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FORWARD
by

William O. Reichert
Professor of Political Science
Bowling Green State University

When Thomas Hobbes chose to title his theory of
"the modern state, The Leviathan, he could not possi-
bly have known just how prophetic that caption was to
prove to be in our day. Hobbes, of course, did not
have in mind the Old Testament version of the word
Leviathan, viz., a sea monster portending evil. 1In
Hobbes®' mind the term Leviathan symbolized an ocean-
going vessel whieh, when attached to his social con-
tract theory, was meant to convey the idea of a mighty
ship of state capable of withstanding the most fero-
cious gales and tempestuous seas that human nature
could invent. Today the symbolization of the state as
a ship more logically brings to mind the ill-fated
Titanic as it sunk to the bottom of the Atlantie with
its cargo of humanity caged within its iron hull.
Clearly, the modern democratic theory of the state is
in erisis, for not only have many people lost confi-
dence in the state's ability to keep order within
society but there is a widespread, ominous feeling that
we are being sucked into a whirlpool that is heading us
all toward a political version of Davey Jones' locker.
David Osterfeld's Freedom, Society, and the State is
addressed to the question of how we might save our-
selves from this unsavory fate.

In the pages that follow, Osterfeld, drawing
heavily upon the tradition of individualist thought as
outlined by Benjamin R. Tucker and other American lib-
ertarians of an earlier era, presents a synthesis of
.anarchism and capitalism, a mission that is apt to be
considered by many as futile as Hobbes' attempts to
square the circle. Socialists in particular will be
wary of this synthesis, for the free market economies
that Osterfeld employs in his argument is generally
thought of as the stock-in-trade of a powerful elite of
wealth that uses the state to maintain its position of
special economic privilege and political domination.
But the uneasiness socialists experience at the mention



of free market economic theory is based upon an out-
moded conception of the nature and funetion of the
state as it relates to the general welfare as well as a
serious misunderstanding of what anarchism is all
about. Addressing himself directly to these mispercep-
tions, David Osterfeld throws a great deal of light
upon the topic of human freedom in comtemporary times.

One of the widely held misperceptions attacked by
Osterfeld is the mistaken notion that all anarchists
are totally opposed to the institution of private pro-
perty. The basis of that notion, most probably, is
Proudhon's notorious assertion that "property is
theft." But when Proudhon condemned private property,
he was not thinking of goods produced by the worker
through his own labor which he had every moral right to
use for his own sustenance, but only those large accu-
mulations of unearned income wrestled from the worker
and protected in the hands of capitalists by laws
established by the state. Like Adam Smith, from whom
much of his enthusiasm for laissez faire theory was
derived, Proudhon had no misgivings whatever concerning
capital, if by capital is meant that necessary property
the individual creates by his own efforts within an
economic system characterized by unqualified freedom of
choice and action. What anarchists like Proudhon con-
demn is property rights maintained in the interest of
certain privileged individuals or social classes by
force of state laws artificially imposed without regard
as to who actually produced the property in question.

With respect to political theory, Osterfeld's
position is determined in large measure by the anti-
statism of Franz Oppenheimer and other libertarian
thinkers who see modern democratic political ideology
as the principal source of the confusion that charac-
terizes the quest for social justice in contemporary
society. Along with Marx and other socialists, indi-
vidualist anarchist theory recognizes the enormous
contribution made by capital during the early indus-
trial revolution to the raising of human living stan-
dards and the widespread distribution of the comforts
of modern life. Contemporary individualist anarchist
theorists also acknowledge the central role that class
confliet and state power have played in bringing about
the inequitable distribution of wealth that is evident
in modern social relations. Unlike both the Liberal
and the Marxist, however, the individualist anarchist
does not look to state power as the savior of those who
are dominated and exploited by the irresponsible monop-
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olies of wealth that have come about, for following
Oppenheimer's viewpoint, it is the state that is the
principal cause of the exploitation and monopolization
of the means of production. That is so, according to
individualist anarchist theory, because it would be
virtually impossible for the super-rieh to have
achieved the enormously inequitable positions of
economic privilege and domination they presently hold
without the assistance of legal machinery ereeted by
the modern state. A way out of this imbroglio cean be
found only by adopting a thoroughly radiecal solution,
the rejection of state power as the central foree in
human relations.

In the place of the "political means" utilized by
the state to regulate the economice and social affairs
of people, Osterfeld and other individualist anarchists
opt for a society regulated by free market forces that
operate free of the artificial manipulation imposed
upon people by the state's legal apparatus. In ealling
for a social order structured within the framework of
laissez faire principles, liberals, especially, will
accuse free market anarchists of turning the lambs over
to the wolves, for one of the essential beliefs held by
the liberal thinkers is that government is absolutely
necessary if the robber barons of corporate capitalism
are to be held in check. How could there be social
order, the liberal demands, if the power of the state
d1d not exist to effeet reform and attempt to establish
social justice? Osterfeld's answer to this is that
government intervention in economic affairs more often
than not takes place for the specific purpose of help-
ing the super-rich to maintain or extend their position
of supremacy rather than aid the disadvantaged; one
need merely review the history of urban renewal pro-
jeets in this country to understand Osterfeld's reason-
ing on this point. And even when the motives of
reformers are pure, the help that is extended to the
poor and under-privileged inevitably leads to an
increase in the bureaucratic regulations they already
suffer so that human freedom once again is viectimized.

The argument outlined in favor of individualist
anarchism by Osterfeld in this book is highly complex,
drawing upon the wisdom of a wide range of social,
economic, and political theorists. Of particular merit
is the convineing argument he makes in favor of a legal
order that operates without the assistance of the
professional legal monopoly that has come to maturity
in America in recent vears, a monopoly that depends
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almost exclusively upon the expertise of juridieal
specialists while ignoring the real needs and social
instincts of the very people it is supposed to help.
Here Osterfeld dares to refer to the ideas and
theoretical insights of a number of unconventional but
extremely provocative thinkers, social theorists like
Lysander Spooner, Friedrieh A. Hayek, Murray N.
Rothbard, Gabriel Kolko, Ludwig von Mises, Robert
Nisbet, Walter Grinder, and Randolph Bourne. Convinced
that there is little hope for human freedom to be found
in the theories of either Marx or Keynes, Osterfeld
leads his readers in a quest for a more intelligent
solution to the prodigious problems imposed upon us by
modernity. This book most certainly gives the reader a
perceptive guide to an understanding of contemporary
libertarian thought and the logic of individualist
anarchism as a means to regain our freedom.



PREFACE

Anarchist thought has traditionally been associ-
ated with socialism and has centered its attack not
only on the state but on the market as well. Over the
last two decades, however, there has emerged a notably
new form of anarchism, commonly termed individualist
anarchism or anarcho-capitalism which, rather than
abolish the market, desires to universalize its scope.
This variant of anarchism is the principle focus of
this study.

When my interest in individualist anarchism first
arose about seven years ago, I was what I have called
in this study a "minarehist." Like John Stuart Mill, I
believed that the use of force against another eould be
justified solely on the basis of defense. Also like
Mill I felt that this force could be supplied only by
government. Since I was econvinced that there would
always exist at least some individuals who would
indulge in anti-social or ecriminal behavior I felt that
anarchism was a naive and utopian doctrine. Neverthe-
less, although highly skeptical, I was intrigued by
this new, free market, anarchism, whiech agreed that
criminal behavior would exist in an anarchy but that it
could be handled by competitive police and court com-
panies operating on the free market. I decided to
investigate, and this book is the product of that
six-year investigation.

I have tried to present an objective analysis of
the doctrine. I am aware, of course, that no study can
be totally objective, yet I hope, and believe, that by
and large I have accomplished my task. Objectivity,
however, is not the same as neutrality. While I be-
lieve that my study is objective, my conclusions are
not, in faet could not be, neutral. In trying to eval-
uate individualist anmarchism I had to render an assess-
ment, one way or the other. '

When I first began to examine the doctrine my ori-
ginal presumption was that anarchism was simply utopi-
anism, and I fully expected this presumption to be con-
firmed by my investigation. This presumption, however,
gradually, and grudgingly, began to give way to respect
and ultimately to the conclusion, surprisingly as it
may seem, that individualist anarchism would actually
be a feasible method of social organization. But
this is not to say that is would be desirable. There



would, of course, be trade-offs: an anarchist society
would have advantages over a statist society in some
areas while the reverse would be true in others. Which
system one believes to be, on balance, the better
depends on how one assesses their relative advantages.
And this, of course, is an individual, subjective,
decision. 1 have tried to point out these trade-offs so
the reader would be able to make his own assessment
based on reason rather than mere presumption.

The second printing of the book does not differ
substantially from the first. Ross Levatter's criticism
of Chapter IV has caused me to introduce some changes in
that chapter. Beyond that, the alterations have been
cosmetie, such as correcting certain editorial mistakes
in the first printing and some updating of the material.

The debts one accumulates in a project of this sort
are, of course, innumerable. Not everyone who has help-
ed can be mentioned here. But I do wish to acknowledge
the assistance of Dieter Dux, Lloyd Valentine, Andrew
Semmel, Leonard Liggio and Ross Levatter. I would also
like to thank Sally Files for typing the manuseript. I
am grateful to both the Hayek Fund of the Institute for
Humane Studies and the Liberty Fund. 1 owe a special
thanks to the Hayek Fund for its generous financial
support for this projeet. To Liberty Fund I wish to
express my gratitude for their constructive comments
over the years when the manuseript was in preparation.
I must express my profound gratitude to Professor Leland
Yeager for his numerous comments and criticism of two
earlier drafts of the manusecript. I have learned a
great deal from his comments and have incorporated many
of his suggestions into the final draft. A long time
ago | learned that things that go without saying usually
go much better when they are said. So, I feel I ought
to say that none of those mentioned bear any responsi-
bility for any of the remaining errors, of which I am
sure there are some, or the conclusions, from which most
would object. The remaining errors and the conclusions
are, of course, my responsibility.

