
  The Refutation of Liberalism
OR

 How to offend Humane Idealists

A not very subtle attempt to change the way liberals think.

Persons, Particularly persons who are philosophers are rational, and there are things that 
no political theory or ideology may demand of them without violating this rationality.
So strong and far reaching is this rationality, that it raises the question of what, if anything 
the emotions and attendant wanton impulses may do.

This shall be our common point of contact; a belief in rationality over irrationality.

I shall show why Liberalism is ultimately not rational.  The choice must be made between 
rationality and Liberalism. 

The aim of this exercise is to refute Liberalism.
Refute it using the reason that it holds so dear.
And expose it as the religion, it so truly is. 
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The Psychological Problem With Philosophy

Philosophers act as if the discovery and direct application of the correct philosophical 
principles will resolve problems, and conclude debate in a particular area.  This is either 
stupid or naive.
Often, you know that when you argue with someone, it's probably pointless.  When you 
argue with a person who has a different religion or philosophy to you, for instance you 
don’t even expect that they’ll change their view.  You'll just sort of galvanise each other 
into these positions.
Have you ever thought about why that is?  Surely if both parties are rational then all that 
need happen is that they will both state their view and then the one that is most obviously 
true will be accepted by both parties.  
Arguing with someone is like punching a bush in order to destroy it - some leaves may fall 
off, or whatever, but the bush stays rooted to the same spot.  It doesn't matter how hard 
you punch, your fists will just go flying through.  What you really need to do is uproot it.  
That's the thing, you don't want to give people a simple philosophical haircut, that is trim 
their belief so that it avoids any logical fallacies which you may point out - you want to rip 
that hair out and destroy the follicles, in order that it doesn’t grow again.

Fundamental Assumptions - What they mean, and why they’re the only thing worth 
talking about.

I will argue that in many cases the dispute is not between the stated positions as argued on 
paper, or in conversation, but between the underlying causes behind the production of 
those statements.  In many cases this may be a silent, unstated premise or even emotion.  I 
will call them fundamental assumptions.  You will note that they can be either rational or 
irrational.

Fundamental assumptions.  They're what lies behind a subject but are not necessarily in 
that subject.  They may not even be in language, which makes argument kind of useless.  
How can you argue against a deeply held emotion?  
Who's services are emotions in anyway?  Are they in the service of my theory of 
Information?  No they're not, not even in me, but I'll come back to that later.

Once these fundamental assumptions are uncovered they may not be able to be disputed 
philosophically, but if they are not rational then a genealogy may expose them as 
disreputable.

So what is a Liberal’s fundamental assumption?  The one which lies behind all their 
arguments?  The one which can't be argued with because it is a silent, undisputable 
premise?



The fundamental assumptions of Liberalism, which we can actually talk about at this 
stage, are located in the anthropology of Liberalism, (what people are).  Within which a 
person is described in fundamentally religious terms.  This is also supported by a 
Cartesian assumption about the primacy of our beliefs about ourselves;  - about them 
being unconstructed in a sense.

The assumptions are that there is an entity within us.  This entity is discoverable by 
reason, but present in us by virtue of us being human, or at very least by virtue of our 
sentience.  It is expected that every rational person will, on contemplation realise this and 
act accordingly.  
I will argue that this entity is a fiction, that it is not self evident, that it is an ordinary 
ideological belief, and that it tenacity may be explained, not by it’s attachment to reason, 
but instead to emotion, and also in relation to a false belief about psychology.

First let’s start by illuminating the possibility of other fundamental assumptions.  If there 
can be other fundamental assumptions that instantly forces the liberal to provide evidence 
that his fundamental assumption is somehow more ‘self evident’.

What are some other ideological and religious creeds which have fundamental 
assumptions that deal with the metaphysics of the person? ie their anthropological 
metaphysics.

Fascist, Communist, Buddhist, Christian, Anarchist, Shinto. 
 
Let's put it this way; We could watch a film about concentration camps, not narrated in 
any way, just patchwork of film taken by Nazis - and be horrified by it.  It is expected that 
everyone would be naturally horrified.  But wait a minute, there were people working 
there for years, that was their job, and they didn't find it especially horrifying, so what was 
going on in their minds?  Are they born physiologically different to the rest of us?  No, 
they just had a different fundamental assumption.
When a Kamikaze dived his plane into the deck of a carrier - different fundamental 
assumption.
Was that 'the good' for him?  Yes, the entity he was concerned about was mostly in the the 
Emperor not him.

A Liberal Education

The Liberal child's moral instruction starts very early.  He is not simply ignored like the 
child in some other cultures.  Special treatment is given to instill a feeling of religious 
character.   Each child is a Llama.
Gradually the child grows to identify himself with the entity that his parents are 
venerating. 



