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In the playboy interview with Ayn Rand, I found the bit which is most to the core of her thinking and it illustrates very well how she come to chose a very definite stand, pro individualism and  anti collectivism. I also think these thoughts have been very collective up to now.

I**I*I*I*I*I*I*I*I*I*
PLAYBOY: In Atlas Shrugged you wrote, "There are two sides to every issue. One side is right and the other is wrong, but the middle is always evil." Isn't this a rather black-and-white set of values? 

RAND: It most certainly is. I most emphatically advocate a black-and-white view of the world. Let us define this. What is meant by the expression "black and white"? It means good and evil. Before you can identify anything as gray, as middle of the road, you have to know what is black and what is white, because gray is merely a mixture of the two. And when you have established that one alternative is good and the other is evil, there is no justification for the choice of a mixture. There is no justification ever for choosing any part of what you know to be evil. 

PLAYBOY: Then you believe in absolutes? 

RAND: I do. 

PLAYBOY: Can't Objectivism, then, be called a dogma? 

RAND: No. A dogma is a set of beliefs accepted on faith; that is, without rational justification or against rational evidence. A dogma is a matter of blind faith. Objectivism is the exact opposite. Objectivism tells you that you must not accept any idea or conviction unless you can demonstrate its truth by means of reason.
III*I*I*I*I*I*II*I*I*I

Here Ayn Rand chose her ideals and connected it by association to various themes. It didnt help that she also said that "you must not accept any idea or conviction unless you can demonstrate its truth by means of reason."
 Because reason can verify ideals that doesnt act as ideals when they are manifested and used in the world. Reason isnt enough, verification in the world is something else, and all experience tells that even the fairest saint do cast shadows. Ayn Rand just wrote about ideals.
Her rejection of the anti-ideal of evil is but the rejection of having a will on how the shadowside should manifest.  Any society creates its pains and darker sides, as do any good plan. Corruption is inevitable for the world of unlastingness and change. 

In particular this error of her shows up in her strong advocating for lazzes-faire economy without even having problems with its lack of definition. She doesnt realize that lazzes-faire is no defined state but a process. Its LF when 100 farmers meet up the same place for having a marked. Its LF when twin corporations with the same roots pretend competition, but having monopoly. Its will be LF when King Bush the 1st says on national TV " No arms; no cookie" and laughs for an hour.
She complains capitalism to be the unknown ideal and an untried social model, which is absolutely nonsense. It existed as the capitalism phase of the 19th century and died about 1930.
She writes this herself:
 Let those who are actually concerned with peace observe that capitalism gave mankind the longest period of peace in historya period during which there were no wars involving the entire civilized worldfrom the end of the Napoleonic wars in 1815 to the outbreak of World War I in 1914.
It didnt ever occur to ayn Rand that Lazzes-faire was a natural process which eventually led to its completion and end. She lived in its later years and had her success with reformulating it by giving it a moral support, without acknowledging that it had died. This places her in the same category as neo-nazism, the revitalizer of a dead ideology. She demonized the enemies she found to capitalism, by describing them as altruist and statists, despite we all know there are more to collectivism. In this she was complete in tune with the rest of the american society which allowed Carthyism. She did not recognize the enemy within, or she might worked for them, she refered to the federal overtake as mixed economy refering to the blend of LF capitalism with statists. Still to this day the objectivists do fight inbetween whether acknowledge Alan Greenspan as objectivist since he is the fed chairman. Ayn Rand did also produce a speech or interview called "the myth of the robber barons". There is a audio realplayer version of this online, i havent listened to it as my realplayer isnt uptodate or couldnt read the file. However the title is very informative and indicates what she thinks of these people. 
It should be evident for any philosopher and economist that L-F is a process, and if its truly is wanted to remain it will have to be maintained by a willfully program which defends it - aka statism duly programmed for this purpose. She neglects this completely, and the last speech she kept before she died was symptomatically "The age of mediocrity". Her dream from the youth of the ideal human, the genius and its society was replaced by disappointment. She could have thanked herself, because she regarded her dynamic flux of L-F as a autonomous system. She created the moral and philosophical support to the american dream and thereby played the ball over to pure statism by her erroneous calculations. The american statism has appeared fully as corporatism, thanks to the naivety of the many dreamers. US had free marked, now its Walmart. Well, Its not that bad? No, but things can get worse. Before she came to her main influental position, the world was already warned. George Orwell died in 1950, having released 1984 in 1948. These two essays are very striking compared to to Ayn Rands deceit, her obsessed use of ideals and morals of the good to protect economic politics which was proved fallible, and only served as the disguise of something even worse. She was a false prophet, a emotional manipulator of those who wanted to be righteous. She almost said; "Seek out that glittering star over the canyon, go there and it will be yours, nevermind the abyss, its for the unworthy. The Star genius will always shine through."
Could she have been paid by the fed?