1 also am grateful to the following for their kind
permission to quote from their works: Jarret B.
Wollstein from his Publie Services under Laissez
Faire, and John Hospers from his Libertarianism Copy-
right ® 1971 by Reason Enterprises, Box 40105, Santa
Barbara, CA 93103. I am especially grateful to Murray
Rothbard for his generous permission to quote from all
his published works. 1 had been familiar with the writ-
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ings of anarchists such as Kropotkin and Bakunin and had
given them rather short shrift. It was my exposure to
the ideas of Murray Rothbard that prompted me to take
anarchism seriously, and in faet provided the genesis
for this entire project.

Finally, I wish to publicly apologize to my wife,
Emmy, for reading her passages here, asking her opinion
of an idea there, and in many other ways too numerous to
mention simply plaguing her with the manuseript for the
past six years. She endured it all stoically. Without
her patience this book would never have seen the light
of day.

David Osterfeld

Saint Joseph's College
Rensselaer, Indiana
September, 1985
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CHAPTER 1

A Political and Economic Overview

Libertarianism is a politico-economie philosophy of
individualism. It is premised on the belief that every
individual has an unalienable right to live his own life
as he sees fit, provided he does not aggress against the
equal rights of others. There are two distinect strains
of libertarian thought: minarchism and anarchism. While
this study focuses on the anarchist branch of libertari-
anism, the sole, although crucial difference between the
two factions resides in their views regarding government
provision of police and court services. The minarchists
believe that the only proper function of government is
to protect individuals from aggression. Consequently,
they argue for a "night watchman" state (1) to operate
solely in this area and believe that all of the other
services currently supplied by government can be handled
on the market. The anarchists, however, go even further
and believe that government can be dispensed with en-
tirely and that even the police and court functions can
be supplied better and at less risk of tyranny on the
market. Because the anarchists propose that a definite
economic institution, the market, replace the political
institution of government, they have been variously re-
ferred to as "free market anarchists," "anarco-capital-
ists,"” and "individualist anarchists." Since libertari-
anism is compatible with any voluntary, non-coercive,
institutional arrangement of which the market is only
one -- albeit the most significant -- of such arrange-
ments, terms such as "free market anarchism" or
"anarcho-capitalism" are overly restrictive. The term
"individualist anarchists™ will therefore be the term
normally used to refer to those who oppose government
entirely and advocate the market as the primary -- in
fact indispensable ~- mechanism for the voluntary
"coordination of social activity.

It should be pointed out in this context that a
synthesis of anarchism and capitalism was regarded as
impossible by traditional proponents of both doectrines.
While the defenders of capitalism such as the classical
liberals of the nineteenth century believed that govern-
ment should be kept strictly limited and as much as pos-
sible handled by the market, it should not be thought
that they allied themselves with anarchism. On the



contrary, it would not be too strong to describe classi-
cal liberalism's attitude toward anarchism as one of
both contempt as well as fear. It was contemptuous be-
cause as one classical liberal philosopher wrote, anar-
chism "would be practicable only in a world of angels™"
and the "liberal understands quite clearly" that "one
must be in a position to compel the person who will not
respect lives, health, personal feelings, or private
property of others to acquiesce in the rules of life in
society."(2) And classical liberalism had feared anar-
chism because, while encompassing a broad speetrum of
thought ranging from the rampant individualism of Max
Stirner to the communism of Peter Kropotkin, the domi-
nant strain of anarchism ostensibly placed it squarely
within the socialist camp. Daniel Guerin put the matter
suceinetly. Anarchism, he says, "is really a synonym
for socialism."(3) And, while acknowledging "Stirner's
complete rejection of all polietical, moral, and tradi-
tional ties of the individual," Max Adler goes so far as
to argue that Stirner cannot even be considered an anar-
chist since anarchism is only "a definite political
trend within the socialist labor movement," and Stirner
was not a socialist.(4)

Hence, not just the state but the capitalist econo-
mic system were the principal evils for the majority of
anarchist thinkers of the nineteenth century. It was
not aceidental that in Kropotkin's delineation of the
three cardinal aims of anarchist communism the first was
an injunction against capitalism: "Emancipation from
the yoke of capital; production in common and free con-
sumption of all the produets of common labor." Only
after his exhortation to abolish capitalism does one
find a call for "emancipation from government" and
"emancipation from religion."(5) The views of the
Italian anarchist, Errico Malatesta(6) and the
Britisher, William Morris(7) were similar. Both equated
anarchism with communism and called for the free distri-
bution of all goods. Bakunin, while a collectivist
rather than a communist, also advocated .the liberation
from capitalism.(8) Even in the writings of the more
individualist-oriented anarchists one finds condemna-
tions of capitalism coupled with panegyrics to social-
ism. In a striking phrase, Proudhon not only declared
that "Property is theft," but also exclaimed "What is
the capitalist? Everything! What should he be?
Nothing!"(9) Similarly, the English anarchist, William
Godwin, asserted that "it follows upon the principles of
equal and impartial justice, that the good things of the
world are a common stock, upon which one man has as



valid a title as another to draw for what he wants."(10)
And the American anarchist, Benjamin Tucker, contended
that there were "two schools of Socialistie thought,"
the State Socialism of Karl Marx and the Anarchism of
Proudhon and the Amnerican Josiah Warren. Tuecker placed
himself in the anarcho-socialist camp.(11) Thus, it is
not surprising that anarchism was abhorrent to the
classical ‘liberals. "Liberalism," wrote Ludwig von
Mises, "is not anarchism, nor has it anything to do with
anarchism,"(12) and the twentieth century followers of
classical liberalism, the minarachists, have followed
their mentors in rejecting anarchism.(13)

But while a quick glance at the major anarchist
thinkers of Europe, England, and America would ostensi-
bly indicate that all were firmly anti-capitalistic, a
closer look will show that this is ineorreet, for the
term "capitalism”™ has been used in socialist literature
in two contradietory manners. On the one hand, the
term is used to denote production according to the die-
tates of the market, or in socialist terminology, "com-
modity production."” On the other, capitalism is defined
in terms of class relations, i.e., the ownership of the
means of produection by the "bourgeois," or ruling,
class. The former may be termed the economic definition
and the latter the sociological definition. If the eco-
nomic definition is used, it follows that the more
things are handled by the market, the more capitalistie
the society. This means that price controls, tariffs,
licensing restrictions, state unemployment compensation,
state poor relief, ete., whether they are considered
beneficial or not, must be classified as anti-capitalis-
tic institutions since they constitute modifications or
restriections of the market. Since the state does not
sell its services-on the market, "state capitalism,”
according to the economic definition, is a contradiction
in terms.

But if the sociological definition is used, the
state becomes compatible with capitalism, for whatever
serves to entrench the bourgeois class, the owners of
the means of production, in power is, ipso facto, "capi-
talistiec." Since both proponents and ecrities of capi-
talism were in general agreement that market competition
would force the "rate of profit" to fall, the two defi-
nitions lead to mutually exelusive consequences. Since
the economic or market definition posits pure laissez
faire, any government intervention to protect the inter-
ests of the bourgeoisie is anathema. But that is pre-
cisely what . is entailed in the sociological definition:



state intervention to protect profits and institutional-
ize the position of the property-owning class. When the
sociological definition is used, capitalism becomes in-
comprehensible without control of the state by the bour-
geoisie. For with the power of the state behind them,
the bourgeoisie are able to protect their privileged
positions from the threat of competition by the estab-
lishment of tariff barriers, licensing restriections, and
other statist measures.

The proponents of capitalism, however, had only the
economie definition in mind when they defended capital-
ism.(14) Far from intending to defend state interven-
tion to preserve artificially high profits, it was, in
faet, such pro-capitalist writers as Adam Smith who ve-
hemently condemned such "mercantilist" arrangements and
urged their replacement by free trade capitalism.(15)
Since comparison can only be made when definitions tap
the same domain, confusion occurred because of these de-
finitional differences, and crities and opponents of
capitalism talked past each other when many were in
basie agreement. But if the economie speectrum is ana-
lyzed from the point of view of the economic definition
only, then comparison can be made on the following
basis: capitalism would be equated with the market,
communism with the absence of the market, and mercantil-
ism with a mixed or restricted market.

communism mercantilism capitalism
L et it 1100
non-market restricted market market

We are now in a position to reassess the anti-
capitalism of the anarchists. What is evident in such a
taxonomy is that while certain anarchists such as
Kropotkin and Bakunin must certainly be classified as
socialist or communist, others like Proudhon, Godwin and
especially the native American anarchists such as Josiah
Warren, Benjamin Tucker, and Victor Yarros, despite
their characterization of themselves as socialists, must
be placed within the capitalist camp. A closer look at
the anarchists themselves will make this clear.



1. THE ECONOMIC SPECTRUM OF ANARCHISM: COMMUNISM TO
CAPITALISM

a. Anarcho-communism.

At one end of the anarchist spectrum we find those
who, like Kropotkin and his followers, blend anarchism
and communism. The anarcho-communists oppose exchange,
money, the division of labor, private property, and the
wage system. Capitalism, they argue is just as "barbar-
ous" as feudalism; only the forms have changed. "The
worker is forced, under the name of free contract," says
Kropotkin, "to accept feudal obligations. For turn
where he will he can find no better conditions. Every-
thing has become private property and he must accept, or
die of hunger." Since the capitalist owns the means of
production he can dictate wage rates. This puts the
worker at a distinet disadvantage.  The wage system
therefore reduces the worker to poverty.