The child's view of himself is of ultimate importance, he may not do what is expected of 
such an entity, but his actions are tolerated.   ‘The entity must still be getting used to its 
new body’.
The body must be tamed, brought to heal, as a vessel to carry such an important entity.  
One day it might strike out, in frustration, in energy;  Upon the body of another entity.  It 
is then told, firmly, 'the principle'.   "How would you like it if someone did that to you?" 
He doesn't understand and is restrained, prevented from lashing out again.  Then it is 
explained  there is an entity there too, and it must not be harmed any more than his.  Soon 
enough he has worked out which creatures have an entity and which don't.  Insects don't 
have an entity they may be killed at will.  There is a class of animals which have a partial 
entity they may only be killed for a reason.  All humans have an entity.

"How would you like it if someone did that to you?"  The mantra.  The devious lie.  It 
doesn't matter how much you would like it - DON'T DO IT.  Respect the entity, unless its 
body goes out of control, in which case it may be restrained.
Everywhere - On the playground, teachers, parents; chanting: "How would you like it?, 
how would you like it?"
On and on this 'benevolent' indoctrination continues.
And then just when the body thinks it has been tamed in this manner forever comes a 
suppression and a release.
The Suppression: the changes of adolescence, a new desire and a willingness to sacrifice to 
achieve it.  Whatever, however, to achieve it.
The birth of Cool, a new taming.  Control that body and I'll give you a treat says the entity.  
You won't believe the treat I have in store for you.  The body looks, and sees it has got a 
treat; something it would like very much...  
The release!
But you've got to impress the entity first; Both of them!  Show how good you are, show 
how good you can be.  Show how 'cool' you are - how you can accept conformity.
And alcohol!  That'll help no matter what.  Loosen things up, blur the entity, and leave the 
body to play. 

The Free Range Liberal

The second phase of Liberal indoctrination is complete doctrinal conformity.  It is not 
enough to simply have internalised the standard for the use of restraining self, it must be 
used to oppress others, and reeducate the unbelievers.  Some films are shown:  sex and 
violence to attract attention, but then a contradictory moral message against that.
Identification:  A nice liberal like you, but then they're grabbed by some unbelievers, 
dragged outside by the hair and then shot!  A destruction of the entity!!  That could be our 
precious thing, this is an outrage!  The emotions rage.  This must be be our enemy.  So long 
have we waited for one.

Q: Why do people want to 'defend humane ideals'?

A: To defend against risk of 'injustice' that meaning differentiated treatment without cause.



Q: Why do they want to defend against ‘injustice’?

A:  Because of what they consider themselves and others to contain, their appraisal of the 
worth of that, as in the ‘inherent dignity’, and their fear that violation of anyone could lead 
to the violation of that which they themselves are directly responsible for. 

Q: What do they consider themselves and others to contain?  

A: A special kind of entity, more than just a physical and emotional being; a thinking 
being, who's thinking has brought about thoughts that must be protected: Sacred 
undeniable truths.

Q: How?  

A: By Descartes saying "I think therefore I am."

Descartes was right.  He thought, and that proved rationally that he was, but it didn’t 
prove what he was, which is what the liberal wants to say.
The liberal starts with this belief of what he is, to demand what he wants.  To demand 
certain rights.

This is what you might call 'complete control' liberalism.  And jesus it's religious.

Don't wanna be killed. 
Want to have complete control over my own body.  
 
- And you can’t even approach me with a refutation.  Why?

Liberals say that they find their truths to be self evident.

But this self evidence thing is directly stolen from religion.  If you're having a debate with 
someone about the existence of God and they say that regardless of what evidence may be 
presented to them about the existence of God, it still remains a fact that God has spoken to 
them, and so they can never doubt his existence.  Now we may groan at this, but this is 
exactly what the liberal is doing.  They KNOW that they are special, and NOTHING 
anyone can say will be able to take that away from them.  Well how do they know?  Who 
told them?  They themselves did, apparently.  

First man spoke to man, then God spoke to man, and then man spoke to himself, and 
called himself a God for doing so.



This is the religious heart of Liberalism.1 

What if it turned out that they were wrong?  That they weren't special but merely thought 
they were.   What if the Liberal announced to himself one day: (Paraphrasing Emperor 
Hirohito's famous first public speech) "The philosophical situation has developed, not 
necessarily to my advantage...  The enemy has begun to employ a new, and most cruel 
device... Anthropological Metaphysics.

The Maintenance of the Delusion

People always wonder (when it is not them) how someone can maintain a delusion inspite 
of the constant and unwelcome intrusion of reality.  What I want to know is how an entire 
society can maintain a delusion; How they can speak to themselves and think it's the voice 
of a God, when they they also know themselves that it's just them.  It's an animal thinking 
to its self, and then getting pretty excited about that; Changing its actions in accordance 
with the new commands.

Stance 

In philosophy of Mind there is a theory called Instrumentalism. (See Daniel Dennet The 
Intentional Stance 1987).  A key part of this theory supposes that rather than perceiving the 
world in a uniform fashion, we use certain organising principles to explain and predict it.  
These are called stances.  Stances are postulated as efficient ways of predicting the 
behaviour of various systems.
For instance you could view things in terms of the Physical Stance, that is as physical parts 
governed by the laws of physics as we understand them. e.g. We expect a billiard ball to 
roll when hit with the cue, until it gradually comes to a halt.

