, outside the jurisdiction of the English
Parliament. Stadtholder William, the de facto head of state of the
Dutch United Provinces, feared a Catholic Anglo—French alliance
and had already been planning a military intervention in
England.

“After consolidating political and financial support,
William crossed the North Sea and English Channel with a large
invasion fleet in November 1688, landing at Torbay. After only
two minor clashes between the two opposing armies in England,
and anti-Catholic riots in several towns, James's regime
collapsed, largely because of a lack of resolve shown by the king.
However, this was followed by the protracted Williamite War in
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Ireland and Dundee's rising in Scotland. In England's distant
American colonies, the revolution led to the collapse of the
Dominion of New England and the overthrow of the Province of
Maryland's government. Following a defeat of his forces at the
Battle of Reading on 9 December, James and his wife Mary fled
England; James, however, returned to London for a two-week
period that culminated in his final departure for France on 23
December. By threatening to withdraw his troops, William in
February 1689 (New Style Julian calendar)[a] convinced a newly
chosen Convention Parliament to make him and his wife joint
monarchs.

“The Revolution permanently ended any chance of
Catholicism becoming re-established in England. For British
Catholics its effects were disastrous both socially and politically:
Catholics were denied the right to vote and sit in the
Westminster Parliament for over a century; they were also
denied commissions in the army, and the monarch was
forbidden to be Catholic or to marry a Catholic, this latter
prohibition remaining in force until 2015. The Revolution led to
limited tolerance for Nonconformist Protestants, although it
would be some time before they had full political rights. It has
been argued, mainly by Whig historians, that James's overthrow
began modern English parliamentary democracy: the Bill of
Rights 1689 has become one of the most important documents in
the political history of Britain and never since has the monarch
held absolute power.

“Internationally, the Revolution was related to the
War of the Grand Alliance on mainland Europe. It has been seen
as the last successful invasion of England. It ended all attempts
by England in the Anglo-Dutch Wars of the 17th century to
subdue the Dutch Republic by military force. However, the
resulting economic integration and military co-operation
between the English and Dutch navies shifted the dominance in
world trade from the Dutch Republic to England and later to
Great Britain.

“The expression "Glorious Revolution" was first used
by John Hampden in late 1689, and is an expression that is still
used by the British Parliament. The Glorious Revolution is also
occasionally termed the Bloodless Revolution, albeit
inaccurately. The English Civil War (also known as the Great
Rebellion) was still within living memory for most of the major
English participants in the events of 1688, and for them, in
comparison to that war (or even the Monmouth Rebellion of
1685) the deaths in the conflict of 1688 were mercifully few.”
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English government that began with William the
Conqueror, replacing it with eternal, degenerate
Whiggery and the quisling, "constitutional” or ceremonial
Hanover princes. And they will surely call it something
cool, like the Anglo-American Interregnum. Insulting it
with the name of "democracy" will be coarse and
over-the-top.

Said Interregnum, which we are of course still in, has
been a period of global monotonic decline in official
authority. As in the late Roman period, declining official
authority, declining personal morality, and increasing
public bureaucracy are observed in synchrony. This is not
in any way a coincidence. The combination is an infallible
symptom of the great terminal disease of the polity —
leftism. Leftism is cancer. At least in its present adult,
sclerotic and non-fulminating form, it is extremely slow
in its progress, but the end is not in doubt.

On theoretical grounds alone — the feat has never really
been achieved, at least never for good — the only cure for
leftism is complete and permanent excision. Success
implies complete absence of the organism from the body
politic. This does not mean there are no leftists in the
country; in a well-governed country which is at peace,
people can think or say whatever they damned well
please. It just means that, if there are for some reason
leftists, their views are completely without influence on
government policy. So people laugh at them, and call
them names.

(Isn't this a lovely vision? A Lennonesque feat of
delirious, constructive imagination? A world without
leftism? Imagine! It's hard to imagine only if you have
trouble imagining a Nazi John Lennon — a feat which
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taxes my imagination not at all. But maybe I've been
reading too much Hitler. It really is a tough call to say
who was more coherent, Lennon or Hitler.)

Acceptance of this goal, which I will not attempt to justify
today, but which I think Patchwork can achieve, is the
difference between a conservative, ie a fellow who thinks
he can beat melanoma with an emery board, and a
full-bore reactionary such as myself. If you happen to be
wrong, you have leaped the rail of sanity. So it is
incumbent on us to argue carefully.

But I'm sorry. I am being intentionally abrasive again. As
an extremist, I prefer this harsh, confrontational rhetoric
to any kind of honeyed cozening. The basic goal of UR, I
don't mind admitting, is to convince people who are now
progressives to abandon their delusions. Since
progressives equate those who accept the reactionary
narrative of recent history with acolytes of the Great
Goat-Lord Abaddon', one must tread carefully. And if
you must come as an Abaddonite, the only way to set your
quarry at ease is to constantly confess your vileness. That
way the progressive might even just clasp you to his heart
— along with all the satanic murderers he is so keen to
embrace.

(Consider, for instance, the case of Jose Luis Dorantes."
Masters! Mighty masters! Lord Barack, Lady Michelle,
and their new puppy too! Father who art in heaven, your
Lordships! How have we offended you? When did we sin?

"0 Hyperlink to: http://eeweems.com/goyalgoat.html [Dead]

" Hyperlink to: David Paulin,’Hit-and-Run: Death in a 'Sanctuary
City":
http://www.americanthinker.com/articles/2008/11/hitandrun_deat
h_in_a_sanctuary.html

86



What penance must we say? Which word of yours did we
cross — to have a Jose Luis Dorantes inflicted on us? And
how in grievous error may we repent? Another
diversity-training session, perhaps, or three?)

Anyway. Obviously I am just trying to get you wound up,
dear reader. I'm sorry. I know. It is crass. So let's have a
look at Patchwork.

The basic idea of Patchwork is that, as the crappy
governments we inherited from history are smashed, they
should be replaced by a global spiderweb of tens, even
hundreds, of thousands of sovereign and independent
mini-countries, each governed by its own joint-stock
corporation without regard to the residents' opinions. If
residents don't like their government, they can and
should move. The design is all "exit," no "voice."

(I'm not aware of any specific writer that has proposed
exactly this, but it is certainly not an original or
interesting idea in and of itself. I've certainly read about
six zillion science-fiction books in which this is the
general state of the future. The devil, however, is in the
details. We will go into the details.)

The essential inspiration for Patchwork is the observation
that the periods in which human civilization has flowered
are the periods in which it has been most politically
divided. Ancient Greece, medieval Italy, Europe until
1914, China in the Spring and Autumn Period™, and so

12 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spring_and_Autumn_period

“The Spring and Autumn period (simplified Chinese:
EMBEIH; traditional Chinese: EFXAF; pinyin: Chlngid Shidai)
was a period in Chinese history from approximately 771 to 476
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on. Burckhardt once observed that Europe was safe so
long as she was not unified, and now that she is we can
see exactly what he meant.™

Small is good. Local is good. Different is good. We know
these things. These are not controversial assertions —
even in the hippest streets of Williamsburg. Heck,
President Obama is probably a Slow Food man himself.
(Once my daughter, aged four months, was in a bakery in
the Castro and met Alice Waters.'* Alice Waters smiled

BC (or according to some authorities until 403 BC[a])[2] which
corresponds roughly to the first half of the Eastern Zhou Period.
The period's name derives from the Spring and Autumn Annals,
a chronicle of the state of Lu between 722 and 479 BC, which
tradition associates with Confucius.

“During this period, the Zhou royal authority over the
various feudal states started to decline, as more and more dukes
and marquesses obtained de facto regional autonomy, defying
the king's court in Luoyi, and waging wars amongst themselves.
The gradual Partition of Jin, one of the most powerful states,
marked the end of the Spring and Autumn period, and the
beginning of the Warring States period.”

3 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jacob_Burckhardt

“Carl Jacob Christoph Burckhardt (May 25, 1818 —
August 8, 1897) was a Swiss historian of art and culture and an
influential figure in the historiography of both fields. He is known
as one of the major progenitors of cultural history. Sigfried
Giedion described Burckhardt's achievement in the following
terms: "The great discoverer of the age of the Renaissance, he
first showed how a period should be treated in its entirety, with
regard not only for its painting, sculpture and architecture, but for
the social institutions of its daily life as well." Burckhardt's best
known work is The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy
g1860)."

4 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alice_Waters

Alice Louise Waters is an American chef, restaurateur,
activist and author. She is the owner of Chez Panisse, a
Berkeley, California restaurant famous for its organic, locally
grown ingredients and for pioneering California cuisine, which
she opened in 1971.

In addition to her restaurant, Waters has written
several books on food and cooking, including Chez Panisse
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and told Sibyl she was very cute. Which Sibyl is — she
might as well be on the Gerber bottle. And Alice Waters
might as well be a duchess. Heck, Alice Waters probably
laughs at duchesses.)

So how, exactly, did all these Obamaniacs, these
whiterpeople’, these Burning Man regulars, these young,
hip progressives, convince themselves that when it comes
to government, bigger is better? That in fact we need a
world government, toot sweet? That international public
opinion is all that really matters in the world, that
America should lead the world, feed the world, and be
governed by the world?

But somehow they did. The issues that matter to them —
the composition-of-the-atmosphere question, and the like
— always tend to be transnational. As big as possible. As
Peter Gabriel put it, they think big thoughts. (We
reactionaries, when we act locally, would rather think
locally as well. Always best to think about what you're
actually doing.)

This paradox is just one more stimulus for a complete
replacement of the State. We have had enough. We are
done with the present system of government. We want a
reboot. And, anarchy being both impossible and

Cooking (with Paul Bertolli), The Art of Simple Food | and I, and
40 Years of Chez Panisse.

She founded the Chez Panisse Foundation in 1996,
and created the Edible Schoolyard program at the Martin Luther
King Middle School in Berkeley, California. Waters serves as a
public policy advocate on the national level for school lunch
reform and universal access to healthy, organic foods, and the
impact of her work in organic food and nutrition is typified by
Michelle Obama's White House organic vegetable garden.

1’ Hyperlink to: https://stuffwhitepeoplelike.com
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un-reactionary, we can't even talk about a reboot until
we've specified what operating system to boot next.

So we can think of Patchwork as a new operating system
for the world. Of course, it does not have to be installed
across the entire world, although it is certainly designed
to scale. But, it is easier and much more prudent to start
small. Innovations in sovereignty are dangerous.

A patchwork — please feel free to drop the capital — is
any network consisting of a large number of small but
independent states. To be precise, each state's real estate
is its patch; the sovereign corporate owner, ie
government, of the patch is its realm. At least initially,
each realm holds one and only one patch. In practice this
may change with time, but the realm-patch structure is at
least designed to be stable.

Of course, Italy in the fourteenth century was anything
but stable. Anything like a patchwork needs a strong
security design to ensure that it does not repeat the
constitutional solecisms of feudalism, and nor will it be
subject to the same pervasive violence or meet the same
demise. In a worst-case scenario, we could end up right
back at liberal democracy! But don't worry — we will
discuss this issue in considerable detail.

To be a reactionary is not to say we must reinstall the
exact political structure of the fourteenth century
tomorrow, although that would surely be an improvement
on what we have now. To be a reactionary is to borrow
freely across time as well as space, incorporating political
designs and experience from wherever and whenever. As
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Nick Szabo' has observed, the most interesting, detailed
and elegant European forms are found in the period we
call feudal, and thus it is only natural that a reactionary
design for future government will have a somewhat feudal
feel.

But Patchwork is something new. It will not feel like the
past. It will feel like the future. The past — that is, the
democratic past — will feel increasingly gray, weird, and
scary. (This is how it would feel to you already, if you
didn't have a bag of demotic morphine dripping into each
carotid. Don't worry — we will try to get you out of the
Matrix before we turn off the anesthetic.)

In the future, the fact that once, you would probably be
attacked if you went into Central Park at night, will seem
preposterous. The idea that millions of random people
who were not even authorized to be in the country were
wandering around, driving gigantic SUVs at triple-digit
speeds after ten or fifteen drinks, and murdering random
musicians on motorcycles, will seem as weird as the idea
that a pride of wild lions would march into Carnegie Hall
in mid-symphony, close off all exits, and systematically
slaughter the audience. Graffiti will be a matter for the
museums, as will gangs, of course. The streets will have
no cars or very few, they will be safe, at night they will be
bright and full of lively, happy people. Wine will be cheap,
restaurants will be unregulated, and fine Eskimo
marijuana will be sold at Dean & DeLuca. Etc, etc, etc.

These kinds of descriptions apply to the kind of city I
would like to live in. They may or may not seem
intriguing or attractive to anyone else. You may prefer to

16 Hyperlink to: http://unenumerated.blogspot.co.uk
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live in a gritty, urban city which is corrupt, dirty,
dangerous, and generally difficult to live in. If there are
enough people like you, there will be a market for this
lifestyle. If not — not. I suspect, however, that you are
outnumbered. And I imagine the new management of
Manhattan would take the distance from Dinkins to
Giuliani and multiply it by ten or twenty. There would
surely be no such thing as a "bad neighborhood," at least
in the sense of an unsafe one. Oh, no. Absolutely
impossible.

Why hasn't this happened already? Why isn't Manhattan
in 2008 half Disneyland, half Paris, half imperial Sodom?
Don't you think one or two people share these tastes? But
the problem is that Manhattan is not governed in the
interests of Manhattan. Capital, in short, is being
squandered. In the Patchwork this is most unlikely to
happen.

The historical and political reasons why democratic
governments are such a mess are complex. I won't go into
them today. But perhaps, for a little intuitive perspective,
let's introduce ourselves to Herbert Croly's Promise of
American Life.

Croly was one of the founders of 2oth-century
progressivism, and of the New Republic in specific — a
magazine never out of favor in the corridors of
Washington. Observe the extent to which Croly's
optimistic, energetic vision of positive change has
decayed into the superficially happy, but contentless and
enervating, hippie-Starbucks-Unitarian mien of his
21st-century successors at the same office."” I have linked

i Hyperlink to: http://www.tnr.com
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directly to Croly's conclusion, which is all you really need
to read anyway.'® Here is a typical breathless passage:

Do we lack culture? We will "make it hum" by
founding a new university in Chicago. Is
American art neglected and impoverished ? We
will enrich it by organizing art departments in
our colleges, and popularize it by lectures with

8 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Herbert_Croly

“Herbert David Croly (January 23, 1869 — May 17,
1930) was an intellectual leader of the progressive movement as
an editor, political philosopher and a co-founder of the magazine
The New Republic in early twentieth-century America. His
political philosophy influenced many leading progressives
including Theodore Roosevelt, as well as his close friends Judge
Learned Hand and Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter.

“His book, The Promise of American Life (1909),
looked to the conservative spirit of effective government as
espoused by Alexander Hamilton, combined with the democracy
of Thomas Jefferson. The book was one of the most influential
books in American political history, shaping the ideas of many
intellectuals and political leaders. It also influenced the later New
Deal. Calling themselves "The New Nationalists," Croly and
Walter Weyl sought to remedy the relatively weak national
institutions with a strong federal government. He actively
promoted a strong army and navy and attacked pacifists who
thought democracy at home and peace abroad was best served
by keeping America weak.

“Croly was one of the founders of modern liberalism in
the United States, especially through his books, essays, and a
highly influential magazine founded in 1914, The New Republic.
In his 1914 book Progressive Democracy, Croly rejected the
thesis that the liberal tradition in the United States was
inhospitable to anti-capitalist alternatives. He drew from the
American past a history of resistance to capitalist wage relations
that was fundamentally liberal, and he reclaimed an idea that
Progressives had allowed to lapse — that working for wages
was a lesser form of liberty. Increasingly skeptical of the capacity
of social welfare legislation to remedy social ills, Croly argued
that America's liberal promise could be redeemed only by
syndicalist reforms involving workplace democracy. His liberal
goals were part of his commitment to American republicanism.”
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lantern slides and associations for the study of
its history. Is New York City ugly? Perhaps, but if
we could only get the authorities to appropriate
a few hundred millions for its beautification, we
could make it look like a combination of Athens,
Florence, and Paris. Is it desirable for the
American citizen to be something of a hero? I
will encourage heroes by establishing a fund
whereby they shall be rewarded in cash. War is
hell, is it? I will work for the abolition of hell by
calling a convention and passing a resolution
denouncing its iniquities. I will build at the
Hague a Palace of Peace which shall be a
standing rebuke to the War Lords of Europe.
Here, in America, some of us have more money
than we need and more good will. We will spend
the money in order to establish the reign of the
good, the beautiful, and the true.

"Athens, Florence and Paris!" Imagine a progressive
today saying he wanted to turn anything, let alone New
York of all God's Augean stables, into "Athens, Florence
and Paris." Imagine telling Herbert Croly that in 2008,
progressivism had triumphed beyond his wildest dreams,
that the stick-in-the-mud isolationists of the Midwest
were forever defeated and heard of no more, that
Tammany was a schoolbook memory, that all agencies of
government now operate under the close supervision of
the universities and the press.

And then imagine trying to explain that despite all this,
NYC looks more like a combination of Paris, East Berlin
and Port au Prince. And is in many places extremely
dangerous at night. What on earth would the good man
tell you? What would he even begin to say? I don't know,
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but I'd sure as heck like to find out. "The good, the
beautiful and the true."

The patch in Patchwork that is Manhattan, however,
would be the good, the beautiful and the true. The Athens,
the Florence and the Paris. Because Athens, Florence and
Paris sell. Even imperial Sodom sells. East Berlin doesn't
sell, and Port au Prince really doesn't sell.

The foreign, forgotten lesson we are extracting from Croly
is not that progressivism is the cure-all for all ills, but that
progressivism, the eternal poisonous chameleon, in its
1911 incarnation espoused the civic values of 1911. All the
better to convince its innocent hosts that it was anything
but a lethal parasite. But we are very good at reading
progressive discourse, and when we read Croly we see the
values of 1911, not the malignant expansion of the State
that Croly was trying to justify in the names of those
values. (BTW, when anyone tries to use the phrase
"reality-based community" on you, I recommend pointing
him at this.")

Our lesson is just that the civic values of 1911 are the
naive, obvious values of good government. (At the very
least, they are far less warped than their post-1945
replacements.) Thus they are at least a fair proxy for the
values of competitive government.*® "Athens, Florence,
and Paris" sounds pretty good to me, although there has
to be some kind of room for industrial death metal and
heavy-duty psychedelics. But this does not mean you need

19 [Broken link]

20 Arnold Kling, Competitive Government. See also:
https://www.seasteading.org/2008/09/competitive-government-vs
-democratic-government/
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to worry about being raped and killed by some barbarian
thug on your way home from the club.

Anyway. Enough anecdotes and generalities. Let's take a
harder engineering look at the anatomy of Patchwork.
The basic engineering problem is: while one can fantasize
ad libitum about the way in which this system should be
governed, how will it actually be governed?

This entire problem can be described as one of security.
We postulate some structure of authority for the
Patchwork. It sounds good. If the above propaganda is
not appealing to you, all I can say is that we have very
different tastes and perspectives. But is the result stable?
If we set it up in some state, will it remain in that state?
Stability and security are the same thing: if the structure
of authority changes in any authorized way, it is not really
changing at all.

The designers of the Constitution of 1789 were political
engineers, too. They were neither stupid, nor ignorant,
nor inexperienced. But the government they designed
diverged immediately and irreversibly from the envelope
in which they intended it to operate. Surely the risk of
divergence is even greater for a multipolar framework —
not an architecture with a good historical record of
stability.

Anything like a patchwork can merge into a single
centralized state. It can degenerate into an asymmetric
form in which one state dominates the others. It can split
into two factions which fight a civil war for the world.
Individual states can turn evil and try to turn others evil.
Etc. History tells us that all kinds of awful stuff can
happen, and probably will.
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Because of these dangers, Patchwork's philosophy of
security is simple and draconian. It is built around the
following axioms, which strike me as too self-evident to
debate.

First, security is a monotonic desideratum. There is no
such thing as "too secure." An encryption algorithm
cannot be too strong, a fence cannot be too high, a bullet
cannot be too lethal.

Second, security and liberty do not conflict. Security
always wins. As Robert Peel put it*), the absence of crime
and disorder is the test of public safety, and in anything
like the modern state the risk of private infringement on
private liberties far exceeds the official of public
infringement. No cop ever stole my bicycle. And this will
be far more true in the Patchwork, in which realms
actually compete for business on the basis of customer
service.

21 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peelian_principles

“The Peelian principles summarise the ideas that Sir
Robert Peel developed to define an ethical police force. The
approach expressed in these principles is commonly known as
policing by consent in the United Kingdom and other countries
such as Canada, Australia and New Zealand.

“In this model of policing, police officers are regarded
as citizens in uniform. They exercise their powers to police their
fellow citizens with the implicit consent of those fellow citizens.
"Policing by consent" indicates that the legitimacy of policing in
the eyes of the public is based upon a general consensus of
support that follows from transparency about their powers, their
integrity in exercising those powers and their accountability for
doing so.”
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Third, security and complexity are opposites. A secure
authority structure is as simple as possible, so that it is as
difficult as possible to pervert it to unanticipated ends.

Bearing these principles in mind, let's separate our
security overview into two parts: the internal
management of realms, and the relationships between
realms.

A Patchwork realm is a business — a corporation. Its
capital is the patch it is sovereign over. The realm profits
by making its real estate as valuable as possible —
whether it is Manhattan or some ranch in Oklahoma.
Even the oceans can and should be divided into patches; a
naval realm is sovereign over, and profits by taxing, all
economic activities within a patch of ocean.

But how should realms be administered? The answer is
simple: a realm is a corporation. A sovereign corporation,
granted, but nonetheless a corporation.

In the 21st century, the art of corporate design is not a
mystery. The corporation is owned and controlled by its
anonymous shareholders (if you've ever wondered what
the letters SA stand for in the name of a French or
Spanish company, they mean "anonymous society"),
whose interests in maximizing corporate performance are
perfectly aligned. The shareholders select a chief
executive, to whom all employees report, and whose
decisions are final. In no cases do they make management
decisions directly.

It is at least probable that this joint-stock design

maximizes corporate efficiency. If there existed a more
effective structure — if firms were more productive when
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managed not by a committee but by an executive, or by
the collective decisions of their customers or employees,
by separate legislative and judiciary branches, etc, etc —
we would know. Someone would have found a way to
construct a firm on this design, and it would have
outcompeted the rest of the stodgy old world. (In fact, I
think one of the most plausible explanations of why the
Industrial Revolution happened in England, not in Sung
China or the Roman Empire, was that the latter two never
evolved anything quite like the joint-stock company.)

Our great difficulty, though, is that history records
nothing quite like a sovereign joint-stock company.
Perhaps the closest examples were the chartered
companies®* of the classical era. But even a colonial

2 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chartered_company

“A chartered company is an association formed by
investors or shareholders for the purpose of trade, exploration,
and colonization.

“Companies enabled merchants to band together to
undertake ventures requiring more capital than was available to
any one merchant or family. From the sixteenth century onwards,
groups of European investors formed companies to underwrite
and profit from the exploration of Africa, India, Asia, the
Caribbean and North America, usually under the patronage of
one state, which issued the company's charter. But chartered
companies go back into the medieval period. Authorizations of
charters enabled even small states to greatly augment their
influence by indirect rule, steering private resources into national
pursuits of exploration and trade. As they grew wealthier, some
companies developed extensive administrations for their
ventures, and frequently conducted local affairs with little
homeland oversight.

“Chartered companies were usually formed,
incorporated and legitimised under a royal or, in republics, an
equivalent government charter. This document set out the terms
under which the company could trade; defined its boundaries of
influence, and described its rights and responsibilities.”

99



chartered company was chartered by a sovereign, though
it operated outside that sovereign's realm.

Rather, I think the best way to think of a realm or
sovereign corporation is as a modified version of
monarchy. A royal family is to an ordinary family
business as a Patchwork realm is to an ordinary,
nonsovereign, public corporation. Joint-stock realms thus
solve the primary historical problem of monarchical
government: the vagaries of the biological process. In
other words, they assure that the overall direction of the
realm will always be both strong and responsible — at
least, responsible in a financial sense.

A joint-stock realm simply cannot have anything
comparable to a weak monarch of the classical era.
Realms will certainly recruit their executives from the
same talent pool large companies now draw from. How
many Fortune 500 CEOs today are regularly bullied and
led by coalitions of their nominal subordinates, as (for
just one example) the French monarchy so often was?
Zero is probably too easy an answer, but at least an
approximation.

Note, however, that we are not considering anything like
the watered-down "constitutional” (ie, again, ceremonial)
monarchies of the democratic period. If the joint-stock
realm is like a monarchy, it is like a true, "absolute" or
(most pejoratively) "divine-right monarchy."

With all due respect, dear reader, the probability that you
have a sound understanding of the case for divine-right
monarchy is approximately the probability that a large
white goat will fall out of my ass. This means you need to
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read the great English exponent of absolute government,
Sir Robert Filmer®3, and his masterpiece Patriarcha.**

Filmer was the baddest-ass reactionary who ever lived.
Frankly, he makes Carlyle look like a liberal. Just the title
of Patriarcha is cooler than Jesus Christ himself, and the
contents don't even begin to disappoint: we launch almost
immediately into hardcore Anglican theology. If Filmer
isn't winter beach reading, I don't know who is.

I mean, seriously, how do you justify divine-right
monarchy to an atheist? Is it anything like selling
refrigerators to Eskimos? Since I am both an atheist and a
believer in divine-right monarchy, I'd better be able to
square this circle.

One of the major doctrinal thrusts of European
Christianity, in all ages and phases of its career, and
certainly even in the thinly-disguised, crypto-Christian
Unitarianism that has become the religion of the world's
ruling class (eg, if ever you meet a "moderate Muslim," he
is really a Unitarian), is the quest to justify the political
structure of the world.

What makes a king a king? Why should the king be the
king? Why can't I be the king, or at least my cousin Ricky?

23 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_Filmer
“Sir Robert Filmer (c. 1588 — 26 May 1653) was an
English political theorist who defended the divine right of kings.
His best known work, Patriarcha, published posthumously in
1680, was the target of numerous Whig attempts at rebuttal,
including Algernon Sidney's Discourses Concerning
Government, James Tyrrell's Patriarcha Non Monarcha and
John Locke's Two Treatises of Government. Filmer also wrote
critiques of Thomas Hobbes, John Milton, Hugo Grotius and
Aristotle.”
24 Hyperlink to: http://www.constitution.org/eng/patriarcha.htm
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Do we even need a king? And so on. People have strong
emotional feelings about these questions to this day — at
least, they have a strong emotional feeling about the last
one. Not answering them is certainly not acceptable.

But Filmer, and the divine-right monarchist in general,
comes as close as possible to not answering. Moreover,
his reasoning is impeccable for the orthodox:

If it please God, for the correction of the prince
or punishment of the people, to suffer princes to
be removed and others to be placed in their
rooms, either by the factions of the nobility or
rebellion of the people, in all such cases the
judgment of God, who hath power to give and to
take away kingdoms, is most just; yet the
ministry of men who execute God's judgments
without commission is sinful and damnable. God
doth but use and turn men's unrighteous acts to
the performance of His righteous decrees.

Note that this is basically a 17th-century way of saying:
"shit happens." God being omnipotent ete, if Dickweed
over there is king, it is obviously because God wanted
Dickweed to be king. And who are you to disagree with
God?

But an atheist, such as myself, has a simpler way of
getting to the same result. Really, what Filmer is saying,
is: if you want stable government, accept the status quo as
the verdict of history. There is no reason at all to inquire
as to why the Bourbons are the Kings of France. The rule
is arbitrary. Nonetheless, it is to the benefit of all that this
arbitrary rule exists, because obedience to the rightful
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king is a Schelling point of nonviolent agreement.?> And
better yet, there is no way for a political force to steer the
outcome of succession — at least, nothing comparable to
the role of the educational authorities in a democracy.

In other words, to put it in Patchwork terms, the
relationship between realm and patch is no more, and no
less, than a property right. A patch is a sovereign
property, that is, one whose proprietor has no defender
but itself. Nonetheless, in moral terms, we may ask: why
does this realm hold that patch? And the answer, as it
always is with in any system of strong property rights, will
be not "because it deserves to," but "because it does."
Note that whatever the theology, Filmer's model of
government captures the property-right approach
perfectly.

(Also, one must admire Filmer's wicked gall in starting
out by describing the "right of rebellion" as a Catholic
heresy. Catholicism being admitted, at least by all fair
historians, to be the creed of your average divine-right
monarchist, as Protestantism is of vile democracy. So
Filmer's move here is wildly misleading, but pure fun —

% Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Focal_point_(game_theory)

“In game theory, a focal point (also called Schelling
point) is a solution that people will tend to use in the absence of
communication, because it seems natural, special, or relevant to
them. The concept was introduced by the Nobel Memorial
Prize-winning American economist Thomas Schelling in his book
The Strategy of Confiict (1960). In this book (at p. 57), Schelling
describes "focal point[s] for each person’s expectation of what
the other expects him to expect to be expected to do". This type
of focal point later was named after Schelling. He further
explains that such points are highly useful in negotiations,
because we cannot completely trust our negotiating partners'
words.”
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not unlike comparing liberals to Mussolini.?® Nothing to
do with anything, but it sure gets a rise out of 'em, and
moves SKUs like no one's business.)

The invention of this spurious right was perhaps the first
tiny crack in the philosophical girders of the classical
European monarchies. Filmer deftly points out that this is
an engineering error, the ancient political solecism of
imperium in imperio- which is now, in a typical
democratic propaganda maneuver, lauded as that bogus
political panacea, "separation of powers":

Thirdly, [Bellarmine] concludes that, if there be
a lawful cause, the multitude may change the
kingdom. Here I would fain know who shall
judge of this lawful cause? If the multitude — for
I see nobody else can — then this is a pestilent
and dangerous conclusion.?”

Filmer, writing for an educated audience, does not bother
to remind them of the basic premise of Roman law: nemo
iudex in causa sua. Meaning: "no man can be a judge in
his own case." And no multitude, either. Pestilent indeed!

2 Jonah Goldberg, Liberal Fascism: The Secret History of the
American Left, From Mussolini to the Politics of Meaning (2008)
o Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Robert_Bellarmine

“Saint Robert Bellarmine, S.J. (ltalian: Roberto
Francesco Romolo Bellarmino; 4 October 1542 — 17 September
1621) was an ltalian Jesuit and a Cardinal of the Catholic
Church. He was one of the most important figures in the
Counter-Reformation.

“He was a professor of theology and later rector of the
Roman College, and in 1602 became archbishop of Capua.
Bellarmine supported the reform decrees of the Council of Trent.

“He was canonized in 1930 and named a Doctor of the
Church. Bellarmine is also widely remembered for his role in the
Giordano Bruno affair and the Galileo affair.”
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These political three-card monte tricks, in which
sovereign authority is in some way divided, "limited"
(obviously, no sovereign can limit itself), or otherwise
weakened, in all cases for the purported purpose of
securing liberty, have no more place in a Patchwork realm
than they do at, say, Apple. They are spurious artifacts of
the Interregnum. Their effect on both a realm and its
residents is purely counterproductive. Begone with them.

In reality, no sovereign can be subject to law. This is a
political perpetual motion machine. Law is not law unless
it is judged and enforced. And by whom? For example, if
you think a supreme court with judicial review can make
government subject to law, you are obviously unfamiliar
with the sordid history of American constitutional
jurisprudence. All your design has achieved is to make
your supreme court sovereign. Indeed if the court had
only one justice, a proper title for that justice would be
"King." Sorry, kid, you haven't violated the conservation
of anything.

Indeed, as Filmer points out, the unity of chief executive,
chief lawmaker, and chief justice is simple, natural and
elegant:

There can be no laws without a supreme power
to command or make them. In all aristocracies
the nobles are above the laws, and in all
democracies the people. By the like reason, in a
monarchy the king must of necessity be above
the laws; there can be no sovereign majesty in
him that is under them; that which giveth the
very being to a king is the power to give laws;
without this power he is but an equivocal king. It
skills not which way kings come by their power,
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whether by election, donation, succession, or by
any other means; for it is still the manner of the
government by supreme power that makes them
properly kings, and not the means of obtaining
their crowns. Neither doth the diversity of laws
nor contrary customs, whereby each kingdom
differs from another, make the forms of
commonweal different unless the power of
making laws be in several subjects.

For the confirmation of this point, Aristotle saith
that a perfect kingdom is that wherein the king
rules all things according to his own will, for he
that is called a king according to the law makes
no kind of kingdom at all. This, it seems, also the
Romans well understood to be most necessary in
a monarchy; for though they were a people most
greedy of liberty, yet the senate did free
Augustus from all necessity of laws, that he
might be free of his own authority and of
absolute power over himself and over the laws,
to do what he pleased and leave undone what he
listed; and this decree was made while Augustus
was yet absent. Accordingly we find that Ulpian
28 the great lawyer, delivers it for a rule of the
civil law: Princeps legibus solutus est ("The
prince is not bound by the laws").

28 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ulpian

“Ulpian (/' Alpien/; Latin: Gnaeus Domitius Annius

Ulpianus; c. 170 — 223) was a prominent Roman jurist of Tyrian
ancestry. He was considered one of the great legal authorities of
his time and was one of the four jurists upon whom decisions
were to be based according to the Law of Citations of Valentinian
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[..]

Besides, all laws are of themselves dumb, and
some or other must be trusted with the
application of them to particulars, by examining
all circumstances, to pronounce when they are
broken, or by whom. This work of right
application of laws is not a thing easy or obvious
for ordinary capacities, but requires profound
abilities of nature for the beating out of the truth
— witness the diversity and sometimes the
contrariety of opinions of the learned judges in
some difficult points. Since this is the common
condition of laws, it is also most reasonable that
the lawmaker should be trusted with the
application or interpretation of the laws, and for
this cause anciently the kings of this land have
sitten personally in courts of judicature, and are
still representatively present in all courts; the
judges are but substituted, and called the king's
justices, and their power ceaseth when the king
is in place.
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So much, in other words, for Montesquieu.”® (And note
how the democratic doctrine, now assumed by all, simply
twists Ulpian's axiom into its polar opposite. Hey, hippie!
Who knows more about law? You, or Ulpian? I'm
reminded of Einstein's gem, found on so many a Prius:
"One cannot simultaneously prevent and prepare for
war." Or as the Romans put it: sic vis pacem, para
bellum. And we wonder how the world got so screwed.
Stick to physics, Al.)

