THE
DIFFERENCE
ARCHISM AND EGOISM

BETWEEN

While you make a distinction between anarchism and egoism, you
didn’t make one between archism and egoism. Indeed, it
appeared to be your point that there was no difference between
archism and egoism and therein lay the difference between
egoism and anarchism. I beg to differ with you on this point
insofar as I perceive a difference between archism and egoism.

It is implied in the article that the State is simply a
condition of domination. An individual or group dominates
another group. This definition is, however, incomplete for it
leaves out that which makes it static.
The State is in fact the condition of domination wherein only
a certain individual or group ispermitted to dominate another
group. The authority to dominate resides in a portion of the
population over which the State reigns. The remainder of the
population lacks such authority and indeed must renounce all
desire to dominate (in the spirit of anarchism, no less).
The difference between the State and simple archy is that the
former is tied to a concept while the latter is not. That
concept is the authority to use force or impose one’s will on
another – i. e., to dominate. The reign of the State depends
on the reign of this concept.
The reason the egoist and the State are incompatible is that
the former is the ruler of all concepts: including the concept
on which the State depends. As far as the egoist is concerned,
no one is authorized to dominate another. One
*
possibly has the power to dominate another i.e. the former

possesses some sort of advantage over the latter – but no one
has the authority. The egoist has no compunction about
dominating another “if this is in his interest. ” Nor is the
egoist offended by domination as such. What the egoist doesn’t
recognize is anyone’s exclusive authority to dominate another.
This calls for renunciation on the part of the other even if
it is not in his interest. Such authority is antagonistic to
egoism.
The difference between the archist and the egoist is that the
former could be possessed by the exclusive authority to
dominate others whereas the latter could never be, even though
neither is ever “bound by any demand for the renunciation of
domination. ” The archist thus could dominate not because it
is in his interest, but simply because he is authorized to do
so. That wouldn’t be egoistic.