But for complex systems, this approach is limited in it’s usefulness, because we are limited 
in our brain’s computational capacity, and because we don’t have the means to gain 
knowledge of many physical systems, (especially underlying ones) from which to make 
predictions.

Because of the limits of the physical stance we may also use another stance; The Intentional 
Stance.  With this stance we identify certain other entities such as other humans and then 
predict their behaviour by postulating a ‘belief-desire psychology’.  This means that we 
will see them as having beliefs about how things are, and also desires about how they 
want them to be.  We then presume that if they are rational they will act on their belief in 
order to fulfill their desire.

1 Infact I have now noticed that Liberalism is even more religious that I first thought.   And that liberals may 
be  totally beyond reason.  Quote from How To Defend humane ideals p130 “Those committed to humane 
ideals are obliged to try and convert others, particularly when reason fails, by inducing conversion 
experiences.”



Now I’m not all that interested in Instrumentalism as an overall theory of mind (in that I 
don’t think that’s all mental states are) but stance I am interested in, because I feel it has 
great explanatory power.

With this account in the back of my mind, I applied a sort of simplified version to a whole 
range of different cases.

The question being “What causes belief in religions and ideologies, ultimately?”

It could be believed that people simply had purely rational motivations for religious and 
ideological belief ie logical arguments backed up by facts.  But I think a much more 
genealogical critique is in order.

Genealogical Critique

A genealogical critique is a history of an idea - usually to discredit the idea.  If you can 
show how something came to be believed without it necessarily being true then you can 
throw it into a bad light.  It does not actually show it to be false (something we must be 
careful to state) but it makes it kind of disreputable since you are showing that there is 
nothing about the belief being proven true with is leading to its adoption, but merely (for 
instance) its usefulness.

Nietzsche did a whole lot of genealogical critique, especially against morality and religion.  
His critiques suffered however from not being totally plausible (although ingenious)  Since 
Nietzsche there have been many postmodernist attempts to do the same thing, usually 
with pursuit of power being posited as the driving force behind some practice or belief, 
rather than fair minded, objective pursuit of truth.
I’m against the whole postmodern power and language obsession, but I still think 
genealogical critiques can be useful.

My Critique

The idea of my critique, is that some of the stances that I mentioned earlier may have been 
misapplied.  I will first explain how in terms of ordinary religion and then in terms of 
Liberalism as a branch of religion.

Personality

The whole religious psychology thing is pretty amazing.  With God, it is pretty obvious to 
me that people have evolved to see, and respect personality, (ie the actions of other social 
creatures) in a special light, because under ancestral circumstances  they're more likely to 
be killed by other people, one way or another, than by the environment.  (So far as your 
actions can have influence over your mortality under ancestral circumstances) So they've 
developed a special social paradigm (or stance) for dealing with people.  Religion 
develops when that stance is applied to the world.  Probably because it pays off in 



evolutionary terms better, to extend and apply a social stance to the physical environment, 
than it does to 'underextend' and apply a physical stance to people.  So people run around 
believing there is personality in the world, and then for the major religions it gets codified  
into some kind of ideal personality.  

With Liberalism, amazingly, the process gets turned in on its self again!  The stance that 
has evolved to view and deal with the actions of other hominid creatures, is used to view 
and deal with the actions of the specific hominid creature who is doing the viewing.  

This is called empathy and goes beyond the simple reactive attention to ther other’s 
response to your actions, but to seeing the other as yourself.

Stage one: If the another has a belief desire psycology then this is what it will do...

Stage two: If I had another’s beliefs and desires then this is what I would do, so this is 
what it will do. (better prediction)

Stage three: What I would do in another’s situation are my best interests in that situation.

Stage four: I must protect my interests in all situations.

Its highly egotistal because you’re not reacting to the other person as another person but 
as yourself in their situation.  

If the other person is seen again from the external point of view as simply a system in 
which certain things are happening then liberalism obviously collapses.

Modern liberalism is the natural outcome of Protestantism, whereby unintermediated 
communion with God, (ie ideal personality projected into the world) is replaced with 
unintermediated communion with the (believed) foundational unconstructed self.

Why can't the liberal just accept that there is an animal which is caught up in this linguistic 
and stance delusion about its own nature and that the animal is himself? - That this 
delusion represents their distorted perception of their own selfhood.

If someone decides that they are a chicken or a fish, then they are insane.  If they make 
stupid little movements like a fish swimming, or start waving their arms and clucking like 
a bird then we don't reclassify them biologically.  So why is liberalism an exception?

After all when they see someone with persistent delusion who appears to be rational in 
every other sense, then they're quick enough to denounce them. e.g. that rare 
psychological condition where there is people who think that some people close to them 
have been replaced by exact replicas.  I keep on feeling that if that was me and it did seem 



like that, then I could still rationally decide that they probably were really the people that I 
knew in spite of my own contrary intuitions.  Obviously it must be quite hard.