A Patchwork realm, or any modern corporate sovereign,
is no more bound by the laws it imposes on its residents
than Linden Labs is bound by the terms-of-use policy it
enforces in Second Life. (In fact, it is probably less so
bound, because a terms-of-use policy creates at least the
vague suggestion of liability. Whereas suing a sovereign is
yet another of these political solecisms.)

This is not at all to say that a Patchwork realm does not
enforce the rule of law. (Except, of course, under
conditions of martial law that involve a general security
threat. A state of siege is an option anywhere, any time,
for any reason.) To enforce a law is not to be bound by a

2 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_de_Secondat, Baron_de
Montesquieu

“Charles-Louis de Secondat, Baron de La Bréde et de
Montesquieu (/'montaskju:/;[1] French: [m3teskjg]; 18 January
1689 — 10 February 1755), generally referred to as simply
Montesquieu, was a French lawyer, man of letters, and political
philosopher who lived during the Age of Enlightenment.

He is famous for his articulation of the theory of
separation of powers, which is implemented in many
constitutions throughout the world. He is also known for doing
more than any other author to secure the place of the word
"despotism" in the political lexicon.”
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law. These are two completely different things. I don't feel
I can repeat this too often.

Patchwork realms can be expected to enforce a fair and
consistent code of laws not for moral or theological
reasons, not because they are compelled to do so by a
superior sovereign or some other force real or imaginary,
but for the same economic reasons that compel them to
provide excellent customer service in general. Real estate
on which the rule of law prevails is much, much more
valuable than real estate on which it doesn't, and the
value of a realm is the value of its real estate.

(I suspect that in a well-run realm this is almost literally
the case, because I suspect that a well-run realm makes
its take via the world's fairest, least-intrusive tax:
property tax. In fact, while I don't know that this has ever
been tried, it is easy to design a perfectly fair and
perfectly non-intrusive property tax regime. Require real
estate owners to assess their own property, offering it for
sale at the assessed price, and set the tax at a percentage
of that price. No muss, no fuss, no IRS. Since no one can
live or work without real estate, it should be
straightforward to tune this self-assessed property tax
(SAPT) to extract the Laffer maximum.)

To live on a Patchwork patch, you have to sign a bilateral
contract with the realm. You promise to be a good boy
and behave yourself. The realm promises to treat you
fairly. There is an inherent asymmetry in this agreement,
because you have no enforcement mechanism against the
realm (just as you have no enforcement mechanism
against the United States). However, a realm's
compliance with its customer-service agreements is sure
to be a matter of rather intense attention among residents

109



and prospective residents. And thus among shareholders
as well.

For example, I suspect that every customer-service
agreement will include the right to remove oneself and
one's assets from the realm, at any time, no questions
asked, to any other realm that will accept the emigrant.
Possibly with an exception for those involved in the
criminal-justice process — but this may not even be
needed. Who wants a criminal? Not another realm,
surely.

Suppose a realm unilaterally abrogates this right of
emigration? It has just converted its residents into what
are, in a sense, slaves. It is no longer Disneyland. It is a
plantation. If it's any good with cinderblocks, barbed-wire
and minefields, there is no escape. What do you say if
you're stuck on this farm? You say: "yes, Massa." A slave
you are and a slave you will be forever.

This is terrible, of course. But again, the mechanism we
rely on to prevent it is no implausible deus ex machina,
no Indian rope-trick from the age of Voltaire, but the
sound engineering principle of the profit motive. A realm
that pulls this kind of crap cannot be trusted by anyone
ever again. It is not even safe to visit. Tourism disappears.
The potential real-estate bid from immigrants disappears.
And, while your residents are indeed stuck, they are also
remarkably sullen and display no great interest in slaving
for you. Which is a more valuable patch of real estate,
today: South Korea, or North Korea? Yet before the war,
the North was more industrialized and the South was
more rural. Such are the profits of converting an entire
country into a giant Gulag.
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One of the most common errors in understanding the
premodern era is the confusion of monarchy with
tyranny. Nothing like Stalinism, for example, is recorded
in the history of the European aristocratic era. Why?
Because Stalin had to murder to stay in power. Anyone,
certainly any of the Old Bolsheviks, could have taken his
place.?° The killing machine took on a life of its own. The

30 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Old_Bolshevik

“Old Bolshevik (Russian: ctapbii 6onbLueBiik, stary
bolshevik), also Old Bolshevik Guard or Old Party Guard,
became an unofficial designation for those who were members
of the Bolshevik party before the Russian Revolution of 1917.
Those who joined the party after the February Revolution were
considered Old Bolsheviks as their membership predated the
Bolsheviks' seizure of power during the October Revolution.
Many of the Old Guard were either tried and executed by the
NKVD during the Great Purge of 1936-38 or died under
suspicious circumstances.

“Vladimir Lenin expressed the opinion that what one
could call the "old party guard", a "thinnest layer", had a "huge,
unshared prestige".

“According to a 1972 Soviet book by D.A. Chygayev,
in 1922 there were 44,148 Old Bolsheviks.[2] Vadim Rogovin
cites the statistics published by the 13th Congress of the
Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks), that in 1924, of 600,000
Party members, 0.6% joined before 1905, 2% joined in
1906-1916 and <9% joined in 1917.

“Joseph Stalin removed many of the Old Bolsheviks
from power during the Great Purge of the 1930s. (The most
prominent survivors in the Communist Party were Lazar
Kaganovich, Vyacheslav Molotov, Kliment Voroshilov, Anastas
Mikoyan, and Stalin himself; Stalin had laid plans to remove
Molotov and Mikoyan in another purge in the 1950s but died
before he could do so.) Some were executed for treason; some
were sent to labor camps (the Gulag); and a few, such as
Alexandra Kollontai, went abroad as ambassadors, preventing
them from participating in the central government. Many
communist opponents of Stalin, most notably the Trotskyists, cite
this fact in support of their argument that Stalin betrayed the
aims of the revolution; they believed in Permanent Revolution,
while Stalin and his supporters believed in Socialism in One
Country.
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tyrant, the mafia boss, stands at the apex of a pyramid of
power, each block in which is a person who hopes to
someday kill the boss and take his job. In a tyranny,
murder and madness become part of the fabric of the
State. In a monarchy, however, the succession is clear,
and if by some accident of law and fate there are multiple
candidates, they are at least each others' relatives. This
rules out neither murder nor madness, but they are the
exception and not the rule.

Obviously, a joint-stock realm faces completely different
problems in maintaining internal security. Internal
security can be defined as the protection of the
shareholders' property against all internal threats —
including both residents and employees, up to and
certainly including the chief executive. If the shareholders
cannot dismiss the CEO of the realm by voting according
to proper corporate procedures, a total security failure
has occurred.

The standard Patchwork remedy for this problem is the
cryptographic chain of command. Ultimately, power
over the realm truly rests with the shareholders, because
they use a secret sharing® or similar cryptographic

“Various things in the Soviet Union, such as a
publishing house, several steamships, motorboats, kolkhozes
and settlements, gained the name Old Bolshevik.

“The first prominent Old Bolshevik to die was Yakov
Sverdlov in 1919; the last was Lazar Kaganovich in 1991 who
also reached the greatest age.”

31 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secret_sharing

“Secret sharing (also called secret splitting) refers to
methods for distributing a secret amongst a group of
participants, each of whom is allocated a share of the secret.
The secret can be reconstructed only when a sufficient number,
of possibly different types, of shares are combined together;
individual shares are of no use on their own.
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algorithm to maintain control over its root keys.
Authority is then delegated to the board (if any), the CEO
and other officers, and thence down into the military or
other security forces. At the leaves of the tree are
computerized weapons, which will not fire without
cryptographic authorization.

Thus, any fragment of the security force which remains
loyal to the shareholders can use its operational weapons
to defeat any coalition of disloyal, and hence disarmed,
employees and/or residents. Ouch! Taste the pain,
traitors. (Needless to say, the dependence of this design
on 21st-century technology is ample explanation of why
history has not bequeathed us anything like the
joint-stock realm. It was simply not implementable — any
more than our ancestors could build a suspension bridge
out of limestone blocks.)

With this basic background in Filmerist government, and
with the (as yet unjustified) assumption that a patch is
safe against external aggression, let's start to look at what
a 21st-century corporate sovereign might actually want to
do.

“In one type of secret sharing scheme there is one
dealer and n players. The dealer gives a share of the secret to
the players, but only when specific conditions are fulfilled will the
players be able to reconstruct the secret from their shares. The
dealer accomplishes this by giving each player a share in such a
way that any group of t (for threshold) or more players can
together reconstruct the secret but no group of fewer than t
players can. Such a system is called a (f, n)-threshold scheme
(sometimes it is written as an (n, t)-threshold scheme).

“Secret sharing was invented independently by Adi
Shamir and George Blakley in 1979.”

113



For simplicity and for my own personal amusement, let's
call the realm Friscorp, and say its patch is the present
city of San Francisco — pop., about 750,000.

Obviously, Friscorp would like to turn SF into the coolest,
most hoppin', and definitely most expensive city on the
planet. Call it a combination of Paris, Monaco, and
Babylon. Destroying ugly postwar buildings, for example,
and reconstructing them in appropriate historical styles,
will definitely be high on Friscorp's agenda.

The first and touchiest problem, though, is just deciding
who gets to live in San Francisco. Friscorp's answer is
simple: anyone who isn't dangerous to others, and can
afford to live in San Francisco. It is probably also nice if
they speak English, but considering the exigencies of the
second constraint, they almost certainly will. Friscorp
may also import menial laborers, as Dubai does today,
but they are not to be confused with the actual residents.

Here we face a slight predicament. There are quite a few
people presently in San Francisco who do not meet the
second constraint, are pretty iffy on the first as well, and
have no labor skills to speak of. What do we do with
them? Sell their slums out from under them, obviously;
demo everything, spray for roaches, rodents and pit bulls,
smooth the rubble out with a bulldozer or two, and
possibly a little aerial bombing; erect new residential
districts suitable for Russian oligarchs. Next question?

But where do they go? Since their customer-service
contract gives them the right of exit, these people — call
them bezonians®* — can of course emigrate to any other

32 [Dead link]
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realm in the Patchwork. This presumes, however, that
said realm is willing to accept them. And why would it be?
If our design does not provide for the existence of a large
number of human beings whose existence anywhere is
not only unprofitable, but in fact a straight-up loss, to
that realm, it is simply inconsistent with reality.

The design faces an existential challenge. On next week's
episode, we'll present the shocking but ineluctable
solution, and figure out the second half of our security
problem: the relationships between realms.
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2: Profit Strategies for Our
New Corporate Overlords

I fear last week's essay, after promising an absence of
grim, dumped a can of it down your shirt. I apologize for
this, dear readers, and also for the awful, incendiary
closing cliffhanger. (But fear not. We will answer the
question.) UR has never been an easy ride, but I really
don't mean to abuse the customer in this way. If nothing
else, it repels the good and attracts the bad.

But unfortunately for those who are bored with these
warm, gaseous exhalations, I've come to the conclusion
that it is simply not possible to get into the meat of a UR
post without a fresh introduction to the anti-democratic,
and frankly authoritarian, philosophy of government for
which we are so notorious. (You do know that just
reading this blog makes you a bad person, don't you?)
Unless you are a hardened longtime reader, UR is just off
your political map, and anyone can click on a blog for the
first time. Besides, one can never be too deprogrammed.

Most people, when they take a whack at designing a
government (an engineering task at which all God's
chilluns just naturally excel), tend to ask themselves:
what should the government do? Of course this is the
wrong question. The right question is: what will the
government do?

(A great example of asking the right question, but still
getting the wrong answer, is Federalist 10.%3 It is almost
funny to read Madison's bogus remedies for the
well-known ills of democracy, like national size as an

33 Hyperlink to: http://www.constitution.org/fed/federa10.htm
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infallible nostrum against political parties — not unlike
perusing some medieval pharmacopoeia which prescribes
dried wolf dick for breast cancer.)

For example, most democratic citizens are firm believers
in the concept of limited government. In the all-curing
magic black bag of democracy, limited government is the
first-line ointment. Apparently a government can prevent
itself and its successors indefinite from doing bad things,
just by writing a note to itself that says "don't do bad
things."

Swallowing the red pill, departing the Matrix and donning
our alien-detecting Ray-Bans, we realize at once that no
government can limit itself. Limited government is a
perpetual-motion machine: a product axiomatically
fraudulent by definition. In any human organization, final
authority rests with some person or persons, not with any
rule, process or procedure.

This is not to say that there is no distinction between
Washington and Pyongyang. What we call the "rule of
law" is a good thing. But if you have an efficient engine,
there is no point in marketing it as an infinitely efficient
engine. The noble ideal of "limited government" or "rule
of law" is a piece of political camouflage, behind which
lurks a useful and effective, but certainly imperfect and
not even slightly divine, corporate design: that of judicial
supremacy. In a sentence: juridical supremacy is judicial
supremacy.

Judicial supremacy is a management design in which
ultimate sovereign authority rests with committees of
arbitrators who are experts in proper government
procedure. The design certainly has its merits. If
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implemented well, for example, it can reduce personal
graft among employees to negligible levels. Hardly a high
standard, but I am happy to be governed by a regime
which has achieved it. But ultimately, judicial supremacy
can become arbitrarily evil — all it takes is arbitrarily evil
judges.

Is judicial supremacy, for example, superior to military
supremacy? This is like asking if a rowboat is better than
a sailboat. For some purposes it is, for some it isn't. In
peacetime you would probably rather have the former. If
you want to win a war you probably want the latter.

Neither, however, can be said to be in any sense
predictable by design. A judicial kritocracy®* or a military
dictatorship may deliver good government, or bad
government. Either can be nice or nasty. In the end, the
words "judge" and "general" are just words. It is not at all
difficult to imagine a process of political evolution by
which they swap meanings.

34 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kritarchy

“Kritarchy, also called kritocracy, is a system of rule by
judges (Hebrew: n'uo1w, shoftim) in the tribal confederacy of
ancient Israel during the period of time described in the Book of
Judges, following Joshua's conquest of Canaan and prior to the
united monarchy under Saul.

“Because it is a compound of the Greek words KpITAg,
krites ("judge") and Gpxw, arkho ("to rule"), its use has expanded
to cover rule by judges in the modern sense as well, as in the
case of Somalia, ruled by judges with the polycentric legal
tradition of xeer, and arguably the Islamic Courts Union][citation
needed] and in the fictional regime of Mega-city One, the focus
of setting for the Judge Dredd franchise.”
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(Herr Teufelsdrockh's philosophy of Clothes®® has never
said more. Can a General command, in a Black Robe? or
Justice be laid down, in Camo? — most assuredly; and the
Devil too, in either! But more of him in short. Under the
Clothes is a Man — who is he? How got he here? What
does he at his Desk? None of these having much to do
with your Design.)

Is it possible to design a structure of government which
will be stable and predictable? Hopefully, of course, stably
and predictably benign? History affords no evidence of it.
But history affords no evidence of semiconductors, either.
There is always room for something new.

The key is that word should. When you say your
government "should do X," or "should not do Y," you are
speaking in the hieratic language of democracy. You are
postulating some ethereal and benign higher sovereign,
which can enforce promises made by the mere
government to whose whims you would otherwise be
subject. In reality, while your government can certainly
promise to do X or not to do Y, there is no power that can
hold it to this promise. Or if there is, it is that power

35 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sartor_Resartus

“Sartor Resartus (meaning 'The tailor re-tailored’) is an
1836 novel by Thomas Carlyle, first published as a serial in
1833-34 in Fraser's Magazine. The novel purports to be a
commentary on the thought and early life of a German
philosopher called Diogenes Teufelsdréckh (which translates as
'god-born devil-dung'), author of a tome entitled "Clothes: Their
Origin and Influence", but was actually a poioumenon
("product"). Teufelsdréckh's Transcendentalist musings are
mulled over by a sceptical English Reviewer (referred to as
Editor) who also provides fragmentary biographical material on
the philosopher. The work is, in part, a parody of Hegel, and of
German Idealism more generally. However, Teufelsdréckh is also
a literary device with which Carlyle can express difficult truths.”
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which is your real government. Your whining should be
addressed to it.

The neocameralist structure of Patchwork realms, which
are sovereign joint-stock companies, creates a different
kind of should. This is the profitable should. We can say
that a realm should do X rather than Y, because X is more
profitable than Y. Since sovereign means sovereign,
nothing can compel the realm to do X and not Y. But,
with an anonymous capital structure, we can expect
administrators to be generally responsible and not make
obvious stupid mistakes.

Another way to say this is that a realm is financially
responsible. The general observation here is that, to
paraphrase Tolstoy, financially responsible organizations
are all alike. By definition, they do not waste money. By
definition, their irresponsible counterparts do, and by
definition there are an infinite number of ways to waste
money. Think of a rope: a financially responsible
organization is a tight rope. It only has one shape. But if
there is slack in the rope, it can flap around in all kinds of
crazy ways.

It is immediately clear that the neocameralist should, the
tight rope, is far inferior to the ethereal should, the magic
leash of God. (Typically these days arriving in the form of
vox populi, vox Dei. Or, as a cynic might put it: vox
populi, vox praeceptori.)

Given the choice between financial responsibility and
moral responsibility, I will take the latter every time. If it
was possible to write a set of rules on paper and require
one's children and one's children's children to comply
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with this bible, all sorts of eternal principles for good
government and healthy living could be set out.

But we cannot construct a political structure that will
enforce moral responsibility. We can construct a political
structure that will enforce financial responsibility. Thus
neocameralism. We might say that financial
responsibility is the raw material of moral responsibility.
The two are not by any means identical, but they are
surprisingly similar, and the gap seems bridgeable.

When we use the profitable should, therefore, we are in
the corporate strategy department. We ask: how should a
Patchwork realm, or any financially responsible
government, be designed to maximize the return on its
capital?

For our overall realm design, let's simplify the
Anglo-American corporate model slightly. We'll have
direct shareholder sovereignty, with no board of
directors. The board layer strikes me as a bit of an
anachronism, and it is certainly one place stuff can go
wrong. Deleted. And I also dislike the term 'CEO,' which
seems a bit vainglorious for a sovereign organization. A
softer word with a pleasant Quaker feel is delegate,
although we will compromise on a capital. And we can
call the logical holder of each share its proprietor.

Therefore: a Patchwork realm is governed by a Delegate,
who is the proxy of the proprietors, and can be replaced
by a majority of them at any time and for any reason. The
Delegate exercises undivided sovereign authority, as in
divine-right monarchy. i.e., in English: total power. (The
Delegate is always Jewish.)
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This fragile-looking design can succeed at the sovereign
layer because, and only because, modern encryption
technology makes it feasible. The proprietors use a
secret-sharing scheme to control a root key that must
regularly reauthorize the Delegate, and thus in turn the
command hierarchy of the security forces, in a pyramid
leading down to cryptographic locks on individual
weapons. If the Delegate turns on the proprietors, they
may have to wait a day to authorize the replacement, and
another day or two before the new Delegate can organize
the forces needed to have her predecessor captured and
shot. Fiduciary responsibility has its price.

That modern cryptography was not available to the Most
Serene Republic of Venice3® does not mean they wouldn't

36 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Republic_of Venice

“The Republic of Venice (ltalian: Repubblica di
Venezia or Repubblica Veneta), traditionally known as the Most
Serene Republic of Venice (Venetian: Serenisima Republica
Véneta; ltalian: Serenissima Repubblica di Venezia), was a
sovereign state and maritime republic in northeastern lItaly,
which existed for a millennium between the 8th century and the
18th century. It was based in the lagoon communities of the
historically prosperous city of Venice, and was a leading
European economic and trading power during the Middle Ages
and the Renaissance.

“The Venetian city state was founded as a safe haven
for the people escaping persecution in mainland Europe after the
decline of the Roman Empire. In its early years, it prospered on
the salt trade. In subsequent centuries, the city state established
a thalassocracy. It dominated trade on the Mediterranean Sea,
including commerce between Europe and North Africa, as well
as Asia. The Venetian navy was used in the Crusades, most
notably in the Fourth Crusade. Venice achieved territorial
conquests along the Adriatic Sea. The city became home to an
extremely wealthy merchant class, who patronized renowned art
and architecture along the city's lagoons. Venetian merchants
were influential financiers in Europe. The city was also the
birthplace of great European explorers, especially Marco Polo,
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have used it if they'd had it. Since we have it, we can use
it. Since the algorithms date to the 1970s, it's not
surprising that history has no record of cryptographic
organizational structures at the sovereign level. Since the
neocameralist design for a sovereign corporation depends
on them, it's not surprising that history shows us nothing
of the kind. While as a reactionary I believe that the legal
and political structures of old Europe, so often defamed
as "feudal," are a treasure trove of sovereign organization
and if restored in toto tomorrow would prove on balance
a vast human boon, it is a slight overstatement to assume
that everything old is beautiful and sweet, and anything
new must suck.

For simplicity, our realm will do its books in gold. The
spectacle of a sovereign corporation that maintains
accounts in its own scrip is a fascinating one, at least from
a financial perspective, and we cannot write it off quite so
casually as yet another 20th-century monstrosity. It is not

as well as Baroque composers such as Vivaldi and Benedetto
Marcello.

“The republic was ruled by the Doge, who was elected
by members of the Great Council of Venice, the city-state's
parliament. The ruling class was an oligarchy of merchants and
aristocrats. Venice and other Italian maritime republics played a
key role in fostering capitalism. Venetian citizens generally
supported the system of governance. The city-state enforced
strict laws and employed ruthless tactics in its prisons.

“The opening of new trade routes to the Americas and
the East Indies via the Atlantic Ocean marked the beginning of
Venice's decline as a powerful maritime republic. The city state
suffered defeats from the navy of the Ottoman Empire. In 1797,
the republic was plundered by retreating Austrian and then
French forces, following an invasion by Napoleon Bonaparte,
and the Republic of Venice was split into the Austrian Venetian
Province, the Cisalpine Republic, a French client state, and the
lonian French departments of Greece. Venice then became a
part of a unified Italy in the 19th century.”
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impossible that fiat currency can be made to turn a buck.
It is unlikely that the proprietors will want their dividends
in it, however.

And who are the proprietors? Anyone. They are
anonymous shareholders. It may be desirable, though, for
a realm to enjoin its residents from holding its shares. It
is not normally necessary for a company to refrain from
serving its shareholders as customers, but a sovereign
realm is not a normal company. A resident shareholder
has a conflict of interest, because he may have an
opportunity to use the power of his share to promote
policies that reward him directly but are not in the
interests of his non-resident fellows. The effect is small,
but better to rule it out.

We'll also assume — assumption to be justified below —
that realms exist in a competitive market in which
residents can easily take their business elsewhere if they
don't like the service.

Given this setup, let's say you're the Delegate. Your patch
is the city of San Francisco, and your realm is its new
corporate overlord — Friscorp. Friscorp is yours. Not that
you own it, of course, just that the owners have hired you
to run it.

First, let's enumerate the basic principles of sovereign
corporate management.

Principle one: the proprietors' sovereignty is absolute.
Securing it against all enemies, foreign and domestic, is
the primary fiduciary responsibility of the Delegate. Lose
the patch and the realm is worthless, and so are the
shares. Everything else, even profit, comes after security.
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Principle two: a realm is a business, not a charity. Its goal
is to maximize its discounted return on investment. If
Delegate and proprietors alike somehow manage to forget
this, in the long run their realm will deteriorate, develop
red-giant syndrome, and become gigantic, corrupt and
foul. It may even turn into a democracy.

Principle three: except in cases where it conflicts with the
first or second principles, "do no evil" is always good
business. Think of your realm as a hotel. As Mark Twain
once put it: "all saints can do miracles, but few of them
can keep hotel." And while many hotelkeepers can do
miracles, few indeed are saints. But all are nice to the
customers — at least, the 99.999% of customers who feel
no need to start torching the drapery.

While our test case, San Francisco, is hardly
representative of the average stitch of Earth's skin, it will
probably be harder to manage than most — being both
urban, and urbane. So how, as Delegate of Friscorp,
would you run your town? Let's start by assuming a
steady-state system, ducking as usual the problem of
getting from here to there.

There are two basic tasks of a realm: managing the
residents, and surviving in the big bad world. Let's take
these one at a time.

Any hominid, hominoid, or other bipedal ape present on
Friscorp's patch is a resident. The basic idea of a realm is
that the proprietors profit by providing the residents with
a pleasant place to live, be happy, and of course be
productive. Basically, if you're not nice to the hominids,
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they'll leave, the proprietors won't have a business, and
you won't have a job.

It is difficult for those of us who grew up under
democracy to juxtapose this fact, which is an incentive
rather than a constraint, with the fact that as Delegate of
Friscorp, you exercise undivided sovereignty over San
Francisco. You have no constraint. Your residents are as
ants in your kitchen. No combination of them can
possibly oppose you. Not even if they all come together in
one big angry mob, screaming, jumping up and down,
waving their little signs and throwing rocks and gravel.
All will be massacred by your invincible robot armies.
Pour la canaille, la mitraille!

And even without any such cause for complaint, if it
would be profitable to just spray the whole city down,
exterminating the current crop of worthless bipeds and
replacing them with a more upscale crowd, you will. And
if you don't, your proprietors will fire you and hire a new
Delegate with a clue. Terrifying! At least from the San
Franciscans' perspective.

But we can nip this grimness right here: it won't be
profitable. Why exterminate, when you can enslave? (It
won't be profitable to enslave, either. But see further.)
Once again, Patchwork residents do not rely on imaginary
constraints to feel secure in the icy, lethal jaws of a
sovereign state which could slaughter them all. They rely
on real incentives. While the incentives may not be 100%
reliable, they at least exist.

A realm signs a formal contract, or covenant, with all

responsible residents. The deal is this: the resident agrees
not to misbehave, the realm agrees not to mistreat him.
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Definitions of each are set down in great detail. In case of
conflict, the realm appoints an arbitrator to hear the case.
All cases can be appealed up to the Delegate, who has the
power not only to interpret the covenant but also — being
sovereign — to suspend it.

This process is called "law." It is not a novelty. A realm
may adopt and/or modify any of the old Continental,
British or American systems of law. If a common-law
system is adopted, precedent should be rolled back to
1900 at the latest, and probably more like 1800. The
democratic era has corrupted everything, law being no
exception.

The covenant has two sides, but the sides are not equal.
The realm, having sovereign power, can compel the
resident to comply with all promises. Since San Francisco
is not an Islamic state, it does not ask its residents to
agree that their hand will be cut off if they steal. But it
could. And San Francisco, likewise, can promise not to
cut off its residents' hands until it is blue in the face —
but, since it is a sovereign state, no one can enforce this
promise against it.

For exactly this reason, however, San Francisco must
guard its reputation. It does this by living up to its
promises, as much as possible. If it is forced by
unexpected, understandable circumstances to invoke
force majeure, people will probably understand. If it
breaks its own promises all the time and for no good
reason, amputating hands willy-nilly after swearing up
and down that life and limb are sacred, it will not be
viewed as a safe place to live, and no one will want to live
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there. Congratulations on your new burned-out ruin.’”
The views, at least, remain spectacular. Your replacement
can probably find a way to salvage some tiny fraction of
his employers' capital by turning the place into some kind
of eco-park.

To live in or even just visit San Francisco, a hominid must
either sign the covenant, or be a dependent of some
guardian who has signed the covenant. Ie, your hominid
must either be responsible, or have someone who is
responsible for it. San Francisco is a city, not a zoo. The
signer of the covenant, the responsible party, is the
subject.

In the covenant, the realm promises to protect the
subject's person, property and dependents. It indemnifies
the subject against crime, and pays unrecoverable tort
claims. There is no such thing as perfect security, and bad
things can happen to anyone anywhere, but Friscorp
considers all disturbances of the peace to be its problem
and its fault.

And most important, Friscorp guarantees your right to
depart from the city with person, property and
dependents, unless of course you are fleeing legal
proceedings. (And maybe even if you are — of course, you
would have to find another patch willing to take you.)

In return, the subject promises not to disturb the peace of
San Francisco, or permit his or her dependents to do so.
(I favor the ancient Roman design, in which the guardian
is responsible for the actions of his dependents, and holds

37 [Dead link]
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the authority of patria potestas3® over them. Authority
and responsibility, as usual, being unified. Not quite a
fractal or hierarchical sovereignty, but close. Friscorp has
no business case for interfering in its subjects' family
lives.)

Residents of a Patchwork realm have no security or
privacy against the realm. There is no possible conflict in
the matter: not being malignant, the government is not a
threat to its residents, and since it is sovereign they are
not a threat to it. This absence of conflict allows the
government to enforce a much higher level of peaceful
interaction between residents.

38 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pater_familias

“The pater familias, also written as paterfamilias
(plural patres familias), was the head of a Roman family. The
pater familias was the oldest living male in a household, and
exercised autocratic authority over his extended family. The term
is Latin for "father of the family" or the "owner of the family
estate". The form is archaic in Latin, preserving the old genitive
ending in -as (see Latin declension), whereas in classical Latin
the normal genitive ending was -ae. The pater familias always
had to be a Roman citizen.

Roman law and tradition (mos maiorum) established
the power of the pater familias within the community of his own
extended familia. He held legal privilege over the property of the
familia, and varying levels of authority over his dependents:
these included his wife and children, certain other relatives
through blood or adoption, clients, freedmen and slaves. The
same mos maiorum moderated his authority and determined his
responsibilities to his own familia and to the broader community.
He had a duty to father and raise healthy children as future
citizens of Rome, to maintain the moral propriety and well-being
of his household, to honour his clan and ancestral gods and to
dutifully participate — and if possible, serve — in Rome's
political, religious and social life. In effect, the pater familias was
expected to be a good citizen. In theory at least, he held powers
of life and death over every member of his extended familia
through ancient right. In practice, the extreme form of this right
was seldom exercised. It was eventually limited by law.
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All residents, even temporary visitors, carry an ID card
with RFID response. All are genotyped and iris-scanned.
Public places and transportation systems track everyone.
Security cameras are ubiquitous. Every car knows where
it is and who is sitting in it, and tells the authorities both.
Residents cannot use this data to snoop into each others'
lives, but Friscorp can use it to monitor society at an
almost arbitrarily detailed level.

In return, residents experience a complete absence of
crime — at least at the level of present-day Japan®, and
ideally much lower. (San Francisco has no need of
Yakuza.) Residents also experience a complete lack of
security theater*® — to board a plane, they walk right on.
Friscorp has no reason to tolerate the presence of
dangerous or unidentified hominids at large in its city,
any more than it would tolerate leopards on the loose.

Strong identification and tracking of residents also
mitigates one of the most obvious problems with the
Patchwork approach, the inconvenience of constantly
crossing borders in a world of small sovereignties. What
does a resident do if she lives in San Francisco and wants
to drive to Berkeley, which is a different country? Is there
a checkpoint on the Bay Bridge?

39 Takuan Seiyo, More Lessons from the East:
https://www.brusselsjournal.com/node/3338/print
40 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Security _theater
“Security theater is the practice of investing in
countermeasures intended to provide the feeling of improved
security while doing little or nothing to achieve it. Researchers
such as Edward Felten have described the airport security
repercussions due to the September 11, 2001 attacks as security
theater.”
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Not at all. She just drives to Berkeley. Her car knows who
is in it, and the authorities of both SF and Berkeley know
where it is. If she is for some reason not authorized to
enter Berkeley, all sorts of alarms will flash. If she
persists, she will be of course detained. Having a scalpel,
Patchwork feels no need to whack anyone with a club.

One way to see internal security in a Patchwork realm is
as a compromise between two sorts of Orwellianism. In
the sense that the realm is (effectively) omniscient and
omnipotent, it would fit most people's' definition of
"Orwellian."

In return for its Orwellian powers of observation and
action, however, Friscorp has no interest at all in the
other half of Orwellianism: the psychological
manipulation of public opinion as a device for regime
stabilization. The realm cares what its residents do. It
does not care what they think. It is difficult to express the
importance of this freedom to those who have found a
way to live without it.

There is one problem, though, which is the problem I
mentioned last week: the problem of adults who are not
productive members of society. In our little Newspeak we
call them wards of the realm. A ward is any resident who
is not capable of earning a living, is not accepted as a
dependent by any guardian, and is not wanted by any
other patch.

The initial conversion of our present, democratic, and of
course completely dysfunctional San Francisco into the
realm of Friscorp will produce quite a few wards. At least
relative to the number we would expect to emerge in a
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healthy society. But there will always be black sheep, and
there will always be wards.

As Delegate of San Francisco, what should you do with
these people? I think the answer is clear: alternative
energy. Since wards are liabilities, there is no business
case for retaining them in their present, ambulatory form.
Therefore, the most profitable disposition for this
dubious form of capital is to convert them into biodiesel,
which can help power the Muni buses.

Okay, just kidding. This is the sort of naive Randian
thinking which appeals instantly to a geek like me, but of
course has nothing to do with real life. The trouble with
the biodiesel solution is that no one would want to live in
a city whose public transportation was fueled, even just
partly, by the distilled remains of its late underclass.

However, it helps us describe the problem we are trying
to solve. Our goal, in short, is a humane alternative to
genocide. That is: the ideal solution achieves the same
result as mass murder (the removal of undesirable
elements from society), but without any of the moral
stigma. Perfection cannot be achieved on both these
counts, but we can get closer than most might think.

The best humane alternative to genocide I can think of is
not to liquidate the wards — either metaphorically or
literally — but to virtualize them. A virtualized human is
in permanent solitary confinement, waxed like a bee larva
into a cell which is sealed except for emergencies. This
would drive him insane, except that the cell contains an
immersive virtual-reality interface which allows him to
experience a rich, fulfilling life in a completely imaginary
world.
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The virtual worlds of today are already exciting enough to
distract many away from their real lives. They will only
get better. Nor is productive employment precluded in
this scenario — for example, wards can perform manual
labor through telepresence. As members of society,
however, they might as well not exist. And because cells
are sealed and need no guards, virtualization should be
much cheaper than present-day imprisonment.