On the other hand, despite the advance in technolo-
gy whieh has made a life of abundance possible for all,
"the owners of capital constantly reduce the output by
restricting production," thereby keeping prices high.
Labor is further squandered by the production of luxu-
ries for the capitalist class, as well as by the money
spent on armaments, salaries for judges, prison guards,
policemen, ete. All money spent by governemnt is use-
less, says Kropotkin, since there is a definite rela-
tionship between crime and poverty. Hence, if one elim-
inates capitalism, poverty and thus crime would nearly
disappear, and government would become unnecessary.
Social behavior would be regulated by voluntary compli-
ance to "unwritten customs." As Kropotkin's biographer,
Martin Miller, put it, "the tradition of authority was
to be replaced by the authority of tradition."(16) As
for the "few anti-social acts that may still take
place," says Kropotkin, "the best remedy will consist
in loving treatment, moral influence, and liberty." And
if that doesn't work then the aggressor can "of course
-be expelled from fellowship."(17)

Private property, whether that of capitalism or
mercantilism, is likewise condemned. Since everything
material as well as mental is a product of the eontribu-
tions of countless individuals, past as well as present,
it is impossible to determine the actual contributions
of each. Consequently, argues Kropotkin, property can-
not rightfully be private, but only common; all have &



right to an equal share of all that is produced. Not
only the means of production but also the product of
production ineluding houses, clothing and food, is to be
communalized. The first principle of anarcho-communism,
says Kropotkin, is that "the means of production being
the collective work of humanity, the product should be
the colleective property of the race."(18) Since collee-
tivism only wishes to collectivize the means of produe-
tion while retaining individual ownership of its pro-
duct, Kropotkin condemns it as simply a modification
rather than the "negation of wage slavery."(19)

In the absence of the state, the cities will auto-
matically transform themselves into "Communistic com-
munes." These communes will be large enough to be
nearly or completely self-sufficient and at one point
Kropotkin says that each commune would be populated by
"a few millions of inhabitants."(20) Man, he further
argues, is not naturally lazy. It is the private owner-
ship system that "places a premium on idleness." But
since under communism everyone would know that their
subsistence is secured for them "they would ask nothing
better than to work at their old trades." In fact, he
says, the voluntary work of the new society "will be
infinitely superior and yield far more than work has
produced up to now under the goal of slavery, serfdom
and wagedom." Kropotkin envisions the anarcho-communist
society to be so productive, in fact, that he claims
that each individual would only have to work five hours
per day, and that only between the ages of twenty or
twenty-two to forty-five or fifty.(21)

In short, for the anarcho-communist, not only pri-
vate property, whether capitalist or mercantilist, but
the entire market as well, are all to be abolished. The
capitalist system is to be replaced by "free communism”
whieh "places the production reaped or manufactured in
common at the disposal of all, leaving to each the
liberty to consume as he pleases."(22)

b. Anarcho-collectivism.

Slightly less communal-oriented than anarcho-commu-
nism is the collectivism of the Bakuninists, and ecapi-
talistie private property and exchange both begin to
appear even if only in an extremely rudimentary way.
After the revolution, says Bakunin in his "On the Morrow
of the Social Revolution," the bourgeoisie will be ex-
propriated: "The city proletariat will become the owner
of capital and of implements of labor, and the rural



~proletariat of the land which it cultivates with its own
hands."(23) The peasants, according to the prominent
Bakuninist James Guillaume, will then have the option of
either owning and working their plots individually or
assoclating into collectives. Because of the advantages
of the collective in creating "a communal ageney to sell
or exchange their produets," it is expected that the
eollective will be the dominant form of organization,
but no coercion will be used to compel individual peas-
ants to join the collectives.(24) A similar arrangement
is envisioned for industry. Large-scale production, of
course, would entail collective ownership, but handi-
erafts and other small 1ndustry may well be individually
owned. As for remuneration, whereas anarcho-communism
intends to follow the formula "From each aceording to
his ability to each according to his needs," the collec-
tivists, at least initially, adhere to the much differ-
ent maxim of "From each according to his means to each
according to his deeds."(25)

To meet their needs it will be quite natural for
the collectives to organize themselves into federations
of colleetives.(26) Then, as Guillaume describes the
operation of the anarcho-collectivist society, "the
workers' associations as well as the individual produec-
ers. . . will deposit their unconsumed commodities 1n
the facilities provided by the Bank of Exchange, the
value of the commodities having been established i1n ad-
vance by a contractual agreement between the regional
cooperative federations and the various communes. . .The
Bank of Exchange will remit to the producers negotiable
vouchers representing the value of the produets: These
vouchers will be accepted throughout the territory in-
cluded in the federation of communes."(27)

The important difference between anarcho-communism
and anarcho-collectivism is that while for the former
the wage system and all other market phenomena will be
abolished, the collectivists retain not only a modifted
wage system but other exchange relationships as well.
Guillaume, for example, acknowledges that so long as any
products are in short supply they would have to be
treated as commodities with their prices set by the Bank
of Exehange according to the dictates of supply and
demand. It should be pointed out, however, that the
collectivists believe that collective labor will be so
productive that all shortages will -eventually disappear
and with it the need for any type of price mechan-
ism.(28) Once this plateau of plenty is reached, the
structures of anarcho-communism and anarch-collectivism
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will become practically indistinguishable.
c. Anarcho-syndicalism.

Syndicalism is both an organizational structure and
a method of overthrowing the capitalist system. As a
method, syndicalism, as popularized by Georges
Sorel(29), is a movement premised on the "myth of the
general strike" and the use of force. Violence, it is
held, is necessary to overthrow both capitalism and the
capitalist state. But to galvanize the workers into
action, they must believe in the inexorable triumph of
their cause. It is this function that the "myth" ful-
fills. For by believing that the general strike will
produce the triumph of their cause, it brings into re-
lief the eclass antagonisms of the capitalist system. In
doing so it unites the proletariat, producing an "epie
state of mind" whieh rouses the proletariat to acts of
"heroism."(30) This triumph of the proletarian will
will eventually culminate in the overthrow of capital-
ism. Belief in the myth of their inevitable vietory, in
other words, produces a will to action that does,
indeed, make their vietory inevitable.(31) Such, brief-
ly, is the method of syndicalism.

We are most interested, however, in the organiza-
tional framework that will prevail once syndicalism has
triumphed. There is an important difference between
syndicalism and communism on the question of the owner-
ship of the means of production. While both aim to ex-
propriate these from the capitalist, under communism, as
envisioned by Kropotkin, all workers would collectively
own all capital. Under syndicalism, however, only those
workers in a particular industry would own the means of
production within that industry. This bears an obvious
resemblance to the collectivism of Bakunin, and Bakunin-
ism may actually be seen as a variant of syndicalism, as
can the mutualism of Proudhon.

The essential aspeet of syndicalism is workers'
control according to industry. While these syndicates
or industrial organizations are to be autonomous, they
are nevertheless to be loosely confederated, both geo-
graphically as well as functionally. The workers in
each locality, according to Rudolph Rocker, will join
the unions of their respective trades. All the unions
in a given region will then be combined into Labor
Chambers. It would be the responsibility of the Labor
Chambers "to determine the needs of the inhabitants of
their distriets and organize local consumption." On the



other hand, every trade union is to be "federatively
allied with all the organizations of the same industry
and then in turn with all related trades, so that all
are combined in general industrial and agricultural
alliances.” It would "be the task of the Industrial and
Agricultural Alltiances to take control of all instru-
ments of produetion, transportation, ete., and provide
the separate producing groups with what they need."™ In
short, workers are to be organized functionally through
the Federation of Industrial Alliances, which would
coordinate production, and geographically through the
Federation of Labor Chambers, which would handle the
problems of distribution and consumption.(32)

Anarcho-syndicalists maintain that syndicalism
would accomplish "the complete overthrow of the wage
system."(33) But since the income of each worker-owner
is direetly tied not only to the physiecal output of his
own industry but to the demand for that output, it would
be more accurate to view syndicalism as a modification
rather than the abolition of the wage system.(34) In
fact, while it may be too strong to call it "workers?
capitalism,"” it should be pointed out that its very
structure forces the workers to be not only workers and
owners but capitalists and entrepreneurs as well. But
this means that each syndicate would have to decide such
questions as whether to expand or curtail production in
any given period, how muech of its gross revenue to re-
invest and how much to divide between the members of the
syndicate, whether to cease operations in one area or
begin them in another, whether to use more labor and
less machinery or vice versa, etc. These are entrepre-
neurial decisions and are invariably made within an en-
vironment of uncertainty and risk. And just as some en-
trepreneurs make the correct decisions and succeed while
others fail, under syndicalism some syndicates might
prosper but others would surely fail, for no system can
eradicate the uncertainty of the future. Not only may
tastes change, for example, but an invention may render
a particular syndicate obsolete.

Not only would sydicalism have to make entrepre-
neurial decisions, just as is done under capitalism, but
one must question whether "workers' control" is even
possible. The crucial problem for syndicalism is
whether or not the individual members of the syndicates
would be permitted to sell their shares to other indivi-
duals or syndicates. Either way creates a dilemma for
the conecept of workers' econtrol. For if they are not
permitted to sell their shares then they cannot be said



to really own their portion of the industry. Since
sociologically ownership is defined as the power to dis-
pose of property, that individual or group within the
syndicate with the power to prevent the worker from
selling "his" share to whom he wishes is the actual own-
er and controller. Rather than workers' control, there
has merely been a change in form: one set of owners has
replaced another. But if individuals within eaech indus-
try really own a share of that industry then they must
be permitted to dispose of their shares.as they see fit.
This means that they can sell their shares to those out-
side of the industry. But such a poliey would entail an
end to "workers' control" and a reemergence of the sepa-
ration of ownership and labor which it was the aim of
syndicalism to overcome. Similarly, the same dilemma
presents itself if the original workers-owners of the
more prosperous syndicates decide to hire workers as
simple wage earners and not as part owners of the indus-
try. To prevent them would be a denial of worker con-
trol; but so too would adoption of such a poliey.
Again, things would tend to return to the pre-syndical-
ist, i.e., capitalist, state of affairs.