'You' exist within the mental projection of a hominid.  Imagine looking at yourself from the 
outside; There’s just a Hominid going around doing various unnatural activities.  How?  
Through Liberalism or some other religion.  What is there to do about this?  Realise it and 
start acting like a human again.  Stop universalising.  Being a human means never having 
to ask “What if that was me”.  After all in the strictest sense ‘you’ do not exist; as ‘you’ is 
just a set of religious illusions.

The believed infallibility of Personal Psychology. 

I used to wonder: “How creation scientists could go about their work whilst labouring 
under such a massive epistemological burden?”  Now I realise that there is not any bigger 
mystery about it, than how everyone else does.  The creationist believes that God has 
spoken to them, and that they can't be in error about their own psychology.
Liberals also believe their own special voice has spoken to them, but that it is integral 
rather than external.
Both voices are believed, by their very nature, to herald profound truths and brilliant 
insights.
In both cases the truth of the revelations is confirmed by recourse to the explanation that a 
person cannot  be in error about their own psychology, that your own psychology is 
infallible.  So whatever evidence in the world digresses from reflection of this factum, 
must be able to be accounted for somehow - without ever questioning the truth of the 
initial position.

The religious roots of Liberalism are further shown by the way in which both systems 
answer those who don't accept their basic assumptions.  Both say to look inside yourself, 
and you will 'see' - and if you don't your life will be empty and unpalatable, they claim 
their view is essential for your self esteem.  

The Emotional basis of Liberalism

Which brings me right along to the emotional basis of liberalism; Its ultimate deification of 
nature, which at a higher level it doesn't even accept the validity of.
(so contradiction #2)  
I'm talking about the emotions that stimulate liberalism, inspite of its supposed 
rationalism.

Most animals are terrified of what they believe will do them injury.  Hominids are no 
exception.
Christianity and Liberalism both latch onto the fear instinct in humans.
Other ideologies have latched onto anger and pride, but with Christianity and Liberalism 
it's fear and guilt.



Liberalism is at its heart, nothing more than a primitive superstition based on emotion, 
attempting to rationalise the irrational.
Liberalism takes the instinct for preservation of life and implicitly implying that it is 
natural, and therefore 'right', insists that it must be respected.  
It then uses this insight as a tool, and asks us to imagine circumstances where we would 
have this instinct awakened if it was us, then claims it would be wrong to engage other 
people in those situations.  This is because this is when the hominid body subjects the 
revelational entity to a negative emotion, so a shudder informs on us and that undeniable 
entity within pleads for its unique brother to be saved from this pain, a universalised 
emotion, a universalised moral command. 
After all, they would be naturally having this emotion, the bad emotion that we want to 
avoid having.  You can't argue with an emotion!

But let's go a little Postmodern, and deconstruct it.  Why is the supposed naturalness of an 
emotion to be deified all of a sudden?  And is it even natural?  or is the Liberalism just 
telling us to be afraid of it? 
If someone doesn't want to go on a fair ground attraction because they say their self 
preservational terror will be evoked, we'd laugh and call them a wimp.
Yet when a liberal experiences this vicariously in regard to social affairs, the laughter 
stops.  Liberalism's mad half brother, political correctness, specialises in shutting laughter 
down altogether.
I'm not saying not to feel appropriate fear, but why invoke it to underlie all social 
interaction?  Why must this cultivated phobia be dressed up as a rational basis for normal 
social discourse?

Like all great religions Liberalism is based on terror.  There is something people are afraid 
of, and this is exploited to manipulate their behaviour.
The clever part is, that liberalism says it is anti terror.  The whole system is therefore based 
on terror negation, rather than proliferation.  Unlike a dictatorship people are not 
motivated by the threat of terror, but rather by the challenge of its total elimination.  Each 
is equally unhealthy.

The Liberal method is to demand of each person that they announce their own sacredness, 
their own 'inherent dignity' and then say "Well look, everybody has that, so logically you 
must respect them as you respect yourself.  How do we know about this 'self evident' 
entity in us?  We had it preached into us from the moment we could hear.

The triumph of liberalism is in getting people to relate the suffering of others to their own, 
in spite of its actual relevance.  Just the fact that there is another sacred entity suffering 
somewhere is enough.

What must be remembered is that it's just a bunch of animals who have thought some 
thoughts, and now they're worshipping those thoughts: The thoughts are provoking 
strange new actions.



Can you imagine it from a detached anthropological perspective?  All of a sudden 
hominid society is changed, they treat each other differently.  All because they imagine 
they've thought some divine new 'self evident' principles into existence.  But in reality 
they've deluded themselves into farcical social sickness.
Why be a slave to the cognito?  Why worship it?  I'm sure it was very practical to worship 
the flames at one time too, because if you go too close you get burned.

"I think therefore I am... Look ma, at what my rationality has produced.  Only a God could 
produce such a truth, and yet it emanated from within me!  What does it mean?  Gee I 
don't know, it looks like you'll have to be giving me a bit more respect.  I'll worship you if 
you worship me.  Deal?"