The moral is easy: If we dont pay attention to our shadowy side and sort out its mechanic to be able to minimize its influence, then we will suddenly have shadows creating conditions for us. It matters the individual as much as it does collectively.

Also, Ayn Rand put here her blind spot  of ignorance on the shadow, and her full sight on the ideals. It should by her authorship be proven to be a wrong formula. 
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I'm inclined to agree with you per Ayn Rand's shadow.  She completely rejects Plato and platonic concepts.  So she can not see that nature of ideas from which reason draws its rationalizations.  Though she is right when she says that man creates his soul; almost as if she's blindly acknowledging some debt to Plato.
However, her defense of the Robber Barons is more interesting than you allude to; and that's not to say that I feel she is correct.  But she notes that these barons gave people jobs, though sub-par by a later standard, was miles above the opportunities that preceded them.  And it was the Robber Barons that gave us the large wheels of industry from which we've accomplished so very much.
Soon enough standards were raised that the Robber Barons themselves were legislated away and regulated.  Here, there's some possible argument for a value in statism.  However, the Robber Barons, should they actually be the slave-wage drivers that they are made out to be, would have destroyed themselves.  They eventually would have had no one to buy their products without paying a living wage.  And our industrial machine would have died too quickly without an education.
Indeed, America is facing that problem today as our educational programs are becoming less and less viable.  The corrupted statism, influenced by corporatism is the key source of the problem.
So the problem is not so much laissez-faire capitalism as it is corporatism connected with statism.  Corporatism was outside anything that Adam Smith considered and outside the founding elements of U.S. society as envisioned by the Founding Fathers.  And yet, without the big wheels of corporatism, we could not have gone to the moon nor created the mass energy and infrastructure systems, nor the large defense systems that we have.
It's corporatism that can actually hold up a monopoly and not laissez-faire capitalism disconnected from government.  And corporatism does go hand in hand with statism; we call that process corruption.  The problem now is that corporations have votes and political influence; something that should be reserved for human beings.
But your point is quite valid when it comes to the fact that Ayn Rand portrays ideals as actual (how Platonic of this woman that hated Plato) and she loses sight of the natural corruption that occurs in a world of flux.  Still, I do feel she's on the right track as statism must ultimately turn into socialism, which is a hair's breath away from communism and which is the very seed of fascism.
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At 13:10 19.07.2006, Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

Hi Runar,
93
I'm inclined to agree with you per Ayn Rand's shadow.  She completely rejects Plato and platonic concepts.  So she can not see that nature of ideas from which reason draws its rationalizations.  Though she is right when she says that man creates his soul; almost as if she's blindly acknowledging some debt to Plato.
However, her defense of the Robber Barons is more interesting than you allude to; and that's not to say that I feel she is correct.  But she notes that these barons gave people jobs, though sub-par by a later standard, was miles above the opportunities that preceded them.  And it was the Robber Barons that gave us the large wheels of industry from which we've accomplished so very much.

93
its possible to find good traits with the robber barons. The problem was that Ayn Rand didnt recognize statism when she saw it in society.



Soon enough standards were raised that the Robber Barons themselves were legislated away and regulated.  Here, there's some possible argument for a value in statism.  However, the Robber Barons, should they actually be the slave-wage drivers that they are made out to be, would have destroyed themselves.  They eventually would have had no one to buy their products without paying a living wage.  And our industrial machine would have died too quickly without an education.
Indeed, America is facing that problem today as our educational programs are becoming less and less viable.  The corrupted statism, influenced by corporatism is the key source of the problem.
So the problem is not so much laissez-faire capitalism as it is corporatism connected with statism.  Corporatism was outside anything that Adam Smith considered and outside the founding elements of U.S. society as envisioned by the Founding Fathers.  And yet, without the big wheels of corporatism, we could not have gone to the moon nor created the mass energy and infrastructure systems, nor the large defense systems that we have.
It's corporatism that can actually hold up a monopoly and not laissez-faire capitalism disconnected from government.  And corporatism does go hand in hand with statism; we call that process corruption.  The problem now is that corporations have votes and political influence; something that should be reserved for human beings.
But your point is quite valid when it comes to the fact that Ayn Rand portrays ideals as actual (how Platonic of this woman that hated Plato) and she loses sight of the natural corruption that occurs in a world of flux.  Still, I do feel she's on the right track as statism must ultimately turn into socialism, 