Thus, while syndicalism may aim to eliminate pri-
vate ownership of the means of production, the wage sys-
tem, the market, and economic inequality, the structure
of syndicalism itself forces a return to the parapherna-
lia of the market, if only in a somewhat modified
form.(35)

d. Mutualism.

Despite his famous remark that "property is theft,”
Proudhon was, in faect, a staunch defender of the small
property owner. He distinguished between property, in
effect absentee ownership, and possession. His argument
was that the land really belonged to those who worked it
and hence "possession," or "occupancy," "negated proper-
ty."(36) He not only defended private ownership but the
rights of barter, sale and hereditary property as well,
and felt that individual liberty could be protected only
if property were subject to no restriction but that of
size.

The three cornerstones of Proudhon's ideal society
are contract, exchange, and property. The state is to
be abolished and all relations betwen individuals and
collectives are to be handled by contract. "The notion
of contract precludes that of government," writes
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Proudhon. And again, "Instead of laws we would have
contracts. No laws would be passed either by majority
vote or unanimously. Each citizen, each commune or cor-
poration, would make its own laws."(37) The corollary
of contract is exchange; people contract with each other
to exchange their products. Accordingly, Proudhon de-
fines mutualism as "service for service, product for
producet. . ."(38) Proudhon was not so much an opponent
of the capitalistic market system as of industrialism.
He envisioned a society of numerous small and indepen-
dent producers, voluntarily contracting to exchange
their products on an equitable basis. Where the nature
of production makes such a framework impossible,
Proudhon advocates a syndicalist arrangement where the
workers in each industry would own the means of produe-
tion in that industry. Relations between the syndicates
and other syndicates or individual producers are to be
handled in the same way as relations between individual
producers: exchange and contract. But for contraect and
exchange to be meaningful there must be private owner-
ship; one cannot exchange what one does not own.
Proudhon, in fact, proclaims that property "is the only
power that can act as a counterweight to the State. . ."
Thus, property he says, "is the basis of my system of
federation."(39) It is not surprising to find, there-
fore, that Proudhon was in faet a bitter opponent of
communism, which he defined as "the exploitation of the
strong by the weak." Any society failing to recognize
the right of private property, he felt, must inevitably
breed a stultifying rigidity and uniformity that is in-
compatible with "the free exercise of our faculties, . .
. our noblest dreams, . . . our deepest feelings."(40)

On the question of erime in an anarchist society,
Proudhon thought that contract was the sine qua non of
justice, and that a fully contractual society would be a
fully just one. And he further believed, perhaps naive-
ly, that a just society would alleviate much of the ten-
dency toward and need for criminal behavior. The oceca-
sional anti-soecial individual, Proudhon thought, could
be handled through the method of voluntary reparation.
The eriminal would be asked to make reparation to his
vietim, and the threat of being the target of public
disapprobation if he refused would all but insure com-
pliance. And since reparation accords the criminal "as
much respect as he lost through his erime. . .[hlis re-
paration is also a rehabilitation.” Finally, anyone
regularly violating the norms of the society, and refus-
ing to make reparation, what Proudhon terms the "hope-
lessly obdurate scoundrel," can legitimately be subject-
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ed to physiecal suffering and even death.(41)

In short, despite Proudhon's famous statement on
property and his regular condemnations of "capitalism,”
the essential components of mutualism are private pro-
perty, exchange, and contract. With the one significant
exception of his stricture concerning the size of pro-
perty, mutualism is, in most other respects, not incom-
patible with capitalism.(42)

e. Godwinism.

H. N. Brailsford says of Godwin that "intensely
equalitarian, he permits property only that it may be
given away."(43) A close look at William Godwin, how-
ever, reveals that despite his repeated condemnations of
"accumulated property" he was probably an even more
vigorous defender of private ownership than Proudhon.
The idea of property, says Godwin, "is a deduection from
the right of private judgement." Thus, he continues,
property is, "in the last resort, the palladium of all
that ought to be dear to us, and must never be approach-
ed but with awe and veneration."(44) In faet, while
otherwise eschewing violence, Godwin even goes so far as
to remark that the "right of property, with all its in-
equalities. . .should be defended if need be by
coercion. . ."

Godwin views property according to "three degrees."
The first and most fundamental is that a person may own
property provided "a greater sum of benefit or pleasure
will result, than could have arisen from their being
otherwise appropriated."” From this he believes it fol-
lows "that no man may, in ordinary cases, make use of my
apartment, furniture or garments, or of my food, . .
without first having obtained my consent.” The ecrucial
funetion of the "first degree of property," is that if
everyone is granted a certain sphere of property, no one
would be subject to the whims of another. Hence proper-
ty will provide everyone with a sphere of action where
he can exercise his judgement free from the influence of
others.

The second degree of property is the right of every

man "over the produce of his own labor." While this is
less fundamental than the first degree, the latter does
not automatically take precedence. Instead, the first

degree can only be attained by persuasion and the force
of publie opinion.
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The third degree is any system "by which one man
enters into the faculty of disposing of the produce of
the labor of another man's industry." Accumulated pro-
perty, of which inheritance is one form, enables one to
exercise power over another man's labor and is in "di-
rect contradiction to the second.™ But even though
Godwin terms this degree of property "wrong," it is sig-
nificant that he opposes any active measures to abolish
the system: "If by positive institutions the property
of every man were equalized today, . . . it would become
unequal tomorrow. The same evils would spring up with a
rapid growth. . ." In fact, the cure, he says, since it
would be effected by coercion, would be worse than the
evil.

The only effective way Godwin sees to alter the
prevailing structure of property is through the same
method that he envisions anti-social behavior being han-
dled: "a revolution of opinions.” Mankind is not natu-
rally vicious, but has been corrupted by the unnecessar-
ily complex institutions of politiecal authority. "Sim-
plify the social structure," he argues, and the result-
ing freedom will stimulate the gradual development of
individual responsibility which, in turn, means that "we
may expect the whole species to become reasonable and
virtuous." It would then be sufficient for loecal ju-
ries, operating in Platonic fashion by judging each case
on its own merits, simply to make public recommenda-
tions. Godwin is confident that no physical enforcement
would be necessary, for "where the empire of reason was
so universally acknowledged," any offender resisting the
publiec reprimand of the jury "would feel so uneasy,
under the unequivocal disapprobation, and the observant
eye of public judgement," as either to finally comply or
"to remove to a society more congenial to his
errors."(45) And just as public opinion would be suffi-
cient to regulate anti-social behavior, so, Godwin be-
lieves, it would be equally capable of regulating the
abuses of property. If in any society "accumulation and
monopoly be regarded as the seals of mischief, injustice
and dishonor, instead of being treated as titles to at-
tention and difference, in that society the accomoda-
‘tions of human life will tend to their level, and in-
equality of conditions will be destroyed."(46)

Since Godwin, like Proudhon, calls for the aboli-
tion of the state, it is not the property of merecantil-
ism but of capitalism that he defends. Despite the fact
that Godwin heaps moral condemnation upon the process of
capital accumulation, it is most significant that he
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flatly rejeects any coercive attempts to prevent it and
clearly sees inéquality of property as a lesser evil
than the resort to coercion. Thus his views on property
are, in fact, largely compatible with the capitalist
system.

f. Egoism.

The essence of Max Stirner's anarchism was each
individual's uniqueness. "Ownness," he wrote, "is my
whole being and existence, it is I myself. I am free
from what I am rid of, owner of what I have in my power
or what 1 control.™

Since egoism opposes the subjection of the indivi-
dual to any external authority, Stirner flatly rejects
not only the state, but all moral codes as well.(47)
However it does not follow that egoism entails either
the isolation of the individual, as some have
implied,(48) or a war of all against all, producing a
Hobbesian world where life is "nasty brutish and short."
On the contrary, Stirner claims that contemporary socie-
ty is not a genuinely human society, for only when the
human being aets qua human being, i.e., unencumbered by
external social restraints, can his actions be consider-
ed truly human. And since contemporary society is main-
tained in part through the compulsions of State and
Chureh, it follows that it is not a genuine society.(49)
It is unfortunate that Stirner, in propounding what may
be termed the "philosophy of the pure individual,™ was
not more specific in outlining his alternative socio-
political order. But his scattered remarks on the sub-
jeet make it quite clear that he did not believe that a
stateless and amoral society would be either chaotic or
brutish. )

Since every individual is dependent upon others in
varying degrees for the satisfaction of his physical
needs for food, shelter and clothing, as well as his
psychological needs for love and companionship, indivi-
duals, aeting purely out of a regard for their own self-
interest, would be motivated to cooperate with one
another. Groups of like-minded egoists, says James
Martin, "would be drawn together voluntarily by the
attraction of their mutual interests"” to form a truly
human association, i.e., what Stirner terms a "Union of
Egoists."(50) Since insecurity is a most unpleasant
sensation, the members of nearly every Union would agree
to forego the use of force, and any member failing to
abide by this rule could presumably be physieally pun-
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ished or expelled from the Union. And further, while
there are neither rights nor duties, and power is the be
all and end all, so that one owns only what he has the
power to control, it is clear that Stirner believes that
the utility of a secure property structure would encour-
age the Unions to proteet that institution. "Unions
will,” he writes, "multiply the individual's means and
secure his assailed property."(51)