While I'm making these wide sociological proclamations, I may as well declare that the 
reason that Liberalism has developed along the particular nexus which it has: ie a 
nonviolent one, is that those who can think have used their power of language to enslave 
those who merely have the power of brute strength, so I am fully aware that I am simply 
participating in a power game with language.
This may seem postmodern; it may well be, and in that case I'm a truth believing 
postmodernist.

Why?

I'm writing not because I have remained aloof from this mass hallucination, but quite the 
opposite.  Just as Descartes' religiosity and truth craving led to something that was to 
undermine Christianity, and lead to the setting up of the new humanistic religion of 
Liberalism, and as in a Weberian sense Protestantism lead to secularisation, which lead to 
science - So too did my own liberal fanaticism lead me to reject liberalism itself.  I'm sure 
no-one would doubt my fanaticism after reading this, and it really did some out of a 
liberal upbringing, and education, so what more is there to say?

If I hadn't have felt the burden of a liberal outlook so deeply or acutely, I would never 
have bothered examining it in depth.
If I was not crushed by Liberal guilt, I would not be strenuously be seeking an exit from it.
(Liberal guilt is like Catholic guilt, only more acute because everyone believes the 
principle that is its cause.)

Why the Liberal Never loses heart

As I touched on earlier, the reason the Liberal never loses heart, is not the evidence - that 
has nothing to do with it.  It's a fundamental principle, so (for a believer) if the evidence 
doesn't fit, it must be wrong.
Essentially arguing about it isn't going to work, anymore than it will work when the 
Mormons come around.  Those Mormons have had a conversion experience whereby 
some deeply held emotion has been attached to this specific linguistic construct called 



"Mormonism" in their minds.  Because they, like everyone else, believes in the infallibility 
of their own psychology, no more proof is needed.

There is a certain part of belief which cannot be accessed by language.  These it is pointless 
to argue about.  You cannot for instance argue that someone should like some food.  Or if 
you like a particular type of music it's not going to work for someone to try to explain to 
you that "they can't play".  No, ideologies usually have their root in the irrational. 

Liberalism is married to the same deep emotions as Mormonism, although more subtly 
glued into place via constant emotive propaganda, rather than by sudden conversion 
experiences. (Unless you're Bertrand Russell that is)

Liberalism, because of its emotional base, is unfalsifiable by ordinary facts.  This refutes it 
as a position to be argued philosophically.
I'm not saying you can't base something on emotion, but if you’re going to make reason a 
slave of your passion, then go dance on a hill, you Dionysian.

Liberalism - a complementary secondary analysis

What I'm involved with is the most perniciously subtle religion.  Its adherents are 
deceived even about their own religious nature.
If you bring a human child up with a chimpanzee baby, the human child will copy the ape, 
not the other way around.  This shows that the young can be influenced by the most 
negative of influences.  For how long must a religious sensibility prevail itself into being 
reproduced, generation after generation?

Liberalism is like the state religion of Rome was before Christianity was adopted.  It will 
accept any religion whose adherents will worship it also.
Many Romans called the early Christians "atheists" because they refused to honour the 
Roman civic gods.  It was for this reason that they were fed to the Lions.
The Liberals, who also claim tolerance, themselves think they are atheists, though they 
will stop at nothing to save their Liberal souls.

Nietzsche Naturalised

Nietzsche was against religion and Liberalism, so I can support him in that.  Unfortunately 
he was also against an evolutionary view of the world (see “Anti Darwin” in Twilight of 
the Idols) 
Nietzsche wanted genius as a value in its self.  He explained the dynamics of the world in 
terms of power.  This is infact compatible with my view.
I don’t reject that people seek power, only the fact that it is an end in itself.  I would say 
“Power, yes;  But for what reason?”  Power is like the tool, and evolutionary advantage the 
project.
I believe that if we were to naturalise Nietzsche, we could really use the ‘power tools’ he 
has given us.



This is not to say that I think the natural is ‘good or right’ in a moral sense.   My actual 
metaethical position is one of rational immoralism, that is; I think that morality is an actual 
objective, and naturalistic fact, but that there are rational reasons why we should 
overcome it. (see The Poverty of Metaethics for more detail)  The current state of the debate 
on this with ‘the great (reluctant) nihilist2 ’, as I take it, is, that it is admitted that the 
existence of morality itself is a naturalistic fact, but still maintained that it’s contents are 
arbitrary.
I would shoot back, that moral right and wrong is ‘objectively relative’, relative to which 
group you happen to have social relationships with, but objective in that if you act 
contrary to the interests of those people for your own gain (or just for the hell of it), then 
you are objectively acting immorally.  Moral rightness is an intrinsically confused concept, 
an undoubtedly contested concept, but an absolutely real concept non the less.  
In what does the contentful reality of morality lie?  In it’s status as a universal social 
reality, with actions in specific contexts relating to universally specific (moral) sentiments, 
but nothing more, there’s nothing metaphysical there.

The mistake philosophers have made is in searching for an edifice to explain all things, 
when all there ever was was a crap homespun truth.