I like virtualization because it can be made to scale. I
don't think there is any scenario under which San
Francisco is burdened with more than a few thousand
wards. Many other regions of the earth, however, contain
large numbers of human beings whose existence may well
prove an unequivocal liability to the owners of any
ground on which they would reside. If so, they can be
virtualized, creating giant human  Wachowski
honeycombs of former bezonians, whose shantytowns can
be cleared and redeveloped as villas for retired
oil-company executives.

Of course, virtualization is a drastic alternative and itself
unlikely to happen. Charity is just too popular these days.
Before anyone becomes a ward of the realm, any person
or organization is free to adopt him as a dependent as a
matter of mutual agreement. His new guardian is (a)
responsible for his actions, and (b) free to tell him what to
do: the ideal relationship for any attempt at
rehabilitation. (It's basically what the Salvation Army
does now, I believe.) If all else fails, there's always the
honeycomb.

I think this problem gives a flavor of the kind of thinking
we would expect in an entrepreneurial sovereign. The
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result is quite foreign to the democratic philosophy of
government, obviously, and it takes some imagination to
picture. But I seriously doubt that many who had a
chance to live in this future would have much interest in
restoring the past.

Libertarians in particular may have a great deal of trouble
understanding how an authoritarian, omnipotent and
omniscient sovereign can be expected to create a free
society. The fundamental diagnosis of libertarianism —
that today's democratic governments are much larger and
much more intrusive than they should be — is obviously
correct. The remedy proposed, however, does not have
anything like a track record of success.

In fact, I believe the libertarian opposition to sovereignty,
dating back to Locke, is a major cause of modern big
government. Our present establishments, not to mention
our tax rates, dwarf any divine-right monarchy in history.
The attempt to limit the state, if it has any result, tends to
result in an additional layer of complexity which weakens
it and makes it more inefficient. This inefficiency gives it
both the need and the excuse to expand.

So we may ask: why does the post office suck? Not
because it is sovereign, but because it is not financially
responsible. Its freedom to be wasteful and inefficient is
what gives it that familiar Aeroflot feel. (The bankrupt
airlines, such as United, feel more like Aeroflot every
year.) When we postulate a sovereign authority which is
financially responsible, like a Patchwork realm, we have
no reason to expect it to display these pathologies of
government. In particular, we cannot expect it to waste
resources in order to pointlessly annoy its residents, a
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form of inefficiency in which democratic regimes seem to
positively revel.

The sight of a financially responsible sovereign, even the
thought-experiment of one, is a good lesson for
libertarians, because it reminds us what a healthy
government actually is. Today's democratic megastates
are to healthy sovereigns as liver cancer is to liver. If you
find liver cells invading every other organ and crushing
them all into goo, it is only natural to think that the cure
might be a drug that was lethal to liver cells. But you
actually need a liver. You need to kill the cancer, not the
liver.

Next week, we'll finish off the design with a look at
external security: Patchwork as a whole. How does this
glorious tapestry stay afloat? Why doesn't it just collapse
into a single patch? And how can it defend itself from its
unreconstructed, 20th-century-style neighbors?
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3: What We Have & What’s So Bad About It

I started this series with the assumption that everyone
reading it would already be a hardened veteran of UR's
brutal, disorienting assaults on everything that is good
and decent and true. This is obviously a counterfactual.
And even for many hardened veterans, I fear, the
Patchwork series has proved a rough ride.

Here at UR we have a very different approach from most
who would like to "change the world." Rather than
actually trying to market our designs, presumably by
making them sound familiar, appealing and benevolent,
we apply anti-spin. We strip off the fairing and present
the cold, gritty gears of the naked machine. Our tone is at
best neutral, at worst acid and nihilistic.

Why? Well, for one, it's just more fun. Let's be clear about
this: UR is a blog. UR is not a cult, it is not a subversive
underground organization, it is certainly not a political
party. It is something I write for fun, and you read for fun.
UR is part of the entertainment industry. If you find it
offensive, Lord only knows what you'll make of Nigga
Know.# (I don't even know what to make of Nigga Know.
I may just be too old for it.)

But if there is a strategy behind the anti-spin, it is to
maximize the quality of UR's audience, by minimizing the
quantity. (Long posts help with this, too.) UR will not
appeal to your heart. It will only appeal to your head.
Which must then often overcome the stomach. To put it
simply: if you don't understand UR, you are very unlikely
to believe it. And this is better for both of us.

41 [Dead link]
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On the other hand, there is no need to be mysterious. So,
now that I've started to introduce this terrifying
alternative, let me go back and explain why it's needed.
Call it a prequel.

Let's start with a point of agreement: our goal, as people
who live in a civilized modern society, is a system of
government which is responsible. Good government is
responsible government. The equivalence is a tautology.
The question is: how shall we secure for ourselves the
blessings of responsible government? Or as Pope put it:4*

For forms of government let fools contest;
Whate'er is best administer'd is best:

Unless you had quite an unusual education, you grew up
believing that the problem is solved: constitutional
democracy is the best mechanism for producing
responsible government. It certainly produces something.
Let's call this something, whatever it is, moral
responstbility.

Here at UR, we see constitutional democracy as a sort of
large hydatid cyst*3, cuddled gently in the skull alongside
one's actual neural tissue. The intrepid reader, with the
instruments this blog provides, can extract the creature in
the comfort and privacy of her own shower stall. As the
neurosurgeon, Dr. Ahmad, notes: "The space was filled
with saline at the end of operation.”

42 plexander Pope, An Essay on Man (1733-1734)
43 Hyperlink to:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V5uOaJFtmt8
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Which is certainly one option. But it leaves the patient a
bit of a nihilist. The obvious drop-in replacement is
royalism, of course — royalism is really just reverting the
changes, as we say in my line of work. So here at UR we
give it up for all royalists. (Fill the cavity with gold. This
will be young Jasmeen's college fund, as well as her skull
ballast.)

For example, I have no hesitation in calling for the King
of Thailand to throw off the reins of the transnationalists,
obey the wishes of the people, and return the country to
full independence and royal government. I have also
previously noted that any corporate descendant of the old
Union of England, Scotland and Ireland, including but
not limited to West Virginia, is entitled to restore the
Stuarts through the Princes of Liechtenstein. If you
wonder what this would mean for you, personally, try the
simple exercise of reading your quality local fishrag for a
month, noting the top headline, and asking: "How would
Hereditary Prince Alois handle this?"++

But royalism, even if you stick a "neo-" on the front, is
just too old-fashioned to appeal to some. So we also offer
an extra decorative touch, available for a mere $19.95, in
which the customer can fill her cyst's void with our own
synthetic organ of government. We call it neocameralism,
and it is very fresh.

44 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alois,_Hereditary_Prince_of_Liechte
nstein

“Alois, Hereditary Prince of Liechtenstein, Count
Rietberg (born 11 June 1968, full name: Alois Philipp Maria), is
the eldest son of Hans Adam I, Prince of Liechtenstein, and
Countess Marie Aglaé Kinsky of Wchinitz and Tettau. Alois has
been regent of Liechtenstein (Stellvertreter des Flirsten) since
15 August 2004. He is married to Duchess Sophie of Bavaria.”
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Neocameralism informs the surrounding neural tissue
that the best mechanism for producing responsibility in
government is for governments to be administered as
sovereign joint-stock corporations, controlled absolutely
by their shareholders, who hold the master encryption
keys for the government's invincible robot armies. At
some risk of oxymoronism, this could be even be
described as private government. It creates quite a
different form of responsibility — financial responsibility.

Of course, it's entirely possible that our so-called "cyst"
could be a healthy, normal lobe of your brain. That our
sinister, unapproved product could in fact insert a strange
translucent, globelike parasite, which will control your
destiny and lead you to an awful end. Ha ha! Yes, young
Jedi, we are asking you to choose. Wield the red saber for
the first time! Then visit our Sith Library, and learn the
truth about this so-called "Council." You already know
what they say about us.

In other words, the financial responsibility created by
joint-stock sovereignty would be much more desirable, in
terms of quality of life for most residents, than the moral
responstbility which we presently enjoy thanks to
constitutional democracy. Or so I assert.

But this is a dangerous assertion, because history teaches
us very quickly that there are many worse things than
constitutional democracy. I claim to be encouraging you
to exchange the path of evil for the road of enlightenment,
but I could be doing just the opposite. And even if I'm not,
the surgery I recommend is traumatic by definition. The
procedure has never been attempted, let alone tested, and
the implant is something I whipped up in my garage out
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of spare helicopter parts. On the other hand, do you really
want to go through life with a worm in your head?

So let's get down to details, and compare the moral
responsibility of constitutional democracy with the
financial responsibility of the sovereign joint-stock
company. I think we can all agree that these are both
legitimate forms of responsibility, and that they are very
different. After 2008, no one can possibly accuse
constitutional democracy of being a financially
responsible form of government. Likewise, the
neocameralist state is amoral by definition.

I don't think there is much contest on the financial side of
the ledger. Let's consider morality.

The constitutional democratic state is an apparently
immortal, monotonically expanding, and nontrivially
morbid mass of personnel which proclaims itself the
instrument of a single purpose: to inflict good upon the
world. For traditional countries this affliction was at least
limited to specified borders, but in the case of USG since
1945 it knows no bound. Washington operates on the
principle of universal benevolence. Its ultimate aim is to
benefit all people, anywhere and for all time. Doubtless if
aliens were found on Jupiter, concern for their welfare
would soon be felt on the Potomac.

A joint-stock sovereign is a clean, lean and mean
revenue-extracting machine. Its goal: loot. Any well-run
Patchwork realm is congenitally dedicated to the good old
Marxist ideal of exploitation. It has no intrinsic sympathy
for the aged, the crippled, the deformed, the useless. Into
the biodiesel vats with them! Gold coins literally wrung
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from the hides of the unfortunate will cascade into the
piggybanks of our obese, cigar-chomping shareholders.

Obviously, whatever you think of democracy, this is
unacceptable. To mollify the conscience of the
increasingly appalled reader, let me explain the logic of
philanthropy in the financially responsible city-state. We
will return to the broader contest of morals in a moment.

Government is like a nuclear reactor or a stem cell:
perfect when it works properly, and lethal when it
doesn't. Like both, any design for a sovereign institution
must depend on multiple independent safety
mechanisms. If all safeguards fail, something
unacceptable will happen — by definition. If all but one
fail, the result may not be desirable, but it will not be
unacceptable.

So let's look at the safety mechanisms that prevent the
healthy Patchwork city-state from turning into its evil
twin, with the biodiesel vats. By my count, there are three.

The outermost mechanism is mere PR. "Do no evil" is the
automatic slogan of every private government. At the
sovereign level, Google's motto would not even be a
winner, because to even mention evil is suspicious — like
a sign outside a restaurant, promising an absence of rats.

At least in normal conditions of inter-patch peace and
harmony, every Patchwork realm should positively exude
rectitude and benevolence. This will of course infect its
corporate culture. Perhaps it is possible to imagine
Disneyland committing genocide. But it would have to be
a very different Disneyland than the one we have right
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now. They would certainly have to replace at least half the
employees.

At the financial level the realm must remember, however,
that its concern is not with actual benevolence, but simply
with the appearance of benevolence. Fortunately, image
is cheap. Not screwing up image is cheaper — it costs you
nothing, as long you don't screw up. And, best of all, evil,
while it really screws up image, just isn't that profitable.

Once you factor in even a tiny image effect, it is
surprisingly difficult to devise any scenario that generates
ROI out of pure, balls-to-the-wall, straight-out evil. For
example, we'll be lucky if we can squeeze $25 worth of
industrial fats out of Granny's cadaver. They say no
publicity is bad publicity — but they lie. So why not just
run our buses on dinosaurs, the old-fashioned way, and
keep Granny in her pen with the automatic monkey-chow
dispenser?

Perhaps you see mere PR as a weak line of defense, and it
would be hard to disagree. Fortunately, it is only one of
three. But the factor is real: a sovereign is a sovereign,
and no government can be entirely without paternal
graces. No one in a sane society will be rendered into
diesel, or even be allowed to starve to death for lack of
productive earning power. Perhaps there are enough
Randians on the planet for one city-state, but probably
not two. Otherwise, it just won't happen, and keeping it
from happening is just one of the realm's many business
expenses. Granny's monkey-chow skims off the merest
tablespoon of the rich butter which the realm churns
metaphorically, rather than literally, from its residents'
hard-working flesh.

142



We arrive at the next safety barrier: mere private
philanthropy.

It is interesting to note the way in which one sniffs at
mere private philanthropy. This is the thinking of the
twentieth century, the century of welfare. This was a word
with only positive connotations — until the twentieth
century got its hands on it.

Another word for private philanthropy, with different
negative connotations, is charity. Charity was of course
one of the principal obligations of the medieval
ecclesiastical establishment, the other two being
education and adult instruction. In consonance with the
general 20th-century pattern in which State has captured
the role of Church, thus effecting the merger of the two by
different means, most of us today perceive charity as a
sovereign function.

And thus we trivialize any charitable establishment which
is fully outside the State, as only the most hard-line of
unreconstructed ecclesiasts are today. (Nonprofits in the
US today tend to fund themselves via a mix of donations
with government grants, contracts, etc.)

However, we can measure the demand for charity
(meaning, of course, the demand for the production of
philanthropy, not for its services) by the benchmark of
government itself. Americans today by and large consider
their taxes neither too high nor too low, and certainly the
left half of the electorate is inclined to feel that
Washington should raise even more revenue to do even
more. Since Americans also see their government as a
general-purpose agency for the doing of good — a
sovereign charity — we can measure their demand for
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philanthropy by noting the absence of significant political
resistance to their present tax rate. (Moreover, if you are
critical of this methodology, note than any assertion that
present tax rates are obtained by chicanery, rather than
genuine consent, hardly constitutes a defense of modern
democracy.)

The traditional contribution for charity was of course the
tithe, or ten percent of income.* It was over a century
into Washington's existence before it figured out how to
exact anything like a tithe, but eventually as it morphed
into the Church of Everything it mitigated this deficiency.
Unfortunately, there is no word which is as cool as "tithe,"
but means "40%." In any case, even in the brutal,
inefficient, and decidedly untechnological Middle Ages,
10% has been considered an ample level of productivity
for a civilized society to donate to the needs of the
unfortunate.

Furthermore, private charity has enormous advantages
over welfare. The voluntary nature of the contact between
provider and recipient frees the former to assume
authority, informal or formal, over the latter. If you don't
want to be ordered around, you are free to starve, or at
least go to prison. In prison you will certainly be ordered
around. If you are not competent to provide for your own
existence, you become by definition a dependent of
whomever is willing to provide for you.

45 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tithing

A tithing or tything was a historic English legal,
administrative or territorial unit, originally ten hides (and hence,
one tenth of a hundred). Tithings later came to be seen as
subdivisions of a manor or civil parish. The tithing's leader or
spokesman was known as a tithingman.”
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And with dependency comes authority, the patria
potestas. Since you are not responsible for yourself,
whatever charitable agency or other party has taken
charge of you is now your legal guardian, putting you
essentially in the position of a child. Moreover, your
guardian is also responsible for any offenses you may
commit. There are no irresponsible or feral humans in a
Patchwork realm, unless this is some perverse lifestyle
feature it sees fit to provide.

As we can see, the second safety barrier is considerably
stronger than the third. Moreover, we are about to arrive
at the first safety barrier, which cements the second and
can be regarded as a complete refutation of social
democracy.

Consider the thinking of the social democrat. To him, as
previously mentioned, government is a sovereign and
universal charity. Its purpose is to use its resources to do
good works. These resources are derived, obviously, from
the same source as with all governments — taxation. The
wisdom of the people, through the magic of democracy,
guides said sovereign and universal charity to use its
resources efficiently for good works, not inefficiently for
evil works. (Or, worst, efficiently for evil works.) This is
our vaunted moral responsibility.

Any neocameralist who wanders by can observe that this
system is easy to improve, in two ways.

One, the people are not wise and the magic of democracy
does not exist. Therefore, we should not rely on the
wisdom of the people for anything, and we should
eliminate the superfluous electoral component of the
design.
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Specifically, we should definitely not rely on the wisdom
of the people to either (a) formulate public policy, or (b)
allocate budgets. Fortunately, this point is hardly
debatable. If you listen to NPR you already believe that
that budget and policy should be held virginal from the
awful contamination of politics, and if you don't listen to
NPR your opinion is of negligible importance in the
budget and policy process.

Once this change is applied, allocations for good works as
a percentage of disposable spending are constant. So, for
example, the environment gets 10% of USG's disposable
spending (ie, spending which is not essential to the
production of future revenue), AIDS gets 5%, education of
children with Down's syndrome gets 3%, the spiny
echidna gets 1%, or whatever.

Note that (a) these figures are relatively constant anyway,
due to the natural push and pull of the budgeting process
(my mother did budget and policy at DoE, so I do know a
thing or two about "zero-based budgeting," that unicorn
of the Potomac); and (b) keeping them actually constant
eliminates a very, very large number of meetings. If
"change" must be provided for, a leftover slice of the
budget can be allocated to a miscellaneous fund.

But wait! There is another name for "disposable
spending." The name is profit. And these "shares" of the
budget also seem... familiar.

In fact, we have improved our constitutional democracy

so completely that we have turned it into a neocameralist
joint-stock company. And we have not harmed the
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funding or organization of charity even slightly. To the
contrary — we have freed it from bushels of red tape.

The trick is that we've converted an argument about what
the government should do, into an argument about who
should hold the government's shares. But this decision is
way outside my pay grade, because the initial share
allocation must be performed by whoever actually creates
the government. While this is completely independent of
the design, I'm pretty confident that any conversion of a
constitutional democracy into a joint-stock corporation
will include a high level of continuity from charitable
budget allocations in the democracy, to share allocations
in the corporation.

Consider an indubitably worthy recipient of philanthropic
funding, NTH.4% NIH's budget is $30 billion or so. If we

46 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/National_Institutes_of_Health

“The National Institutes of Health (NIH) is the primary
agency of the United States government responsible for
biomedical and public health research, founded in the late
1870s. It is part of the United States Department of Health and
Human Services with facilities mainly located in Bethesda,
Maryland. It conducts its own scientific research through its
Intramural Research Program (IRP) and provides major
biomedical research funding to non-NIH research facilities
through its Extramural Research Program.

“As of 2013, the IRP had 1,200 principal investigators
and more than 4,000 postdoctoral fellows in basic, translational,
and clinical research, being the largest biomedical research
institution in the world, while, as of 2003, the extramural arm
provided 28% of biomedical research funding spent annually in
the U.S., or about US$26.4 billion.

“The NIH comprises 27 separate institutes and centers
of different biomedical disciplines and is responsible for many
scientific accomplishments, including the discovery of fluoride to
prevent tooth decay, the use of lithium to manage bipolar
disorder, and the creation of vaccines against hepatitis,
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separate NIH completely from the State and convert its
budget, for which it must fight every year, into State
shares producing dividends or other payments of $30
billion every year, what has changed?

NIH is happier, because it now has $30 billion with no
strings attached. Certainly the guidance of Congress, or
whatever, does not assist NIH in doing its job. Quite the
contrary! The less political and bureaucratic interference
it receives, the better. We have just reduced this to zero,
so NIH is happy. Moreover, it is even happier because
this payment stream is presumably produced by shares,
bonds, or other negotiable instruments, which NIH can
sell and diversify. Thus creating a well-structured
endowment for the long-term funding of biomedical
research.

As for the payers of the $30 billion, they pay whatever
they pay. So this transformation — which can be applied
to any charity or entitlement, at least any which does not
depend on the sovereign authority of the state in order to
do its good works — is a Pareto optimization.#’ And it

Haemophilus influenzae (HIB), and human papillomavirus
HPV).”
7 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pareto_efficiency

“Pareto efficiency or Pareto optimality is a state of
allocation of resources from which it is impossible to reallocate
so as to make any one individual or preference criterion better
off without making at least one individual or preference criterion
worse off. The concept is named after Vilfredo Pareto
(1848-1923), Italian engineer and economist, who used the
concept in his studies of economic efficiency and income
distribution. The concept has been applied in academic fields
such as economics, engineering, and the life sciences.

“The Pareto frontier is the set of all Pareto efficient
allocations, conventionally shown graphically. It also is variously
known as the Pareto front or Pareto set.
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eliminates the phenomenon of official charity, the
hallmark of social democracy. QED.

Again, it is easy to apply this fix to entitlements, such as
Social Security or Medicare. For Social Security, it is
Granny rather than NIH which is owed a payment
stream. For Medicare, the State can go from providing
medical care to purchasing an insurance policy, and from
purchasing an insurance policy to providing the payment
stream needed to purchase a policy. Both these changes
are Pareto optimizations, and they end up back at
financial responsibility.

Therefore: if you are setting up something like a
Patchwork realm, and you are worried that its residents
will not donate sufficient alms to fund good works, assign
some percentage of the realm's shares (or bonds, or other
securities) to those same good works. Problem solved. So
why do we have social democracy? Ah. If only it would tell
us.

“A Pareto improvement is a change to a different
allocation that makes at least one individual or preference
criterion better off without making any other individual or
preference criterion worse off, given a certain initial allocation of
goods among a set of individuals. An allocation is defined as
"Pareto efficient" or "Pareto optimal" when no further Pareto
improvements can be made, in which case we are assumed to
have reached Pareto optimality.

"Pareto efficiency" is considered as a minimal notion
of efficiency that does not necessarily result in a socially
desirable distribution of resources: it makes no statement about
equality, or the overall well-being of a society.

“The notion of Pareto efficiency has been applied to
the selection of alternatives in engineering and similar fields.
Each option is first assessed, under multiple criteria, and then a
subset of options is ostensibly identified with the property that no
other option can categorically outperform any of its members.”
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So. Having refuted the hypothesis that democracy is what
it says it is, let's have a look at what it actually is.

Being a completely uneducated person, I do not know
Latin or Greek. But I do have a favorite Latin word:
imperium. As in "imperialist," of course, and other such
Maoist terms of abuse. As I am already on record as a
reactionary, I will cheerfully confess to being an
imperialist as well.

Imperium is a cognate of the English word empire. But
the two are not synonyms: empire in English has shifted
to imply the international relationship also known as
suzerainty*®, ie, the relationship between Washington

48 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Suzerainty
“Suzerainty (/'sju:zaranti/, /'sju.zerenti/ and
/'sju:zranti/) is a back-formation from the late 18th-century word
suzerain, meaning upper-sovereign, derived from the French sus
(meaning above) + -erain (from souverain, meaning sovereign).

“It was first used to refer to the dominant position of
the Ottoman Empire in relation to its surrounding regions; the
Ottoman Empire being the suzerain, and the relationship being
suzerainty. The terminology gradually became generalised to
refer to any relationship in which one region or people controls
the foreign policy and international relations of a tributary state,
while allowing the tributary nation to have internal autonomy.
Modern writers also sometimes use the term suzerain to refer to
a feudal lord, in regard to their relationship to their vassals.

“Suzerainty differs from true sovereignty, as the
tributary state or person is technically independent, and enjoys
self-rule (though usually limited in practice). Although the
situation has existed in a number of historical empires, it is
considered difficult to reconcile with 20th- or 21st-century
concepts of international law, in which sovereignty either exists
or does not. While a sovereign nation can agree by treaty to
become a protectorate of a stronger power, modern international
law does not recognise any way of making this relationship
compulsory on the weaker power. Suzerainty, therefore,
describes a practical, de facto situation, rather than a legal, de
jure one.”
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and its puppet states. Which is pretty cool, but which is at
best a special case of imperium, which is better translated
as command or authority. Similarly, the Roman title of
Imperator®®, which became our Emperor, is best
translated as Commander, and originally just meant
"general."

To hold imperium is to command, to hold sovereignty.
Sovereignty, as we saw last week, is not sovereignty
unless it is above the law. In any organization we can
identify the summum imperium, or power of final
decision. At least at a civilian level, this is generally held
by either an individual or a small committee. For
example, in the United States, this committee is called the
"Supreme Court." In the Soviet Union it was called the
"Politburo." Of course these two institutions had very
little else in common, but they both held the summum
imperium.

If you doubt this analysis, note that only the justices' own
consciences, which have oft proved fickle, force them to
obey any code of conduct whatsoever. They could order
Barack Obama to stand on his head and snap a Polaroid

49 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imperator

The Latin word imperator was originally a title roughly
equivalent to commander under the Roman Republic. Later it
became a part of the titulature of the Roman Emperors as part of
their cognomen. The English word emperor derives from
imperator via Old French Emperelir. The Roman emperors
themselves generally based their authority on multiple titles and
positions, rather than preferring any single title. Nevertheless,
imperator was used relatively consistently as an element of a
Roman ruler's title throughout the principate (derived from
princeps, from which prince in English is derived) and the
dominate.

“In Latin, the feminine form of imperator is imperatrix,
denoting a ruling female.”
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of his own rectum in order to be inaugurated. He would
have to comply, and I am quite confident that he is
capable of doing so.

(I hate to mention politics, but I hope all readers with any
interest in finance are familiar with Dealbreaker®®, whose
hostess EP5' even before the Obama administration
begins has discovered the exact level of dissident bitchery
it deserves. "Who could rival the innate obscenity of U.S.
star fucking, so ritualized from repetition at this point as
to roll off us like mercury off a greased duck's back?"
We'll see more of this tone, I'm confident.)

Despite all protests to the contrary, constitutional
democracy has neither squared the circle nor solved the
old Roman problem of ipsos custodes.’® Whatever the
names and rituals, real power in the state can always be
tracked. Let's look in more detail at the power structure of
constitutional democracy, using our old friend USG as the
example. (Its clones around the world differ little.)

%0 Dead link]

51 Hyperlink to: http://equityprivate.typepad.com

52 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quis_custodiet_ipsos_custodes%3F

“Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? is a Latin phrase
found in the work of the Roman poet Juvenal from his Satires
(Satire VI, lines 347-348). It is literally translated as "Who will
guard the guards themselves?", though it is also known by
variant translations.

“The original context deals with the problem of
ensuring marital fidelity, though it is now commonly used more
generally to refer to the problem of controlling the actions of
persons in positions of power, an issue discussed by Plato in the
Republic. It is not clear whether the phrase was written by
Juvenal, or whether the passage in which it appears was
interpolated into his works.”
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Imperium always comes in layers of delegation, in which
one power relinquishes decisions to another. At the top
level — level zero, as it were — is always the military. The
US military is of course a large and diverse entity, but
imagine it could find some way to agree unanimously that
sovereignty, the summum imperium, would revert to
some some specific office in the Pentagon. SOCOM is a

good candidate.
53

53 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Special_Operations_
Command

“The United States Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM or SOCOM) is the Unified Combatant Command
charged with overseeing the various Special Operations
Component Commands of the Army, Marine Corps, Navy, and
Air Force of the United States Armed Forces. The command is
part of the Department of Defense and is the only Unified
Combatant Command legislated into being by the U.S.
Congress. USSOCOM is headquartered at MacDill Air Force
Base in Tampa, Florida.

“The idea of an American unified special operations
command had its origins in the aftermath of Operation Eagle
Claw, the disastrous attempted rescue of hostages at the
American embassy in Iran in 1980. The ensuing investigation,
chaired by Admiral James L. Holloway lll, the retired Chief of
Naval Operations, cited lack of command and control and
inter-service coordination as significant factors in the failure of
the mission. Since its activation on 16 April 1987, U.S. Special
Operations Command has participated in many operations, from
the 1989 invasion of Panama to the ongoing Global War on
Terrorism.

“USSOCOM conducts several covert and clandestine
missions, such as direct action, special reconnaissance,
counter-terrorism, foreign internal defense, unconventional
warfare, psychological warfare, civil affairs, and
counter-narcotics operations. Each branch has a Special
Operations Command that is unique and capable of running its
own operations, but when the different special operations forces
need to work together for an operation, USSOCOM becomes the
joint component command of the operation, instead of a SOC of
a specific branch.”
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What would people do? What could they do? They would
say: "duh, okay. We welcome our new green-beret
overlords. Sure. Frankly, we were a little electioned-out,
anyway. And Professor Bernanke no longer enjoys our
complete confidence. So, yeah, whatever. Could we
resume normal programming now? I was watching VH-1,
here."

Ergo, the military in all countries and at all all times
enjoys the summum imperium. In a state in which
normal civil-military relations pertain, the military is
completely passive, and delegates its authority
completely. In a few less-devolved states such as modern
Turkey, it still exercises genuine reserve power®* and may
have some influence on civil decisions. (Sadly, the fabled

54 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Reserve_power

“In a parliamentary or semi-presidential system of
government, a reserve power is a power that may be exercised
by the head of state without the approval of another branch of
the government. Unlike in a presidential system of government,
the head of state is generally constrained by the cabinet or the
legislature in a parliamentary system, and most reserve powers
are usable only in certain exceptional circumstances. In some
countries, reserve powers go by another name; for instance, the
reserve powers of the President of Ireland are called
discretionary powers.”
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deep state®® may be on the decline since the Ergenekon
purges®.)

55 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_within_a_state

State within a state is a political situation in a country
when an internal organ ("deep state"), such as the armed forces
and civilian authorities (intelligence agencies, police, secret
police, administrative agencies and branches of government
bureaucracy), does not respond to the civilian political
leadership. Although the state within a state can be
conspiratorial in nature, the deep state can also take the form of
entrenched unelected career civil servants acting in a
non-conspiratorial manner, to further their own interests (e.g.
continuity of the state as distinct from the administration, job
security, enhanced power and authority, pursuit of ideological
goals and objectives, and the general growth of their agency)
and in opposition to the policies of elected officials, by
obstructing, resisting, and subverting the policies and directives
of elected officials. The term, like many in politics, derives from
the Greek language (kpdtog €v kpdrel, kratos en kratei, later
adopted into Latin as imperium in imperio or status in statu).

Sometimes, the term refers to state companies that,
though formally under the command of the government, act de
facto like private corporations. Sometimes, the term refers to
companies that, though formally private, act de facto like "states
within a state".

Political debate surrounding the separation of church
and state previously revolved around the perception that if left
unchecked, the Church might turn into a kind of State within a
State, an illegitimate outgrowth of the State's natural civil power.

In the field of political science, this pop culture concept
is studied within the literature on the state. The modern literature
on the state is generally tied back to Bringing the State Back In
(1985) and remains an active body of scholarly research to this
day. Within this literature, the state is understood as both venue
(a set of rules under which others act and interact) as well as
actor (with its own agenda). Under this dual understanding, the
conspiratorial version of the deep state concept would be one
version of the 'state as actor' while the non-conspiratorial version
would be another version of the 'state as venue."”

56 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ergenekon_(allegation)

“Ergenekon (Turkish: [aerjene 'kon]) was the name
given to an alleged clandestine, secularist ultra-nationalist
organization in Turkey with possible ties to members of the
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I am sorry to report to critics of the American right, such
as Naomi Wolf%’, that the United States does not in fact

country's military and security forces. The would-be group,
named after Ergenekon, a mythical place located in the
inaccessible valleys of the Altay Mountains, was accused of
terrorism in Turkey.

“Ergenekon was by some believed to be part of the
"deep state". The existence of the "deep state" was affirmed in
Turkish opinion after the Susurluk scandal in 1996. Alleged
members had been indicted on charges of plotting to foment
unrest, among other things by assassinating intellectuals,
politicians, judges, military staff, and religious leaders, with the
ultimate goal of toppling the incumbent government.

“Ergenekon's modus operandi had been compared to
Operation Gladio's Turkish branch, the Counter-Guerrilla. By
April 2011, over 500 people had been taken into custody and
nearly 300 formally charged with membership of what
prosecutors described as "the Ergenekon terrorist organization”,
which they claimed had been responsible for virtually every act
of political violence — and controlled every militant group — in
Turkey over the last 30 years.

“As of 2015 most of the people accused of such
crimes has been acquitted, forensic experts concluded the
documents for supposed plots were fake and some of the
executors of trials proved to be linked to the Gilen Movement
and were charged with plotting against Turkish Army.”

57 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Naomi_Wolf

“Naomi R. Wolf (born November 12, 1962) is a liberal
progressive[4][5] American author, journalist, feminist, and
former political advisor to Al Gore and Bill Clinton.

“Wolf first came to prominence in 1991 as the author
of The Beauty Myth. With the book, she became a leading
spokeswoman of what was later described as the third wave of
the feminist movement. Such leading feminists as Gloria
Steinem and Betty Friedan praised the book; others, including
bell hooks, Camille Paglia and Christina Hoff Sommers, criticized
it. She has since written other books, including the bestselling
book The End of America in 2007 and her latest Vagina: A New
Biography.

“Her journalism career began in 1995 and has
included topics such as abortion, the Occupy Wall Street
movement, Edward Snowden and ISIS. She has written in
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"

have a "deep state." However, if the American right
wanted to actually get off its butt and do something, it
could find many worse manuals than her latest.?® Of
course it will execute no such coup, at least no time soon.
Ever since Defoe wrote the Shortest Way, the conspiracy
theories of leftists have been the best guide to what the

right should do, but won't.

The next layer of imperium in a democratic state — layer
one — is, of course, the electorate. e, the people who
vote. My belief that the electorate holds a high degree of
imperium is not at all inconsistent with my belief that the
influence of elections on public policy is generally small.
The same after all can be said of the military, whose vote
is final but at present unexercised.

The electorate and the military are layers one and zero,
because the military can resist anyone in the contest for
sovereignty, and the electorate can resist everyone but the

venues such as The Nation, The New Republic, The Guardian
and The Huffington Post.

“However, Wolf's more recent work has inspired
controversy across the political spectrum. Writers in such varied
venues as Salon.com, Alternet, Mother Jones, The Atlantic,
National Review and The American Spectator have criticized
many of her latest journalistic efforts as both conspiratorial and
overblown.”