As in other types of anarchism, the egoistic writ-
ings of Stirner contain a sustained condemnation of cap-
italism and "legal property." A closer view, however,
makes it evident that what Stirner opposes is actually
the mercantilist, or state capitalist, system. Thus he
writes that "the State is a commoner's [merchant's]

State. . ." "Under the regime of the commonality," he
says, "the laborers always fall into the hands of the
possessors -- i.e., of those who have at their disposal

some bit of the State domains, . . . espeecially money
and land; of the capitalist therefore." And again:
"The commoner is what he is through the protection of
the State, through the State's grace."(52) These state-
ments, in themselves, are compatible with free-market
capitalism. Further, Stirner was such a bitter opponent
of any type of communism that Karl Marx wrote that
Stirner's "egoistical property . . . is nothing more
than ordinary or bourgeois property sanctified."(53) So
while he was vague concerning what role the market and
private property would play in a Stirnerite society,
Charles Madison accurately captures the thrust of
Stirnerism when he remarks that "ironically enough, the
hard selfishness of this individualist anarchism was
admirably adapted to the 'rugged individualism' of
modern capitalism."(54) It might also be pointed out
that such prominent exponents of egoism as John Babcock
and John Henry Mackay considered private property sacro-
sanct and reserved a central role for voluntary contract
and exchange for mutual benefit. But both, it should be
noted, were also heavily influenced by the prominent in-
dividualist or "philosophical™ anarchist, Benjamin
Tueker.(55)

'g. Philosophical Anarchism.

What is usually termed the philosophical anarchist
tradition received its fullest expression in the writ-
ings of the nineteenth century American anarchists, and
in particular Benjamin Tucker and Victor Yarros. Tucker,
like other anarchists, couched his arguments in social-
ist terminology. Yet an examination of his ideas, as
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well as those of his followers, place them squarely
within the capitalist framework. He was an ardent oppo-
nent of communism, and a staunch defender of the free
market, private property, and the wage system, and advo-
cated what may be termed "laissez faire socialism." As
in the case of Stirner and Proudhon, what Tucker con-
demned was not free market capitalism but State capital-
ism or mercantilism. "The only reason why the banker,
the stockholder, the manufacturer, and the merchant are
able to.extract usury from labor," he argued, "lies in
the fact that they are backed by legal privilege, or
monopoly." The way to eliminate these monoplies is "by
subjecting capital to the natural law of competition,
thus bringing the price of its use down to cost."™ He
would apply freedom of competition to "the money mono-
poly, the land monopoly, the tariff monopoly and the pa-
tent and copyright monopoly."™ The first, felt Tucker,
would eliminate interest, the second rent, the third and
fourth profits. The elimination of these monopolies by
means of total laissez faire would insure that the
laborer would get the full value of his labor.(56)

A fundamental difference between the philosophical
anarchists and all of the other types discussed thus far
is their great faith in the ability of the market to
control spontaneously the problem of power in society.
This is elearly illustrated in Tucker's position on the
proper handling of trusts. Since every individual has
the right to dispose of his property as he sees fit, and
since, Tucker argued, trusts are simply groups of indi-
viduals, they have the same rights as isolated individu-
als. Hence, the trust, "endeavoring to do collectively
nothing but what each member of the combination right-
fully may endeavor to do individually, is, per se, an
unimpeachable institution." $So long as the trust is not
supported by legal privileges it can only remain in
operation by selling more cheaply than any actual or po-
tential competitor, which, of course, makes it a benefi-
cial institution. If it is not beneficial, it will suc-
cumb to the challenge of competition, and fall
apart.(57) According to the Tueckerites, everything,
including police protection, should be handled on the
market and be subjeet to the rigors of competition.
Despite the facect that Tucker couches his position in
socialist terminology, his "laissez faire socialism"
falls squarely with the capitalist system.

h. Individualist Anarchism.

The contemporary individualist anarchists such as
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Murray Rothbard agree with the overall structure of the
Tuckerites: the state is to be abolished and everything
is to be handled by, or at least open to the possibility
of, competition on the free market. There is one signi-
ficant difference, however. While Tucker, adhering to
the labor theory of value, felt that competition would
reduce price to cost, thereby eliminating profits, rents
and interest, the individualist anarchists reject the
labor theory of value and adopt, in its place, the sub-
jective value-marginal utility approach. Free competi-
tion would indeed tend to reduce prices and raise wages,
they say, but the Tuckerites are in error in believing
that this means that profits and interest would also
disappear. Instead, their maintenance is seen as a
requisite for economiec rationality, and even society
itself.(58)

2. THE POLITICAL SPECTRUM OF CAPITALISM: ANARCHISM TO
HYPERARCHISM

A brief overview of the economie spectrum of anar-
chism revealed a wide array of economic arrangements.
Similarly, the proponents of capitalism traverse the en-
tire political speetrum from anarchism to what may be
called "hyperarchism.” Only by viewing this array of
groups and then comparing the political spectrum of cap-
italism with the economiec spectrum of anarchism can the
relative positions of the individualist, or free market,
anarchists be ascertained.

a. Individualist Anarchism.

The previous discussion of individualist anarchism
focused on its place in the anarchist school. 1Its posi-
tion within the capitalist spectrum still needs to be
discerned. The sanctity of private property and the
market lie at the heart of laissez faire capitalism.
From a logical point of view, the more things are han-
dled by the market, the more capitalistic the society.
Consistently applied, argue the individualist anar-
.chists, capitalism leads to anarchism. Hence, they
argue, the minarchists, or limited-government libertar-
ians, place themselves in a contradietion for, while be-
lieving that property rights must be protected and the
market maintained, they also believe that these services
--the police and court functions--are by their nature
collective and cannot be provided by the market. Thus
they are forced to rely on an agency outside the mar-
ket, i.e., the government. The minarchist, it is ar-
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gued, are placed in the contradictory position of re-
lying on a non-market institution to defend the market.
Further, since to meet operating expenses a government
is foreed to collect taxes, which constitutes a forecible
transfer of wealth from its rightful owners to others
and therefore is a violation of property rights, the
minarchists are also in the embarrassing position of re-
lying, for the protection of property rights, on an in-
stitution that by its very nature entails the invasion
of property rights.

The individualist anarchist then proceeds to push
the anti-statist elements in libertarianism to their lo-
gical extreme: the elimination of government and total
reliance on the market. The whole concept of "collec-
tive goods" is rejected.(80) All goods and services,
including those supplied by government, can be broken
down into marginal units and sold on the market.  Thus,
runs their argument, government can be completely dis-
pensed with and its funetions performed, voluntarily, by
defense agencies, court companies, road companies, ete.
Not only can these services be supplied better, more
efficiently and less expensively on the market, they
argue, but more importantly, the perennial threat of
tyranny resulting from government monopoly of the use of
force would be eliminated.

The limited-government libertarian, however, main-
tains that the libertarian anarchist has placed himself
in a dilemma. For permitting the market to operate in
the choice of such things as police protection and legal
codes means that justice will be determined by the high-
est bidders. But this, in turn, means that a libertar-
ian legal code will emerge from an anarchist society
only if the society, itself, is overwhelmingly libertar-
ian. But if there were sufficient demand for, say, the
suppression of nude swimming or marijuana smoking, an
individualist anarchist society would produce laws pro-
hibiting such activities as well as defense agencies
willing to enforce them.

Thus, an individualist anarchist community contains
the distinet possibility that economic classes, such as
the poor, or minorities, such as blacks, redheads,
ladies of the evening, and the like, would find them-
selves being subjeected to restrictive measures that
squarely contradiet the principles of libertarianism.
In short, the dilemma of individualist anarchism, argue
its erities, is that its very structural framework
renders it incapable of proteecting the substantive
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libertarian principles it purports to cherish.(61)(62)

Whether individualist anarchism is beset by sueh an
internal contradiction will be examined in greater depth
in a later chapter. Suffice it to be said at this point
that if true, this would econstitute a telling blow,
indeed, for the Rothbardian, or natural rights, variant
of individualist anarchism.

b. Ultraminarchism.

Remarkably close to the individualist anarchists
are the views of philosopher John Hospers. While
Hospers' outline of his ideal social order is sketehy,
certain aspects of it are clear. First of all, everyone
is held to have such "human rights” as those to life,
liberty and property.(63) The sole funetion of govern-
ment is the protection of these rights, and a government
is legitimate so long as it restriets its activities to
this sphere; but as soon as it exceeds this sphere it
becomes an aggressor. Second, since an absolutely fun-
damental right is that to property -- Hospers denies
that there can be any rights in the absence of property
rights(64) -- and since taxation is a clear violation of
property rights, there would be no taxation by a Hosper-
ian government.