Moral nihilism is like if you were on a mission to prove to all, the existence of the Sun 
God, and become utterly disillusioned, eventually concluding with a pronouncement that 
the ball of fire in the sky is a convenient fiction.  Or if you find the holy grail, and find that 
it’s a mere artifactual cup with no special powers.  Thereby declaring: “The Holy Grail?  
There is no Holy Grail”

The reason?  The intelligence applied to the field of moral inquiry, the technical hysteria 
that it has created in the minds of men.  Those minds were evolved to outwit other minds 
and deal with the physical world.  How can they deal with a rude social concept without 
blasting it apart with the power of modern philosophy?  If truth is a woman (as Nietzsche 
says), then morality is a precious baby - don’t strangle and dissect her to find out what you 
love in her - that’s rather obsessive don’t you think?
The Moral Philosopher dissects, and finds his love is a lie.  He is right. 
 
Anyway;
What would happen if we were to naturalise Nietzsche?  Specifically his master/slave 
thing
Throughout evolutionary history, it has always paid better to evolve skills as a follower, 
rather than a leader.  This is because there can be only one leader in any particular group, 
and if it is disunified it will be taken over by a unified group.  If everyone cultivated the 
psychology of the master, then we could have a situation much like that of sea lions.  
There males compete for the complete domination of a group of females, so that only one 
male ever has reproductive access, and the rest just swim around eating fish.  (You might 
think this would cause there to be more females to be born than males, since being a 

2 Sorry to: C. P.



female practically gives you a high probability of reproductive success whereas being male 
gives you only a low probability, but the probabilities all work themselves out in a way 
that you will realise if you think about it.)
Effectively though, all the males are going for that one top position in that ‘society’ and the 
result is quite wasteful in actual terms.  If all the disenfranchised males were to get 
together and agree to share the females, things would be alot better.
Hey, wait a minute, that’s what we’ve got.  (roughly)
(I would say that some kind of view of woman as property to be shared equally under a 
social contract probably underlies the laws against bigamy.)
    
I don’t think people have evolved to claw for total social control anyway, because of the 
aforementioned relative competitive efficiency of social arrangements.  So you would have 
members of human groups under evolutionary pressures, of who could be the best 
subordinate, and then receiving rewards on that basis.  
And yet there still has to be someone at the top, with the only problem being that they 
have evolved under the same subordinatory evolutionary pressures as everyone else.  So 
who are they subordinate to?  It would obviously be advantageous for their psychological 
makeup, if they themselves could posit somebody or thing to subordinate themselves to, 
preferably a supposed entity that can’t talk back.  A glorious predecessor would fit the bill.
In this way ancestor worship could develop.
The evolutionary advantages of a non living master would be greater stability, in that the 
master can’t change their mind about anything.
This stability would be further enhanced by the beliefs being written down.  Then there 
need be less creative interpretation by whoever is the living leader.  
People will generally rationalise the situation better if they don’t feel they are under the 
direct order of a superior.  
example:
If Hitler had died in 1940 after Dunkirk, the Nazis would probably be still be masters of 
Europe.  He would been declared some sort of God, and they would have got on with 
doing his perceived will, rationalised as much as possible in the German way, so that the 
insane decisions were avoided. ie they wouldn’t have gone ahead and invaded Russia 
because no one except Hitler himself would have had the guts to do something like that.

With religion, you’ve got a relatively stable situation through mass psychological 
subordination.  You go to the next village where your social networks have no force, where 
people have literally no reason to be moral to you, and hey what do you know?  They’re 
still nice to you because they daren’t damage the property of their lord.  Go religion!
It was a further innovation in the evolution of subordination to dangle the prospect of 
postmortem satisfaction in front of those who were unsure whether they should obey a 
leader they couldn’t see.

Liberalism Naturalised



How then does Liberalism work?  How can a person be subordinate to themselves, when 
they have evolved to be subordinate to an other?  Others that is, who are supposed to be 
superior in some way.  How, that is, without producing arbitrary and wanton behaviour?  
It’s alright, the same faculty which has been used to determine the will of the superior 
other, when redirected from them, can be co-opted in the Liberal mind to issue 
unchanging moral commands, (provided these are implanted early enough.)  These 
commands are built partly on the base of the natural feelings we experience for other 
persons in our community, and partly on the basis of our suborditary nature, in that we 
are subordinating to the will of ourselves, and one another; not as other animals, but as 
higher entities, of which we have had the belief of implanted.

Among the community of (believed) entities there is (believed) equality.  Each Liberal’s 
own entity issues the commands which it has been socially indoctrinated to produce.  The 
effect is the same as subordination, but it is an internalised subordination.

In evolutionary terms this strategy has advantages and disadvantages.  

The advantage is in the maximal stability of the system.  Nothing too extreme can happen 
because social changes require the support of most of those involved.  This will mean that 
people will generally be able to apply their rationality effectively at the level at which they 
are working.

The lives of individuals within the community are usually protected from arbitrary 
destruction, especially by other members of that society acting in an official role.