Corporatism is pr definition privatized socialism, in that it has taken all from socialism in creating cheap and viable solutions. Thats the kind of socialism which Hitler was into. He didnt want government to own the factories but was happy to collaborate with the rich owners. The obvious problem is that these rich owners becomes too powerful, and ends with running the government. Undemocratic. As we see now, its Royalism in disguise. Not republican at all.
And lastly, its the failure of preventing the society from statism which creates all revolutions needed. Up with the revolutionary propaganda again, make people believe we are going to make a new and just society, just to fail for statism and corruption in a new form
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Here's some interesting comments I found in this morning's reading of Ayn Rand's book on Capitalism (Nathaniel Branden's lecture on Alienation):
A strong sense of personal identity isthe product of two things: a policy of independent thinking-and, as a consequesnce, the possessionof an integreated set of values.  Since it is his values that determine a man's emotions and goals, and give direction and meaning to his lif, a man experiences his values as an extension of himself, as an integral part of his identiy, as crucial to that which makes him himself.
Values in this context, refers to fundamental and abstract values, not to concrete value-judgments...
If a man hold contradictory values, these necessarily do violence to his sense of personal identity.  They result in a splintered sense of self, a self broken itno unintetgratasble fragments.  To avoid this painful expreience of a splintered identity, a man whose values are contradictory will commonly seek to escape knowledge of his contradictions by mens of evasion, repression, rationalization, etc...To escape a thre3at to his sense of peronsal identity, he suspends his ego-he suspends his self qua thinking, judging entity.
Thus he desplaces his sense of self downward, so to speak, from his reason, which is the active, intitiating elements in man, to his emotions, wicha re the passive, reactive elmnt.  Moved by feelings whose source he does not understand, and by contradictions whose existence he does not acknowledge, he suffers a progressive sense of self-estrangement, of self-alienation.  A man's emotions are the product of his premises and values, of the thinking he has done or has failed to do.  But the man who is run by his emotions, attempting to make them a substitue for rational judgment, expreiences them as alien forces.  The paradox of his position is this: his emotions beocme his only sourc of personal identiy, but his expreience of identity becomes: a being ruled by demons.
93/93
pj
Hi Runar,
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Here's another interesting passage from the same essay:
When-in any age-a man attempts to evade the responsibility of intellectual independence, and to derive his sense of identity from "belonging," he pays a deadly price in terms of the sabotaging of his mental processes thereafter.  The degree to which a man substitutes the judgment of others for his own, failing to look at reality directly, is the degree to which his menatl processes are alienated from reality. He functions not by means of concepts, but by means ofmemorized cue-words, i.e., learned sounds associated with certain contests andsituations, but lacking authentic cognitive content for their user.  this ist he unidentified, unrecognized phenomenon that prompts unthinking people today to grant validity to the charge the modern man lives too abstrctly, too intellectually, and that he needs to get back to anurte.  They sense dimly that the are out of contact with reality, that something is wrongwith their grasp of the world around them. But they accept an entrely fallacious interpretation of their problem.  The truth is not htat they are lost among abstractions, but that they have failed to discover the nature and proper use of abstractions; they are not lost among concepts, they are lost among cue-words.  They are cut off from reality not becasue they attempt to grasp it too intellectually, but because they attempt to grasp it only as seen by others; they attempt to grasp it second-hand.  and they move through an unreal world of verbal rituals, mouthing the slogans and phrases they hear repeated by others, falsely imagining that those empty words asre concepts, and never apprehending the proper use of their conceptual faculty, never learning what first-hand, concpetual knowledge consists of. Then they are ready for the Zen Buddhist who tells them that hte solution to their alienation from reality to empyt their mind of all thought and sit for an hour, cross-legged, contemplating the pattern of veins on a leaf.
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I disagree with the passage. The man wouldn't really understand the concept because he has no real experience and function aside from his emotional confusion, the group and how they have defined it for him. If he has no intellectual independence, how can be accused of being (too) intellectual in the first place? 
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Perhaps the set-up paragraph from a couple of pages prior in the essay will clarify things for you:
To the extent that a man chooses to think, his premises and values are acquired first-hand and they are not a mystery to him; he experiences himself as the active cause of his character, behavior, and goals.  To the extent that a man attempts to live without thinking, he experiences himself as passive, his person and actions are the accidental products of forces he does not understand, of his range-of-the-moment feelings and random environmental influences.  When a man defaults on the responsibility of thought, he is left at the mercy of his involuntary, subconscious reactions--and these will be at the mercy of the outside forces impinging upon him, at the mercy of whoever and whatever is around him.  By his default, such a person turns himself into the social determinist's view of man: into an empty mold wating to be filled, into a will-less robot waiting to be taken over by any environment and any conditioners.
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"If a man holds contradictory values, these necessarily do violence to his sense of personal identity." Do they though? I think if he identifies too much emotionally with his values they can. But if his values change, does that mean he is still the same person(ality) - and of the same nature and traits - inside? 
In Liber III vel Jugorum, though perhaps for the advanced, one creates two opposite personalities.
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As we think, we grow as well; we commit ourselves to new experience and yes, our values will become modified and our thinking comes not only to greater clarity, but to apprehend a greater depth and breadth of reality.  But I don't understand what you mean when you say that Liber Jugorum creates two opposite personalities.
93/93
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Forgot to add:
I would say that the contradictory values do harm to his finding his sense of personal identity. He has to begin to know himself first.
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Taking your three recent replies together, it seems more like you're agreeing with the text than challenging it.
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At 21:58 21.07.2006, Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