The government, he believes, could support itself
through a fee-for-service poliecy. The only time anyone
would pay anything to a government agency would be when,
and to the extent that, he chose to avail himself of a
government service. No one, however, would be forced to
receive or pay for any service he didn't desire. Thus,
an individual would be free to interact with others, in-
cluding signing a contract. However, if one desired to
insure himself against the possibility of contractual
default he could upon signing the contract pay a fee to
the government granting him access to the courts in the
event of any contractual dispute. This fee -- which
Hospers reluctantly terms a "eontract tax"™ -- would be
voluntary: people would only pay the fee if they found
it in their interest to do so. However, since a Hosper-
ian state would be so miniscule, and since "most people
would find it to their interest to pay the fee," he is
confident that the government could be supported in this
manner.(65)

A very similar arrangement is suggested for police

protection. While Hospers feels that statutory law, and
thus a governemnt, is necessary to insure a rule of law,
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he sees no reason why government would have to enforce
its own law. In faet, he acknowledges that "private -
police foreces are doubtless much more efficient than
those run by government."(66) There is therefore an
economic advantage to permitting police protection to be
handled entirely by the market. The only restriction
that would be necessary to impose upon these private
police companies -- a restriction that Hospers feels
would be impossible to impose in an anarchist society --
is that "they should be able to enforce only the law of
the land. . ."(67) Beyond this, police companies would
have complete freedom to compete against one another
just like firms in any other field. Anyone desiring
police protection could purchase it from the firm of his
choice. And while no one would be compelled to purchase
protection, only those paying the protection fee would
receive protection. "If you want police protection you
have to pay a fee to obtain it, but of course you are
free not to want it or pay for it, in which case,"
Hospers continues, "you will not have the protection
even if you need it."(68)

In short, Hospers maintains that while "laws should
. .be enacted by the state, . . .the enforcement of
them might be left to private agencies. "(69) The provi-
sion of both police and court services would be handled
on a fee-for-service basis, with individuals free to
purchase or not to purchase these services as they see
fit, but unable to purchase the services of any maverick
police agency or court which adhere to norms at variance
with those laid down by the state.

It is interesting to note that since a Hosperian
state would render protection only to those purchasing
it, it does not meet the criterion of a minimal state
which, by definition, must provide protection for every-
one within its territorial boundaries regardless of pay-
ment. We may, therefore, borrow a term coined by philo-
sopher Robert Nozick, and refer to Hospers as an "ultra-
minarchist.”

But it is possible that even this appellation is
too strong. One of the essential criteria of a "state"
is that it must be generally recognized as exercising a
legitimate monopoly on the use of force within a given
area.(70) But since, in a Hosperian society, the use of
force would presumably be handled not by the "govern-
ment” but entirely by private police agencies, this
raises the question of whether the Hosperian framework
meets this monopoly criterion. Hospers might, of

20



course, argue that his entire system -- the legislature
plus fee-for-service courts and the private police agen-
cies -- constitutes a "state."

But however one may resolve such definitional prob-
lems this still leaves open the really crucial question
of how, if the use of force is to be left up to private
police agencies, could the Hosperian proviso that these
agencies must only enforce the legislature's statutory
laws be enforced? What would happen if one, or two or a
dozen enforcement agencies started enforeing norms that
conflieted with the laws enacted by the legislature?
There are, so far as I can see, two possible scenarios.
First, Hospers might contend that since these maverick
agencies would clearly be acting illegally either they
would not receive public patronage and so go out of
business, or other police agencies, perceiving the
threat of the illegals, would join forces to erush them.
But since these are exactly the same measures Rothbard-
ian anarchists rely on to insure the enforcement of
their common law, Hospers' ultraminarchism becomes all
but indistinguishable from Rothbardian anarchism. But
Hospers might argue for a second course, that of permit-
ting the public legislature to diversify into the provi-
sion of police services. The public agency might then
not only enact laws but have enough force at its dispo-
sal to punish or erush any maverick agency. But since
Hospers admits that private agencies are much more effi-
cient than public ones it is difficult to see why anyone
would purchase protection from the latter. Consequent-
ly, the only ways the public agency ecould remain in
business would be either by outlawing not just maverick,
but all, private police agencies, or by charging every
police agency a fee sufficiently high to cover the pub-
lic agency's losses. Since the public agency would now
hold an effective monopoly on the use of forece it would
meet the eriteria for a state, although if it continued
to operate on a fee-for-service basis it would remain a
less than minimal state. But, it must be noted, neither
of these options can be reconciled with libertarian
principles. The outlawing of all private agencies would
constitute a restriction on peaceful activities, while
the fee charged every agency would be neither volun-
tary(71) nor paid in exchange for services rendered. It
would therefore be a tax in the full sense of that word.

In short, Hospers is placed in a dilemma: either he
must accede in some restriction on peaceful activities
and/or taxation, thereby violating his libertarianism,
or he must rely for the enforcement of his "statutory
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law" on non-monopolistic mechanisms, thereby abandoning
his arehism. Thus, Hosperian ultraminarchism appears to
contain a serious internal contradiction which would
logically compel it to move either to complete anarchism
or full-fledged minarchism.

~e. Minarchism.

Those who do not believe that a market for protec-
tion servieces would be either economically viable or
morally permissible must therefore endorse some sort of
state. And those within that group who maintain that
the provision of such services is the only proper func-
tion of government must therefore advocate a minimal, or
completely laissez faire, state. The "minarchist" posi-
tion has received its most recent and perhaps ablest --
at any rate most ingenious -- expression in the "invisi-
ble hand" argument of philosopher Robert Nozick.

Noziek begins with a discussion of a hypothetical
free market anarchist society. But protective services,
he says, differ from other types of services in that
they employ the use of coercion. Therefore, in defend-
ing their respective clients they would come into con-
fliet with each other, the result being that one domi-
nant protective agency would eliminate its competition
and emerge as the single such agency in the particular
geographical region. This, says Nozick, would consti-
tute an "ultraminimal state," whieh differs from the
minimal state of the classical liberals in that the
former, by the law of supply and demand, eliminates its
competition in a particular area, thereby maintaining "a
monopoly over the use of force" but providing "protee-
tion and enforcement services only to those who would
purchase its protection and enforcement policies."(72)
The classical liberal state, on the other hand, held a
legal monopoly over the use of forece and supplied pro-
tection services to all its citizens.

But, argues Nozick, the "ultraminimal state™ will
soon transform itself into a minimal state, for under an
"ultraminimal state"™ individuals would still be free to
extract "private justice." But "the knowledge that one
is living under a system permitting this, itself, pro-
duces apprehension,”™ with individuals never knowing how
or when they may receive "retribution™ from a private
agent. Fear will pervade the entire society. Thus pri-
vate justice constitutes "a public wrong." To protect
its elients, the dominant protective agency may then
"prohibit the independents from such self-help enforce-
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ment." This will not mean that the independents will be
left defenseless for, contends Nozieck, according to the
"principle of compensation™ "the clients of the protee-
tive agency must compensate the independents for the
disadvantages imposed upon them by being prohibited
self-help enforcement of their own rights against the
ageney's clients.”" Undoubtedly, the least expensive way
to compensate the independents would be to supply them
with protective services to cover those situations of
confliet with the paying customers of the protective
agency. This will not lead to "free riders,” he in-
sists, for "the agency protects these independents it
compensates only against its own paying clients on whom
the independents are forbidden to use self-help
enforcement. The more free riders there are, the more
desirable it is to be a client always protected by the
ageney."(73)

While believing that this argument has justified
the state, Nozick then proceeds to point out that given
natural rights -- which he admits he merely assumes
rather than demonstrates(74) -- anything beyond the min-
imal state, including taxation, entails the violation of
those rights, since it means the initiation of force
against peaceful individuals. Hence, "the minimal state
is the most extensive state that can be justified."(75)

While this is a most intriguing argument, it is not
at all clear that Nozieck has, in faet, succeeded in
justifying the minimal state. For & minimal state, he
notes, must (a) exercise, or come close to exercising, a
monopoly on the use of force within a given territory,
and (b) provide everyone within its domain with protee-
tion.(76) But while the dominant protection agency
would prohibit self-help enforcement among its own ecli-
ents and between independents and clients, its domain,
Nozick says in a significant passage, "does not extend
to quarrels of non-clients among themselves."(77)
Nozick's dominant protection agency therefore falls
short of his own criteria for a minimal state. In
fact, since independent agencies could continue to oper-
.ate so long as they didn't confront the dominant agency,
it is not even clear that the latter would constitute an
ultraminimal state, which requires the provision of pro-
tection services by a single ageney.(78) Nozick, it
should be noted, is aware of this difficulty and reacts
to it by simply relaxing his criteria. He then refers
to the dominant agency as & "state-like entity" instead
of simply a "state."(79)
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There is, however, the potential for an additional
problem. Suppose, theorizes Roy Childs, that in the
midst of an established minimal state an agency arises
which uses procedures identical to those of the state's
agents. Since, under this condition, the incipient
agency could not be any more risky than the state, a
state operating on Nozickian principles would have no
grounds for prohibiting its activities. But, continues
Childs, since the state was already compensating those
who would have patronized agencies using risky proce-
dures, the new agency would not have to assume this bur-
den and could therefore charge lower prices for the same
quality service. This would, in turn, create an econo-
mic incentive for people to subseribe to the new ageney,
thereby forcing the minimal state to abandon its own
compensation policy. But this would mean that the mini-
mal state had reverted to the ultraminimal state. But,
continues Childs, provided the new agency continued to
win new clients, and other entrepreneurs, seeing the
success of the new agency, entered the field themselves,
the ultraminimal state would degenerate into a mere
dominant agenecy, and eventually that into "simply one
agency among many." In short, Childs argues, there is
no reason, on strietly Noziekian grounds, why the in-
visible hand could not strike baeck.(80)

But regardless of how it is justified, the minar-
chist advocates a single agency with a monopoly on the
use of force in society and whose sole function is the
protection of individual rights.

d. Evolutionary Individualist Anarchism.
)

