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Chapter One: ANARCHIST
You must have chaos within you to give birth to a dancing star.
Friedrich Nietzsche

Because Darkness knows so well how to seduce Those of the Light (the Soulled),
the God of the Light makes a special group of special “prototypes” or persons and
disperses them through the Nexuses.
These people are Pure or Natural Anarchists.
Some of us are forged to extremes by our God and I Am One of Them. I am a
Crowned Anarchist . I am not the Last One as Roland Michel Tremblay calls me in
his poem, but I am one fo the Last and I Am the Last Female Crowned Anarchist.
Our God specially tempers the Crucibles of Anarchists so we will be resistant to
corruption and evil. He reinforces our “clay” right at the beginning and continues to
reinforce us throughout our lives, sometimes painfully like me.
Anarchism is defined by The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Politics as "the view that
society can and should be organized without a coercive state." Coercive means
“intending to coerce.” Coerce means to compel by force. Force, threatened or
carried out, is always some kind of violence.
Dictionary.com says an Anarchist is, “a person who seeks to overturn by violence
all constituted forms and institutions of society and government, with no purpose
of establishing any other system of order in the place of that destroyed.” Why
would an anarchist seek to overturn legal, established force with violence when it
is violence the Anarchist is seeking to overcome and replace with a more
egalitarian society?
The evil System that we’re born into directly benefits the ultra-elite of this world,
whose predecessors before them benefited. The demonic, predatorial,
psychopathic System we live in is many thousands of years old. The “spots” may
change but it’s still the same lizard leopard!
It is the elite and their helpers that run the media, write history and supervise
related tasks to reinforce the Culture of the System. They’re the ones who give
Anarchists a bad name when we should be given a good name.

Anarchists are the Ones who resist corruption and are unprogrammable. We’re
the Ones left standing when the Village has gone to hell (literally and
metaphorically).
We’re the first Ones who see or seek out the Truth in a dark world of a carefully
scripted false reality ruled by the Lords of the Air (demons and demonic people).
I cynically and honestly call this false reality “Wonderland.”
Anarchists are the First Ones who usually question Authority when no one else
will, either because others are materially comfortable or often, because most
people are afraid to speak up because they know “what can happen” if you do
speak up or question Authority.
Anarchists are the Ones who publically confront Authority with their hypocrisies,
double standards, opulent living, lies, contradictions and use of force. Others in
the Village might be thinking about these things, but not only will Anarchists say
it, they will try to warn the Village.
Anarchists get trashed in this world by the status quo because we are feared by
them! Anyone who thinks for themselves and/or works for Justice is feared by
the demonic lizards and the lizard system. Pschopaths and psychopathic
systems demand require complete control of people. That is how a twisted mind
works. But more, the psychopaths and their systems try to make the people sick
like them; sire them into becoming evil. Anarchists see these things and
naturally resist.
Psychopaths live in the fear that they will get caught; that they will be exposed for
who they really are (evil) and what they really do (cause chaos, steal energy,
cause trouble, shock or stress us out and basically do evil against others).
Anarchists can and will expose them and Anarchists will work to change the
situation.
That is why the Lizard Wizards of Oz fear us! So great is evil’s fear of being
exposed as hidden predators literally stealing our lives from us, that they
“demonize” us when they are the real demons! When they are the real ones
causing destruction! When they are the ones causing the suffering and death in
this world.
But they are the Established Authority in this world and they have all the money
and most of the power. If they could control the Power of the Will of people, then
they would control people completely. It is this System that works tirelessly to
blame Anarchists for the deeds of criminals, thus giving Anarchists a bad
reputation.
There are networks in this world that filter for Natural Anarchists so they can be

crushed before they cause problems. This certainly happened to me! Not only
that, these networks work hard to destroy anyone who thinks for themselves and
has a Conscience. Try getting a job in America if you have a conscience; if you
put life before profits. You will be invisibly disenfranchised because the System
requires absolute conformity and obedience.
Psychopaths and psychopathic systems hate Anarchists so much that they use
their power, influence and control of the media to make Anarchy sound evil when
Anarchy is of the Light. Truth is of the Light and since Anarchists work for the
Truth, we are of the Light! Remember that.
The people that break glass and burn cars on television news are not Anarchists.
They are psychopathic predators that make their way in to every group on this
planet to spy on people and to cause chaos, destruction and a bad name for
groups that truly serve Justice. These people are usually psychic vampires as
well because they usually steal energy from the group as well. Their job is to
fuck us up! That way, the evil System remains in place and worse, reinforced.
A Real Anarchist doesn’t destroy anything! We know the consequences of
destruction because that is what we’re trying to change and warn others about.
The God of Light, the god of the majority of us, created me as an Anarchist. It
would take me many life times to earn my Crown.
An article titled, “Why I Am An Anarchist,” is on the internet at
http://www.newhampshirefreepress.com/NHFreePress/?q=node/33
It also describes fairly accurately what an Anarchist really is. Because My
Testimony will also be in book form, I will attach it below for readers.
Why I Am An Anarchist
Wed, 03/12/2008 - 06:29
The New Hampshire Free Press
By Caleb Johnson
I suppose that our evaluation of others is based, not so much on who they
are as themselves, but rather on the face that they present to the world,
and thus it is that often others are surprised when they learn that I am an
anarchist. And I suppose that I can empathize with the initial confusion, for
I myself only gradually came to accept the label of `anarchist' for many of
the same reasons.
Now, I can only imagine what gruesome scenario enters the mind of each
person as he envisions just what, exactly, anarchy might mean for the
world, but I know what it used to mean to me. The mental picture that I
formed of the anarchist was of an angry young man throwing a homemade