58 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_End_of_America:_Letter_of W
arning_to_a_Young_Patriot

“The End of America: Letter of Warning to a Young
Patriot is a 2007 non-fiction book by author Naomi Wolf,
published by Chelsea Green Publishing of White River Junction,
Vermont. Wolf argues that events of the early 2000s paralleled
steps taken in the early years of the twentieth century's worst
dictatorships and called Americans to take action to restore their
constitutional values before they suffer the same fate. The book
illustrates what Wolf depicts as ten steps in the transition of open
societies into closed regimes.”
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military. For example, control of 51 senators and the
Presidency is sufficient to defeat all other institutions in
USG, because it is sufficient to pack the Supreme Court.
Obviously, the electorate can achieve this.

It may not even need the senators. Consider the case of a
Presidential candidate whose platform is plain about her
plans: if elected, she will suspend all other institutions
and rule as a dictator. Suppose Sarah Palin, for example,
ran on this platform in 2012. Suppose she won. Does
anyone doubt that Washington would obey her every
personal whim — exactly as it obeyed, say, FDR's? I
suppose it would depend on whether Governor Palin has
the natural knack of imperium, and we can't know this
unless we actually see her in action. But I actually suspect
she might.

We move to the next stage: level two, ultimate civil
authority. The summum imperium here rests, as
mentioned, in the Supreme Court, and more generally the
judicial system. Judges try to avoid actually formulating
public policy, however, typically delegating this task to
executive agencies. Domestic and (rarely) foreign policy is
sometimes altered, in broad strokes, by Congress. There
are also various differences depending on whether the
President is a Democrat or a Republican, but we are down
to minutiae at this point.

When we look at the remarkable stability of Washington,
even in pursuing paths which to the outside eye are
plainly, even comically, counterproductive, we have to
focus our attention first on level one: the electorate. The
opinion of the electorate is exactly what it is supposed to
be: the hinge of power in the United States today. Level
zero is passive. Level two cannot resist level one.
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Therefore, to understand the forces directing the actions
of Washington today, we have to understand one thing:
the relationship between levels one and two, the
electorate and the (mostly) permanent government.

Who are these voters, anyway? There are innumerable
ways to classify the American voter, at least half of which
UR has already indulged in. But I hate to repeat myself,
so let's try to come up with something new.

One way to ask how American voters will vote is to
consider what they are trying to accomplish when they go
to the ballot box. Obviously, they are making an altruistic
attempt to affect the direction of government policy. (The
attempt is altruistic because no voter seriously expects his
or her vote to affect his or her life.) Obviously, few of
them has anything near an understanding of what
Washington actually is — most have only a dim grasp of
even the official story.’® But still, they are thinking
something when they fill in the box for the R or the D.
What is it?

There are basically three ways in which American voters
— or voters anywhere in the world, for that matter —
conceptualize their participation in democracy. From the
bottom up, we can label these modes tribal, populist, and
institutionalist.

Tribal voters vote on the basis of ethnic and familial
identity. In one very legitimate sense, they are the most
rational voters around. A tribal voter is acting collectively

59 Hyperlink to:
http://www.americancivicliteracy.org/2008/summary_introduction
.html
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to benefit his or her tribe. This group can be hereditary,
adoptive, occupational, etc, as long as it feels some sort of
collective cohesion or asabiya.°

In a civilized, stable democracy, only a minority of voters
can be tribal. If you want to see a democracy with a tribal
majority, I give you South Africa.®* As a minority, tribal
voting blocs generally serve as vote banks®® for more
dominant players. The tribal bloc or blocs become clients

60 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Asabiyyah

“Asabiyya or asabiyyah (Arabic: =) refers to social
solidarity with an emphasis on unity, group consciousness and
sense of shared purpose, and social cohesion, originally in a
context of "tribalism" and "clanism". It was a familiar term in the
pre-Islamic era, but became popularized in Ibn Khaldun's
Muqaddimah where it is described as the fundamental bond of
human society and the basic motive force of history. “Asabiyya is
neither necessarily nomadic nor based on blood relations; rather,
it resembles philosophy of classical republicanism. In the
modern period, the term is generally analogous to solidarity.
However, it is often negatively associated because it can
sometimes suggest loyalty to one's group regardless of
circumstances, or partisanship. Ibn Khaldun also argued that
‘asabiyya is cyclical and directly related to the rise and fall of
civilizations: it is most strong at the start of a civilization, declines
as the civilization advances, and then another more compelling
‘asabiyyah eventually takes its place to help establish a different
civilization.”
61 Barry Bearak, “Post-Apartheid South Africa Enters an Anxious
Period”, The New York Times:
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/06/world/africa/06safrica.html
62 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Votebank

“A votebank (also spelled vote-bank or vote bank) is a
loyal bloc of voters from a single community, who consistently
back a certain candidate or political formation in democratic
elections. Such behaviour is often the result of an expectation of
real or imagined benefits from the political formations, often at
the cost of other communities. Votebank politics is the practice of
creating and maintaining votebanks through divisive policies. As
it encourages voters to vote on the basis of narrow communal
considerations, often against their better judgement, it is
considered harmful to the principles of representative
democracy.”
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of whichever party is strong enough to buy their votes.
This can be done as straight-out, lawless graft, or by
steering various benefits — payments, loans, jobs, etc —
to members and/or leaders of the tribe.

Our second group of voters is the populist group. When
populists vote, they are trying to compel the government
to act in accordance with their own beliefs, generally
derived from a mixture of common sense, tradition and
personal experience, of what is right for a government to
do.

Populists voters are people who genuinely believe in
democracy. They believe that the way Washington works
is that the people elect a President, who "runs the
country." I once had an email exchange with a very
successful, and quite erudite, populist political blogger
who did not understand that President Bush cannot fire a
State Department employee, just because that employee
is openly trying to sabotage White House initiatives.

This is an excellent example of the level of complete
structural misconception that a populist voter can
entertain when attempting to vote. If populists had any
idea at all of how Washington actually works, they would
not continue to participate in the increasingly farcical
elections by which they repeatedly endorse it.

The fact of the matter is that Washington as it exists
today, 21st-century Washington, is designed to resist
populist politics in roughly the same way that a
lighthouse is designed to resist waves. The entire thrust of
20th-century American government has been to separate
public policy from politics, ie, to eliminate the menace of
democracy. If you read about what American politics was
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a century ago®3, this program — originally the program of
the Mugwumps®, and then of various flavors of liberal
and progressive, including of course the New Deal — is
perfectly understandable.

The problem is basically solved. Populist resistance, a la
Poujadisme®®, no longer exists in Washington's test

63 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard_Croker

“Richard Welstead Croker, Sr. (November 24, 1843 —
April 29, 1922), known as "Boss Croker," was an Irish-American
politician, a leader of New York City's Tammany Hall.”

64 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mugwumps

“The Mugwumps were Republican political activists
who bolted from the United States Republican Party by
supporting Democratic candidate Grover Cleveland in the United
States presidential election of 1884. They switched parties
because they rejected the financial corruption associated with
Republican candidate James G. Blaine. In a close election, the
Mugwumps supposedly made the difference in New York state
and swung the election to Cleveland. The jocular word
mugwump, noted as early as 1832, is from Algonquian (Natick)
mugquomp, "important person, kingpin" (from mugumquomp,
"war leader"), implying that they were "sanctimonious" or
"holier-than-thou," in holding themselves aloof from party
politics.

“After the election, mugwump survived for more than a
decade as an epithet for a party bolter in American politics.
Many Mugwumps became Democrats or remained
independents; most continued to support reform well into the
20th century. During the Third Party System, party loyalty was in
high regard and independents were rare. Theodore Roosevelt
stunned his upper class New York City friends by supporting
Blaine in 1884; by rejecting the Mugwumps he kept alive his
Republican party leadership, clearing the way for his own
political aspirations.

“New England and the Northeastern United States had
been a stronghold of the Republican Party since the Civil War
era, but the Mugwumps considered Blaine to be an
untrustworthy and fraudulent candidate. Their idealism and
reform sensibilities led them to oppose the political corruption in
the politics of the Gilded Age.”

65 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pierre Poujade
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facilities in Western Europe, now governed largely by a
central administration®® which has no discernible ties to

“Pierre Poujade (French: [pjes pu3ad]; 1 December
1920 — 27 August 2003) was a French populist politician after
whom the Poujadist movement was named.

“After the war, Poujade was the owner of a book and
stationery store.

“On 23 July 1953, with a group of about 20 persons,
Poujade prevented inspectors of the tax board from verifying the
income of another shopkeeper. This was the start of a tax
protest movement by shopkeepers, first in the Lot department,
then in the Aveyron department, and finally the whole south of
the Massif Central.

“On 29 November 1953, Pierre Poujade created the
Union de Défense des Commergants et Artisans (UDCA,;
Defense Union of Shopkeepers and Craftsmen), to organize the
tax protesters. This movement would soon be called
"Poujadism" (French: Poujadisme). Poujadism flourished most
vigorously in the last years of the Fourth Republic, and
articulated the economic interests and grievances of
shopkeepers and other proprietor-managers of small businesses
facing economic and social change. The main themes of
Poujadism concerned the defense of the common man against
the elites.

“In addition to the protest against the income tax and
the price control imposed by finance minister Antoine Pinay to
limit inflation, Poujadism was opposed to industrialization,
urbanization, and American-style modernization, which were
perceived as a threat to the identity of rural France. Poujadism
denounced the French state as "rapetout et inhumain" ("thieving
and inhuman").

“The movement's "common man" populism led to
antiparliamentarism (Poujade called the National Assembly "the
biggest brothel in Paris" and the deputies a "pile of rubbish" and
"pederasts"), a strong anti-intellectualism (Poujade denounced
the graduates from the Ecole Polytechnique as the main culprits
for the woes of 1950s France and boasted that he had no book
learning), xenophobia, and antisemitism especially aimed
against Prime Minister Pierre Mendés-France (claiming "Mendes
is French only as the word added to his name"), who was
perceived as responsible for the loss of Indochina. Poujadism
also supported the cause of French Algeria.”

66 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_Commission
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any democratic election. At present, the primary
distinction between the EU and the late Soviet Union is
that the latter was much more Russian, thus exhibiting a
mixture of incompetence and brutality that is hard to
duplicate west of the Elbe. But give it a few years.

Populism still has a solid position in the American
political system, but it is fading rapidly, as is the
importance of politics. The Obama administration seems
set to be an almost entirely ceremonial one — at least, the
President-elect has displayed no strong evidence of any
fixed opinions on any subject. Even the populism of the
Bush administration is greatly overstated; a significant

“The European Commission (EC) is an institution of
the European Union, responsible for proposing legislation,
implementing decisions, upholding the EU treaties and
managing the day-to-day business of the EU. Commissioners
swear an oath at the European Court of Justice in Luxembourg,
pledging to respect the treaties and to be completely
independent in carrying out their duties during their mandate.

“The Commission operates as a cabinet government,
with 28 members of the Commission (informally known as
"commissioners"). There is one member per member state, but
members are bound by their oath of office to represent the
general interest of the EU as a whole rather than their home
state. One of the 28 is the Commission President (currently
Jean-Claude Juncker) proposed by the European Council and
elected by the European Parliament. The Council of the
European Union then nominates the other 27 members of the
Commission in agreement with the nominated President, and the
28 members as a single body are then subject to a vote of
approval by the European Parliament. The current Commission
is the Juncker Commission, which took office in late 2014.

“The term Commission is used either in the narrow
sense of the 28-member College of Commissioners (or College)
or to also include the administrative body of about 32,000
European civil servants who are split into departments called
directorates-general and services. The procedural languages of
the Commission are English, French and German. The Members
of the Commission and their "cabinets" (immediate teams) are
based in the Berlaymont building in Brussels.
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minority of the American foreign-policy establishment
supported the invasion of Iraq, which was neither an
explosion of jingoist fervor, nor the President's personal
whim, nor the conspiracy of some Texan "deep state."

The basic advantage of populism is that, if the claimed
virtues of democracy are anywhere, they are here.
Common sense and plain thinking, in a reasonably
intelligent brain, are remarkably immune to the ethereal
delusions that so easily infect the brilliant and educated.
However, common sense cannot exist without tradition.
The best traditions of the American populist voter are
steadily being eroded by an educational system that
populists do not control, and his worst traditions are
steadily being exacerbated by churches and talk-radio
networks that populists do control.

The entire political structure of the American populist
tradition is set up to select for ignorance and stupidity,
and select against organization and cohesion. Thus it is
simultaneously undesirable and ineffective, and even
those of us who like myself sympathize with it to a
considerable degree are often slightly relieved to see it
lose, as it always does.

Even when populists win Presidential elections, they
simply have no way to control Washington. Even with
Congress and the Presidency, the White House has no
real authority over the civil service, who outside the
military are institutionalist by definition. The "Reagan
Revolution" started out as a populist tsunami designed to
smash the New Deal, and turned into nothing at all.
Nixon's "silent majority" met an even more inglorious
fate. At most a few token populist policies can be
advanced. Populists can of course disrupt the institutional
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bowels of the state, leading to a sort of policy
constipation, but like the old House of Lords, their only
real power is to delay.

Since populists have no idea of any of this, they
participate enthusiastically in the sham. Sometimes they
win a little, but in the end they always lose. And they are
such gentlemen about it, too. Somehow no one has ever
explained to Middle America that if you don't know who
the sucker at the table is, the sucker is you.

And finally we come to our ruling -class, the
institutionalists.  Institutionalism, as  previously
mentioned, is an essentially aristocratic belief system.
The institutionalist voter votes not because she believes
government policies should be decided at the ballot box,
but because she believes they shouldn't.

Rather, she believes that government policies should be
determined by a set of official and quasiofficial agencies
which have earned her trust permanently and completely,
the way a good Catholic trusts the Vatican. Following the
analogy, here at UR we refer to this meta-institution as
the Cathedral. The Cathedral consists of the universities
and the press. Its spire is the Ivy League and the New
York Times, whose faculty and news desk respectively are
endowed with an almost pure connection to the inner
light — lesser institutions, of course, following their lead.

It is not that the institutionalist voter does not believe in
democracy. She does believe in democracy. She believes
passionately in democracy. But her democracy is very
different from the democracy of her mortal enemy, the
populist.
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To the institutionalist, the way democracy works is that
democracy depends on the educated voter. The voter is to
be educated by institutionalists, of course, because
institutionalists are right. Some level of ignorance and
recalcitrance can be expected, and there will always be
dissent, but through this cycle of education and election
we are always advancing into the future. The reason we
have elected officials is not so that they can manage the
government, a task which must of course be left to the
experts (who are institutionalists, of course). Rather,
officials such as the President are essentially educational
figures, participating in a public discourse in which the
"bully pulpit"®” — an oddly revealing term — delivers
further education. In turn, by electing a good President,
the voters demonstrate the depth of their educated
wisdom. Und so weiter.

Note the function of populist and tribal voters in the
institutionalist's mind. The populist electorate supplies
the bogeyman. The fear of a populist takeover, which is
theoretically always a possibility and has even happened
once or twice in history (eg, Nazi Germany), can keep
even the most jaded of institutionalist voters coming back
to the polls. Even though it never seems to actually
happen. Moreover, the populists are barraged by a flood
of institutionalist messages more or less from birth to
death. They are naturally resistant, but the programming
wears them down over time.

67 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bully_pulpit

“A bully pulpit is a conspicuous position that provides
an opportunity to speak out and be listened to. This term was
coined by United States President Theodore Roosevelt, who
referred to his office as a "bully pulpit", by which he meant a
terrific platform from which to advocate an agenda. Roosevelt
used the word bully as an adjective meaning "superb" or
"wonderful", a more common usage at that time.”
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Meanwhile, the tribals, who are votes for rent, will always
support the institutionalist bloc (and may even make up a
majority of their support, though at a certain level this
becomes dangerous.) Their votes are guaranteed in
exchange for permanent government programs,
administered by institutionalists, that render them
dependent on the Cathedral's rule for their lives and
livelihoods.

As for the institution itself — the Cathedral — it is, except
in its majestic extent and intricacy, not unusual by any
historical standard. The Cathedral is a selective
aristocracy, which is more or less the way China was run
for about 2500 years. It is also the way the Soviet Union
was run, the way the Catholic Church was run, the way
China today is run, and the way Nazi Germany probably
would have been run if we still had a Nazi Germany to
kick around. As in all these institutions, rank and place in
it is in high demand, and those who rise to the top are
men and women of no mean capacity.

However, there is just one little problem: the Cathedral is
not responsible. At least, if it is responsible, we cannot
detect any mechanism by which it is responsible.

What compels the Cathedral to devise and promulgate
good and effective policies, rather than evil or
counterproductive ones? If there is an an answer to this
question, I cannot discern it. If there is an external or
internal mechanism which can correct any errors which
may occur in the Cathedral — for example, a completely
corrupt and meretricious field of learning, a discipline of
institutionalized crackpottery, as Lysenkocreated in
Russia — I cannot find it.
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I cannot even identify some reserved power which can
remove the Cathedral if it goes completely off the rails.
Certainly nothing short of a titanic populist explosion or a
military coup can dislodge institutionalism for good. The
first cure may be worse than the disease, and the second
is a complete unknown and shows no signs of being a real
possibility. And while the Cathedral's energumens, levels
one and two in concert, hold their lock on power, it is free
to go as far off the rails as it wants.

There is no responsibility. The chain of guardians
stretches up to Harvard, where it is tied to nothing and
guarded by itself. Consider the possibility, for example,
that the people we call "economists" in fact know nothing
at all about economics.®® Is this farfetched? After October
2008, can we call this farfetched? And if it isn't, what
other worms® are in your brain?

68 Hyperlink to:
http://econlog.econlib.org/archives/2008/11/emperor_clothes.htm
|

“Richard Dale writes,

“thousands of finance research papers are
published each year, and yet there have
been few if any warnings from the academic
community of the incendiary potential of
global financial markets. Is it too harsh to
conclude that despite the considerable
academic resources that go into finance
research our understanding of the behaviour
of financial markets is no greater than it was
in 1929/33 or indeed 1720?”

69 [Dead Link]
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4: A Reactionary Theory of World Peace

UR is hardly the first to propose a theory of world peace.
So why bother? What could possibly be new?

History records quite a few previous attempts at world
peace, some of which even worked pretty well in practice.
For example, one was called the "Roman Empire,"
another was called the "Qing Dynasty," a third was called
the "British Empire." All three being extinct, and
therefore ot entirely successful. But there's no denying
that in their day they turned out quite a bit of peace.

But the world of 2008 has its own theory of world peace.
Which everyone believes, as usual. This theory, which
needless to say I think is utter crap, owes most of its
theory to Kant's essay on Perpetual Peace. In practice it
more deserves its most parochial name: Pax Americana.
(For an amusing personal history of the mapping from
Kant to Turtle Bay, try my fellow Brown alumnus Michael
Soussan’®.)

We will go into this whole strange theory of the Pax
Americana, in just a bit. But our first question has to be:
does this Pax Americana work? Well, in some ways, yes.
The 2008 that history sent us to contains less carnage,
surely, than many other 2008s which chance might have
produced. On the other hand, when I open my friendly
local newspaper, I am seldom greeted with pictures of
smiling, happy children. I feel, dear reader, that we could
do better.

70 Michael Soussan, Backstabbing for Beginners: My Crash
Course in International Diplomacy (2008)
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And, more importantly, my general impression is not that
this system, this Pax Americana, is getting better over
time. I am not an old man but I was not born yesterday,
and I was listening to the BBC and reading the IHT and
Economist well before I had hair in my pits, and my
general feeling is that across history as I have seen it,
basically since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the world order
that was created in 1945 has not been becoming a more
and more cohesive, harmonious, efficient and effective
operation. I think it is quite incontestable that the entire
planet, in 2008, is safe for democracy. Indeed it is clearly
safe for nothing but. Yet I notice no particular absence of
conflict, armed or otherwise, nor anything like a decrease.
Rather the contrary, actually.

This, to me, spells entropy. What peace we have is mostly
stable. But it is not perfectly stable. Whatever disorder it
has seems good at escalating itself.

Since, as a good citizen, you are familiar with the theory
of global warming, you are familiar with what is needed to
take slowly rising curves and project them into the late
21st century. Citizen, if I share your concern for the
gaseous composition of the atmosphere, can you please
share my concern for the breakdown of the thin
membrane that distinguishes our world from Jimmy
Cliff's?”* "Mango season bad this year."

So our theory of peace is a little different. It is reactionary
rather than progressive, which means that it is designed
to work with hominids not as they should be, angels
without wings, but as they are: bipedal land apes.

™ The Harder They Come, directed by Perry Henzell (1972)
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Progressive thinkers throughout history differ widely on
the means by which said land apes can be converted into
angels, philosophers, or (ideally) angelic philosophers —
much as no two alchemists agree on how to synthesize
gold. For instance, Kant, taking the popular
"null-hypothesis" or sugar-pill strategy, roots his claim
for the inherent peaceability of republican government in
the following logic:

Now the republican constitution apart from the
soundness of its origin, since it arose from the
pure source of the concept of right, has also the
prospect of attaining the desired result, namely,
perpetual peace. And the reason is this. If, as
must be so under this constitution, the consent
of the subjects is required to determine whether
there shall be war or not, nothing is more
natural than that they should weigh the matter
well, before undertaking such a bad business.
For in decreeing war, they would of necessity be
resolving to bring down the miseries of war upon
their country. This implies: they must fight
themselves; they must hand over the costs of the
war out of their own property; they must do
their poor best to make good the devastation
which it leaves behind; and finally, as a crowning
ill, they have to accept a burden of debt which
will embitter even peace itself, and which they
can never pay off on account of the new wars
which are always impending. On the other hand,
in a government where the subject is not a
citizen holding a vote (i.e., in a constitution
which is not republican), the plunging into war
is the least serious thing in the world. For the
ruler is not a citizen, but the owner of the state,
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and does not lose a whit by the war, while he
goes on enjoying the delights of his table or
sport, or of his pleasure palaces and gala days.
He can therefore decide on war for the most
trifling reasons, as if it were a kind of pleasure

party.

In other words, Kant is assuming that since voters are
generally reasonable people, they will vote for reasonable
governments that will act reasonably, and only undertake
reasonable wars.

The modern reader, reading this, must quickly remind
herself that Immanuel Kant was not a fool. In 1795 the
world's experience with democracy (a word Kant, like
almost everyone at the time, considered a slur; in
Perpetual Peace he goes to great, hilariously spurious
lengths to distinguish "democracy" from his beloved
republicanism) was minimal. The French Revolution
could be dismissed as an aberration, and the follies of the
late colonies in the Articles of Confederation period was
no doubt no better known in Konigsberg in 1795 than to
us today.

So it was easy for Kant to make the fatal assumption that
the People, in their new capacity as rulers, would display
the same common sense in considering problems of
government as they had when no one cared what they
thought. (Kant was biased in this matter by the success of
England, whose glory at that time was attributed on the
Continent to its constitution's new democratic elements
— rather than its corrupt medieval survivals, which
turned out to actually be the glue that held the Whig
aristocracy together. If Kant could see the results of the
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Reform Bills of 1832 and 1867, he might well sing a
different tune.)

Kant reasons: people are generally reasonable. As they
are — except when unreasonable. If you entrust them
with the power of government, you create an easy
exploitation target for an oligarchy that controls the State
by directing the opinions of the people. Such oligarchies
come in two categories: conscious cults and conspiracies,
in which at least some top echelons of believers is
insincere and consciously malicious, and true religions, in
which everyone can be sincere. The former are bad, and
the latter are worse.

And the most effective. (Ours is the modern iteration of
mainline’”” or ecumenical’”? Protestantism; I call it

72 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mainline_Protestant

“The mainline Protestant churches (also called
mainstream Protestant and sometimes oldline Protestant) are a
group of Protestant denominations in the United States that
contrast in history and practice with evangelical, fundamentalist,
and charismatic Protestant denominations. Some make a
distinction between "mainline" and "oldline", with the former
referring only to denominational ties and the latter referring to
church lineage, prestige and influence. However, this distinction
has largely been lost to history and the terms are now nearly
synonymous. These terms are also increasingly used in other
countries for the same purpose (to distinguish).

“Mainline Protestants were a majority of all Christians
in the United States until the mid-20th century, but they now
constitute a minority among Protestants. [...]

“Mainline churches share a liberal approach to social
issues that often leads to collaboration in organizations such as
the National Council of Churches. Because of their involvement
with the ecumenical movement, mainline churches are
sometimes (especially outside the United States) given the
alternative label of ecumenical Protestantism. These churches
played a leading role in the Social Gospel movement and were
active in social causes such as the civil rights movement and
women's movement. As a group, the mainline churches have
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maintained religious doctrine that stresses social justice and
personal salvation. Politically and theologically, mainline
Protestants are more liberal than non-mainline Protestants.
Members of mainline denominations have played leadership
roles in many aspects of life, including politics, business,
science, the arts, and education. They founded most of the
country's leading institutes of higher education. Marsden argues
that in the 1950s, "Mainline Protestant leaders were part of the
liberal-moderate cultural mainstream, and their leading
spokespersons were respected participants in the national
conversation." [...]

From 1854 until at least 1964, Mainline Protestants
and their descendants were heavily Republican. In recent
decades, Republicans slightly outhnumber Democrats. Many also
identify as independent.

Since the 1960s, however, mainline groups have
shrunk as a percentage of the population as the descendants of
Mainline Protestants increasingly identify as atheists or secular
humanists, and because their standards for investment in
children and their smaller family size (average fertility rate below
3.0 for the entire 20th Century) means religious groups who
have larger family size have come to dominate U.S. religion.”

& Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecumenism

“Ecumenism refers to efforts by Christians of different
Church traditions to develop closer relationships and better
understandings. The term is also often used to refer to efforts
towards the visible and organic unity of different Christian
denominations in some form.

“The adjective ecumenical can also be applied to any
interdenominational initiative that encourages greater
cooperation among Christians and their churches, whether or
not the specific aim of that effort is full, visible unity.

“The terms ecumenism and ecumenical come from the
Greek oikoupévn (oikoumene), which means "the whole
inhabited world", and was historically used with specific
reference to the Roman Empire. The ecumenical vision
comprises both the search for the visible unity of the Church
(Ephesians 4:3) and the "whole inhabited earth” (Matthew 24:14)
as the concern of all Christians.

“In Christianity the qualification ecumenical is originally
(and still) used in terms such as "ecumenical council" and
"Ecumenical Patriarch" in the meaning of pertaining to the
totality of the larger Church (such as the Catholic Church or the
Orthodox Church) rather than being restricted to one of its
constituent local churches or dioceses. Used in this original

175



Universalism. Head here for a brutal, syrupy dose’.) And
such religions, which may be polytheistic, monotheistic or
atheisticc have no reason at all to maintain the
reasonableness of the minds they control — at least on the
subject of government.

In fact, the parasite must be able to profit at the expense
of the host: it must at least convince the host to fund the
parasite and ban or discredit its competitors. Thus Kant's
whole argument about self-interest is void and can be
discarded, destroying his theory of republican virtue and
thus his entire preposterous edifice of peace.

An edifice that has worked, basically, like ass. Again,
experience confirms logic. Empirically, the expected
outcome of a Kantian republican federation is that either
(a) the federation becomes a mega-state of its own (which
is, of course, ideal, because bigger is always better), (b)
the federation breaks in half and creates a massive civil
war (in which the good guys always win), or (c) the
federation never has any real existence and quickly
becomes at best a joke, at worst a festering glob of
pompous, corrupt sinecures (but still a symbol of human
progress and unity).

Thankfully, the result of the last two attempts has been
(c1) and (c2). Do we need to pull the lever again? No, I
think not.

But the basic armature of Kant's argument is solid, and
we will reuse it. The argument is that warfare is not a

sense, the term carries no connotation of re-uniting the
historically separated Christian denominations, but presumes a
unity of local congregations in a worldwide communion.”

74 [Dead link]
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policy to which a responsible sovereign will resort without
good reason. Kant's fallacy is in equating "republican”
with "responsible," and lacking the imagination to see
that popular government has the power to produce far
more irresponsible leadership than the classical
monarchies he knew, with their little family spats and
mild, fancy-dress wars.

The world of Frederick the Great and Louis XV, while
Kant was no doubt a keen judge of its imperfections,
exhibited a quality of order which we of the Pax
Americana can only imagine. What would Paris be, if the
regime that created Versailles had the technology of
2008? A kind of supernova. A place as far above Paris
today, as Paris today above Kinshasa. Certainly, the
center of the world, even if you plopped it down in
Siberia.

Why don't we have this now? How did things come to
such a pass? Before we get into reactionary world peace,
let's try and figure out this Pax Americana.

Kant had no trouble in describing the obvious principle
its name suggests:

Nevertheless it is the desire of every state, or of
its ruler, to attain to a permanent condition of
peace in this very way; that is to say, by
subjecting the whole world as far as possible to
its sway.

Amen. The great fraud of our current "international
community” is its preposterous disguise as a Kantian
federation of equals. In reality, the "international
community" is Washington and her clients — at least,
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when it is in proper working order. It sometimes
approaches such order, but never seems to quite reach it.

The agencies in foreign capitals which we call
"governments" are fascinating entities in many ways.
Each is different, but in general what they are is clear.
There is no accepted English term for the relationship,
although "client" or even "puppet" state is close.

We do see something like sovereignty in the
post-Communist world: Russia, China, plus the
Iran-Syria-Venezuela axis. Russia and China treat each
other as sovereigns, and they are clearly intent on
preserving some of their sovereign independence,
although the imbalanced financial relationships with the
Western world that they find themselves in are clear
no-nos. Nonetheless, they are generally quite submissive
toward the US, an approach which is probably prudent.
Iran, Syria and Venezuela are in the position of perpetual
hostility that Russia occupied in the heyday of the Cold
War, one which is arguably inconsistent with true
sovereignty (since the hostile regimes are so dependent
on the continuation of the conflict), but one which
certainly separates them from the rest of America's sheep.

As for the rest of these "governments"? In many ways,
these agencies really do resemble actual sovereign
authorities. This is certainly their formal status. However,
if you were to describe them as locally-staffed branches of
the State Department, you would be also be grasping at a
truth.

The official role of State is not supervisory, but advisory, a

distinction we discuss in some detail below. Nonetheless,
it is undeniable that the function of a US mission to a
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non-US country is not comparable to the function of a
non-US mission to the US. I am quite confident that the
French Embassy”®, for example, expends very little effort
on telling the US how to reform its financial system.

This is all very confusing. What, exactly, is the difference
between supervising and advising? Is Washington
supposed to be running the world, or isn't it? Please allow
me to explain.

Perhaps you've wondered how a perspective that
considers "imperialism" and "American exceptionalism"”®
taboos reminiscent of the Big H”’ himself can produce
phrases such as:

The possible decline in America’s power does
not mean that the United States would not
remain powerful. This country can and must
continue to lead.”®

or, more gloriously (Chauncey Depew”? would be proud),

And to all those watching tonight from beyond
our shores, from parliaments and palaces to
those who are huddled around radios in the
forgotten corners of our world: our stories are

IS Hyperlink to: https:/franceintheus.org/spip.php?rubrique2

76 Andrew Bacevich, The Limits of Power: The End of American
Exceptionalism (2008)

77 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Adolf_Hitler

78 “Gloom, but Not Doom”, The New York Times:
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04thu1.html

7 Chauncey Mitchell Depew, Orations, addresses and speeches
of Chauncey M. Depew
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singular, but our destiny is shared, and a new
dawn of American leadership is at hand.®°

Is Washington supposed to be ruling the world? Is
Washington supposed to be leading the world? Is there a
difference between "leading" and "ruling?" If you replace
"lead" with "rule" above — a new dawn of American rule
is at hand — you definitely don't have a line that either
the President or the Times could be imagined uttering.

So there must be some difference. But what is it?

Clearly, if America "leads," its relationship with those it is
leading must be anything but equal. Neither the Times
nor President Obama will tell us that, while America
should "lead" Europe, Europe should also "lead" America.
Not even such scoundrels can torture English so.

Any unequal relationship between any two parties, be
they sovereigns, colleagues or family members, must
involve some combination of two models of control. Call
them authority and dependence.

A holds authority over B if B must obey A's instructions.
Authority is executive control, as practiced in the
workplace, in the (traditional) family, and of course in the
military chain of command. Readers who have read the
previous essays will remember the Latin translation:

imperium.®*

80 “Transcript: Obama’s Victory Speech”, ABC News:
http://abcnews.go.com/print?id=6181477
81 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lmperium

“Imperium is a Latin word which, in a broad sense,
translates roughly as 'power to command'. In ancient Rome,
different kinds of power or authority were distinguished by
different terms. Imperium referred to the ability of an individual to
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B is dependent on A if A is gratuitously assisting B. And
why would A do that? The relationship is the ancient one
of patronage®, of course. A is the patron, B is the client.
This is one of the oldest forms of alliance in the book —
I'm pretty sure chimpanzees practice it.

command the military. It is not to be confused with auctoritas or
potestas, different and generally inferior types of power in the
Roman Republic and Empire. Primarily used to refer to the
power that is wielded, in greater or lesser degree, by an
individual to whom it is delegated, the term could also be used
with a geographical connotation, designating the territorial limits
of that imperium. Individuals given such power were referred to
as curule magistrates or promagistrates. These included the
curule aedile, the praetor, the consul, the magister equitum, and
the dictator.

82 Hyperlink to:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Patronage_in_ancient._ Rome

“Patronage (clientela) was the distinctive relationship
in ancient Roman society between the patronus (plural patroni,
"patron") and their cliens (plural clientes, "client"). The
relationship was hierarchical, but obligations were mutual. The
patronus was the protector, sponsor, and benefactor of the
client; the technical term for this protection was patrocinium.
Although typically the client was of inferior social class, a patron
and client might even hold the same social rank, but the former
would possess greater wealth, power, or prestige that enabled
them to help or do favors for the client. From the emperor at the
top to the local municipal person at the bottom, the bonds
between these groups found formal expression in legal definition
of patrons' responsibilities to clients.