An interesting view, which proposed a minimal state
for the present, while espousing an anarchist society
for the future, was that advanced by the nineteenth
century English philosopher, Herbert Spencer, and the
French economist, Frederic Bastiat. Both condemned any
extension of government beyond the minimum necessary to
protect the natural rights of every individual. Spencer
argued that "every man has freedom to do as he wills,
provided he infringes not the equal freedom of every
other man." From this it follows, he believed, that if
government does anything more than proteet individual
rights "it becomes an aggressor instead of a protec-
tor."(81) Thus Spencer was an ardent opponent not only
of any regulation of commerce, religion, health, educa-
tion, ete., but of taxation as well. Indeed, Spencer
goes even further and declares that the individual has a
"right to ignore the state." His reasoning is instrue-
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tive: "If every man has freedom to do all that he
wills, provided that he infringes not the equal freedom
of any other man, then he is free to drop connection
with the state--to relinquish its protection, and to re-
fuse paying toward its support. It is self-evident that
in so behaving he in no way trenches upon the liberty of
others. . .It is equally self-evident that he cannot be
compelled to continue as one of a political ecorporation.
. .seeing that citizenship involves payment of taxes;
and taking away a man's property against his will, is an
infringement of his rights."(82) Having laid the philo-
sophical groundwork for anarchism, Spencer goes a step
further. "The power of self-government," he says, "ecan
be developed only by exercise."(83) The more man is
forced to accept responsibility for his own actions the
more responsible and far-sighted he will become. And
the more he so becomes, the less he will transgress the
rights of others. Thus, "It is a mistake to assume that
government must necessarily last forever. The institu-
tion marks a certain stage of civilization--is natural
to a particular phase of human development." But, "as
civilization advances,” he says, "does government
decay."(84)

Very similar to the writings of Herbert Spencer are
those of Frederic Bastiat. Eaeh of us "has a natural
right...to defend his person, his liberty, and his pro-
perty" and as soon as government exceeds this protective
function it becomes an agency of "legal plunder™ and the
law, "instead of checking injustice, becomes the invin-
cible weapon of injustiece."(85) Like Spencer, Bastiat
also goes a step further. While weak and frail now,
"mankind is perfectible." Provided society is free and
government is the oppressor, and not the agent, of plun-
der, then natural law will prevail and the consequences
of each individual's action will redound upon himself.
If they are pleasurable he will repeat them; if painful,
he ceases. Further, since individuals have intellects,
they are capable of transmitting to others what they .
have learned.(86) While Bastiat refrains from clearly
stating the logical conclusions of his analysis, the
.components of evolutionary anarchism are present: gov-
ernment's only proper function is to suppress crime; but
by the "law of responsibility"™ erime will eventually
disappear; thus man will one day live in harmony and
without government.

There is one fundamental difference between the in-

dividualist anarchists and the evolutionary anarchists.
While both are ardent supporters of the market, the lat-
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ter did not consider extending market analysis into the
realm of police and the courts. Anarchism, for Spencer
and Bastiat, would be possible only when man has pro-
gressed to the point of self-government, not before.
The key question, of course, is whether that state of
moral perfection is an attainable one.

e. Objectivism.

The objeetivists, headed by Ayn Rand, may be viewed
as a variant of minarachism. Not only do they advocate
a minimal state but, also like the minarchists, oppose
taxation as a form of involuntary servitude.

The starting point for the objectivists is the cog-
nition that life in society presupposes the repudiation
of the initiatory use of violenece. But, says Rand, "if
physical foree is to be barred from social relation-
ships, men need an institution charged with the task of
protecting their rights under an objective code of
rules."(87) And an "objective code of rules," she be-
lieves, precludes the possibility of competition in this
area. It is this fundamental incompatibility of force
and production that is ignored by the anarchists. Sup-
pose, says Rand in her critique of what she calls the
anarchist theory of "competing governments,” that

Mr. Smith, a customer of Government A, sus-
pects that his next-door neighbor, Mr. Jones,
a customer of Government B. has robbed him; a
squad of Police A proceeds to Mr. Jones' house
and is met at the door by a squad of Police B,
who declare that they do not accept the valid-
ity of Mr. Smith's complaint and do not recog-
nize the authority of Government A. What
happens then? You take it from there.(88)

But while a government, defined as "an institution
that holds exclusive power to enforce certain rules of
social conduet in a given geographical area," is abso-
lutely necessary, its only proper function is the pro-
teection of individual rights.(89) Moreover, since the
right to property is a most fundaemental right, taxation
would be immoral, and Rand therefore opts for what she
terms "voluntary government financing."(90) The wealthy
strata who would have the most to lose if there were no
agency to protect individual rights would, she main-
tains, contract to contribute to the maintenance of this
funcetion. And since she believes that police protection
is a colleetive good, "those on the lowest economic
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levels. . .would be virtually exempt -- though they
would still enjoy the benefits of legal protection.”
The great merit of this arrangement, she says, is that
it would keep government to a minimum. "Men would pay
voluntarily for insurance protecting their contraets.
But they would not pay voluntarily for insurance against
the danger of aggression by Cambodia."(91)

Beyond these rather vague and cursory remarks, Rand
has written very little to further clarify her concept
of "proper government." Some attention should therefore
be paid to the series of articles by the objectivist,
Paul Beaird, purporting to delineate and expand upon the
Randian views on government.(92) Aeccording to Beaird,
the crucial distinetion between the Rothbardian-anar-
ehist and the Randian-objectivist proposals for the ren-
dering of police protection is that the latter is predi-
cated upon the concept of territorial jurisdietion,
while that notion is completely absent in the former.
Because Rothbardian anarchism "lacks the geographical
definition of jurisdiction," competing defense agencies,
offering different policies and enforecing different
laws, will operate on the same terrain. The result will
be that "a person cannot be safe from the potential in-
terference of unchosen defense agencies, even on his own
territory."(93) The concept of jurisdietion solves this
problem by establishing a single enforcement agency with
"exclusive power" to enforce rules of conduct within a
clearly demarcated territory. The extent of any govern-
ment's jurisdietion, he says, would be determined by the
individual decision of each property owner. "The area
of a proper government's authority extends no further
than the property lines of the lands owned by its citi-
zens. When a person subseribes to a proper government,
his land is added to its jurisdietion." This, he
claims, insures that a government will always be based
on the "consent of the governed." For the moment any
property owner is no longer satisfied with "his govern-
ment" he can secede from it and proceed "to contract
with another government, or provide his own, or provide
for none." Consequently, the application of objectivist
principles may well "result in a map of government jur-
isdietion looking like a patechwork, with the patches be-
ing separated from each other by the lands governed by
other governments."(94)

This is a most curious piece indeed, for while it
purports merely to propound and clarify the Randian
position on government, it clearly confliets with that
position on three fundamental points. According to the
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logie of the Beairdian analysis, every property owner
would have the right to contract with the government of
his choice. But this can only medn that all governments
would operate on a fee-for-service basis. For any gov-
ernment endeavoring to provide free protection for the
poor would be forced to raise its premiums to cover the
subsidy. But this, of course, would encourage its pa-
trons to seek protection from other governments not pro-
viding a subsidy and therefore in a position to offer
lower rates. Thus, under the Beairdian proposal only
those paying for protection would receive it. But this
is elearly at odds with Rand's assertion that under an
objectivist government everyone, including the poor,
would receive protection.(95) Thus, while Rand opts for
a minarchist state, Beaird's proposal would be consis-
tent with, at most, an ultraminarchist state.

Secondly, Rand's major criticism of "free market
anarchism" is its failure to solve the problem of juris-
dietion. Beaird, of course, reiterates this critiecism
and maintains that this would not be a problem under his
proposal since "only one government" would have "author-
ity on a plot of land at a time." But surely this would
not be sufficient to alleviate the jurisdietional prob-
lem. Ironically, Rand's criticism of anarchism would
apply with equal if not greater force to this Rand-ala-
Beaird proposal. For it would certainly be possible for
a Beairdian society to be confronted with a situation in
whieh "Mr. Smith, a customer of Goverment A, suspects
that his...neighbor, Mr. Jones, a customer of Government
B, has robbed him," and neither Government recognizes
the other as legitimate. In fact, if every property
owner were free to subscribe to the government of his
choice, the number of governments would be likely to
increase enormously -- theoretically there could be as
many governments as property owners -- thereby magnify-
ing the potential for the type of jurisdietional prob-
lems Rand is so anxious to avoid.

Finally, it is interesting that Rand calls the idea
of "competing governments™ ~- the idea that "every eciti-
zen" should be "free to 'shop' and to patronize whatever
government he chooses,"™ -- a "floating abstraction" and
a "weird absurdity."™ But how else could one classify
the Beairdian proposal except in terms of "competing
governments" and the right of "every citizen. . .to
'shop' and to patronize the government of his choice"?
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In short, while Beaird purports to be merely delin-
eating the Randian views on government, there are funda-
mental eonfliets between Rand and Beaird's interpreta-
tion of Rand. Rand is a minarchist, while Beaird is, at
most, an ultraminarchist.

Whether this indicates a flaw in the objeetivist
philosophy, or simply a misinterpretation of objecetivism
by Beaird, is both an interesting and difficult question
to answer. Fortunately, since we are simply trying to
get a fix on the relative positions of competing philo-
sophies, this question need not be answered here.

f. Classical Liberalism.

While relying on the market for most things, the
classical liberals felt that there were various services
that could be supplied only by the state. What they
opted for was limited government and representative de-
mocracy. The classical liberals can be subdivided into
two branches: the doctrinaire or uncompromising liber-
als who come very close to the contemporary minarchists,
and the moderate liberals who would permit state exten-
sion into areas beyond that of police and the courts.