bomb. The society he hoped for could only be one of chaos and disorder,
where organized bands of thugs plundered with abandon and citizens
huddled in the darkness of their homes, shivering for fear and praying for
some escape back to civility and civilization. And this melancholy picture,
of course, is as offensive to me as it is to you, being as I am a peaceful
person, more at home sipping tea in a coffeeshop than I am burning
effigies, and more inclined to vacation at a tropical paradise than to the
heart of Somalia.
So, I permit the reader a degree of astonishment at the revelation that I am
an anarchist. It was, in fact, only reluctantly that I adopted the anarchist
label; I learned that many other anarchists have also eschewed the
anarchist label, preferring a more obscure and therefore less-maligned
designation. So why is it that I unabashedly claim to be an anarchist?
An ancient Jewish scripture makes what I deem to be an accurate
observation, that "one man rules over another to his hurt.” At every time
and at every place throughout history is found the same story: man's
states achieve the subjugation of the masses under the control of the rich
and powerful. War is routine. Tyranny runs rampant. Minorities are
oppressed. Men are conscripted and enslaved. The belongings of the poor
are plundered to pay for greater and greater extravagancies by those who
enjoy the reins of power. The masses starve while a few live in shameful
luxury. Justice is perverted, and people live under constant threat that their
security will be undermined. We tolerate this depravity for one reason, and
one reason only: We are convinced that, for as bad as the State may be, it
is better than the chaos of anarchy. And it is for this reason that the state
must do everything in its power to demonize anarchy, to equate it with
chaos and disorder.
But it seems to me that a great lie has been perpetrated on mankind. Every
war that has ever been fought was created and nurtured by states. War,
that great scourge of mankind, can only exist among states. When
individuals disagree with each other, the argument may escalate to
fisticuffs. Yet, when states squabble, the end result is too often war, with
the millions of deaths and injuries, as well as the poverty and disease that
war entails. And yet the state, the sole author of the scourge of war, is held
on a pedestal. We sing songs to honor it, make oaths and pledges to it,
place its banner in our own places of worship. We display our loyalty to it
with countless banners and emblems, placed prominently so that all may
see our pride. We are not averse to even permitting our children to be
sacrificed in its interests.
Meanwhile, we deride the anarchist as “reactionary”, but we do not even
comprehend what we mean by such a statement. For it is everywhere
acknowledged that states do evil things. Some men say, as Thomas Braden
famously did in the Saturday Evening Post so many years ago, that they
are glad that the state is immoral. Others say, as did one religious man with
whom I conversed recently, that he prefers not to know everything that the
state does for the ease of his own conscience. And almost universally,

when it comes time to vote people will say things like, “I voted for the
lesser of two evils,” or “I held my nose and voted.” When polled, only very
few claim to be “extremely satisfied” by their rulers, most claiming to be
somewhere between “somewhat satisfied” and “somewhat dissatisfied” by
those who hold office. So whatever else the situation might be, it cannot be
claimed that people view the state as a paragon of virtue and morality. Yet,
the second a person suggests that we might dispose of the state, he is
subjected to ridicule, derision, even violence. So it seems to me that the
true reactionary position is the one that is averse to considering what
alternatives might be available.
This situation is as puzzling as it is disturbing. It would seem that every
man, seeing as he does that the state is, at best, an imperfect solution,
would incline his ear to see what alternatives present themselves, hoping
that the situation might improve. But this is not the case. Rather, he
satisfies himself that anarchy is impracticable from the outset, then refuses
to entertain any suggestions to the contrary, his reaction being to put
forward any conceivable obstacle with a sort of desperate finality, as if the
fact that there are obstacles to peace mandates that we continue on in our
incredibly destructive course.
“What,” he asks, “are we to do about murderers? Let them run the
streets?” Now, this is a curious question, because states are themselves
murderers, only they accomplish their killings by the millions rather than
individually. And we not only let them run our streets, as it were, but we let
them patrol them. So it is as if we hire the bank robber to keep the children
from stealing from our raspberry bush; not only that, we give him the key
to our safe. Then we console ourselves that our bank robber is not as bad
as the one that the neighbors hired to safeguard their raspberry bush.
This situation would be funny if it were not so sad. For it seems to me that
men have been duped. “Listen,” says the would be ruler, “Men are very
evil, and they will try to hurt you, so you need me to protect you.” But if
men are so evil, then how can we trust men to rule over us? And how can
we trust men to follow whatever rules are set up anyway?
Last year, I did not steal, nor did I rape, nor did I plunder or kill or defraud.
Nor would I have done those things even if they had been legal. I needed
no law to inform me of right and wrong; nor, I trust, did you. On the other
hand, how many men did things that they otherwise would not have done,
merely because the state said that it was okay? Would hundreds of
thousands of young men, merely on their own initiative, have armed
themselves to the teeth and journeyed to Iraq to torture, kill, and terrorize?
No, to accomplish that great evil they needed a state to tell them that it was
alright to do what they would otherwise find repugnant.
I am often told, once I have explained myself, that my position sounds
Utopian. But I wonder if this is not merely the speaker projecting his own
dilemma onto me. For I cannot help but feel that the state is able to
maintain itself only as a result of Utopian thinking.
The anarchist sees crime as inevitable; there are, unfortunately a few