“Benefits a patron might confer include legal
representation in court, loans of money, influencing business
deals or marriages, and supporting a client's candidacy for
political office or a priesthood. In return, the clients were
expected to offer their services to their patron as needed. A
freedman became the client of his former master. A patronage
relationship might also exist between a general and his soldiers,
a founder and colonists, and a conqueror and a dependent
foreign community.”
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Note that, in most cases, the two go together. For
example, your relationship with your thirteen-year-old
includes both A and B, authority and dependence. She
eats; you tell her what to do.

The analogy suggests the unusual nature of dependence
without authority. Ordinarily, if A is rational, A will insist
on authority along with the dependence. No authority, no
gratuities. Can this break down with the
thirteen-year-old? Absolutely, but a complete breakdown
requires fairly bad parenting as well as, of course, a bad
child.

But what we see in the Pax Americana — at least, its
mainstream or Barackian form, not its renegade,
crypto-imperialist Bushitler morph — is exactly that. For
example, Pakistan is dependent on Washington, and yet
Washington cannot say: get rid of Lakshar-e-Taiba and
the like. Washington can certainly not say: clean up your
streets, get rid of the madrassas, seal the border, etc, etc,
etc, and in general start behaving as if the Raj was back
on.

Because Pakistan is sovereign. At least, it is supposed to
be sovereign. Yet if the US cut off the flow of dollars, Lord
only knows what the country would turn into. Whatever
that is, it surely has nothing to do with what Pakistan is
now. (The other day, I was talking to a friend of mine,
thoroughly Westernized but with parents in the Pakistani
middle class, and he was describing how in the cities of
Pakistan there are many attractive colonial-era
neighborhoods that, in the lives of those now living, have
fallen into complete disrepair and become slums. Funnily
enough, very similar phenomena can be observed in, say,
Ohio.)
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So why doesn't Washington simply tell it: obey, or no
more dollars? Well, the answer is not simple. The answer
has to do with the internals of Washington, the structural
conflict between Pentagon and State, the history of
Pakistan and of the British Empire, etc, etc, etc. We could
be at this for some time. But note, again, the analogy to
the thirteen-year-old. Why won't your daughter obey?
Why don't you make her? Well, it's complicated. It is
always complicated.

Suffice it to say that American citizens gain nothing at all
from this bizarre pseudo-empire. It might be useful to
have all these "allies," perhaps, if we were in a war against
somebody. And also if they would fight, and stuff. Neither
of these things seems to be true. We do trade with them,
but this does not require us to manage their governments,
or in fact care at all how they are managed internally.

Conclusion: American foreign policy for the last sixty
years has produced neither security nor anything else for
Americans. Nor, I believe, has it been particularly good
for the rest of the world, which would otherwise have to
defend itself and behave responsibly as an independent
sovereign. For Foggy Bottom, however, it has been a
windfall. Every year it is paid more and more to supervise
a giant squalling world of thirteen-year-olds who dress
like ho's and bring guns to school, and the next four years
promise to be especially rich.

Washington cannot actually administer its conquered
territories, much less derive revenue from them. And

83 David E. Sanger, “A Handpicked Team for a Sweeping Shift in
Foreign Policy”, The New York Times:
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/01/us/politics/01policy.html?hp
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their governments degrade, because they are neither
sovereign nor supervised. Their job is to implement
policies designed in Harvard and approved in
Washington. Except in countries with strong traditions of
historical probity in state service, the civil servants steal.
They have nothing else to do, and there is no prospect of
the state becoming a genuine, independent authority.

What does Washington get out of this? Two things. One,
the privilege of feeling like a big stud. Of course this
applies only to a few people who work inside the Beltway,
or who are influential enough in policy studies that their
policies actually get adopted. But contributing to actual
policies that are actually adopted, even just in some
ridiculous forgery of a country in Nowhere, Africa, is an
unmistakable feeling. Not only does it provide
employment, it makes one's gonads grow by at least a
millimeter or two. Many will fight hard for this sensation.

The relationship of dependency and advice is particularly
pernicious. Dependency allows American universities to
populate the top layers of all foreign institutions with
their graduates, largely because those graduates have
American connections and thus links to the baskets of
dollars which fall out of the sky.

But advice is not supervision, it does not want to be
supervision, and it never will be supervision. If the
American Embassy tells a foreign "government" what to
do, it can usually expect quite a bit of balking and
recalcitrance. Absolute orders will generally be complied
with, but will greatly increase the general recalcitrance
level. Foreigners are people too, like to have their own
power, and don't like to be ordered around.
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Moreover, the United States is not the British Empire. It
is in the business of having clients, whom it pretends to
be responsible for and provides large quantities of often
unwanted advice to. Ideally, when the advice is good it is
listened to and when it is bad it is ignored, but this can go
the other way around as well. The State Department is not
in the business of providing supervision, and must
constantly work hard to prevent the dysfunctional model
of advice and dependency from actually turning into
responsible, authoritative supervision.

(This is especially problematic because the latter runs the
risk of involving the Pentagon, that ancient enemy, which
happens to be full of people who just love giving orders.
The threat that the international community will turn into
the Arlington Redneck Empire, perhaps with the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace replaced by the Erik
Prince Foundation for World Domination, may not
actually be a real one — but if you are the sort of person
who needs to be kept up at night, it can probably keep you
up.)

Two, Americans care about foreign public opinion. I used
to ask people why they were for Obama all the time, and
what I heard — often from people who didn't care at all
about politics, normally — was that he would improve
America's image in the "eyes of the world." It is generally
a waste of time to engage anyone on why the "eyes of the
world" should matter, or how exactly they got to pointing
in the direction that they generally point in.

Here we must be thankful to the Wikipedians, for the
term meat puppet.®* To be quite frank: invading Elbonia,

84 IDead link]
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replacing its government with Elbonian dignitaries of a
perspective congenial to oneself, and announcing that
Elbonia has joined the family of free nations, is not a way
to convert one's opinion, plus Elbonia's opinion, into two
opinions.

At least, rationally. But the democratic voter is always
responsible to consensus. And the absurd concept of
"international public opinion," which since 1945 always of
course just tracks the public opinion of the most
fashionable people in the United States, persuades a fair
number of voters. Thus, by shaping the opinions of people
outside the US, one can influence votes inside it. The
people who do this work do not, of course, think in such
Machiavellian terms, but their results benefit from the
Machiavellian logic just the same.

This is the purpose of America's pseudo-empire of
patronage, in which the money always flows outward and
the Mohammmed Attas flow only inward: to provide a
large number of unnecessary jobs to America's ruling
class, the smartest and most sophisticated people in the
country, and those most able to obtain alternative
employment. And also to gain the set of votes that are
needed to keep the policy running, as well as to sustain
other policies aligned with it. In short, like most of what
Washington is today: a self-licking ice-cream cone.

But because of the multiple frauds essential to this
forgery, Washington's "sway" is peculiarly insidious as
compared to its Roman, Chinese or British predecessors,
who when they ruled a conquered land ruled it honestly,
making no attempt to disguise the nature of the
relationship.
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America's client states, especially outside the core
European and Asian dominions (ie, in the "Third World,"
a term whose inventors did not predict its present
connotations), deliver quality-of-government metrics that
would have shocked any Roman procurator, Chinese
mandarin or British district commissioner. Even when
these possessions are at "peace," graft, banditry, and
sheer incompetence are the rule rather than the
exception. And "peace" is not always the rule.

(For example, were you surprised when, seeing the
pictures on TV, you noticed that even in the old
downtown of Bombay, a place chock-full of beautiful
Raj-era buildings like the Taj Hotel, the streets were full
of garbage? Or do you think that this is because the local
authorities are so thrifty and impoverished, that they
prefer to invest their few rupees on educating the poor?)

This is the current system of the world: a disaster. Absurd
in every detail. It lives, it works in a sense, it even is
mostly peaceful, but it is held together by chewing-gum
and I don't trust it to last another decade. Look — I said
this about our financial system. Was I wrong?

But anyway. As usual, I have spent most of the essay
berating what we have now, because what we have now is
so gigantic and fascinating. By comparison, my preferred
approach — the reactionary theory of world peace, if you
will — is simple to the point of stupidity.

The reactionary theory of world peace states that peace is
best defined as security. That's all. We are just equating
two words. And we can add a third: order. Peace,
security, and order are all the same thing. That's the
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theory. It even sounds cool — if not as cool as Brazil's

ordem e progresso.®

What use is this creepy-sounding triangle — peace,
security, and order? (Doesn't this just sound like the
motto of a 21st-century secret-police force? And it may
well yet be.)

Here is one: note that if you believe in peace, you believe
that peace is an absolute good. It is not a Goldilocks good.
No one believes that you can have not enough peace, just
right peace, and too much peace. No one says, with St.
Augustine: give me world peace, but not just yet. The
more peace you have, the better. Concepts such as
freedom are in the same class.

But if peace, security, and order are all the same thing,
there must be equivalents of absolute peace: absolute
security, and absolute order. Strangely enough, whatever
word you exchange "absolute" for in these phrases either
means nothing, or still sounds creepy — total security, for
example, is not in any way an improvement. Suppose, for
example, that John McCain had run for President on a
platform of absolute order? "As President, I will impose
absolute order." No, I just can't see it happening.

(This is due to your democratic programming, which first
and foremost defends democracy — the strategy of
symbiont and parasite alike. The democrat is not willing
to equate peace with security and order. He does not like
security and order, because either total security or
absolute order in the end conflicts with democracy.)

85 Hyperlink to: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Flag_of_Brazil
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The peaceful, reactionary world of Patchwork is a world
populated entirely by rational absolute sovereigns: states
which are managed competently and coherently for
financial benefit alone. This world can be created on a
subset of the entire planet, of course, though then it needs
plans for defending itself against the rest of said planet.

Within Patchwork, peace, security and order are most
definitely the same thing. As discussed in previous essays,
of course, a realm is designed to maintain absolute or
near-absolute levels of internal security and order.
Society within a Patchwork realm has none of the running
sores of the democratic era: there are no slums or dirty
streets, no gangs, and no politics. Japan or Singapore
would be the closest analogies today, though both of
course are quite imperfect.

We can define a rational absolute sovereign, such as a
Patchwork realm, as orderly. Such a sovereign is
controlled centrally from a single point, by competent
administration acting for a purely financial purpose. All
its motivations come from its desire to produce return on
equity. If predation is more profitable than cooperation, it
will predate. If cooperation is more profitable, it will
cooperate. (Obviously, the goal is to design a framework
in which cooperation is always more profitable.)

(Note that all these criteria remain absolute. The
administration cannot be too competent, its purposes
cannot be too neutral, its responsiveness to the
proprietors too complete, etc, etc.)

Patchwork is at peace if every realm in it is secure: ie, it is

orderly, and it maintains absolute control over its patch.
Once again, no realm can ever be too secure, just as peace
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is always better than war and no society can be too
peaceful.

Between realms, our goal is to achieve the same or nearly
the same level of stability, without building anything like
a centralized authority that would impose it. A centralized
or federalized authority with the power of judgment or
enforcement is itself the government — and if you try to
split judgment and enforcement into competing agencies,
you are just asking for trouble.

Patchwork has no central authority or community of
realms. It has conventions, such as rules protecting
shared resources (the atmosphere, the oceans and the fish
in them, orbital space, etc) from any abuse that would be
collectively uneconomic. Sometimes people need to get
together and update these rules, as with any system of
rules, but they are only occasional delegates and do not
constitute any sort of permanent organization.
Sometimes realms must vote on these changes, but this is
a rare event indeed. Turning the entire system into One
Big State is a failure mode, not a goal.

So, for example, let's say a coalition of demented realms
are taken over by administrations which, for some reason,
are affrighted with the perils of global warming.
(Stipulating that global warming is a pile of nonsense® —
if not, substitute something else which is.) They round up
a majority and manage to change the rules for the
atmosphere, imposing carbon credits or some such
absurdity.

86 Hyperlink to: https://climateaudit.org
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Is that something that could happen in an Patchwork
world? Sure. What should the realms in the minority do?
Go along with it, I'm afraid. This is the level of
imperfection I think is acceptable in a design that remains
basically peaceful — it is aggression in a sense, but of an
inherently unprofitable form.

What we don't want to see is a situation in which we get
civil war, we get predation by some patches on other
patches, we get standing internal alliances, we get
patron-client relationships, etc, etc, and all the nasty
structures that arose under the old international order. A
bit of overzealous pollution control is a strain the system
can handle.

Our goal is thus to get, at the level of Patchwork as a
whole, as close to total security as we can. This is also
complete stability. Ideally, politics is at a complete end,
and war as a means of political endeavor. Except through
free and peaceful transfers of shares, there should be no
further changes in power. Each realm in each patch
should last forever. Frankly, if this isn't world peace, I
don't know what is. I hope it's not too much peace for
anyone.

(Transfers of shares that constitute a merger into bigger
and bigger patches, eventually ending in a one-patch
world, should be blocked in some way. Since realms do
not control their shares, this cannot be done by restricting
share transfers. However, it can be done by including a
promise of independent ownership in the realm's resident
covenant. Like any other item in the covenant, it can be
violated, but usually not profitably.)

191



The basic secret of inter-realm relations in Patchwork is
that it is much, much easier to construct rules for a
community of rational or orderly sovereigns than for a
community of irrational ones. Therefore, even in a world
which contains both rational and irrational sovereigns, it
is rational for rational sovereigns to have different rules
for other rational sovereigns. This set, whether or not it
covers the planet or is even geographically contiguous,
constitutes Patchwork. At least if it is working as
designed, there should be only one.

Orderly sovereigns deal with each other in a very different
way, because orderly sovereigns are sovereigns for whom
deterrence always works. Therefore, it is extremely easy
to discourage predation: it can be deterred either (a)
through collective disapproval — which might become
quite costly, especially if the disapproval of other realms
leads to the disapproval of one's present residents, as it
almost certainly would; or (b), all else failing, military
retaliation.

Military retaliation is important because, in real life, it is
rather hard to make war profitable, and rather easy to
make it unprofitable. While there is no supply of rational
sovereigns in history, history's profitable wars are often
best explained in terms of irrationality. For example,
while Hitler's conquests of Czechoslovakia, Poland and
France may have been in themselves profitable, each of
these three countries was more or less a client state of
Great Britain, and counted irrationally on British
assistance against Germany. As a result, not only did they
not defend themselves, they were not prepared to even try
to defend themselves.
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Among rational sovereigns, that the theoretical military
confrontations which would otherwise occur between
Patchwork realms, and which there is no authority to
prevent, will just not happen. Armaments will be
gradually de-escalated, each side of each border prepared
to inflict an adequate level of pain on the other in the
event of any attempt at aggression. At the end of the
process, cross-border security cooperation between any
two sovereigns will be at the same level as that between
any two "countries" in the democratic world today, and
security forces will revert to police forces.

Of course, this process of complete de-escalation can only
happen in an all-Patchwork world. Irrational sovereigns
can be aggressive in arbitrary ways for arbitrary crazy
reasons, and they are not necessarily deterrable. Against
the rest of the world, Patchwork is at least expected to
stick together, possibly even forming joint security
institutions — which are temporary, of course, based on
the specific threat.

The general attitude of Patchwork toward the world
outside is neutrality. This of course was the staple of
American foreign policy for a century, which might well
be described as one of the only things Washington has
ever done right. No more need be said about this
well-known approach, due of course to George
Washington.®” The rules of neutrality are well-understood
under classical (19th-century) international law, a
considerable improvement on its 20th-century successor.

87 Washington’s Farewell Address 1796:
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/washing.asp
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Patchwork will defend itself from the rest of the world,
but never attack. It will trade if allowed, not if otherwise.
Basically, it will keep its head down and try its best to
avoid surrendering sovereignty in any way. It will try to
keep its trade balanced, avoid accepting loans in
currencies it cannot print, maintain resource, food and
energy independence to whatever extent possible, etc, etc,
etc. Its advantage is in its vitality and economic efficiency,
and it will maintain this.

Especially, each realm and Patchwork as a whole will do
their best to avoid any compromise of sovereignty. A slice
of sovereignty is what each shareholder in each realm
holds, and it is not to be surrendered for any reason. And
while there may be a theoretical incentive for individual
realms to free-ride in defending the whole, surely the loss
of reputation capital exceeds any potential profit to ride
freely.

I'm sure that, to many democrats, Patchwork seems like a
design for permanent global tyranny. This is just
something we'll have to work through. However, it is
indisputable that, at least if it works as planned,
Patchwork will produce world peace. And it is certainly
reactionary! Just think of it as a cross between the Holy
Alliance, the Hanseatic League, and the National
Basketball Association — with all the advantages of each,
and the downsides of none.
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Beyond Folk Activism
Patri Friedman

Introduction

I deeply yearn to live in an actual free society, not just to
imagine a theoretical future utopia or achieve small
incremental gains in freedom. For many years, I
enthusiastically advocated for liberty under the vague
assumption that advocacy would help our cause.
However, I recently began trying to create free societies as
my full-time job, and this has given me a dramatic
perspective  shift from my days of armchair
philosophizing.®® My new perspective is that the advocacy
approach which many libertarian individuals, groups, and
think tanks follow (including me sometimes, sadly) is an
utter waste of time.

Argument has refined our principles, and academic
research has enlarged our understanding, but they have
gotten us no closer to an actual libertarian state. Our
debating springs not from calculated strategy, but from
an intuitive “folk activism”: an instinct to seek political
change through personal interaction, born in our

88 Essentially this was a movement from a far view to a near
view, see Robin Hanson’s discussion of the difference in “A Tale
Of Two Tradeoffs”
[http://www.overcomingbias.com/2009/01/a-tale-of-two-tradeoffs.
html] and “Abstract/Distant Future Bias”
[http://www.overcomingbias.com/2008/11/abstractdistant.html].
The difference is also covered in Daniel Gilbert's Stumbling On
Happiness (Knopf, 2006)
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hunter-gatherer days when all politics was personal. In
the modern world, however, bad policies are the result of
human action, not human design.®® To change them we
must understand how they emerge from human
interaction, and then alter the web of incentives that
drives behavior. Attempts to directly influence people or
ideas without changing incentives, such as the U.S.
Libertarian Party, the Ron Paul campaign, and academic
research, are thus useless for achieving real-world liberty.

In this essay, I will describe our misguided instinct,
present some principles for the incentive-level approach,
and then describe some of the paths to reform it suggests.
My hope is to persuade those brave souls who labor for
liberty so diligently to work more wisely as well.

Also, I want to clearly avow that while I criticize folk
activism, it often still drives my actions. It is a deep bias,
and hard to correct — I strive to overcome it, and I see it
in the world because I see it in myself.

‘What Is Folk Activism?

Our brains have many specific adaptations®® tuned for the
hunter-gatherer environment in which we evolved, which
in some ways differs wildly from the modern world.
Consider the prevalence of obesity: we eat according to
outdated instincts, feasting before a famine that never
comes, rather than adapting to our new world of caloric
abundance.

89 IDead link]

90 Jeromy H. Barlow, Leda Cosmides, John Tooby, The Adapted
Mind: Evolutionary Psychology and the Generation of Culture
(Oxford University Press, 1995)

196



Similarly, many people have an intuitive “folk economics”
which includes a number of biases such as the
anti-foreign and make-work biases.”* These beliefs are
demonstrably wrong, ubiquitous, stubbornly resistant to
argument and can be tied to to aspects of the
pre-agricultural economy, strongly suggesting they are an
evolved adaptation. While economically literate
libertarians delightedly skewer those who argue
mistakenly from folk economics, we constantly engage in
what I shall call folk activism.

In early human tribes, there were few enough people in
each social structure such that anyone could change
policy. If you didn’t like how the buffalo meat got divvied
up, you could propose an alternative, build a coalition
around it, and actually make it happen. Success required
the agreement of tens of allies — yet those same instincts
now drive our actions when success requires the
agreement of tens of millions. When we read in the
evening paper that we’re footing the bill for another
bailout, we react by complaining to our friends,
suggesting alternatives, and trying to build coalitions for
reform. This primal behavior is as good a guide for how to
effectively reform modern political systems as our
instinctive taste for sugar and fat is for how to eat
nutritiously.

Folk activism broadly corrupts political movements. It
leads activists to do too much talking, debating, and
proselytizing, and not enough real-world action. We build
coalitions of voters to attempt to influence or replace

91" paul H Rubin, Folk Economics:
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=320940
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tribal political and intellectual leaders rather than
changing system-wide incentives.

This is not a cause for despair. Quite the opposite: it is
cause for great hope. It suggests that the failure of
libertarian activists to produce libertarian countries may
stem more from misdirected efforts than from the
impossibility of the task. Using analysis instead of
instincts, perhaps we can find a better lever, fulcrum, and
place to stand from which to attempt our Archimedean
effort.

Principles For Realistic Activism

The world is complex and there are many principles that
can be used to guide reform, so here I will discuss only
the most vital.

Power Has Inertia

As a libertarian, I find it easy to see the empirical
evidence that incentives matter. More difficult, but very
important, is to look at the vast gap between libertarian
principles and the size and scope of current governments
as empirical evidence that power matters too. Politicians
are demonstrably, consistently, and ubiquitously expert
at entrenching the power of the political class. To most
libertarians this is morally illegitimate, but morality has
sadly little influence over the realities of power.

If we are ever going to move beyond philosophizing on
barstool and blogs to change the power structures of the
world, we must accept that power equilibria have
considerable inertia. We cannot shift them with hope and
outrage alone — we need carefully calculated action.
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Democracy Is Not The Answer

Democracy is the current industry standard political
system, but unfortunately it is ill-suited for a libertarian
state. It has substantial systemic flaws, which are
well-covered elsewhere,”® and it poses major problems
specifically for libertarians:

1) Most people are not by nature libertarians. David
Nolan reports that surveys show at most 16% of people
have libertarian beliefs. Nolan, the man who founded the
Libertarian Party back in 1971, now calls for libertarians
to give up on the strategy of electing candidates! Even
Ron Paul, who was enormously popular by libertarian
standards and ran during a time of enormous backlash
against the establishment, never had the slightest chance
of winning the nomination. His “strong” showing got him
1.6% of the delegates to the Republican Party’s national
convention. There are simply not enough of us to win
elections unless we somehow concentrate our efforts.

2) Democracy is rigged against libertarians. Candidates
bid for electoral victory partly by selling future political
favors to raise funds and votes for their campaigns.
Libertarians (and other honest candidates) who will not
abuse their office can’t sell favors, thus have fewer
resources to campaign with, and so have a huge intrinsic
disadvantage® in an election.

92 Mancur Olson’s The Rise and Decline of Nations is one
source. The most recent work on this | know of is Bryan Caplan’s
The Myth of the Rational Voter, although it covers only one area
of democratic failure.

9 Jonathan Wilde, “Hypothetical Answer on Party Politics”™:
http://www.distributedrepublic.net/archives/2004/11/05/hypotheti
cal-answer-on-political-parties/

199



Libertarians are a minority, and we underperform in
elections, so winning electoral victories is a hopeless
endeavor.

Emergent Behavior
Consider these three levels of political abstraction:
1. Policies: Specific sets of laws.

2. Institutions: An entire country and its legal and
political systems.

3. Ecosystem: All nations and the environment in
which they compete and evolve.

Folk activism treats policies and institutions as the result
of specific human intent. But policies are in large part an
emergent behavior of institutions, and institutions are an
emergent behavior of the global political ecosystem.

Institutions, Not Policies

I believe that libertarians (including myself) waste
enormous effort exploring solutions which will never be
implemented or even influence policy. These are not
necessarily libertarian solutions — often they attempt to
achieve the goals of the majority in an effective way.
We're following the intuitive, folk-activism approach of
proposing plans to our tribe. Unfortunately, the problem
is not that our legislators lack for good ideas, but that
democracy is a flawed method for choosing among them,
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because politicians respond to incentives t00.°* So while
we could argue for weeks about the most effective way to
stimulate the economy, effectiveness is not the primary
criterion by which lawmakers evaluate policies.

Libertarians pour much of our resources into dissecting
policy and proposing alternatives. But agitating for a
specific policy is like complaining about a price — and
forgetting that it’s set by supply and demand. While
policy analysis is certainly an interesting field, as a
method for improving political performance it is about as
useful as price-fixing is for improving economic
performance. And while not without benefit,> policy
debates feel far more important than they actually are.
Our cognitive bias is to assume that we have a voice
equivalent to an individual in a Dunbarian
hunter-gatherer tribe,®* and so we comment on
nationwide events with a passion to match — even when
no one is listening. (Now you understand blogs and bar
conversations!) These debates function as a mirage which
distracts us from the more fundamental structural

94 Russell Roberts, “Pigs Don’t Fly: The Economic Way of
Thinking About Politics”:
http://www.econlib.org/library/Columns/y2007/Robertspolitics.ht
ull

9 Policy analysis is not without benefit. It helps people realize
how flawed existing policies are, which is the foundation for
seeing that institutions are flawed. Understanding the flaws in
institutions helps us understand the market which breeds them.
The process helps our economic understanding, and the
tradeoffs which any society must make. Policy analysis is an
important base for our understanding, but we have plenty of
base — now we need some boom.

96 Eliezer_Yudkowsky, “Dunbar’s Function”:
http://lesswrong.com/Iw/x9/dunbars_function/
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reforms that would actually achieve liberty in our
lifetimes.®”

Ecosystem, Not Institutions

Government is just another industry, where countries
offer services to citizens, but it has some unfortunate
features. It is a geographically segmented monopoly, and
since all land is taken, the industry has an enormous
barrier to entry. To start a new government you have to
beat an old one, which means winning a war, an election,
or a revolution. And it has very high customer lock-in:
there are barriers to emigration and immigration, and
switching countries involves both high financial and
emotional costs. These characteristics result in a horribly
uncompetitive industry, so it is no surprise that existing
firms tend to exploit customers instead of innovating to
attract them.

This analysis neatly avoids moral debates and has clear
practical implications: if the problem is an uncompetitive
market, the solution is to make it more competitive. It
also exposes the futility of strategies that don’t address
this issue, like trying to win the war of ideas. While
appealing and noble, this is ineffective. Without
competitive pressure, our institutions generate flawed
policies which benefit the political class, not those that
reflect the consensus of academic economists. We need
more competition in government, not more academic
papers or mindshare.

97 This is the motto of the Free State Project, and a wonderful
rallying cry.
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An Experimental Ecosystem

Before I was introduced to the field of law and economics,
I assumed that the main problem in achieving a good
society was coming up with shared morals and values.%®
Then you just write them down as laws, and you are done.
It turns out that even if we agree on a definition of rights,
there is no straightforward way to derive laws and
enforcement mechanisms. Implementation is not a trivial
detail, it’s the hard part! To make things worse, designing
policies is the easy case. When we view them as the
emergent behavior of institutions, things go from difficult
to impossible (so they’ll take us a little longer).

Because we have no a priori knowledge of the best form
of government, the search for good societies requires
experimentation as well as theory — trying many new
institutions to see how they work in practice. This
requires institutions to be embedded within a system
which allows for their easy creation, testing, and
comparison. A governing industry with a lower barrier to
entry and easier switching of providers would allow for
this constant small-scale experimentation.

This system would offer a host of benefits:

e Tt creates specific, real-world examples to point
to when debating the merits of various systems.
How many millions of words of academic papers
about the benefits of free-markets does it take to
add up to the two words “Hong Kong”?

% David D. Friedman, “Law’s Order: What Economics Has To Do
With Law and Why It Matters”:
http://www.daviddfriedman.com/laws_order/index.shtml
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e  Prospective customers of the new system could
actually experience it physically and
emotionally, rather than as a mental abstraction,
which is far more powerful for changing minds.
For citizens of the USSR, a single visit to the
West could outweigh years of Soviet
propaganda.

e It enables proponents of an alternative system
(like libertarianism) to live their dream much
sooner, because they only need to get a small
group together to experiment with their new
society, rather than convince an entire existing
nation (which may never happen).

e It supports an ongoing, evolutionary process
where societies learn over time, and change with
the world.

e Tt doesn’t assume there is one best society for
everyone. People can attempt to live their ideals
without having to impose them on others. Not
only does it embrace multiple variants of
libertarianism, but other goals and methods for
creating a good society.

The Role Of The Frontier

As Bryan Caplan says,”® when working within existing
institutions, structural change and policy change are the

9 see: “Policy All The Way Down’:
http://econlog.econlib.org/archives/2009/01/policy_all_the.html;
“Except Seasteading”:
http://econlog.econlib.org/archives/2009/01/except_seastead.ht
ml
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same, because you can only change structure by
implementing a policy. Only by starting with a blank slate
can you make a better structure without having to
overcome entrenched interests, which tend to resist
innovation because it reduces their power. Historically,
the frontier has functioned as this canvas for
experimentation.

There are positive aspects to this need for a frontier,
because there is a subset of people (currently quite
frustrated) for whom the urge to pioneer is a primal drive.
For all that I rail against bad instincts, it is far easier to
work with instincts than against them, so it’s good to have
one on our side!

Also, the first steps toward settling a frontier are to come
up with a new idea, spread it, and build a coalition of
people ready to live it — the same procedure and instinct
as folk activism. The difference is the strategy of actually
implementing the vision with the number of people one
can reasonably enroll, rather than one which requires
millions to agree before it can be put into practice. The
problem is not instincts, it is following them without
re-evaluating whether they are appropriate for the
modern world.

Technology Is Much More Important Than Rhetoric

Consider the relative effects of Zero Population Growth'®
rhetoric vs. birth control technology at changing the
population growth curve of the world. It’s monumental.
Technology alters incentives, which is a far more effective
way to achieve widespread change than to attempt to fight

100 http://www.populationconnection.org
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human biases or change minds. Unfortunately,
technology is also much newer in human history than
persuasion, and so is a much less intuitive strategy.

Alternatives To Folk Activism
Free State Project

The FSP aims to bring 20,000 liberty activists to the state
of New Hampshire.'** So far, 9,000 have signed up and
700 have moved. Even these few have been able to elect 4
of 400 state representatives, which makes it plausible
that the full 20,000 could have a substantial impact on
state politics.

I have doubts about the amount of freedom the FSP will
be able to secure, because most restrictions and taxation
are at the federal level, and the issue of states’ rights was
pretty solidly settled in 1865.'°* Instead of opening a new
frontier, it is on land claimed and controlled by the most
powerful military force in the world. It also operates
within traditional democracy and its flaws.

Still, the FSP was consciously designed as a reaction to
the failure of libertarian reform to date, and is a vast
improvement over folk activism. It concentrates our
strength rather than depending on a mass libertarian
movement which will never come. It is based on
immediate action: practicing our principles today to
demonstrate that freedom works, rather than just
endlessly preaching.

101 See: https://freestateproject.org
192 5ee: “American Civil War™:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/American_Civil_War

206



Being inside the United States may limit the freedom
achievable, but it also limits the difficulties, so this is a
good low-risk, low-reward option.

Crypto-Anarchy

Proposed in Tim May’s Crypto Anarchist Manifesto'®3
way back in 1988, the idea is that anonymous digital cash
could greatly limit government power. While computer
and networking technology has developed enormously
since it was written, digital cash has not taken off, and the
main impact of digital transactions seems to have been on
record industry sales, not on “the ability to tax and
control economic interactions” as May predicted.

Despite the mathematical elegance of digital crypto, our
analog world is the site for most spending and income,
which can thus be taxed and regulated. Also, physical
reality provides a nexus for control — no matter how
sophisticated the avatar, a knife between its master’s
shoulderblades will seriously cramp its style.

While the Internet has been a big step towards a more
virtual lifestyle, we aren’t all going to be jacked in
full-time anytime soon. Over time more of May’s
predictions will come true, but only slowly and for a
limited subset of human affairs. Still, cyberspace is an
inherently more competitive, more anonymous, harder to
tax and regulate environment, and so advancing it is a
way to accelerate freedom through technology.

103 See:
https://www.activism.net/cypherpunk/crypto-anarchy.html
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Market Anarchism

As described in books like Machinery of Freedom,'** this
is a system where competing private agencies define,
judge, and enforce the law. It is a strange and beautiful
idea which is impossible to do justice in a short space, in
part because it is so much a system of human action, not
human design. Its brilliant logic neatly solves the problem
of how to create an institution that will generate efficient
policies.'® And it is an ecosystem, not just an institution:
it generates many legal systems through competition,
innovation, and imitation.

Unfortunately, there is no clear incremental path to such
a society. Proponents offer the vague hope that
governments will somehow fade away, but as observed
earlier, power is demonstrably good at perpetuating itself.
Anarchism is worth revisiting only if we can get a political
tabula rasa some other way. For example...

Seasteading

Seasteading is my proposal to open the oceans as a new
frontier,'°®
experiment with new institutions. This dramatically

lowers the barrier to entry for forming a new government,

where we can build new city-states to

because expensive though ocean platforms are, they are

04 David D. Friedman, The Machinery of Freedom: Guide to a
Radical Capitalism (Open Court, 1989)

105 See:
http://www.daviddfriedman.com/Academic/Anarchy_and_Eff La
w/Anarchy_and_Eff_Law.html

196 Also note that space has even more mobility than the ocean,
and far more resources, plus it diversifies humanity off rock #3,
which is extremely important. Thus the oceans are merely the
penultimate frontier.
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still cheap compared to winning a war, an election, or a
revolution. A lower barrier to entry means more
small-scale experimentation. Also, the unique nature of
the fluid ocean surface means that cities can be built in a
modular fashion where entire buildings can be detached
and floated away. This unprecedented physical mobility
will give us the ability to leave a country without leaving
our home, increasing competition between governments.

This plan is one of immediate action, not hope or debate.
It makes use of the people we have now rather than trying
to convert the masses, and avoids entrenched interests by
moving to the frontier. Most importantly, it increases
jurisdictional competition. It will not just create one new
country, but rather an entire ecosystem of countries
competing and innovating to attract citizens. Like any
market, the process of trial and error will generate
solutions we can’t even imagine — but that we know will
be better for customers.