The downside to this stability is a conservativeness which allows many evolutionary 
opportunities to pass by.

The deification of life makes it hard to provide the sacrifices sometimes necessary to 
further the interests of the community.

One of the major disadvantages of the attitude towards life, is that it is hard for the Liberal 
communities to reproduce themselves at an adequate level.  Part of the reason is that so 
much work must be put into the indoctrination of each new person.  But it is probably a 
bigger factor that people don’t exist within a power or economic structure that values the 
creation of new persons.   e.g. Liberals have children in order to provide for their own 
increased satisfaction.  Insofar as children can do this they will be purposefully created, 
but this does not seem to add up to replacement level.

In current Liberal societies, there is an emphasis on the cultivation and fulfillment of desire 
through the use of technology.  Because of the effort expended in this area it creates power 
through high technology use.  The power given by high technology tools is however not 
fully exploited in the social area, and much of it is wasted on making peoples lives more 
comfortable.



I also deal with the disadvantages under ‘The Cost’ below.

The Cost - General

"The never-satisfied wishes, the frustrated efforts, the hopes unmercifully 
crushed by fate.  The unfortunate errors of the whole life, with increasing 

suffering and death at the end...  always a tragedy.” 

- Schopenhauer.

The costs of Liberalism, because of its overwhelming, and yet abstract influence, are 
impossible to calculate.  Suffice to say that almost everything permanently damaging in 
this society is a result of Liberalism - simply because it it the dominant religion.
"But how can you even assess evil except in terms of Liberalism?" The perverse chorus 
shouts.
And yet a conception of evil had existed long before some ape went and masturbated in a 
barn next to a warm stove3  - cutting yourself off from the others like that is never good. 
Now because of him, I have to sit alone to correct him.  (Oh well, it got us out of the 
church I suppose)
I would be hard to imagine a more destructive system of thought; whether it be looked at 
in terms of the environment - the poisoning of earth, air and sea.  The ethnic and 'racially' 
based suppression, the incarceration.
How about the invention through shaming and deification of various kinds of emotional 
pain, to be exploited to create more pain - destructive rather than constructive pain.
The unnecessary medical 'procedures'  An immunisation, that's OK, but why must I 
submit to social pressures to have some alteration?  Because I’m mocked, that would be 
OK, but they actually tell people (especially woman) that they should do it to make 
themselves feel good.  
The social stiffness, only ever relieved by alcohol and drugs.
Where's the playfulness?  Can't I simply be passed by in the street and someone reaches 
out and touches me without me freaking out?
At this point I must be completely misunderstood.

What about the general vast waste of resources?  Used to create shrines and mausoleum 
palaces for the entities.  Do our animal bodies really need that?  Does the discovery of the 
microbe require such a separation?  Why not just sleep in a coffin each night?  No, I don't 
mean that. (sigh)

There’s the sprawling media apparatus necessary to indoctrinate a vast army of slave 
labour, and the security personnel to order them.  
-The inequality and monopolisation.
Why must our personalities be harnessed like a sheep to a cart, to be dragged around, 
fitted into the rest of the machinery?  A human coffee maker.  Six more hours of service, 
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and and you can buy a coffee yourself.  It's worse than being a slave.  At least a slave gets 
to know his master.  The master can dominate him and there is a human interaction.  The 
worker is a machine among machines.  It's an interaction of slaves each subservient to the 
other, it's the complete triumph of the herd.  

I'm exaggerating of course - but not much; how else are you supposed to get it through?

Many people feel that there is still some truth and reality left in sex - in love.  Is this really 
so?  It's certainly become an overriding obsession, and you wouldn't want to do it 
wrongly.  Where's the truth in that?  It's not just doing it.  It's not even being told not to do 
it, and doing it anyway.  (which would be better(than what we have)) It's being told how to 
do it, and social conventions being brought in to ruin it.
Ah well, what can you do?

Sex and reproduction is an interestingly over analysed area of human life.  It's interesting 
in that no one has been able to say anything interesting about it.

All of this, all of it, is resulting in the slow erasure of the communities themselves. This is a 
tragedy and one which goes largely unappreciated.  I wonder if they're worth saving.  As a 
member, I suppose I have to say "yes"
It is little enough compensation to claim that other systems have been just as bad, yeah, go 
on; probably worse.  This fact does not help out in our situation.

I know you don't know what I mean, but it doesn't help to claim that the purer strains in 
Liberalism are less harsh.  Like the highly religious in previous centuries, who claimed 
that the Jews shouldn't be killed because they showed us our sin (or some such rubbish).

Dejected Rant

It's almost impossible to get through what's going on here.  It's such a vast, - construction.