Hi Runar,
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Here's some interesting comments I found in this morning's reading of Ayn Rand's book on Capitalism (Nathaniel Branden's lecture on Alienation):
A strong sense of personal identity isthe product of two things: a policy of independent thinking-and, as a consequesnce, the possessionof an integreated set of values.  Since it is his values that determine a man's emotions and goals, and give direction and meaning to his lif, a man experiences his values as an extension of himself, as an integral part of his identiy, as crucial to that which makes him himself.
Values in this context, refers to fundamental and abstract values, not to concrete value-judgments...
If a man hold contradictory values, these necessarily do violence to his sense of personal identity.  They result in a splintered sense of self, a self broken itno unintetgratasble fragments.  To avoid this painful expreience of a splintered identity, a man whose values are contradictory will commonly seek to escape knowledge of his contradictions by mens of evasion, repression, rationalization, etc...To escape a thre3at to his sense of peronsal identity, he suspends his ego-he suspends his self qua thinking, judging entity.
Thus he desplaces his sense of self downward, so to speak, from his reason, which is the active, intitiating elements in man, to his emotions, wicha re the passive, reactive elmnt.  Moved by feelings whose source he does not understand, and by contradictions whose existence he does not acknowledge, he suffers a progressive sense of self-estrangement, of self-alienation.  A man's emotions are the product of his premises and values, of the thinking he has done or has failed to do.  But the man who is run by his emotions, attempting to make them a substitue for rational judgment, expreiences them as alien forces.  The paradox of his position is this: his emotions beocme his only sourc of personal identiy, but his expreience of identity becomes: a being ruled by demons.
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This i think is very interesting, and true - that man incorporates abstract ideals as a concrete part of himself. And I also think this has been one of the harder lessons to understand in the unfolding of Thelema.
Its so easy said in the Mass of the Phoenix. There is no grace or guilt - there is the Law of Do what thou wilt.
But why cannot peple leave the obsession of ideals? I believe now its because there is an even more ancient spell still working in us. 
Which derives from the old identity of the word God and Good. To be godly means still to do the right things and have the light of the moral superior shine through.
From my own work on the path, i know there are not many prinsciples which are innate to me and my will, but my will prinsciple is so abstract that i can see all good things fit in, plus the annihilated and very dead shadowside. And How to express that ? Its good that I have a full lifetime to do it.

The obsession of ideals is almost as the pact wth God, to be God and to do his work and thereby be God. In it we also see the denial of man. And the latter is also a virtue, if we see Man as the feeble attempter. But the positive interpretation is that MAn shall follow his genius and his HGA and thereby attain saintship.