Seasteading is far from certain to succeed, but this is a
hard problem, and there will be no easy answer. Two of
the greatest risks are the expense and danger of the
marine environment, and the chance that states will
interfere. The latter is a systemic risk for any reform (if
they’ll interfere with a new city in the ocean, then no
place is safe'®’), but the former is an idiosyncratic risk

97 Some people argue that strong defense against existing
states is another answer, such as WMDs. This solution has
some issues: 1) Pioneering can be done incrementally, while big
trouble happens to those who almost have nukes. 2)
Self-defense doesn’t address any of the systemic problems that
hamper current governments. 3) Being able to successfully
defend against the strongest existing nations is a huge barrier to
entry. For these reasons, the experimentalist world we are
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that could be diversified away if seasteading was part of a
portfolio of freedom projects.

I founded The Seasteading Institute to advance this path,
so if you're interested in learning more, check out our
website, FAQ, and book.

Conclusions

If a fraction of the passion, thought, and capital that are
wasted in libertarian folk activism were instead directed
into more realistic paths, we would have a far better
chance at achieving liberty in our lifetime. We must
override our instinct to proselytize, and instead
consciously analyze routes to reform. Whether or not you
agree with my analysis of specific strategies, my time will
not have been wasted if I can get more libertarians to stop
bashing their heads against the incentives of democracy,
to stop complaining about how people are blind to the
abuse of power while themselves being blind to the
stability of power, and to think about how we can make
systemic changes, outside entrenched power structures,
that could realistically lead to a freer world.

looking for will be unlikely if states commonly interfere with small
experimental societies.
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Seasteading and its Critics
Patri Friedman

Cato Unbound Managing Editor Jason Kuznicki writes in
Cato @ Liberty'°S:

What’s needed, Friedman claims, is not more
study or advocacy, but a change in the deeper
institutional structures that give rise to
government policies...

Is this just a young person’s impatience? Or has
Friedman found a serious weakness in
libertarian activism? One reply I might make is
that Cato scholars have researched quite a few
topics that Friedman would probably find
worthwhile... Consider the many Cato scholars
who have heralded the rise of tax competition...
Or consider Bryan Caplan’s The Myth of the
Rational Voter...

It is certainly true that academic research is useful for
understanding what types of structural reform may help
realistically transform society, and it definitely informs
my strategy. In other words, even if one buys into my
worldview, the optimal quantity of academic research is
not zero. It is even true that the optimal rate of academic
research is not zero — new phenomena such as tax
competition may be worthy of study, even if you share my
goals (liberty in our lifetimes), and my skepticism of folk
activist methods.

18 gee: https://www.cato.org/blog/new-cato-unbound
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However, as we anti-government types know quite well,
defending something as having some virtue does not
mean it is better than alternatives, or even of net positive
value. Academic research is not useless, but I believe that
we are over-invested in talk relative to action and in
politics relative to technology, for all the reasons stated in
my piece. Describing the benefits of liberty may sell some
— but showing it will convince more. Telling people not to
have babies may slightly reduce the birth rate — but
inventing the pill reduces it drastically.

Ilya Somin has a good piece at the Volokh Conspiracy.'*®
Among other things, he says:

Ironically, Patri Friedman’s grandfather Milton
Friedman was one of the best examples of the
impact of libertarian advocacy on policy. Among
other things, Milton Friedman’s efforts,
combined with those of other libertarians,
played a key role in ending the draft, one of the
greatest infringements on individual liberty in
modern American history. Friedman also helped
influence many governments around the world
in the direction of adopting relatively more free
market economic policies.

I think I would like to believe that this is true, and
certainly there is a strong case to be made that individual
advocacy can have some occasional, limited, and
temporary positive effects on liberty. I went too far in
characterizing these efforts as useless. The fact remains
that they will not get us “liberty in our lifetimes,” that

109

See:
http://volokh.com/archives/archive_2009_04_05-2009_04_11.sht
ml#1239074395
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structural reforms (such as the fall of communism and
spread of democracy) have had far more positive impact
on liberty than minor policy changes, and that technology
is a much more realistic path to changing the world than
rhetoric.

Furthermore, I question to what degree advocates such as
my grandfather could influence policy without successful
examples. The United States used to be such an example
— but those days are long past, and the current
administration seems hell bent on moving even further
from them, all the while calling it “progress.” Thus even if
one believes in fighting the war of ideas, examples make
for powerful ammunition. Surely some of our advocacy
budget (perhaps a substantial portion) should go to
creating such examples. As Michael Strong writes in his
new book Be The Solution (reviewed here by Max Borders
19), we should “Criticize By Creating.”

Both Ilya and Cato Fellow Doug Bandow'' mention that
existing countries may not allow libertarian seasteads to
exist. Bandow suggests that political advocacy in existing
societies is thus an essential part of even a separatist
movement like seasteading. Again, let us not confuse
positive value with an efficient action. It is certainly true
that a culture of liberty is conducive to tolerance of
libertarian startup societies. It does not follow that the
budget of a libertarian startup state (or libertarianism in
general) should be spent on advertising the joys of
libertarianism rather than developing a good product. A
good product is, after all, the best form of advertising.

0 [Dead Link]

™ See: “Seasteading: Homesteading the High Seas of Liberty”:
https://www.cato.org/events/seasteading-homesteading-high-sea
s-liberty
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States may not tolerate freedom on the high seas — but if
they don’t, then nowhere is safe. In other words, for a
given cultural climate, the most freedom will always be
had at the frontier, furthest from current power
structures. We know that the current political, cultural,
and intellectual climate means we are very far from a
libertarian state inside the borders of every existing
nation. The open question is: in that same environment,
how much freedom can be had on the frontier? It is more,
but is it substantially more — enough to be worth the
extra cost and other disadvantages?

This is where the question of state intervention comes in.
It is certainly a major threat, but I do not think that the
case that existing governments will not allow any
significant freedom on the frontier is overwhelming. Yes,
the United States will intervene anywhere in the world —
but only for a tiny list of offenses. WMD research,
harboring terrorists, anonymous banking, and exporting
drugs all come to mind as things that will provoke state
intervention. But that is a very short list, and it covers
most of the territory! In other words, one only needs to
ban a very few things in order to be on a friendly basis
with the United States.

Whether this will be sufficient to maintain autonomy
remains to be seen, and even if seasteading succeeds
wildly I expect complex compromises to be necessary. But
I think we have a fighting chance at a huge increase in
freedom. And a far better chance on the frontier than
anywhere else. It’s there or nothing — let’s give freedom
one last try.
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The Education of a Libertarian
Peter Thiel

I remain committed to the faith of my teenage years: to
authentic human freedom as a precondition for the
highest good. I stand against confiscatory taxes,
totalitarian collectives, and the ideology of the
inevitability of the death of every individual. For all these
reasons, I still call myself “libertarian.”

But I must confess that over the last two decades, I have
changed radically on the question of how to achieve these
goals. Most importantly, I no longer believe that freedom
and democracy are compatible. By tracing out the
development of my thinking, I hope to frame some of the
challenges faced by all classical liberals today.

As a Stanford undergraduate studying philosophy in the
late 1980s, I naturally was drawn to the give-and-take of
debate and the desire to bring about freedom through
political means. I started a student newspaper to
challenge the prevailing campus orthodoxies; we scored
some limited victories, most notably in undoing speech
codes instituted by the university. But in a broader sense
we did not achieve all that much for all the effort
expended. Much of it felt like trench warfare on the
Western Front in World War I; there was a lot of carnage,
but we did not move the center of the debate. In
hindsight, we were preaching mainly to the choir — even
if this had the important side benefit of convincing the
choir’s members to continue singing for the rest of their
lives.
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As a young lawyer and trader in Manhattan in the 1990s,
I began to understand why so many become disillusioned
after college. The world appears too big a place. Rather
than fight the relentless indifference of the universe,
many of my saner peers retreated to tending their small
gardens. The higher one’s I1Q, the more pessimistic one
became about free-market politics — capitalism simply is
not that popular with the crowd. Among the smartest
conservatives, this pessimism often manifested in heroic
drinking; the smartest libertarians, by contrast, had fewer
hang-ups about positive law and escaped not only to
alcohol but beyond it.

As one fast-forwards to 2009, the prospects for a
libertarian politics appear grim indeed. Exhibit A is a
financial crisis caused by too much debt and leverage,
facilitated by a government that insured against all sorts
of moral hazards — and we know that the response to this
crisis involves way more debt and leverage, and way more
government. Those who have argued for free markets
have been screaming into a hurricane. The events of
recent months shatter any remaining hopes of politically
minded libertarians. For those of us who are libertarian in
2009, our education culminates with the knowledge that
the broader education of the body politic has become a
fool’s errand.

Indeed, even more pessimistically, the trend has been
going the wrong way for a long time. To return to finance,
the last economic depression in the United States that did
not result in massive government intervention was the
collapse of 1920—21. It was sharp but short, and entailed
the sort of Schumpeterian “creative destruction” that
could lead to a real boom. The decade that followed — the
roaring 1920s — was so strong that historians have
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forgotten the depression that started it. The 1920s were
the last decade in American history during which one
could be genuinely optimistic about politics. Since 1920,
the wvast increase in welfare beneficiaries and the
extension of the franchise to women — two constituencies
that are notoriously tough for libertarians — have
rendered the notion of “capitalist democracy” into an

oxymoron.

In the face of these realities, one would despair if one
limited one’s horizon to the world of politics. I do not
despair because I no longer believe that politics
encompasses all possible futures of our world. In our
time, the great task for libertarians is to find an escape
from politics in all its forms — from the totalitarian and
fundamentalist catastrophes to the unthinking demos
that guides so-called “social democracy.”

The critical question then becomes one of means, of how
to escape not via politics but beyond it. Because there are
no truly free places left in our world, I suspect that the
mode for escape must involve some sort of new and
hitherto untried process that leads us to some
undiscovered country; and for this reason I have focused
my efforts on new technologies that may create a new
space for freedom. Let me briefly speak to three such
technological frontiers:

(1) Cyberspace. As an entrepreneur and investor, I have
focused my efforts on the Internet. In the late 1990s, the
founding vision of PayPal centered on the creation of a
new world currency, free from all government control and
dilution — the end of monetary sovereignty, as it were. In
the 2000s, companies like Facebook create the space for
new modes of dissent and new ways to form communities
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not bounded by historical nation-states. By starting a new
Internet business, an entrepreneur may create a new
world. The hope of the Internet is that these new worlds
will impact and force change on the existing social and
political order. The limitation of the Internet is that these
new worlds are virtual and that any escape may be more
imaginary than real. The open question, which will not be
resolved for many years, centers on which of these
accounts of the Internet proves true.

(2) Outer space. Because the vast reaches of outer space
represent a limitless frontier, they also represent a
limitless possibility for escape from world politics. But the
final frontier still has a barrier to entry: Rocket
technologies have seen only modest advances since the
1960s, so that outer space still remains almost impossibly
far away. We must redouble the efforts to commercialize
space, but we also must be realistic about the time
horizons involved. The libertarian future of classic science
fiction, a la Heinlein, will not happen before the second
half of the 21st century.

(3) Seasteading. Between cyberspace and outer space
lies the possibility of settling the oceans. To my mind, the
questions about whether people will live there (answer:
enough will) are secondary to the questions about
whether seasteading technology is imminent. From my
vantage point, the technology involved is more tentative
than the Internet, but much more realistic than space
travel. We may have reached the stage at which it is
economically feasible, or where it soon will be feasible. It
is a realistic risk, and for this reason I eagerly support this
initiative.
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The future of technology is not pre-determined, and we
must resist the temptation of technological utopianism —
the notion that technology has a momentum or will of its
own, that it will guarantee a more free future, and
therefore that we can ignore the terrible arc of the
political in our world.

A better metaphor is that we are in a deadly race between
politics and technology. The future will be much better or
much worse, but the question of the future remains very
open indeed. We do not know exactly how close this race
is, but I suspect that it may be very close, even down to
the wire. Unlike the world of politics, in the world of
technology the choices of individuals may still be
paramount. The fate of our world may depend on the
effort of a single person who builds or propagates the
machinery of freedom that makes the world safe for
capitalism.

For this reason, all of us must wish Patri Friedman the
very best in his extraordinary experiment.

Editor’s Note: Mr. Thiel has further elaborated on the
question of suffrage here. We copy these remarks below
as well:

I had hoped my essay on the limits of politics
would provoke reactions, and I was not
disappointed. But the most intense response has
been aimed not at cyberspace, seasteading, or
libertarian politics, but at a commonplace
statistical observation about voting patterns that
is often called the gender gap.
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It would be absurd to suggest that women’s
votes will be taken away or that this would solve
the political problems that vex us. While I don’t
think any class of people should be
disenfranchised, I have little hope that voting
will make things better.

Voting is not under siege in America, but many
other rights are. In America, people are
imprisoned for using even very mild drugs,
tortured by our own government, and forced to
bail out reckless financial companies.

I believe that politics is way too intense. That’s
why I'm a libertarian. Politics gets people angry,
destroys relationships, and polarizes peoples’
vision: the world is us versus them; good people
versus the other. Politics is about interfering
with other people’s lives without their consent.
That’s probably why, in the past, libertarians
have made little progress in the political sphere.
Thus, I advocate focusing energy elsewhere, onto
peaceful projects that some consider utopian.
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Lure of the Void
Nick Land

1

The Frontier of Disillusionment

..the idea that we are no longer able to
accomplish feats we once could do (like travel to
the Moon) clashes with the prevailing narrative
that we march forever forward. Not only can’t
we get to the Moon at present, but the U.S. no
longer has a space shuttle program — originally
envisioned to make space travel as routine as air
travel. And for that matter, I no longer have the
option to purchase a ticket to fly trans-Atlantic
at supersonic speeds on the Concorde.
Narratives can break.

112

— Tom Murphy

Shanghai’s 2010 World Expo included an entire pavilion
dedicated to urban futures. Among the exhibits was a
looping video on a large screen, depicting varieties of
futuristic  city-types as speculative animations,
light-heartedly, and with obvious orientation to
youngsters. Since children are the denizens of the future,
it makes sense to treat them as the target audience for a
vision of tomorrow’s world, but the effect was also
disconcerting, as if parenthesizing what was shown in a
form of deniable, non-abrasive irony. This is what the

"2 Tom Murphy, “Why Not Space?” Do the Math:
https://dothemath.ucsd.edu/2011/10/why-not-space/
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future used to look like. Does it still? On this point, a
subtle reserve concealed itself as a concession to childish
credibility, or even inconsequential fantasy.

One of the four future cities on display had been
constructed off-planet, in earth-orbit. It was populated by
happy humans (or, at least, humanoids). No date was
predicted. Untethered from firm futuristic commitment,
it intersected adult perception as a fragment of
cross-cultural memory.

Imagine a city in space, as a child might. Given the
strategic obscurity of this statement, when encountered
at a carefully-crafted international event, in a
sophisticated, cosmopolitan, global, Chinese city, in 2010,
it is tempting to approach it through analogy. Half a
century ago, when Western children were encouraged to
imagine such things, during the twilight decades of
modernity (1.0), was a sincere promise being made to
them that they would inherit the solar system? If so, is
such a promise now being humorously referenced, or is it
being re-directed, and re-made?

The 2010 Expo had a Space Pavilion, too, which only
deepened the perplexity. Given the opportunity to
re-activate Expo traditions of techno-industrial
grandiosity, it was a spectacular miss-launch, containing
almost nothing in the way of monumental hardware. The
content fell into two broad categories: video-based
immersive special effects (highly-appreciated by kids),
and vanilla-domestic applications of space technology, on
the approximate model of NASA’s lamentable “we’re the
guys who brought you the non-stick frying-pan” PR
campaign. Anybody hoping for soul-crushing cyclopean
military-analog launch vehicles and the acrid stink of
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rocket fuel had clearly wandered into the wrong century.
Contemporary international etiquette prevailed, and
according to that, the business of blazing into orbit is far
too crude — even primitive — to be vigorously publicized.

So even in China, at least in its 2010 window to the world,
off-planet aspirations were stirred together indissolubly
with childhood fantasy. The unmistakable insinuation,
harmonized with the commanding heights of world
opinion, was that such hard SF dreams had been
outgrown. Rather than staring through a window into the
spark-torched clangorous workshop of China’s emerging
national space program, Western visitors found their
gazes bounced from mirrored glass, into a ‘postmodern’
vacuum of collapsed expectations, amongst the eroded
ruins of Apollo. Four decades of Occidental space failure
smiled politely back. You lost it, didn’t you? (A quick trip
across the Huangpu to the drearily mundane USA
Pavilion sufficed for unambiguous confirmation.)

The dismissal of a human off-planet future as a childish
dream has plenty to build upon. The world’s publishers
and book shops have long accommodated their
classification systems to the sleazy ambiguity of the
‘science fiction / fantasy genre’, in which futurism smears
into oneirism, and the vestiges of hard SF programs
(telecommunication satellites, moon bases, space
elevators...) are scattered amongst  fantastic
elves-in-space mythologies (from Star Wars to Avatar).
Competitive prophecies decay into polemical allegories,
making statements about anything and everything except
the shape of the future.

Of all the cultural ripples from the truncation of the
Apollo-era space trajectory, none is more telling than the
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rising popularity of ‘Moon Hoax’ conspiracy theorizing.
Not satisfied with the prospective evacuation of the
heavens, the moon hoaxers began systematically editing
space-travelers out of the past, beginning with the lunar
landings. Whilst clearly maddening to space
technologists, American patriots, NASA supporters, and
sensible types in general, this form of ‘denialism’ is not
only historically comprehensible, but even inevitable. If
nobody seriously contests the fact that Columbus reached
the New World, it is at least in part because what was
then started kept happening. Something began, and
continued. Nothing comparable can be said about the
process of lunar colonization, and that, in itself, is a
provocative oddity. When forecasts are remembered,
abandoned outcomes can be expected to mess up
memories.

Old-school space enthusiast Sylvia Engdahl finds the
whole situation pathological, and subjects it to a kind of
jerry-built psychoanalysis. With defiant optimism, she
attributes “the present hiatus in space travel” to
xenophobic trauma:

Much is said about the positive effect of the
photos of Earth obtained by Apollo 8, which for
the first time showed our planet as a globe, a
fragile refuge amid barren surroundings, and
thereby launched the environmental movement.
The concomitant negative impact — the spread
of gut-level knowledge that space is an actual
place containing little that’s familiar to us and
perhaps much that we’d rather not meet — is not
spoken of. But it may be no less significant.
Could this be one of the reasons why interest in
space died so soon after the first Moon landing,
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resulting in the cancellation of the last few
planned Apollo missions?*'3

She elaborates:

Most people do not want to contemplate the
significance of an open universe. They do not let
uneasiness about it into their minds, but
underneath, as the collective unconscious of
humankind absorbs the knowledge, they grasp
it, and react with dismay disguised as apathy. It
does not occur to them that they might be
disturbed by the prospect of space exploration.
Rather, they believe that although in theory they
want humankind to reach new worlds, it’s of low
priority compared to the problems of here and
now. ... [T]The widespread conviction that the
public no longer cares about space may also be a
rationalization."4

Engdahl hints at a modern variant of the Orpheus myth,
and captures something of arresting significance. We
were told not to look back from orbit, but of course, we
did, and what we saw pulled us back down. The
damnation of our extraterrestrial out-leap gave birth to a
lucid environmentalist vision — the earth seen from
space. That is why Tom Murphy turns to the Grand
Archdruid of the Ancient Order of Druids in America,
John Michael Greer, to transmute elegiac disillusionment
into acceptance:

ns Sylvia Engdahl, “Confronting the Universe in the 21st
Century”, The Space Review:
mt‘p://www.thespacereview.com/article/2125/1

Ibid.
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The orbiters are silent now, waiting for the last
awkward journey that will take them to the
museums that will warehouse the grandest of
our civilization’s failed dreams. There will be no
countdown, no pillar of flame to punch them
through the atmosphere and send them
whipping around the planet at orbital speeds. All
of that is over. ..In the final analysis, space
travel was simply the furthest and most
characteristic offshoot of industrial civilization,
and depended — as all of industrial civilization
depends — on vast quantities of cheap, highly
concentrated, readily accessible energy. That
basic condition is coming to an end around us
right now."®

Disillusionment is simply awakening from childish
things, the druids tell us. This is a point Murphy is keen
to endorse: “space fantasies can prevent us from tackling
mundane problems.” Intriguingly, his initial step towards
acceptance involves a rectification of false memory,
through a (sane) analog of ‘Moon Hoax’ denial. Surveying
his students on their understanding of recent space
history (“since 1980 or so0”), he discovered that no less
than 52% thought humans had departed the earth as far
as the moon in that time (385,000 km distant). Only 11%
correctly understood that no manned expedition had
escaped Low Earth Orbit (LEO) since the end of the
Apollo program (600 km out). Recent human space
activity, at least in the way it was imagined, had not taken
place. It was predominantly a collective hallucination.

™5 John Michael Greet, “An Elegy for the Age of Space”, The
Archdruid Report. [Dead link; available here:
https://www.countercurrents.org/greer250811.htm]
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Murphy’s highly-developed style of numerate druidism
represents the null hypothesis in the space settlement
debate: perhaps we’re not out there because there’s no
convincing reason to expect anything else.
Extraterrestrial space isn’t a frontier, even a tough one,
but rather an implacably hostile desolation that promises
nothing except grief and waste. There’s some scientific
data to be gleaned, and also (although Murphy doesn’t
emphasize this) opportunities for political theatrics.
Other than that, however, there’s nothing beyond LEO
worth reaching for.

The neo-druidic starting point is unapologetically down
to earth. It begins with energy physics, and the
remorseless fact that doing just about anything heats
things up."® According to Murphy’s calculations, a
modest 2.3% global economic growth rate suffices to
bring the planetary surface to the boiling point of water
within four centuries, even in the complete absence of
(positive) greenhouse effects. Economic growth is
essentially exponential, and that guarantees that we're
cooked, due to elementary thermodynamic principles,
efficiency limits, and the geophysics of heat dissipation.
Within this big picture, conventional ‘energy crisis’
concerns are no more than complicating details, although
Murphy engages them thoroughly. (He provides a neat
summary of his argument, with internal links, here.)"”

From the neo-druidic perspective, the space ‘frontier’ is a
horizon of sheer escapism, attracting those who

8 Tom Murphy, “Can Economic Growth Last?”, Do the Math:
https://dothemath.ucsd.edu/2011/07/can-economic-growth-last/
"7 Tom Murphy, “My Great Hope for the Future”, Do the Math:
https://dothemath.ucsd.edu/2012/02/my-great-hope-for-the-futur
e/
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stubbornly deny the necessity of limitation (pestilential
growth-addicts):

...relying on space to provide an infinite resource
base into which we grow/expand forever is
misguided. Not only is it much harder than
many people appreciate, but it represents a
distraction to the message that growth cannot
continue on Earth and we should get busy
planning a transition to a non-growth-based,
truly sustainable existence.''®

Since plenty of irrepressible growth-mongers seriously
want to get out there,”® Murphy trowels on the
discouragement in thick, viscous layers. Most of the
deterrent factors are relatively familiar, but none of them
are frivolous, or easily dismissed. The principal problem
is the most qualitative (and druidic): human adaptation
to terrestrial conditions. This is strikingly illuminated by
a consideration of terrestrial ‘frontier’ environments that
remain  almost  entirely  unexploited, despite
environmental features that are overwhelmingly more
benign than anything to be found off-planet. When
compared to any conceivable space station, asteroid
mining camp, lunar base, or Mars colony, even the most
‘difficult’ places on earth — the seabed, for instance, or
the Antarctic — are characterized by extreme
hospitability, with ready access to breathable air,
nutrients, fuels, and other essential resources, a moderate
temperature range, protection from cosmic radiation, and
proximity to existing human settlements. This is to be
contrasted with typical extraterrestrial conditions of hard

8 Tom Murphy, “Stranded Resources”, Do the Math:
https://dothemath.ucsd.edu/2011/10/stranded-resources/
"9 http://www.transterrestrial.com
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vacuum, utter exposure, complete absence of
bio-compatible chemistry, and mind-jarring distances.

Murphy touched upon these distances in his survey of
student space ignorance. If earth is represented by a
“standard” 3o0-centimeter globe, LEO is 1.5 centimeters
from the surface, and the moon a full 9 meters further
out. For intuitive purchase upon more expansive space
visions, however, a re-calibration is required.

It makes sense to model the earth as a small apple (8.5
cm in diameter), because then an astronomical unit (AU,
the mean earth-sun distance of roughly 150 million
kilometers, 93 million miles, or 500 light seconds)
shrinks to a kilometer, with the sun represented by a
sphere a little over 10 meters in diameter. The moon now
lies less than 2.7 meters out from our toy earth, but Mars
is never less than 400 meters away, the nearest asteroids
a kilometer away. The distance to the edge of the
planetary solar system (Neptune) is at least 29
kilometers, and within this spatial volume (a sphere of
roughly 113,400 AU3), less than one part in 27 billion is
anything other than desolate vacuum, with almost all the
rest being solar furnace. On the toy scale, the outer edge
of the solar system, and the Oort cloud, lies 50,000
kilometers from the earth. The distance from our
shriveled apple to the nearest star, Proxima Centauri, is
277,600 toy kilometers (or 41.5 trillion real ones).

If space colonization is being construed as an escape from
terrestrial resource constraints, then a pattern of activity
needs to be knitted across these distances, producing —
at a minimum — an energy surplus. In a non-frictional
kinetic system, governed almost purely by (macroscopic)
conservation of momentum, the basic currency of space
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activity is ‘delta-v’, or the transformation of velocity.
Delta-v is broadly proportional to energy expenditure on
“small burns”, when fuel consumption makes a negligible
difference to total propelled mass, but when complete
flights or “large burns” are calculated, the math becomes
nonlinear, since the reduction of fuel payload becomes a
critical factor in the equation (subtracting inertial
resistance as it adds motive force). In practical terms, the
prospective off-planet (‘space-faring’) energy economy
consists of the consumption of propellant to move
propellant about, with non-fuel vehicle mass contributing
little more than a rounding error in the calculations.

Somewhat counter-intuitively, it is possible to
get the rocket moving faster than the exhaust
velocity once the fuel mass exceeds 63% of the
total initial mass. In order to get delta-v values
in the 20 km/s range when the exhaust velocity
is less than 5 km/s requires almost nothing but
fuel. ...[TThe large delta-v’s required to get
around the solar system require a lot of fuel..."*®

This double-registry of fuel within the nonlinear
equations of “rocket math” — as payload and propellant —
is the key to Murphy’s deep skepticism about the viability
of off-planet energy economics. The fuel resources strewn
within the inner solar system — even assuming their
absolute abundance — cannot be moved around usefully
for less energy than they provide. Jupiter offers the most
tantalizing example. This methane-rich gas giant might
be superficially apprehended as an immense cosmic fuel
depot, but even the most generous calculations of delta-v

20 Tom Murphy, “Stranded Resources”, Do the Math:
https://dothemath.ucsd.edu/2011/10/stranded-resources/
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requirements for a Jupiter ‘tanker-run’ imply energy
expenditures at least an order of magnitude higher than
energy obtained — from the ‘scooping’ operation alone.
The inner solar-system is abundant in “stranded
resources” that cannot conceivably be extracted at a cost
lower than their value. That, at least, is the coherent
neo-druidic perspective.

..and yet, in the yawning void, where the space
settlements were meant to have been, the stirrings have
not ceased. There even seems to be, unmistakably, a
quickening of pace. Chinese ‘Taikonauts’,'””' private
(American) ‘NewSpace’ businesses,”™ and ever more
advanced robots are venturing out beyond the wreckage
of dead dreams."? Are they heading anywhere that works,

or that even makes sense?
2

The right stuff in the rough

... it’s important to understand what Apollo was,
and wasn’t. It was a victory in the Cold War over
the Soviets, but because we were at war, we
waged it with a state socialist enterprise. What it
was not was the first step of opening up the
frontier to humanity, and it was in fact a false
start that has created a template for NASA and a

121 Craig Covault, “First Look: China’s Big New Rockets”,
AmericaSpace:
http://www.americaspace.com/2012/07/18/first-look-chinas-big-n
ew-rockets/

122 Dead link]

128 Jeff Foust, “From Terror to Triumph”, The Space Review:
http://www.thespacereview.com/article/2133/1
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groove in which we’ve been stuck for over four
decades now, with many billions spent and little
useful progress.

— Rand Simberg'*4

The opening of the American west in the first
decades of the 19th century and the opening of
the space frontier in these first decades of the
21st century are very similar.

— Mike Snead'®5

Fascism makes our heads spin, which is unfortunate,
because an inability to gaze unwaveringly into the
dominant ‘third way’ model of political economy
(corporate nationalism) makes the history of the last
century unintelligible. For amateur space historians,
dropping in briefly on the Moon Nazis is simply
unavoidable.'2

SS Sturmbannfithrer Wernher von Braun, Deputy
Associate  Administrator for Planning at NASA
Headquarters, Washington DC (1970-2), helps with the
introduction. Technical director of the Nazi rocket
program at Peenemiinde, which culminated in the
creation of the A-4 (V-2) ballistic missile, von Braun was
brought to America in 1945 as the top prize of Operation
Paperclip. His contribution to US rocket development,
through Redstone to Apollo (and the moon), was central
and indispensable. NASA Socialism was born on the Dark

124 Dead Link]

125 IDead Link]

26 Dave Trumbore, “IRON SKY Moon Nazis to Invade the US”,
Collider: http://collider.com/iron-sky-us-distribution/
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Side of the Moon."” (This probably isn’t the right time to
wander too deeply into Pynchon territory, but, roughly
speaking, that’s where we are.)'?®

If fascism sounds unduly harsh, more comfortable
terminology lies within easy reach. ‘Technocracy’ will do
fine. The name is less important than the essentials,
which were already clearly formulated in the work of a
previous German immigrant to the United States,
Friedrich List,”®® who devoted an influential book to
outlining The National System of Political Economy
(1841). According to List, the ‘cosmopolitanism’ of
mainstream  (Smithean) political economy was
insufficiently attentive to the collective national interest.
Industrial development was too important to be
surrendered to the interplay of private economic agents,
and should instead be considered a strategic imperative,
within the context of international competition. Only by
leveraging the power of the state to regulate trade, foster
modern industries, and drive the development of critical
infrastructure, could a country hope to advance its
interests in the international arena. Development was
war by other means, and sometimes the same ones.

When eagerly embraced by Henry Clay, who connected
List’s ideas with the founding tradition from Alexander
Hamilton, these ideas became the basis of the American
System. Economic nationalism was to be pursued along
the threefold path of managed trade (tariffs),

127 IDead Link]

128 See: Thomas Pynchon, Gravity’s Rainbow:
https://gravitys-rainbow.pynchonwiki.com/wiki/index.php?title=M
ain_Page

129 James Fallows, “How the World Works”, The Atlantic:
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1993/12/how-the-
world-works/305854/
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state-controlled finance (central banking), and
state-directed infrastructure development (especially
transportation systems). Such policies were already
‘progressive’ or faseist technocratic in that they
subordinated private-cosmopolitan economic interests to
national purposes, but this took place flexibly, without
the more recent encrustations of anti-business class
warfare, large-scale entitlement spending, or Cathedralist
cultural policing. Capitalism was to be steered, and even
promoted, rather than milked, deliberately ruined, or
replaced. Due to its patriotic direction, elitism, and
affinity with  militarization, this  technocratic
progressivism could easily be understood as a
phenomenon of ‘the right’, or at least (in Walter Russell
Mead’s words) the “Bipartisan Establishment.”*3°

Apollo perfectly exemplified American technocratic
progressivism in the teutonized, neo-Hamiltonian
tradition. A small step for a man, and a substantial leap
for mankind, it was a colossal high-jump for the US
Leviathan, marking an unambiguous triumph in the
structured competition with its principal geo-strategic
and ideological rival. The Apollo program wasn’t exactly
part of the ballistic missile arms race with the Soviet
Union, but it was close enough to contribute to its
symbolic, mass-psychological, and deterrent purpose.
Landing a man on the moon was a type of overkill,
relative to landing a nuke on Moscow, and it expressed a
super-abundant payload-delivery capability that had won
a war of messages.

In an article originally published in The American
Spectator (November 10, 2010), Iain Murray and Rand

130 IDead link]
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Simberg describe the moon race as Big Government’s
Final Frontier, remarking that:

There’s something about space policy that
makes conservatives forget their principles. Just
one mention of NASA, and conservatives are
quite happy to check their small-government
instincts at the door and vote in favor of massive
government programs and harsh regulations
that stifle private enterprise.’?*

They conclude:

It is time for conservatives to recognize that
Apollo is over. We must recognize that Apollo
was a centrally planned monopolistic
government program for a few government
employees, in the service of Cold War
propaganda and was therefore itself an affront
to American values. If we want to seriously
explore, and potentially exploit space, we need
to harness private enterprise, and push the
technologies really needed to do so0.'3*

Whilst it would be pointlessly upsetting to translate this
into a call for the denazification of outer space, it would
be equally misleading to read it as nothing of the kind.
Progressive technocracy, in a range of national flavors, is
the only effective space politics the world has ever seen,
and it is still far more likely — in the near-term — to be
modernized than radically supplanted. Space

3 Jain Murry and Rand Simberg, “Big Government’s Final
Frontier”, Competitive Enterprise Institute:
:13tt2ps://cei.org/content/big-govemments-final-frontier

Ibid.
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development poses such an immense collective challenge
that it sucks even liberty-oriented conservatives such as
Simberg towards accommodation with the activist,
catalytic, neo-Hamiltonian state. At least initially, there’s
simply no other place where the clanking machinery of
Leviathan is more at home.

Popular culture has picked up on this well. Among the
many reasons for the ecstatic reception to Ridley Scott’s
Alien (1979) was appreciation for its ‘realistic’ tonal
portrait of practical space activity. Science and commerce
played their parts, but the leading edge was dominated by
quasi-military heavy metal, funded by massive budgets
based on gravely obscure strategic objectives, directed
and crewed by hard, obedient, buzz-cut types who did
whatever it took to get things done. Weapons research
trumped all other considerations. Breaking out into the
deep frontier required a rigid, armored-bulkhead
seriousness that civilians would never quite understand.