deviants who do not care about harming others, or, worse yet, even enjoy
harming others. So the anarchist accepts this reality. It is a fact of life. All
he can do is try to minimize the risk to himself or to those he cares about.
But the person with Utopian thinking, on the other hand, is unable to
accept this reality. He continues to grasp at the illusion that crime might be
eliminated if only a suitable agency can be formed. He is oblivious to the
fact that any agency powerful enough to stand up to the strongest evil is
also strong enough to become the strongest evil. It remains only for the
criminals to seize control of this agency. He is also oblivious to the fact
that by attempting to preemptively stop crime he creates the very societal
conditions which allow it to flourish: fear, mistrust, division.
And with what cost does he purchase this increased threat of crime and
violence? The sacrifice of his own liberty. For all of mankind's experience
speaks to the fact that by far the single most common aggressor against
the rights of mankind is, and always will be, states. In the Declaration of
Independence, Thomas Jefferson expressed the concept that states exist
for the purpose of securing our rights. Yet, what a misguided notion! To
see how misguided this notion is, one merely needs to read the so-called
Bill of Rights to the Constitution. This document attempts to secure for all
Americans the rights to freedom of speech, freedom of worship, freedom of
the press, freedom to peaceably assemble, freedom to bear arms, security
against having the military quartered in my home, security against
unreasonable searches and seizures, and security against unfair judicial
proceedings. But who is it that threatens these rights if it is not states? The
argument is, therefore, circular: I need a state to secure my rights, which
rights are only threatened by states.
Now, before I end this essay, I need to make one thing very clear, because I
think there is a very common misunderstanding of anarchists, and it a
misunderstanding rooted deeply in our very language. In this essay, I have
consistently used the word state. I have tried to avoid the word
“government”. In the minds of many people, these words are synonymous.
And it is for this reason that it is difficult to conceive of a life without the
state.
It is a truism that interaction between men requires a sort of government.
This is evident in all of man's social dealings. A family exists in some sort
of governmental arrangement, inasmuch as there are roles and understood
norms of conduct within each family. Often, government in this sense is
merely informal. In larger groups of people, it is likely to be more explicit.
But what distinguishes these forms of government from the state is that
the state is not voluntary. The state is really a very specific type of
government. It is an authoritarian model of government that enforces its
rule over anyone that it considers to be within its jurisdiction, regardless of
whether or not they have consented to its rule. In this respect, a state is
exactly like the mafia. In fact, the state differs from the mafia in exactly one
respect. The sole difference between the state and the mafia is that a
majority of the people in any given area acknowledge the legitimacy of the

state. If the majority of people acknowledged the mafia, it would be called
“the government”. That is the sole difference between the two
organizations. And the reader would do well to reflect on that. Because it is
a universally acknowledged principle that the minority are entitled to the
same considerations as the majority. But how can this be if the majority
reserve the right to impose, at the most fundamental level, a form of
governance upon the minority that is opposed to his conscience?
It is sad that all of mankind's “national governments” are states. What an
anarchist objects to is being forced to adhere to an organization to which
he has not given his consent, from which he may not withdraw if it violates
his conscience, and which provides its “services” in a coercive rather than
a voluntary way. At the heart of the anarchist argument is a desire to
uphold peace and morality, freedom and brotherhood. An anarchist
acknowledges a simple truth: that any relationship that is not consensual
can only result in further violence; but that a relationship among a group of
people that recognizes the value of each individual, that acknowledges his
ultimate ability to choose whether to continue that relationship, is based on
the greatest bonds of fraternity. This, and not bomb-throwing, is the legacy
of anarchism.