I mean when one person hands another some money for something, there is a peculiar 
power arrangement going on.  Why is that?  People don't see the power, they just see the 
money.  They don't see the abstract control over resources, they see the money as the 
resource, the prize, the wealth.  Why do you think that voters elected the Nazis after 
inflation?  They'd seen their very reality evaporate.  The Nazis were a symptom of that 
lack of reality.  What you are reading is a symptom too.
Once you realise what's going on you realise how sad the whole game is.  People working 
away for effectively nothing - bringing nothing to fruition.
People are fond of playing games - setting up a system and erecting high logical forms 
within that system.  Soon enough they forget that it even is a system set up by people, and 
it takes on its own 'natural' reality.

I like to compare systems.



The natural ends of Liberalism lie in an utter falsehood, a lie so deep and pervasive that it 
can probably never be unrooted.  I am subject to it myself, and presume I always will be, 
unless I can fall into the arms of some people who can culturally correct me for my own 
good.  This is unlikely.
I would need to have my Liberalism literally beaten out of me.
The lie I'm talking about, is the educating of people to believe a supposed truth about 
themselves, and then supposing that that truth is natural, and that everyone believes it 
when they patently don't.  It's the most absurd kind of cultural imperialism, and is likely 
to cause a dichotomy in anyone seriously in charge of doing this teaching.  I mean why 
would you even teach it if it's so natural (do you teach kids to breath?) if it needs to be 
taught how is it natural?  How can that contradiction be accounted for?  I don't know.  I 
simply know that whenever there is such a contradiction, it eventually drives people mad.  
Like those who had to persecute Christians in Soviet Russia.  You wonder "How could 
they deal with such a contradiction?”;  Supposed constitutional religious freedom, and 
then persecuting people for their religion.  I read the book of one who defected.
In our own system the strain shows by people becoming 'hard' when they are involved in 
certain areas of social work.  They come up against the contradictions every day and yet 
they still manage to function.  The intellectual orders are passed down by those who built 
the system, so they must be true.
The ‘corrections’ department.  I spoke to a worker there.  I asked him “Have you ever 
corrected anyone yet?”  he said “We call it recycling”  That’s a contradiction, a 
contradiction in the Liberal system.

Why do I bother?  We can't understand how other people can be so wrong and then we 
won't accept we're wrong ourselves.  People have to take time off to deal with the 
contradictions - some 'defect' to a quieter life away from the untamed social beings.
I think police suffer more than most,  I will give some concrete examples:  I once read an 
account of a policeman who was an under cover cop.  And was keen, as he started out.  He 
wanted to catch some of those criminals.  He was Maori and so they sent him under cover 
to root out drug fiends.  He eventually found more reality, there, while out of it, while 
high, in friendships and the like than he could ever find in the police.  And so he had to 
leave, psychologically broken and addicted, when once he'd just wanted to kick people.  In 
the end he was just stealing drugs.
Ahhhhhhh. 
What more do I have to say?  I suppose that won't do because suppression of drugs isn't a 
central Liberal premise.
But suppression of children is.  And how much must they be stopped from fighting and 
doing other things that little noble savages aren't supposed to do? 

After Liberalism - Pointers to the future.

What do I want?  I’m not claiming that there is a specifically human way to be, because 
humans specialise in specialisation.



I just think it’s stupid to constrict yourself into what seems to be an increasingly 
impersonal system, which we seem to have willing accepted.

But what are the are the options aside from religion and ideology?  Should we become 
Informationists, my false, but glorious system?
That is inherently psychologically unappealing, for it asks people to do what they have not 
evolved, physically or culturally to do, in order to achieve more efficiently that 
evolutionary process.  To take the ends of that process into the conscious arena, for no 
other reason than it is supposed to become its own meta evolutionary process and bask in 
its own supposed logical success.

At very least we might want to free ourselves from our irrational fears and perverted 
projections.  We must recognise our nature of subordination, internalised through 
Liberalism, and be subordinate only when it is rational to be so.  If we are called upon to 
lead we must claim only the authority of our skill, and not the guidance of personality 
falsely projected upon the mechanical physical world.
The Refutation of Liberalism should be a call for truth minded individuals to endorse the 
‘unbounded personality’ that is persons refusing to accept non personal bounds upon 
them.
Be true to self, community and reality.

Not; “Yes people are very great - much better than animals, so here put on this cultural 
and ideological straitjacket”
- “That’ll protect you from your unpredictably violent animal body.  Infact let’s all agree to 
strap ourselves in then everyone will be safe”
“Nice and comfortable in there?  Good.  We can still shuffle around, our legs aren’t 
completely bound, and we can chatter quietly, chatter to drown out the odd muffled 
scream that passes through the asylum wall.  Is it a scream of ecstasy or agony?  Who 
knows?  Who cares? It’s those free spirits, ignore them.  They know not what they do, Lord 
Self.”
“What shall be the content of our chatter?  Who knows?  Who cares?  You may say what 
you like - this is a Liberal institution.”

A Final Plea for Secularisation

One final hope is that Liberals will consider allowing the education of people to include 
information that isn’t pure Liberal propaganda.  An unbiased presentation in schools, so 
people may at least have the choice of whether they want to adopt Liberalism as their 
religion or not.  After all if it is really as true as they say it is they have nothing to fear, and 
if not then let us reject it for the sake of all humankind.  