When suddenly stripped of its Cold War context, the
proxy warfaring of the rocket-state lost coherent
motivation, and immediately veered off course into
increasingly ludicrous pseudo-objectives. By the closing
years of the 20th century, all pretense of a big push
outwards had been dissipated amongst commoditized
LEO satellite maintenance, unconvincing zero-gravity
science projects, ritualistic space-station diplomacy,
multicultural astronaut PR, and even cynical make-work
schemes for dangerously competent ex-Soviet
technicians. Clever science continued, based on robot
probes and space telescopes, but none of that even hinted
at an impetus towards space settlement, or even manned
spacecraft, and typically advised explicitly against it.
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Despite all the very real ‘right stuff3?® heroism, putting
people in space was a circus act, and perhaps it always
had been.

Whatever else outer space may be, it’s a place where the
right goes schizoid, and the more that it’s thought about,
the more jagged the split. The seemingly straightforward,
dynamic-traditional, and extremely stimulating ‘image’ of
the frontier illuminates the point. The frontier is a space
of attenuated formal authority, where entrepreneurial,
‘bottom-up’ processes of social formation and economic
endeavor are cultivated amongst archetypal ‘rugged
individualists’, its affinity with libertarian impulses so
tight that it establishes the (‘homesteading’) model of
natural property rights, and yet, equally undeniably, it is
a zone of savage, informal warfare, broken open as a
policy decision, pacified through the unremitting
application of force, and developed as a strategic
imperative, in the interest of territorial-political
integration. By fleeing the state, in the direction of the
frontier, the settler or colonist extends the reach of the
state towards the frontier, drawing it outwards, and
enhancing its ferocity, or roughening it. The path of
anti-governmental flight confuses itself with a
corresponding expansion, hardening, and re-feralization
of the state, as the cavalry learn from the Indians, in a
place without rules. Then the railroad comes. The Moon
Is a Harsh Mistress meets Starship Troopers.'3*

133 Tom Wolfe, The Right Stuff (London: Picador, 2008)

134 David Wright, Rational Anarchy: An Analysis of the theme
given by Professor Bernard De La Paz In Robert A. Heinlein's
'The Moon Is A Harsh Mistress".
http://dwrighsr.tripod.com/heinlein/RatAnarch/
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“A strategy for achieving economic benefit from space
must involve both government and industry, as did the
development of the American West,” argues Martin Elvis,
and no one seriously disagrees.®®> Whenever realism is
prioritized on the extraterrestrial horizon, some variant
of rough-and-dirty technocratic progressivism always
waits on the launch-pad, ready to piggy-back business
off-planet on patriotic, Leviathan-funded, first-stage
boosters. Over-hasty —denazificatiom—ts—strictly —for
earth-bound—softies The neo-Hamiltonian jump-leads
work too well to drop. As usual, Simberg expresses this
best:

The United States should become a spacefaring
nation, and the leader of a spacefaring
civilization.

That means that access to space should be
almost as routine (if not quite as affordable) as
access to the oceans, and with similar laws and
regulations. It means thousands, or millions, of
people in space — and not just handpicked
government employees, but private citizens
spending their own money for their own
purposes. It means that we should have the
capability to detect an asteroid or comet heading
for Earth and to deflect it in a timely manner.
Similarly it means we should be able to mine
asteroids or comets for their resources, for use
in space or on Earth, potentially opening up new
wealth for the planet. It means that we should
explore the solar system the way we did the

135 Martis Elvis, “After Apollo”, Harvard International Review:
http://hir.harvard.edu/article/?a=2925
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West: not by sending off small teams of
government explorers — Lewis and Clark were
the extreme exception, not the rule — but by
having lots of people wandering around and
peering over the next rill in search of adventure
or profit.

We should have massively parallel exploration
— and not just exploration, but development, as
it has worked on every previous frontier.3°

Which brings us to ‘NewSpace’...

3a

There are two related questions posed by human
exploration.  First, is there anything
economically useful to do out there, that pays
your way? And second, can you live off the land,
and use local resources to survive, or will we
always be tied to support from earth? If the
answer to both is yes, then you get space
colonies, self-sustainable life off-planet. If the
answer to both is no, then space is like Mt.
Everest. Tourists might go to Mt. Everest,
sherpas might make a living off of it, but no one
really lives there.

If the answer is that you can live off the land, but
it’s not economically useful, it’s like Antarctica.
It was 40 years between the last time we were

136 Rand Simberg, “A Space Program for the Rest of Us”, The
Space Review:
https://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/a-space-program-fo
r-the-rest-of-us
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there, when Shackleton reached Antarctica, and
when the U.S. Navy went back in 1912. There’s a
similar lapse between going to the Moon the
first time and, hopefully, when we’ll return. In
that case, you can form an outpost and live
there, but you’re sustained by constant funding,
since engineering doesn’t pay for itself. If the
answer is that there are economically useful
things to do, such as mining Helium-3 on the
Moon, but we’re always reliant on Earth for
basic necessities, then space becomes a North
Sea oil platform. You can make money there, but
it will always be a hostile environment.

These are four very radically different human
futures. And they’re all part of a larger question:
Is there a human future beyond Earth? It’s a
question ranks up there with whether there’s
intelligent life elsewhere in the universe. We can
search for life with probes and telescopes, but to
determine the living range of humanity, we’re
going to have to send humans into space.

— Scott Pace™”

What should the payload be? It does not matter.
That is the point. This is not about getting a
useful payload into space: That is almost
irrelevant. It is about guaranteeing a market for
companies offering launch services to get things
going. I mean this totally. If we could think of
nothing better to launch, concrete blocks would
be fine. My philosophy is:

137 [Dead link]
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Launching anything is good.
— Paul Almond'3®

The material base for a space-faring future is not only
stranded in space, but also stranded in time. Not only are
the gravitationally-unlocked resources from which it
would assemble itself strewn across intimidating
immensities of vacant distance, but the threshold where it
all begins to come together — in an autocatalytic
extraterrestrial economy — is separated from the world of
present, practical incentives by dread gulfs of incalculable
loss. In a variant of the old joke, if getting off-planet is the
goal, a planet is the absolutely worst place to set out from.
“I can tell you how to get there,” the local helpfully
remarked. “But you shouldn’t start from here.”

Being out there could quickly start to make sense, as long
as we were already there. Experimenting with this
perspective-switch makes the animating impulse clearer.
Most tellingly, it exposes how deeply planets suck, so that
merely not being on one is worth almost anything. That’s
the end game, the final strategy, ultimately arranging
everything, with anti-gravity as the key.

Once gravity is perceived as the natural archetype of
imprisonment, keeping you somewhere, whether you
want to be there or not, the terrestrial-economic
motivations for off-planet expansion are revealed in their
fundamental spuriousness. The reason to be in space is to
be in space, freed from planetary suckitude, and any
benefits to Earth-dwellers that accrue on the way are

138 IDead link]
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mere stepping stones. Off-planet resources diverted to
the surface of the Earth are, in the ultimate spacer
scheme, wasted, or at least strategically sacrificed (since
such wastage is almost certainly required in the interim).
In the final analysis, the value of anything whatsoever is
degraded in direct proportion to the gravitational
influences brought to bear upon it, and descent from the
heavens is a fall.

A wider cosmo-developmental view sharpens resolution
(although this requires that Smart’s invaluable insights'®
are strictly set aside, and black holes avoided with
maximum prejudice). Smear into fast-forward until the
process of extraterrestrial escape has been substantially
accomplished, then freeze the screens. Fleeing gravity can
now be seen as no more than the first step in a more
thorough, antagonistic contestation with gravity and its
works. Asteroids and comets are being pulverized,
quarried, or bored into sponges, leaving moons, planets,
and the sun itself as the local problems of interest. Such
bodies are ‘problems’ because they deform space with
gravity wells, which trap resources, but their status as
development obstacles can be abstracted further. These
worlds, at least partially isolated from the emerging
deep-space commercium by their own mass, have been
shaped by gravity into approximate spheres, which is to
say — from the developmental perspective — into the very
worst shapes that are mathematically possible, since they
minimize the ratio of (reactive) surface to volume, and
thus restrict resource accessibility to the greatest
conceivable extent. Way out there, in deep space and the

139 Nick Land, “Implosion”:
https://oldnicksite.wordpress.com/2011/04/29/implosion/
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deep future, the gathering developmental impulse is to go
full Vogon, and demolish them completely.'+°

When seen from outside, planets are burial sites, where
precious minerals are interred. By digging through the
earth’s mantle, for instance, all the way down to its
interior end, 3,000km beneath the surface, one reaches a
high-pressure iron-nickel deposit over 6,500km in
diameter — a planet-vaulted metal globe roughly
160,000,000,000 cubic kilometers in size, doped by
enough gold and platinum to coat the entire surface of
the earth to a depth of half a meter. To a moderately
advanced off-world civilization, pondering the
practicalities of its first planet-scale demolition, leaving
this buried resource trove in place has a
robotic-industrial opportunity cost that can be
conservatively estimated in the region of 1.6 x 10”23
human-level intelligences, a mineral stockpile sufficient
to manufacture a trillion sentient self-replicating probes
for every star in the galaxy. (Even ardent conservationists
have to recognize how tasty this morsel will look.)

Lift-off, then, is merely a precursor to the first serious
plateau of anti-gravity technology, which is oriented
towards the more profoundly productive task of pulling

140 gee: “Vogon”, Wikipedia: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/VVogon

The Vogons are a fictional alien race from the planet
Vogsphere in The Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy — initially a
BBC Radio series by Douglas Adams — who are responsible for
the destruction of the Earth, in order to facilitate an intergalactic
highway construction project for a hyperspace express route.
Vogons are slug-like but vaguely humanoid, are bulkier than
humans, and have green skin. Vogons are described as “one of
the most unpleasant races in the galaxy—not actually evil, but
bad-tempered, bureaucratic, officious and callous", and having
"as much sex appeal as a road accident" as well as being the
authors of "the third worst poetry in the universe". They are
employed as the galactic government's bureaucrats.”
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things apart, in order to convert comparatively inert
mass-spheres into volatile clouds of cultural substance.
Assuming a fusion-phase energy infrastructure, this
initial stage of off-world development culminates in the
dismantling of the sun, terminating the absurdly wasteful
main-sequence nuclear process, salvaging its fuel
reserves, and thus making the awakened solar-system’s
contribution to the techno-industrial darkening of the
galaxy. (Quit squandering hydrogen, and the lights dim.)

Focus for a few seconds on the economic irritability that
arises at the sight of an oil-well flaring off natural gas,
through sheer mindless incompetence, then glance at the
sun. ‘Unsustainable’ doesn’t begin to capture it. Clearly,
this energy machinery is utterly demented, amounting to
an Azathothic orgy of spilled photons.'#* The entire
apparatus needs to be taken apart, through extreme solar
surgery. Since this project has yet to receive sustained
consideration, however, the specific engineering details
can be safely bracketed for now.

The inexorable logic of techno-industrial efficiency, on its
anti-gravity vector, means that the only consistent
motivation for leaving the earth is to dismantle the sun
(along with the rest of the solar-system), but that doesn’t
play well in Peoria. Unsurprisingly, therefore, those
sensitized to political realities, media perceptions, and
public relations are inclined to emphasize other things,

1 See: H. P. Lovecraft, The Dream-Quest of Unknown Kadath:

“[Olutside the ordered universe [is] that amorphous
blight of nethermost confusion which blasphemes and bubbles at
the center of all infinity—the boundless daemon sultan Azathoth,
whose name no lips dare speak aloud, and who gnaws hungrily
in inconceivable, unlighted chambers beyond time and space
amidst the muffled, maddening beating of vile drums and the thin
monotonous whine of accursed flutes.”
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depicting the earth as a destination for cosmic bounty or
— even more immediately — for juicy tax-funded pork,'+*
rather than as a tricky but highly-rewarding demolition
problem.

Conspicuously missing from the public space debate,
therefore, is any frank admission that, “(let’s face it folks)
— planets are misallocations of matter which don’t really
work. No one wants to tell you that, but it’s true. You
know that we deeply respect the green movement, but
when we get out there onto the main highway of
solar-system redevelopment, and certain very rigid, very
extreme environmentalist attitudes — Gaian survivalism,
terrestrial holism, planetary preservationism, that sort of
thing — are blocking the way forward, well, let me be very
clear about this, that means jobs not being created,
businesses not being built, factories closing down in the
asteroid belt, growth foregone. Keeping the earth
together means dollars down the drain — a lot of dollars,
your dollars. There are people, sincere people, good
people, who strongly oppose our plans to deliberately
disintegrate the earth. I understand that, really I do, you
know — honestly — I used to feel that way myself, not so
long ago. I, too, wanted to believe that it was possible to
leave this world in one piece, just as it has been for four
billion years now. I, too, thought the old ways were
probably best, that this planet was the place we belonged,
that we should — and could — still find some alternative
to pulling it apart. I remember those dreams, really I do,
and I still hold them close to my heart. But, people, they

142 “Time to End Pork Barrel Monster Rocket and Expensive

Russian Space Ferry”, Space Travel:
http://www.space-travel.com/reports/Time_To_End_Pork_Barrel
_Monster_Rocket_And_Expensive_Russian_Space_Ferry 999.
html
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were just dreams, old and noble dreams, but dreams, and
today I'm here to tell you that we have to wake up.
Planets aren’t our friends. They're speed-bumps on the
road to the future, and we simply can’t afford them
anymore. Let’s back them up digitally, with respect, yes,
even with love, and then let’s get to work...” [Thunderous
applause]

Since, during the present stage of extraterrestrial
ambition, pandering to the partisans of cosmic
disintegrationism cannot reasonably be conceived as a
sure-fire election winner, it is only to be expected that
rhetoric of this kind has been muted. Yet, in the absence
of some such vision, or -consistently extrapolated
alignment with anti-gravity, the off-planet impulse is
condemned to arbitrariness, insubstantiality, and
insincerity of expression. Absent an uncompromised
sense of something else, why not stick to this? The result
has been, perhaps predictably, a reign of near-silence on
the topic of extraterrestrial projects, even in regard to its
most limited, immediate, and practically unobjectionable
varieties.'#3

If escaping the earth — and gravitational confinement in
general — is not an intelligible end, but only a means,
what provides the motivation? It is into this cramped,
awkwardly-deformed crevice of aspiration that NewSpace
must insinuate itself. To speak of ‘insincerity’ might seem
unduly harsh — since there is no reason to suspect
conscious deception, or even carefully-calibrated
reservation, when NewSpace advocates outline their

143 “Why Won't the Political Parties Talk About Space?”, Popular
Mechanics:
https://www.popularmechanics.com/space/a11956/why-wont-the
-political-parties-talk-about-space-12636543/
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plans. An enveloping structure of implausibility
nevertheless announces itself in every project that is
advanced, manifested through the incommensurability
between the scale of the undertaking and the rewards
that supposedly incentivize it. Space tourism, asteroid
mining, micro-gravity experimentation and
manufacturing... really? Is it genuinely imaginable that
these paltry goals finally or sufficiently motivate a
prolonged struggle against the terrestrial gravity-trap,
rather than serving as fragile pretexts or rationalizations
for the pursuit of far more compelling, yet hazy,
unarticulated, or even completely unsuspected
objectives?

When this question is extended backwards, and
outwards, it gathers force. Stretch it back to the moon,
and out to Mars, and the inference becomes increasingly
irresistible. None of these ‘missions’ made, or make, any
sense whatsoever, except insofar as they abbreviate some
wider, undisclosed impulse. Space activity is not the
means to a targeted end, but the end to be advanced by a
sequence of missions, whose specific content is therefore
derivative, and devoid of intrinsic significance. Once the
inarticulate outward momentum decays, leaving nothing
but an arbitrary extraterrestrial destination to represent
it, the naked absurdity that is exposed rapidly
extinguishes the last, flickering embers of popular
motivation. Four decades of explicit lunar nihilism attest
abundantly to that.'#4

144 Razib Khan, “Neil Armstrong and the End of the Whig
Conceit”, Discover.
http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/gnxp/2012/08/neil-armstrong-
and-the-end-of-the-whig-conceit/
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Whilst the partial privatization of space activity
(‘NewSpace’) creatively displaces the problem of purpose,
it does not radically dispel it. To some degree, NewSpace
substitutes the economic motivations of disparate private
operators for the political justification of a concentrated
public bureaucracy, and by doing so it relieves the
pressure to maintain coherent, communicable, and
consensual objectives. Space ambitions are freed to enter
the fragmented, competitive terrain of idiosyncrasy,
variety, experimentation, and even personally-financed
frivolity. It might even be thought that seriousness
becomes optional.

When examined more doggedly, however, it is clear that
the basic problem persists. The terrestrial gravity-well
produces a split between the surface of the earth, and
‘orbit’ (or beyond), and private capital is no less severely
divided by this schism than Rocket-State ‘public’
hardware. Whilst convertible temporarily into forms of
inert, stored value, capital is an essentially modern
phenomenon, born in industrial revolution, and typically
defined by the diversion of immediate consumption into
‘roundabout’ production, which is to say: machinery. It is
reproduced, or accumulated, by circulating through
machines, or apparatus, and it is upon this that the
gravity-well compels a decision: is NewSpace capital to be
invested, unambiguously, in space?

A serious space program is, fundamentally and
irreducibly, a process or terrestrial evacuation. It requires
the consistent relocation (or de-location) of enterprise,
resources, and productive capabilities from the earth into
space, at least until the threshold of extraterrestrial
autocatalysis is reached, at which point a break has been
achieved, and an autonomous off-planet economy
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established. Whatever the opportunities for obfuscation
(which are probably considerable), the basic decision
remains unaffected. The accumulation of a terrestrial
fortune is not at all the same, and is in fact almost
certainly economically inconsistent, with the sustained
investment in an off-planet industrial infrastructure.
Either stuff is being shifted into space, irrevocably, or
not.

3b
Menace in the west

Recognizing the head start obtained by the
Soviets with their large rocket engines, which
gives them many months of lead-time, and
recognizing the likelihood that they will exploit
this lead for some time to come in still more
impressive successes, we nevertheless are
required to make new efforts on our own. For
while we cannot guarantee that we shall one day
be first, we can guarantee that any failure to
make this effort will make us last. We take an
additional risk by making it in full view of the
world, but as shown by the feat of astronaut
Shepard, this very risk enhances our stature
when we are successful. But this is not merely a
race. Space is open to us now; and our eagerness
to share its meaning is not governed by the
efforts of others. We go into space because
whatever mankind must undertake, free men
must fully share. ... I believe that this nation
should commit itself to achieving the goal,
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before this decade is out, of landing a man on
the moon and returning him safely to the earth.

— John F Kennedy'+

[James Anthony Froude’s] “The Bow of Ulysses”

. endorses the old colonialism, nostalgically
recalling the days when Britain was not an
empire, but rather British colonialists were
pirates and brigands, who robbed, conquered
and eventually ruled, gradually making the
transition from mobile banditry to stationary
banditry without the British government paying
much attention. In “The Bow of Ulysses” Froude
condemns nineteenth century imperialism as
unworkably left wing, and inevitably leading [to]
the destruction of the British empire, and thus
the ruin of the subjects of the British empire, all
of which ensued as he envisaged .. The
imperialists, those advocating British Empire,
were the left, and the colonialists were the right.
And the colonialists correctly predicted that if
this were to go on, we would get the left that we
now have — one of the many strange facts one
encounters if one reads old books.

— James A Donald'4®

145 John F Kennedy, “Special Message to the Congress on
Urgent National Needs”, Wikisource:
https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Special_Message_to_the_Congres
s_on_Urgent_National_Needs

128 James A Donald, “Burning the Past”, Jim’s Blog:
https://blog.jim.com/culture/burning-the-past/
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The peculiarities of the ‘space race’ have yet to be fully
unfolded. Through its extraordinary formality, reducing
extraterrestrial ambitions to a binary, international
competition to put the first man on the moon, it seems —
retrospectively — to owe more to the culture and history
of organized sports than to technological and economic
accomplishments. There would, by definition, be a
winner and a loser, which is to say a Boolean decision,
conventional and indisputable. Then it would be over.
Perhaps it was seen to be pointing at something further,
but in fact the moon was a finishing line.

Within a broad geo-strategic context, the space race was a
symptom of thermonuclear stand-off. A modern history
of warfare that had descended inexorably from a
restrained game of princes to unleashed total war,
amongst ideologically-mobilized peoples, targeting their
basic institutions, industrial infrastructures, and even
demographic root-stocks, had consummated itself —
virtually — in the MAD potential for swift, reciprocal
extermination. Under these circumstances, a regressive
sublimation was called for, relaying conflict through
chivalric representatives — even Homeric heroes — who
competed on behalf of the super-lethal populations they
appeased. The flight of an astronaut symbolized
antagonism, substituting for a nuclear strike. In this
sense, victory in the space race was a thinly-disguised
advance payment on the conclusion of the Cold War.

This sublimation is only half of the story, however,
because a double displacement took place. Whilst the
space race substituted a formal (chivalric) outcome for a
military result, it also marginalized the long-envisaged
prospect of informal space colonization, replacing it with
a predominantly conventional (or socio-political)

251



objective. The price of unambiguous symbolic triumph
was a ‘triumph’ that relapsed into the real ambiguity of
(mere) symbolism, with reality-denying, postmodernist,
‘moon hoax’ temptations already rising. When nothing is
won except winning itself, it could scarcely be otherwise.
A champion is not a settler, or anything close to one.

What is this real ambiguity? It begins on the frontier,
with a series of questions that reaches beyond the
meaning of the space race, and into the identity of
America. As a country settled within the modern epoch,
and thus exhaustively determined by the dynamics of
colonialism, America has been condensed from a frontier.

In extended parenthesis, it is worth noting explicitly that
the continent’s aboriginal population was not yet
America, but something earlier, and other, encountered
on the frontier. The idea of a ‘Native American’ is an
exercise in historical misdirection, when it is not merely a
thoughtless oxymoron. This is not to suggest that these
populations were unable to become American, as many
did, once America had begun in the modern period. By
innovating distinctive modes of secession, they were even
— in certain cases — able to become radically American.
A reservation casino in institutional flight from the IRS is
vastly more American than the Federal Reserve, in a
sense that will (hopefully) become evident.

The foundation of America was a flight into the frontier,
extending a trajectory of escape into a perpetually
receding space, or open horizon — the future made
geography, and only subsequently a political territory.
This original, informal, and inherently obscure space
project is as old as America itself — exactly as old. As
Frederick Jackson Turner had already noted in 1893, for
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America an open frontier is an existential necessity,
which is to say: the basic condition of American
existence. Once the frontier closes, borders take over,
exceptionality withers into insubstantial rhetoric (or
worse, its neoconservative facsimile) and necrosis begins.

In this respect, America cannot be sustained as a state
with a space program. It requires an open horizon,
extended beyond the earth if necessary, sufficient to
support a prolongation of its constitutive colonial
process. Only on and out of this frontier does America
have a future, although ‘the USA’ could (more)
comfortably persist without it. That is why, beneath,
alongside, and beyond the space race, the frontier ‘myth’
has been spontaneously extended to extraterrestrial
vistas considered as an essentially American prospect.
(NASA and its works are quite incidental to this, at best.)

Since this claim invites accusations of gratuitous
controversy, it is worth re-visiting it, at a more languid
pace. Even after re-emphasizing that America is not the
same as — and is indeed almost the precise opposite of —
the USA, obvious objections present themselves. Is not
the Russian space program the world’s most
economically plausible? Is not the upward curve of recent
Chinese space activity vastly more exuberant? Hasn’t the
United Nations claimed the heavens on behalf of a
common humanity? What, other than cultural-historical
accident, and the unwarranted arrogance stemming from
it, could imaginably make ‘an essentially American
prospect’ of outer space?

The counter-point to all of these objections is

colonialism, understood through its radical, exceptional,
American lineage. Colonialism of this ultimate variety
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consolidates itself from the frontier, and passes through
revolutionary thresholds of a very specific type: wars of
independence, or secession (rather than comprehensive
regime changes) that are pro-colonial (rather than
anti-colonial) in nature. The colony, as colony, breaks
away, and in doing so creates a new society. Successful
examples of such events are extremely rare — even
singular, or exceptional. There is America, and then there
are ‘lost causes’, with considerable (and increasing)
overlap between them.

What has any of this to do with outer space, beyond
impressionistic analogy? Gravity cements the connection.
Dividing the surface of the earth and extraterrestrial
space is an effective difference, or practical problem, that
can be quite precisely quantified in technological terms
(fuel to deliverable payload ratios), and summarized
economically. For purposes of comparison, transporting
freight across the Pacific costs US$4/kg (by air), or
US$0.16/kg by ocean-bound container vessel (US$3,500
per TEU, or 21,600 kg). To lift 1 kg of cargo into Low
Earth Orbit (LEO), in stark contrast, costs over
US$4,000 (it was over US$10,000 by Space Shuttle). Call
it the Rift: an immense structural re-supply problem,
incentivizing economic self-sufficiency with
overwhelming force. Each kilogram of extraterrestrial
product has saved US$4,000 before further calculations
get started. Out in space, the Rift is the bottom line: a
cold, anti-umbilical reality.

Whatever the historic colonial impetus to the American
way — separation and social re-foundation — is reinforced
by orders of magnitude in LEO and beyond. This is an
environment that might have been precision-engineered
for revolutionary colonialism, as science fiction writers
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have long recognized. On the flip side lies a more
obviously explanatory conclusion: Because developments
beyond the Rift are inherently uncontrollable, there is no
readily  discernible = motivation for terrestrial
political-economic agencies to fund the emergence of
off-planet societies that are on an irresistible
conveyor-belt to independence, whilst voraciously
consuming resources, opening an avenue of escape, and
ultimately laying the void foundations for a competitor
civilization of a radically unprecedented, and thus
ominously unpredictable kind.

It follows clearly that the status quo politics of space
colonization are almost fully expressed by space
colonization not happening. When understood in
relation to the eclipsed undercurrent of the frontier
analogy — social fission through revolutionary
colonialism or wars of independence — the ‘failure’ of
large-scale space colonization projects to emerge begins
to look like something else entirely: an eminently rational
determination on the part of the world’s most powerful
territorial states to inhibit the development of
socio-technological potentials characterized by an
‘American’ (revolutionary colonial) tendency.

Of course, in a world that grown familiar with
interchangeable anti-colonialist and anti-imperialist
declarations, the terms of this (Froude / Moldbug /
Donald) analysis are initially disconcerting. When
detached from the confusions and conflations of a
disturbed periphery, however, the pattern is compelling.
Colonists are, by their very nature, in flight from the
metropolis. It is less than a single step from this
acknowledgement to the recognition that they tend to
independence of action, social fission, and political
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disintegration, following trends that imperialists — with
equal inevitability — seek to curtail. Since colonization,
strictly understood, is cultural and demographic
transplantation, it only acquires its sense of expansion
when restrained under imperial auspices. Whilst colonial
and rebellious are not even close to synonymous
expressions, they are nevertheless mutually attracted, in
near-direct proportion to the rift that separates colony
from metropolis. A colonial venture is a rebellion of the
most practical and productive kind, either re-routing a
rebellion from time into space, or completing itself in a
rebellion that transforms an expedition into an escape.
Since the triumph of imperialism over colonialism
beginning in the second half of the 19th century, it is only
in (and as) America that this system of relations has
persisted, tenuously, and in large measure occulted by the
rise of an imperial state.

It is helpful, then, to differentiate in principle (with
minimal moral excitability) between a colonial space
project, oriented to extraterrestrial settlement, and an
imperial space program, or policy, designed to ensure
terrestrial control over off-planet development, maintain
political integrity, and thus secure returns on investment
across the Rift. From the perspective of the territorial
state, an (imperial) space program that extracted
economic value from beyond earth’s gravity well would be
ideal, but this is an ambition unsupported by the vaguest
flickerings of historical precedent (and obstructed by at
least four orders of magnitude of yawning economic gulf).
Second best, and quite satisfactory, is the simple
prevention of colonial space projects, substituting
political space theater as an expensive (but low-risk and
affordable) alternative. The occasional man on the moon
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poses no great threat to the order of the world, so long as
we “bring him safely back to earth.”

America was an escape from the Old World, and this
definition suffices to describe what it still is — insofar as it
still is — as well as what it can be, all that it can be, and
what any escape from the new old world — if accurately
named, would also be. When outlined by the shadows of
dark enlightenment, America is the problem that the USA
was designed to solve, the door that the USA closes, the
proper name for a society born from flight.

As Nietzsche never exactly said: Am I understood?
America against the stars and stripes ...
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Extracts from Xenosystems
Nick Land

Quit
Foseti writes:

There’s a lot of hand-wringing in these parts of
the interwebz about what reactionaries should
do.

I have no idea. I certainly have no grand plans to
change the world. I like knowing what’s going on
around me and I like open discussions — i.e.
ones that are not choked to death by political
correctness.

However, if T were to suggest a plan, I'd say tell
the truth.'#”

His (slightly) more detailed suggestions are also
commendable. The Cathedral provokes reaction by
mandating fantasy over reality, and there is no doubt
much that could be done about that.

There is a sub-question about all this, however, which is
scarcely less insistent: What do ‘we’ really want?

More cybernetics, argues the  determinedly
non-reactionary Aretae. Of course, Outside in agrees.

147 Foseti, “What to Do”, Foseti:
https://foseti.wordpress.com/2013/02/26/what-to-do/

258



Social and technical feedback machinery is reality’s
(only?) friend, but what does the Cathedral care about
any of that? It’s winning a war of religion. Compulsory
anti-realism is the reigning spirit of the age.

The only way to get more tight-feedback under current
conditions is by splitting, in every sense. That is the
overwhelming practical imperative: Flee, break up,
withdraw, and evade. Pursue every path of
autonomization, fissional federalism, political
disintegration, secession, exodus, and concealment.
Route around the Cathedral’s educational, media, and
financial apparatus in each and every way possible. Prep,
go Galt, go crypto-digital, expatriate, retreat into the hills,
go underground, seastead, build black markets, whatever
works, but get the hell out.

Truth-telling already presupposes an escape from the
empire of neo-puritan dreams. ‘We’ need to throw open
the exit gates, wherever we find them, so the wreck can go
under without us. Reaction begins with the proposition
that nothing can or should be done to save it. Quit bailing.
It’s done. The sooner it sinks the better, so that something
else can begin.

More than anything we can say, practical exit is the
crucial signal. The only pressure that matters comes from
that. To find ways out, is to let the Outside in.

Exit Test

What can Exit do? It looks as if France is going to provide
an important demonstration:
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France has become a defeatist nation.

A striking indicator of this attitude is the
massive emigration that the country has
witnessed over the last decade, with nearly 2
million French citizens choosing to leave their
country and take their chances in Australia,
Brazil, Canada, China, the United States and
other locales. The last such collective exodus
from France came during the French Revolution,
when a large part of the aristocracy left to await
(futilely) the king’s return. Today’s migration
isn’t politically motivated, however; it’s
economic.

This departing population consists
disproportionately of young people — 70% of the
migrants are under 40 — and advanced-degree
holders, who do their studies in France but offer
their skills elsewhere. The migrants, discouraged
by the economy’s comparatively low salaries and
persistently high unemployment — currently at
10.9% — have only grown in number since
Socialist Francois Hollande became president.

The young and enterprising in France soon
realize that elsewhere — in London, say —
obstacles to success are fewer and opportunities
greater. The British capital is now France’s
sixth-largest city, with 200,000 to 400,000
emigres.

The exile rolls also include hundreds of

thousands of French retirees, presumably
well-off, who are spending at least part of their
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golden years in other countries. Tired of France’s
high cost of living, they seek out more
welcoming environments.

My beloved country, in other words, has been
losing not only its dynamic and intelligent young
people but also older people with some money.
I'm not sure that this social model can work over
the long term.'4®

It will be extremely interesting to see.

Exit Notes (#1)

Some notable attempts to dial back the NRx commitment
to exit over voice, as inherited from Moldbug, have been
seen recently. (I think NBS was crucial in advancing this
argument, but I couldn’t find his post immediately — I'll
link to it if someone nudges me helpfully.) It’s
undoubtedly a central discussion throughout the
reactosphere at the moment.

Some preliminary thought-gathering on the topic:

(1) Exit is a scale-free concept. It can be applied
rigorously to extreme cases of sociopolitical separation,
from secession to extraterrestrial escapes. Yet these
radical examples do not define it. It’s essence is the
commercial relation, which necessarily involves a
non-transaction option. Exit means: Take it or leave it

148 pascal Bruckner, “France, a down-in-the-dumps nation”, LA
Times:
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-bruckner-france-gloo
m-and-doom-20140223-story.html#axzz2u9H0D8IS
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(but don’t haggle). It is thus, at whatever scale of
expression, the concrete social implementation of
freedom as an operational principle.

(2) As a philosophical stance, Exit is anti-dialectical. That
is to say, it is the insistence of an option against
argument, especially refusing the idea of necessary
political discussion (a notion which, if accepted,
guarantees progression to the left). Let’s spatialize our
disagreement is an alternative to resolution in time.
Conversations can be prisons. No one is owed a hearing.

(3) In regards to cultural cladistics, it can scarcely be
denied that Exit has a Protestant lineage. Its theological
associations are intense, and stimulating.

(4) Exit asymmetries have been by far the most decisive
generators of spontaneous anti-socialist ideology. The
iconic meaning of the Berlin Wall needs no further
elucidation. The implicit irony is that people flee
towards Exit, and if this is only possible virtually, it
metamorphoses automatically into delegitimation of the
inhibitory regime. (Socialism is Exit-suppressive by
definition.)

(5) Exit is an option, which does not require execution for
its effectiveness. The case for Exit is not an argument for
flight, but a (non-dialectical) defense of the opportunity
for flight. Where Exit most fully flourishes, it is employed
the least.

(6) Exit is the alternative to voice. It is defended with

extremity in order to mute voice with comparable
extremity. To moderate the case for Exit is implicitly to
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make a case for voice. (Those who cannot exit a deal will
predictably demand to haggle over it.)

(7) Exit is the primary Social Darwinian weapon. To blunt
it is to welcome entropy to your hearth.

Go Scotland!