Therefore the obsesssion of ideals is a very holy and righteous position - when it becomes the ideal obsession, verified by the following results. But it depends upon full connection with will. The K& C of HGA is foundational to getting this right.
Amusingly, on the nature of addiction, i just saw local psychologists deny the phenomena of sexual addiction. Not that they didnt see sexual hunger could create problems worthy of treatment, but thy refused labeling it addiction, because they meant proportioned addiction was a natural gift of life.
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At 22:05 21.07.2006, Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:
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Here's another interesting passage from the same essay:
When-in any age-a man attempts to evade the responsibility of intellectual independence, and to derive his sense of identity from "belonging," he pays a deadly price in terms of the sabotaging of his mental processes thereafter.  The degree to which a man substitutes the judgment of others for his own, failing to look at reality directly, is the degree to which his menatl processes are alienated from reality. He functions not by means of concepts, but by means ofmemorized cue-words, i.e., learned sounds associated with certain contests andsituations, but lacking authentic cognitive content for their user.  this ist he unidentified, unrecognized phenomenon that prompts unthinking people today to grant validity to the charge the modern man lives too abstrctly, too intellectually, and that he needs to get back to anurte.  They sense dimly that the are out of contact with reality, that something is wrongwith their grasp of the world around them. But they accept an entrely fallacious interpretation of their problem.  The truth is not htat they are lost among abstractions, but that they have failed to discover the nature and proper use of abstractions; they are not lost among concepts, they are lost among cue-words.  They are cut off from reality not becasue they attempt to grasp it too intellectually, but because they attempt to grasp it only as seen by others; they attempt to grasp it second-hand.  and they move through an unreal world of verbal rituals, mouthing the slogans and phrases they hear repeated by others, falsely imagining that those empty words asre concepts, and never apprehending the proper use of their conceptual faculty, never learning what first-hand, concpetual knowledge consists of. Then they are ready for the Zen Buddhist who tells them that hte solution to their alienation from reality to empyt their mind of all thought and sit for an hour, cross-legged, contemplating the pattern of veins on a leaf.
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Agree fully. And my combined qabalistic treatise are therefore to be very short. The concepts are important and the worthy of treatise. But because man is bereaft of a good religious, mystical and magickal practice, they are therefore not easily allowed a situation of experiencing our frame concepts, like the word eternity.
Also this passage points to what i see needed, to care more for the health of the language.
I will post one of Orwells essay on the english language.
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Rather than obsession or addiction, I prefer the term trance and not all that unlike the way the Buddhists use it.  We are creatures of habit and those habits build themselves into trances.  We come under the influence of our ideals as we devote mental energy to those ideals.  Obsession and addiction seem to imply a measuring out of all other mental energies, which in the case of obsession, would have certain magickal virtues in controlled situations.  Of course, the idea of addiction denies the possibility of quitting the trance.
The Branden essay seems to hint at the Platonic concept of ideas as mystical prototypes that have yet to, or will eventually manifest in a material context.  Of course, this would probably arouse Ayn Rand's condemnation.  But I don't think that Ayn Rand understood Plato at all.  And this is also a mistake on her part.  She has lumped religiosity in with spirituality as so many really do.  And the two are not mutually inclusive.  Atheists can be very spiritual and religionists can lack even an ounce of spirituality.
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Agree fully. And my combined qabalistic treatise are therefore to be very short. The concepts are important and the worthy of treatise. But because man is bereaft of a good religious, mystical and magickal practice, they are therefore not easily allowed a situation of experiencing our frame concepts, like the word eternity.
Also this passage points to what i see needed, to care more for the health of the language.
I will post one of Orwells essay on the english language.
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I see Ayn Rand's fundamental error in the looming assumption that we are all completely healthy all our lives and that we don't age.  The worker has a right to his or her earnings of course.  But what about retirement, old age and health problems.  In Ayn Rand's utopia, these people would simply be allowed to die.  In other words, some element of statism is necessary to both protect and honor the contributions these people have made to society.
This is why we have taxes; we collectively agree to purchase the ability to keep a stable and functional society.
Thelemically, this means we should seek to define who "the strong" are that Liber AL talks about.  Is it physical strength?  Mental prowess?  Spiritual aptitude? or some combination of all three?  Who or what is the Nietzcheian ubermensch?
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