Tribal politics excites the autobiographical impulse,
which Tll pander to for just a moment (without
pretending to any particular excitement). My immediate
ancestry is a quarter Scottish, and — here’s the thing —
those grandparents were Wallaces. Seriously, they were
these guys:

... but it’s my remaining three-quarters of mongrelized
Brit that is leading this post to its destination. In
particular, the 37.5% of English blood coursing through
my veins is the part murmuring most enthusiastically for
Scotland to vote ‘Yes!” to departure this week.

Scotland is hugely over-represented in the UK
Parliament, shifting the country’s politics substantially to
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the Left. While Scottish exit wouldn’t necessarily ensure a
permanent conservative government — electoral
democracy simply doesn’t work like that — it’s hard to
argue that the result could be anything other than an
ideological rebound of sorts, with the rump UK’s entire
political spectrum shunting right. Since such an outcome
would almost certainly prolong the viability of liberal
democracy, perhaps even worldwide (due to contagion
effects), it would be unseemly for any neoreactionary to
get adrenalized about it. England would nevertheless
undergo a minor restoration, conceivably broadening the
political imagination in a modestly positive way.

Every increment of dynamic Anglo capitalism adds
resources that will eventually be of great use — especially
now, with public ledger crypto-commerce coming online.
It is a grave error to become so fixated upon the death of
the demotic power structure that positive
techno-commercial advances are simply written off, or
worse, derided as life-support apparatus for the enemy.
Even a minor Anglo-capitalist revitalization would
produce some deep value (as early, or -creative
destruction-phase Thatcherism did, amid its manifold
failures).

Far more significantly, Scottish secession would mark a
turning of the tide, with great exemplary potential.
Beginning its new life as a hotbed of socialist lunacy, an
independent Scotland would be forced — very rapidly —
to grow up, which of course means moving sharply to the
right. The more theatrical the transitional social crisis, the
more thoroughly leftism-in-power would be humiliated.
As everyone now knows, such lessons in the essentially
incompetent nature of leftist social administration never
have any more than a limited effect, since humans are
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congenitally stupid creatures who find profound learning
next-to-impossible. Despite this, they are the only
remotely effective lessons history offers. However pitiful
mankind’s political-economic education may be, it is
owed entirely to the disaster spectacle of leftism in power.
A fresh lesson — the more brutally calamitous the better
— should always be welcomed unambiguously. If
wild-eyed socialists were to drive Scotland over a cliff,
they would be presenting a precious gift to the world
thereby. (Sadly, in the opinion of this blog, the probability
of such an eventuality is relatively low — Scottish
canniness can be expected to re-assert itself with
remarkable speed once the Sassenach dupes are no longer
subsidizing its disappearance.)

The secession of Scotland, from the perspective of the
rump UK, is already a (relative) purge of leftist entropy.
With the return of an independent Scotland to
minimally-functional, and thus moderately
right-corrected government, this purge becomes absolute.
A quantum of leftist insanity will have been extinguished,
since its condition of existence was a relation of political
dependency. No one resorts to beggary when abandoned,
solitary, upon a desert island. Compulsory self-reliance
mandates adjustment to the right (whether preceded by
collapse or not).

An independent Scotland would work, most probably
quite quickly. It then lights a beacon of disintegration,
first across the Anglosphere, and subsequently more
widely. The time of fragmentation will have come. The
present world epoch of democracy will then have arrived
at its final stage — promoting the break-up of the states it
has built (and with them, eventually, itself). Scotland
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could light the touch-paper. It would save everybody
some time if it did.

[...]

ADDED: As Bremmer explained, Scottish independence
would “tilt the entire U.K. political spectrum to the
right.” That would boost the odds of a conservative
majority winning in 2015. [...] ... “If Scotland votes ‘yes,’
down the road would come the ultimate irony,”
Bremmer said. “The U.K. would be more likely to pull out

of the E.U., while Scotland clamors to get in.”

Age of Exit'¥?

Mark Lutter’s forecast for the general landscape of 21st
century politics leaves plenty to argue with, from all sides,
and even vociferously, but the basic trend-line he projects
is persuasive (at least to this blog):

... the costs of exit are going down. Increased
mobility and smaller political units will allow
people increasingly to vote with their feet. The
old political questions of which ideological
empire controls which territory will give way to a
choose-your-own-governance meta system. [...]
Thus, to be successful, political units will have to
attract residents—that is, to providing better
services at lower cost. Increased competition
among smaller political wunits will spur
innovation, leading to new forms of governance.

49 This post is from Urban Future (2.1) rather than
Xenosystems
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Many will fail. But the successful will be
replicated, outcompeting more stagnant forms.
Singapore, Dubai, Hong Kong, Switzerland, and
Lichtenstein show the beginnings of such
success. [...] Not all the governments will be
libertarian. In fact, most probably will not be.
Some will experiment with higher levels of
redistribution; others with petty tyrannies,
zealous zoning and even social exclusion.
However, competition will eliminate
unsuccessful models. Ultimately, the meta-rules
that are emerging are decidedly libertarian in
flavor, as choice will govern the survival of

political units."°

The left won’t like this, for obvious reasons. It is
dissolidarity incarnate, with an egalitarian-democratic
promise that is minimal, at best. I'm not sure whether the
criticism has developed beyond indignant scoffing to
calmly-formulated theoretical antagonism yet, but it
surely will.

The right’s objections are likely to be more diverse. Most
pointedly, from the perspective here, there is room for
deep skepticism about the harshness of the selection
mechanisms Lutter is counting upon. Driving a state into
insolvency, and liquidation, is no easy thing. For those,
especially, who would be delighted to see effective
inter-state Darwinism cropping micro-states for adaptive
excellence, cold realism concerning the capabilities of
states to forestall such outcomes is essential. If

150 Mark Lutter, “The Age of Exit has Arrived”, Foundation for
Economic Education:
https://fee.org/articles/the-age-of-exit-has-arrived
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widespread conflict-free high-functionality futures sound
too good to be true, they probably are.
Exit Foundations

Having lost count of the number of times the demand for
exit guarantees has come up as an objection to the
Patchworked-Neocameral model, it seems worthwhile to
reproduce Moldbug’s most directly on-point, pre-emptive
response to the question. The question being: What is to
stop a regime, once it is entirely unshackled from all
domestic political constraint (i.e. Neocameralized), from
extinguishing the exit options of its residents?

As a prefatory note: Like the Misesian praxeology from
which it is cladistically descended, the Moldbuggian
System is a transcendental political philosophy, which is
to say that it deals with ultimate or unsurpassable
conditions. You have reached the transcendental when
there is no higher tribunal, or court of appeal. This is the
socio-cosmic buffers. If you don’t like what you're seeing
here, there’s still no point looking anywhere else, because
this is all you're going to get:

To live on a Patchwork patch, you have to sign a
bilateral contract with the realm. You promise to
be a good boy and behave yourself. The realm
promises to treat you fairly. There is an inherent
asymmetry in this agreement, because you have
no enforcement mechanism against the realm
(just as you have no enforcement mechanism
against the United States). However, a realm’s
compliance with its customer-service
agreements is sure to be a matter of rather
intense attention among residents and
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prospective  residents. And thus among
shareholders as well.

For example, I suspect that every
customer-service agreement will include the
right to remove oneself and one’s assets from the
realm, at any time, no questions asked, to any
other realm that will accept the emigrant.
Possibly with an exception for those involved in
the criminal-justice process — but this may not
even be needed. Who wants a criminal? Not
another realm, surely.

Suppose a realm unilaterally abrogates this right
of emigration? It has just converted its residents
into what are, in a sense, slaves. It is no longer
Disneyland. It is a plantation. If it’s any good
with cinderblocks, barbed-wire and minefields,
there is no escape. What do you say if you're
stuck on this farm? You say: “yes, Massa.” A
slave you are and a slave you will be forever.

This is terrible, of course. But again, the
mechanism we rely on to prevent it is no
implausible deus ex machina, no Indian
rope-trick from the age of Voltaire, but the
sound engineering principle of the profit motive.
A realm that pulls this kind of crap cannot be
trusted by anyone ever again. It is not even safe
to visit. Tourism disappears. The potential
real-estate bid from immigrants disappears.
And, while your residents are indeed stuck, they
are also remarkably sullen and display no great
interest in slaving for you. Which is a more
valuable patch of real estate, today: South Korea,
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or North Korea? Yet before the war, the North
was more industrialized and the South was more
rural. Such are the profits of converting an entire
country into a giant Gulag.

Is that all? Yes — that’s all. Beyond the rational economic
incentives of the Sovereign Corporation, controlled within
a Patchwork-environment (of competition for human
resources), there is nothing to which an appeal can be
made. The end.

Geopolitical Arbitage
Stross:

... things will get very ugly in London when the
Square Mile and investment banking sector ups
and decamps for Frankfurt, leaving the service
sector and multiethnic urban poor behind.'>*

The specifics of this prediction are nutty, if only because
mainland Europe is going down the tubes much faster
than the UK, but the abstract anxiety is spot on. The
globalization of the right is entirely about geopolitical
arbitrage (while that of the left is about homogenizing
global governance). All the critical trends point towards
the exacerbation of the ‘problem’. The 21st century is the
epoch of fragmentation — unlike anything seen since the
early modern period — shifting power to the footloose,
and away from megapolitical systems of territorial
dominion. Being left behind is the rising threat, and we

151

See:
http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blog-static/2016/01/long-range-fo
recast.html#comment-1990181
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can confidently expect to see it consolidating as the
subtext of all leftist grievance. You can’t just leave.
Watch.

The obstacles to geopolitical arbitrage — i.e. spatial Exit
pressure — are security constraints. It requires defensible
off-shore bases (and Frankfurt most certainly isn’t going
to provide one). Eyes need to be fixed firmly on
secessionary dynamics (fragmentation),
techno-commercial decentralization of hard security,
crypto-anonymization, artificial intelligence, and the
emergence of capital outposts in the Western Pacific
region. More exotic factors include opportunities for
radical exodus (undersea, Antarctic, and off-planet),
facilitated by territorial production (artificial islands).
The machinery of capture needs to keep all of these
escape routes firmly suppressed in order to perpetuate
itself. That simply isn’t going to happen.

Capital is learning faster than its adversaries, and has
done so since it initially became self-propelling, roughly
half a millennium ago. It’s allergic to socialism
(obviously), and tends to flee places where socialist
influence is substantially greater than zero. Unless caged
definitively, eventually it breaks out. Over the next few
decades — despite ever deeper encryption — it should
become unmistakable which way that’s going.

Flea Politics
One time-tested way to shed parasites is to take a dip:

Foxes will actually take a stick when they have
fleas and get into the water slowly. They let the
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water raise up to their necks and hold the stick
up in the air. As the water goes higher up their
face, the fleas will climb higher. Eventually the
fox will just have it’s nose out of the water while
holding the stick. The fleas will climb up the
stick and the fox will sink under the water and
let the flea infested stick float down the river to
the flea’s watery grave.'>*

As Balaji Srinivasan remarked (on Ultimate Exit): ... but
the best part is this: the people who think this is weird,
the people who sneer at the frontier, who hate technology
— they won’t follow you out there.”53

Did you really think it was going to be that easy?'>*

Space de-colonization is already preparing to queer-up
the escape trajectory:

As venture capitalist space entrepreneurs and
aerospace contractors compete to profit from
space exploration, we're running up against
increasingly conflicting visions for human
futures in outer space. Narratives of military
tactical dominance alongside “NewSpace”
ventures like asteroid mining projects call for the
defense, privatization, and commodification of

152 See: “Lakota Worlf Reserve™:
http://www.everythingwolf.com/forum/threadview.aspx?thread=9
413p1

153 See: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cOubCHLXT6A

154 See: “When discussing Humanity’s next move to space, the
language we use matters.”:
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/urban-scientist/when-discus
sing-humanity-8217-s-next-move-to-space-the-language-we-use
-matters/
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space and other worlds, framing space as a
resource-rich “frontier” to be “settled” in what
amounts to a new era of colonization ... [...] we
have to stake a claim in the territory of space
programs now. We need to add our voices,
perspectives, plans, our cares. There isn’t time
to wait. We can’t sit back and say: Space isn’t
urgently important, we should be looking at
problems here on Earth. First of all, much of
space science is looking at and working on
problems here on Earth (from conflict,
migration, and drought to climate change,
deforestation, and more). Secondly, SpaceX,
Boeing, and others are preparing new craft and
taking humans into space now—and human
technology is leaving the solar system. Perhaps
it’s not happening on the timeline you would
prefer, but it’s already happening and has been
for decades, and they’re pretty much doing it
without us ... So what’s next? We—all us queer,
trans, disabled, black, native, etc. folk and
more—we need to fight back, take back,
de-colonize and re-imagine our futures in outer
space, we need to pop up where they least
expect us. (Emphasis in original.)'>®

Leaving those ‘cares’ behind is going to take a colder exit.

ADDED: From VXXC on twitter — “In space no one can
hear you whine.”

155 Michael Oman-Regan, “Queering Outer Space”, Medium:
https://medium.com/space-anthropology/queering-outer-space-fé
f5b5cecdal

273



Sentences (#55)
Collapse traps people:

You have to know when to leave.'s®
Most don’t, and won'’t, of course.

(Treat this as a promissory note on an installment of
provocative skepticism viz the ‘eventually its necessary to
stand and fight, or even take things back’ proposition that
haunts NRx like a chain-rattling ghost, now more than
ever, in the shadow of the impending Trumpenreich.
Zombie-fighting-types can assume that the tacit XS
stance (“flee you fools”) is at least as infuriating as they
would expect it to be.)

Bluexit
Simply, yes:

Don’t organize. Pack. [...] Not literally, of course.
Not even the good people of Canada should have
to stomach a mass migration of moping
American liberals mumbling, “Live locally ...
make art.” What I mean is that it’s time for blue
states and cities to effectively abandon the
American national enterprise, as it is currently
constituted. Call it the New Federalism. Or
Virtual Secession. Or Conscious Uncoupling —

156 See: FerFALL: Understanding Societal Collapse:
https://www.peakprosperity.com/podcast/984 35/ferfal-understan
ding-societal-collapse
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though that’s already been used. Or maybe
Bluexit."”

Identity Hunger

Handle has an excellent post'®® up on this, referencing
Nydwracu, who has made a momentous project out of it.
It’s huge, and old, and quite impossible to summarize
persuasively. It’s also impossible to avoid, especially for
the Outer Right.

Steve Sailer told a joke that I'm going to mangle. A
monstrous alien invasion assails the earth, and people
have to decide how to respond. The conservatives say,
“What’s there to think about? We have to get together to
defeat this thing.” Liberals respond: “Wait! They probably
have good reasons to hate us. It must be something we’ve
done. Until we work out what that is, we should prostrate
ourselves before their grievances.” Finally the libertarians
pipe up: “Do they believe in free markets?”

An obvious quibble arises with the libertarian punch-line:
if only. Libertarians have predominantly demonstrated
an enthusiasm for alien invasion that is totally detached
from any market-oriented qualification. As their
argument goes — the alien invasion is the free market.
(We'll need to return to this, indirectly.)

157 Kevin Baker. “Bluexit: A Modest Proposal for Separating Blue
States from Red”, The New Republic:
https://newrepublic.com/article/140948/bluexit-blue-states-exit-tr
ump-red-america

158 “progressivism ist Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft’, Handle’s
Haus:
https://handleshaus.wordpress.com/2013/09/20/progressivism-is
t-gemeinschaft-und-gesellschaft-2/
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The appetite for identity seems to be hard-wired in the
approximate manner of language, or religion. You have to
have one (or several) but instinct doesn’t provide it ready
made. That’s why identity corresponds to a hunger. It’s
something people need, instinctively, with an intensity
that is difficult to exaggerate. Symbolically-satiable needs
are political rocket fuel.

Providing an expedient plug for the aching identity socket
is as close to politics-in-a-nutshell as anything is going to
get. At the core of every ideology is a determination of the
model identity — sect, class, race, gender,
sexual-orientation ... — and mass implementation of this
‘consciousness’ is already consummate triumph. After
psychological latching onto the relevant ‘thede’ takes
place, nothing except tactics remains.

Reaction seeks to defend the dying thedes among its own
people — which is already a suggestive repetition.
Neoreaction goes meta, in a world in which the
proscription of certain thedes almost wholly defines
concerted enemy action. For one reasonable construction
of the reactionary mainstream (*ahem®), this is already to
have arrived at a natural stopping point. We want our
thedes back. Despite the evident obstacles, or obstacle
(the Cathedral) in its path, this approach plays into the
grain of human nature, and thus tends — understandably
— to scare those it wants to scare. If it begins to work, it
will face a serious fight.

Outside in, whose mission is awkwardness, is determined
to complicate things. Even the most resolute thedens will
probably welcome the first appendix, which draws
attention to the peculiar introduction of truly morbid
punitive identifications. There’s no reason to think this is
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new — Nietzsche denounced Christianity for doing it —
but it rises to unmistakable prominence during the
decadence of modernity. Primary identifications, for
select — targeted — groups, cease to be positive thedes,
except insofar as these have become radically negativized.
What ‘one’ is, primarily, if not shielded by credible
victimage, is some postmodern variant of the sinner
(racist, cisgendered, oppressor). Such is the hunger for
identity, that even these toxic formations of imposed
psychic auto-destruction are embraced, creating a species
of cringing guilt-consumed sacrificial animals, penned
within the contours of ‘our’ old thedes. Redemption is
promised to those who most fully resign themselves to
their own identitarian toxicity, who thus attain a perverse
superiority over those insufficiently convinced of the need
for salvation through self-abolition. “We really, really
deserve to die” beats out a weak “We really deserve to
die,” and anybody who still thinks that it’s OK to live is
simply lost. (Only sinners are included in this arms-race,
and the Cathedral tells us clearly who they are.)

An additional complication will be far less digestible,
which is precisely why I would like to align it with the
Outer Right. Perhaps escaping this structure of captivity
cannot possibly take a reverse path, and a heading into
dis-identifications, artificial identities, and identitarian
short-circuits is ‘our’ real destiny. The identity-envy of the
right — however deeply-rooted in an indisputable history
of relentless Cathedralist aggression — cannot ever be
anything but a weakness, given what we know about the
political gradient of modern time. The fact it knows we
want to be something, and what it is we want to be, is the
alpha and omega of the Cathedral’s political competence.
It knows what its enemies would be, if they could be what
they want to be. It does not take a deep immersion in
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Sunzi to realize the strategic hopelessness of that
situation.

I want the Cathedral to be obliterated by monsters, which
it does not recognize, understand, or possess antibodies
against. There is an idiosyncratic element to that,
admittedly. I identify far more with the East India
Company that the United Kingdom, with the hybrid
Singlosphere than the British people, with clubs and cults
than nations and creeds, with Yog Sothoth than my
ancestral religion, and with Pythia than the Human
Security System. I think true cosmopolitans — such as the
adventurers of late 19th century Shanghai (both English
and Chinese) — are superior to the populist rabble from
which nationalism draws its recruits. That’s just me.

What isn’t just me, is what the Cathedral knows how to
beat. That, I strongly suspect, at least in the large
majority of cases, is you.

Capitalism vs the Bourgeoisie

John Gray makes some telling observations about the
debilitating practical paradoxes of the late-20th century
right.

Summing up Thatcher’s outlook, [Charles]
Moore writes of her “unusual mindset, which
was both conservative and revolutionary.” It is a
shrewd observation, but Thatcher’s reactionary
nostalgia and revolutionary dynamism had
something in common: the sturdy individualism
to which she looked back was as much a fantasy
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as the renewed bourgeois life she projected into
the future.’®

Once ‘sturdy individualism’ is dismissed as a fantasy, a
horror story of some kind is the only imaginable outcome.
If people are really too pathetic to take responsibility for
their lives, what else could we possibly expect?

It has surely to be granted that anybody useless enough to
be inadequate to the basics of their own survival, is
scarcely going to exhibit the altruistic surplus value
required to effectively take care of anybody else. Maybe
God will make good the deficit, or — to plunge fully into
feel-good superstition — ‘society’? The ultimate
implication of Gray’s argument is that humans aren’t fit
to live. (Which isn’t to say that he’s wrong.)

The future belongs to frontier people. If no significant
fraction of the human species is any longer capable of
being that, then it’s time for an evolutionary search for
something that is. Don’t expect it to be pretty.

Meta-Neocameralism

First thing: “Meta-Neocameralism” isn’t anything new,
and it certainly isn’t anything post-Moldbuggian. It’s no
more than Neocameralism apprehended in its most
abstract features, through the coining of a provisional and
dispensable term. (It allows for an acronym that doesn’t
lead to confusions with North Carolina, while

%9 John Gray, “Margaret Thatcher’s Unintended Legacies”, The
New Republic:
https://newrepublic.com/article/114223/margaret-thatcher-review
ed-john-gray
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encouraging quite different confusions, which I'm
pretending not to notice.)

Locally (to this blog), the “meta-” is the mark of a
prolegomenon'®®, to a disciplined discussion of
Neocameralism which has later to take place. Its
abstraction is introductory, in accordance with something
that is yet to be re-started, or re-animated, in detail. (For
existing detail, outside the Moldbug canon itself, look
here'®*)

The excellent comment thread here's? provides at least a
couple of crucial clues:

nydwracu (23/03/2014 at 6:47 pm):
Neocameralism doesn’t answer questions like
that [on the specifics of social organization];
instead, it’s a mechanism for answering
questions like that. ... You can ask, “is Coke
considered better than RC Cola?”, or you can
institute capitalism and find out. You can ask,
“are ethno-nationalist states considered better

than mixed states?”, or you can institute the
patchwork and find out. ...

RiverC (23/03/2014 at 3:44 am):
Neo-cameralism is, if viewed in this light, a
‘political system system’, it is not a political
system but a system for implementing political

160 | realize this doesn’t work in Greek, but systematic
before-after confusion is an Outside in thing.

161 peter A Taylor, A Gentle Introduction to Mencius Moldbug's
"A Gentle Introduction to Unqualified Reservations":
http://home.earthlink.net/~peter.a.taylor/moldbug.htm

162 Nick Land, “Fission”, Xenosystems:
http://www.xenosystems.net/fission/
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systems. Of course the same guy who came up
with it also invented an operating system (a
system for implementing software systems.)

MNC, then, is not a political prescription, for instance a
social ideal aligned with techno-commercialist
preferences. It is an intellectual framework for examining
systems of governance, theoretically formalized as
disposals of sovereign property. The social formalization
of such systems, which Moldbug also advocates, can be
parenthesized within MNC. We are not at this stage
considering the model of a desirable social order, but
rather the abstract model of social order in general,
apprehended radically — at the root — where ‘to rule’ and
‘to own’ lack distinct meanings. Sovereign property is
‘sovereign’ and ‘primary’ because it is not merely a claim,
but effective possession. (There is much more to come in
later posts on the concept of sovereign property, some
preliminary musings here'®3.)

Because MNC is an extremely powerful piece of cognitive
technology, capable of tackling problems at a number of
distinct levels (in principle, an unlimited number), it is
clarified through segmentation into an abstraction
cascade. Descending through these levels adds
concreteness, and tilts incrementally towards normative
judgements (framed by the hypothetical imperative of
effective government, as defined within the cascade).

(1) The highest level of practical significance (since
MNC-theology need not delay us) has already been
touched upon. It applies to social regimes of every
conceivable type, assuming only that a systematic mode

163 IDead link]
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of sovereign property reproduction will essentially
characterize each. Power is economic irrespective of its
relation to modern conventions of commercial
transaction, because it involves the disposal of a real (if
obscure) quantity, which is subject to increase or decrease
over the cyclic course of its deployment. Population,
territory, technology, commerce, ideology, and
innumerable additional heterogeneous factors are
components of sovereign property (power), but their
economic character is assured by the possibility — and
indeed necessity — of more-or-less explicit trade-offs and
cost-benefit calculations, suggesting an original (if
germinal) fungibility, which is merely arithmetical
coherence. This is presupposed by any estimation of
growth or decay, success or failure, strengthening or
weakening, of the kind required not only by historical
analysis, but also by even the most elementary
administrative competence. Without an implicit economy
of power, no discrimination could be made between
improvement and deterioration, and no directed action
toward the former could be possible.

The effective cyclic reproduction of power has an external
criterion — survival. It is not open to any society or
regime to decide for itself what works. Its inherent
understanding of its own economics of power is a
complex measurement, gauging a relation to the outside,
whose consequences are life and death. Built into the idea
of sovereign property from the start, therefore, is an
accommodation to reality. Foundational to MNC, at the
very highest level of analysis, is the insight that power is
checked primordially. On the Outside are wolves, serving
as the scourge of Gnon. Even the greatest of all
imaginable God-Kings — awesome Fnargl included — has
ultimately to discover consequences, rather than
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inventing them. There is no principle more important
than this.

Entropy will be dissipated, idiocy will be punished, the
weak will die. If the regime refuses to bow to this Law, the
wolves will enforce it. Social Darwinism is not a choice
societies get to make, but a system of real consequences
that envelops them. MNC is articulated at the level —
which cannot be transcended — where realism is
mandatory for any social order. Those unable to create it,
through effective government, will nevertheless receive it,
in the harsh storms of Nemesis. Order is not defined
within itself, but by the Law of the Outside.

At this highest level of abstraction, therefore, when MNC
is asked “which type of regimes do you believe in?” the
sole appropriate response is “those compatible with
reality.” Every society known to history — and others
beside — had a working economy of power, at least for a
while. Nothing more is required than this for MNC to take
them as objects of disciplined investigation.

(2) Knowing that realism is not an optional regime value,
we are able to proceed down the MNC cascade with the
introduction of a second assumption: Civilizations will
seek gentler teachers than the wolves. If it is possible to
acquire some understanding of collapse, it will be
preferred to the experience of collapse (once the wolves
have culled the ineducable from history).

Everything survivable is potentially educational, even a
mauling by the wolves. MNC however, as its name
suggests, has reason to be especially attentive to the most
abstract lesson of the Outside — the (logical) priority of
meta-learning. It is good to discover reality, before — or
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at least not much later than — reality discovers us.
Enduring civilizations do not merely know things, they
know that it is important to know things, and to absorb
realistic information. Regimes — disposing of sovereign
property — have a special responsibility to instantiate this
deutero-culture of learning-to-learn, which is required for
intelligent government. This is a responsibility they take
upon themselves because it is demanded by the Outside
(and even in its refinement, it still smells of wolf).

Power is under such compulsion to learn about itself that
recursion, or intellectualization, can be assumed. Power is
selected to check itself, which it cannot do without an
increase in formalization, and this is a matter — as we
shall see — of immense consequence. Of necessity, it
learns-to-learn (or dies), but this lesson introduces a
critical tragic factor.

The tragedy of power is broadly coincident with
modernity. It is not a simple topic, and from the
beginning two elements in particular require explicit
attention.  Firstly, it encounters the terrifying
(second-order) truth that practical learning is irreducibly
experimental. In going ‘meta’ knowledge becomes
scientific, which means that failure cannot be precluded
through deduction, but has to be incorporated into the
machinery of learning itself. Nothing that cannot go
wrong is capable of teaching anything (even the
accumulation of logical and mathematical truths requires
cognitive trial-and-error, ventures into dead-ends, and
the pursuit of misleading intuitions). Secondly, in
becoming increasingly formalized, and ever more
fungible, the disposal of sovereign power attains
heightened liquidity. It is now possible for power to trade
itself away, and an explosion of social bargaining results.
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Power can be exchanged for (‘mere’) wealth, or for social
peace, or channeled into unprecedented forms of radical
regime philanthropy / religious sacrifice. Combine these
two elements, and it is clear that regimes enter modernity
’empowered’ by new capabilities for experimental
auto-dissolution. Trade authority away to the masses in
exchange for promises of good behavior? Why not give it
atry?

Cascade Stage-2 MNC thus (realistically) assumes a world
in which power has become an art of experimentation,
characterized by unprecedented calamities on a colossal
scale, while the economy of power and the
techno-commercial economy have been radically
de-segmented, producing a single, uneven, but
incrementally smoothed system of exchangeable social
value, rippling ever outward, without firm limit.
Socio-political organization, and corporate organization,
are still distinguished by markers of traditional status, but
no longer strictly differentiable by essential function.

The modern business of government is not ‘merely’
business only because it remains poorly formalized. As
the preceding discussion suggests, this indicates that
economic integration can be expected to deepen, as the
formalization of power proceeds. (Moldbug seeks to
accelerate this process.) An inertial assumption of distinct
‘public’ and ‘private’ spheres is quickly disturbed by
thickening networks of exchange, swapping managerial
procedures and personnel, funding political ambitions,
expending political resources in commercial lobbying
efforts, trading economic assets for political favors
(denominated in votes), and in general consolidating a
vast,  highly-liquid reservoir of amphibiously
‘corporacratic’ value, indeterminable between ‘wealth’

285



and ‘authority’. Wealth-power inter-convertibility is a
reliable index of political modernity.

MNC does not decide that government should become a
business. It recognizes that government has become a
business (dealing in fungible quantities). However, unlike
private business ventures, which dissipate entropy
through bankruptcy and market-driven restructuring,
governments are reliably the worst run businesses in their
respective societies, functionally crippled by defective,
structurally-dishonest organizational models, exemplified
most prominently by the democratic principle:
government is a business that should be run by its
customers (but actually can’t be). Everything in this
model that isn’t a lie is a mistake.

At the second (descending) level of abstraction, then,
MNC is still not recommending anything except
theoretical clarity. It proposes:

a) Power is destined to arrive at experimental
learning processes

b) As it learns, it formalizes itself, and becomes
more fungible

¢) Experiments in fungible power are vulnerable
to disastrous mistakes

d) Such mistakes have in fact occurred, in a
near-total way

e) For deep historical reasons,

techno-commercial ~ business  organization
emerges as the preeminent template for
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government entities, as for any composite
economic agent. It is in terms of this template
that modern political dysfunction can be
rendered (formally) intelligible.

(3) Take the MNC abstraction elevator down another
level, and it’s still more of an analytic tool than a social
prescription. (That’s a good thing, really.) It tells us that
every government, both extant and potential, is most
accessible to rigorous investigation when apprehended as
a sovereign corporation. This approach alone is able to
draw upon the full panoply of theoretical resources,
ancient and modern, because only in this way is power
tracked in the same way it has actually developed (in tight
alignment with a still-incomplete trend).

The most obvious objections are, sensu stricto, romantic.
They take a predictable (which is not to say a casually
dismissible) form. Government — if perhaps only lost or
yet-unrealized government — is associated with ‘higher’
values than those judged commensurable with the
techno-commercial economy, which thus sets the basis
for a critique of the MNC ‘business ontology’ of
governance as an illegitimate intellectual reduction, and
ethical vulgarization. To quantify authority as power is
already suspect. To project its incremental liquidation
into a general economy, where leadership integrates —
ever more seamlessly — with the price system, appears as
an abominable symptom of modernist nihilism.

Loyalty (or the intricately-related concept of asabiyyah)
serves as one exemplary redoubt of the romantic cause. Is
it not repulsive, even to entertain the possibility that
loyalty might have a price? Handle addresses this directly
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in the comment thread already cited (24/03/2014 at 1:18
am). A small sample captures the line of his engagement:

Loyalty-preservation incentivizing programs are
various and highly sophisticated and span the
spectrum everywhere from frequent flier miles
to ‘clubs’ that are so engrossing and time
consuming in such as to mimic the fulfillment of
all the community, socialization, and identarian
psychological functions that would make even
the hardest-core religious-traditionalist jealous.
Because lots of people are genetically
programmed with this coordination-subroutine
that is easily exploitable in a context far removed
from its evolutionary origins. Sometimes brands
‘deserve’ special competitive loyalty (‘German
engineering’!) and sometimes they don’t
(Tylenol-branded paracetamol).

There is vastly more that can, and will, be said in
prosecution of this dispute, since it is perhaps the single
most critical driver of NRx fission, and it is not going to
endure a solution. The cold MNC claim, however, can be
pushed right across it. Authority is for sale, and has been
for centuries, so that any analysis ignoring this exchange
nexus is an historical evasion. Marx’s M-C-M’, through
which monetized capital reproduces and expands itself
through the commodity cycle, is accompanied by an
equally definite M-P-M’ or P-M-P’ cycle of power
circulation-enhancement through monetized wealth.

A tempting reservation, with venerable roots in
traditional society, is to cast doubt upon the prevalence of
such exchange networks, on the assumption that power —
possibly further dignified as ‘authority’ — enjoys a
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qualitative supplement relative to common economic
value, such that it cannot be retro-transferred. Who
would swap authority for money, if authority cannot be
bought (and is, indeed, “beyond price”)? But this
‘problem’ resolves itself, since the first person to sell
political office — or its less formal equivalent —
immediately demonstrates that it can no less easily be
purchased.

From the earliest, most abstract stage of this MNC
outline, it has been insisted that power has to be
evaluated economically, by itself, if anything like
practical calculation directed towards its increase is to
be possible. Once this is granted, MNC analysis of the
governmental entity in general as an economic processor
— i.e. a business — acquires irresistible momentum. If
loyalty, asabiyyah, virtue, charisma and other elevated
(or ‘incommensurable’) values are power factors, then
they are already inherently self-economizing within the
calculus of statecraft. The very fact that they contribute,
determinately, to an overall estimation of strength and
weakness, attests to their implicit economic status. When
a business has charismatic leadership, reputational
capital, or a strong culture of company loyalty, such
factors are monetized as asset values by financial
markets. When one Prince surveys the ‘quality’ of
another’s domain, he already estimates the likely
expenses of enmity. For modern military bureaucracies,
such calculations are routine. Incommensurable values
do not survive contact with defense budgets.

Yet, however ominous this drift (from a romantic

perspective), MNC does not tell anybody how to design a
society. It says only that an effective government will
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necessarily look, to it, like a well-organized (sovereign)
business. To this one can add the riders:

a) Government effectiveness is subject to an
external criterion, provided by a selective
trans-state and inter-state mechanism. This
might take the form of Patchwork pressure
(Dynamic Geography) in a civilized order, or
military competition in the wolf-prowled
wilderness of Hobbesian chaos.

b) Under these conditions, MNC -calculative
rationality can be expected to be compelling for
states themselves, whatever the