» Probably only a few writers can be said to have
been pure.or doctrinaire liberals. Among the foremost
are Wilhelm Von Humboldt and Ludwig von Mises.(96) The
argument of the doctrinaire liberals has most eclearly
been stated by Mises. "The essential teaching of liber-
alism," he says, "is that social cooperation and the di-
vision of labor can be achieved only in a system of pri-
vate ownership of the means of production, i.e., a mar-
ket society of capitalism."™ All of the other principles
of liberalism, including democracy, he says, "are conse-
quences of this basic postulate."(97) Thus, while the
dogmatic liberal feels that the state should be com-
pletely democratized, he also believes that the sphere
of state activity should be severely restricted: "As
the liberal sees it, the task of the state consists
solely and exclusively in guaranteeing the protection of
life, health, liberty and private property. Everything
that goes beyond this is an evil."(98) In a sense, the
doctrinaire liberal places himself in a dilemma. He is
ardently in favor of both the free market and democracy.
Yet, the only way the market can remain completely un-
impeded is if the scope of government is so circumserib-
ed that its sole function is to proteet individual
rights. In that case issues subject to democratic con-
trol will be relatively meaningless. But if government
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expands and more areas are subject to vote, the scope of
the market becomes progressively more restricted. Of
this problem, Mises can merely hope that the majority
will exercise such self-restraint that government will
remain minisele.(99)

The doectrinaire liberal also faces another dilemma.
On the one hand he is passionate in defending the right
of the individual to run his life as he deems fit.
Mises, as we have seen, terms the extension of govern-
ment beyond the protection of rights an "evil." But
since government is necessary, and since it must have
revenue, "taxes are necessary."(100) If it is evil to
confiscate part of the earnings of individuals for some
things, however, why is it not just as evil to confis-
cate them for other things such as court and police ser-
vices? To this Mises can merely say that "the expendi-
ture caused by the apparatus of a liberal community is
so small™ that it will be of little burden to the indi-
vidual.(101) But the dilemma remains: taxation, whether
large or small, constitutes a violation of the prinei-
ples of liberalism so cherished by men like Mises.

In short, while what government exists is to be
democratie, the doctrinaire liberal desires to restrict
government activity as much as possible; he is a pro-
capitalist first and a democrat second. The positions
are reversed, however, for the moderate liberal, for he
is prepared to see, and in fact often advocates, the ex-
tension of government into areas that the dogmatie lib-
eral would consider anathema. The prototype of this
group, whiech would inelude the bulk of the classical
liberals, is John Stuart Mill. "The purpose for whieh
power can rightfully be exercised over any member of a
civilized community against his will," says Mill, "is to
prevent harm to others. His own good. . .is not a suf-
ficient warrant."(102) With such a statement Mill ap-
pears to fall into the dogmatic liberal tradition. But
as George Sabine wrote of Mill, he was uncompromising in
the abstract, "but having stated the principle, he pro-
ceeded to make concessions and restatements until in the
end the original theory was explained away without any
new principle being put in its place."(103)

Thus the state may if it wishes, he says, regulate
trade as well as the hours of taverns. It may even
"eonfine the power of selling these commodities. . .to
persons of vouched-for respectability of conduct."™ The
state has the duty to enforce "universal education" and
to help to pay the school fees of the poorer classes of
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children although parents should be able "to obtain the
education where and how they pleased.” Mill also sane-
tions the prohibition of actions which may constitute "a
violation of good manners" and "offenses against decen-
ey." Presumably, this could entail regulation of dress
in publie, the selling of "pornographie" literature, as
well as a host of other activities. "Compulsory labor"™
would be permitted to force parents to fulfill their ob-
ligations to their children. The state could also for-
bid marriage between two consenting adults if they ecan-
not demonstrate "that they have the means of supporting
a family."(104) And in his Principles of Political
Economy, Mill admits of "state protection of children,
lunaties, and animals; state interference with joint
stock companies; compulsion in the sphere of labor and
industry; state charity; state supervision and control
of colonization; state promotion of goods suech as cul-
ture, science, research, ete."(105) As H. J. MeCloskey
says, Mill "allows a great deal of activity by the state
towards promoting goods, and in restricting the prevent-
ing immoralities."(106)

One of the foremost contemporary exponents of mod-
erate liberalism is F. A. Hayek. Like Mill, Hayek ar-
gues for the market and the supremacy of the individual.
Yet he quickly modifies this by admitting a host of gov-
ernment activities. He permits state control of "most
sanitary and health services" and "the construction and
maintenance of roads. . ." He also adds that "there are
many other kinds of activities in which the government
may legitimately wish to engage. . ."(107)

The distinetion between the doctrinaire and moder-
ate liberals is clear. Both profess to favor the market
on the one hand and demoecracy on the other. But for the
doctrinaires, so much would be handled by the market
that the scope of issues falling under the state would
be so small as to render democratic control most feeble.
On the other hand, the moderates would grant much broad-
er state jurisdicetion. But as more and more areas are
regulated by the state, the scope of the market is re-
_stricted and demoecratic control assumes primary impor-
tance. The distinction can be seen in an area like edu-
ecation. The doetrinaire classical liberal believed that
education is a good to be purchased on the market like
any other good or service. Under such a system there
can be no question of democratic control of education
sinece it would be entirely outside of the scope of gov-
ernment. Individuals would simply purchase the type,
quantity and quality of education they desired. But if
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education is to be handled democratically then educa-
tional poliey will be determined, not by the individual
purchaser, but by the voting majority. Quite clearly,
far from democracy being the counterpart of the market,
as thought of by the classical liberals, the two are in-
compatible. Thus the classical liberals placed them-
selves in a dilemma in advocating both democracy and the
market. It is not surprising therefore to find classi-
cal liberalism divided into two factions: the dogmatie
classical liberals such as Mises who are market propo-
nents first and democrats second, and the moderate lib-
erals such as Mill who are democrats first and market
proponents second.

g. Conservatism.

There is one final category that falls into the
capitalist or free market spectrum: capitalist-hyperar-
chism. While this would entail fairly severe government
regulation, it would be limited to the social sphere,
such as press and speech, while leaving the market to
function freely. Probably conservatism is the group
that best fits into this category.

The founder of modern conservatism was Edmund
Burke, and his followers today would include sueh fig-
ures as Russell Kirk, William F. Buckley and James
Burnham. Conservatives are most reluctant to define
precisely what they mean by conservatism, yet certain
principles are discernable. They believe that true
values manifest themselves over time via the emergence
of traditions, and consequently that it is the duty of
society to preserve and protect these traditions.(108)
As a corollary, conservatives are distrustful of human
reason. This view was eloquently expressed by Edmund
Burke:

You see, Sir, that in this enlightened age I
am bold enough to confess, that we are .gener-
ally men of untaught feelings; that instead of
casting away all our old prejudices, we cher-
ish them to a very considerable degree, and,
to take more shame to ourselves, we cherish
them because they are prejudices; and the
longer they have lasted, the more we cherish
them. We are afraid to live and trade each on
his own private stock of reason; because we
suspect that this stock in each man is small,
and that the individuals would do better to
avail themselves of the general bank and capi-
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tal of nations, and of ages... Prejudice
renders a man's virtue his habit; and not a
series of unconnected acts. Through just
prejudice, his duty becomes a part of his
nature.(109)

One of the conservative traditions is the relue-
tance to rely on the government to solve social evils.
Hence, conservatives opt for a limited government and a
generally laissez faire economie system. But not only
do they not oppose the use of forece to protect those
"true values"™ that are viewed as necessary to maintain
the social order, they feel it's one's duty to use force
for suceh ends. Thus, force is advocated against such
things as pornography, prostitution, labor unions, com-
munism, and the like. Another fact of conservatism is
that it consciously eschews delineating a positive pro-
gram, which it condemns as abstract theorizing. In-
stead, its overriding characteristic is its resistance
to "the enemies of the permanent things."(110) The most
feared enemy is communism. The Conservatives feel that
it is man's moral duty to oppose communism by any means
necessary and therefore advocate the use of government
coercion on this regard. "The communists," argues noted
conservative writer, James Burnham, "are serious and. .
. are irrevocably fixed on their goal of a monopoly of
world power . . . Because the communists are serious,
they will have to be stopped . . . by superior power and
will. Just possibly we shall not have to die in large
numbers to stop them; but we shall certainly have to be
willing to die."(111)

But, as has often been pointed out by their eri-
ties, conservatives place themselves in a serious dilem-
ma. First, while they are in general opposed to govern-
ment power and endorse a market economy, their willing-
ness to use government force to protect "the permanent
things," necessitates restrictions on the market that
are far from minimal. Further, the fear of "the world-
wide communist menace,” has meant their endorsement of a
military large enough "to defend the West against all
.challenges and challengers."(112) Not only is it diffi-
cult to see how the requirements of such a large mili-
tary can be reconciled with their espousal of a minimal
state, but a huge military can only be financed by mas-
sive taxation whieh, itself, constitutes further re-
strictions of the market. Thus, while the conservatives
generally endorse a market economy they are also per-
feetly willing to restrict its operations for goals they
consider more important. In the insightful comment of
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L. T. Sargent, "The conservative seems to be in the un-
fortunate position of opposing government power except
when it is on his side."(113)

It is also difficult to define the political posi-
tion of the conservatives with any degree of precision.
While earlier conservatives such as Burke and de Maistre
were opposed to democracy, modern conservatives such as
Kirk and Buckley have appeared to reconcile themselves
to such a system. Nevertheless, their attachment to de-
mocracy seems to be strictly conditional: democracy is
permissible so long as it does not endanger "the perma-
nent things," the traditions and customs that hold soci-
ety together. Authority and tradition aré viewed as
"pillars of any tolerable social order," which it is
man's sacred duty to preserve at all costs.(114) While
the conservatives have never squarely confronted the
issue, this presumably means that at any time democraecy
comes into confliet with the permanent things, democracy
must be abandoned for the sake of the latter. It is the
acknowledgement that government is an indispensable so-
cial institution coupled with the reluctance to "accept
the verdicet of democracy's tribunal,"(115) that results
in the marked authoritarian streak that runs throughout
conservative thought.

The conservative sees society as an organiec
whole.(116) If democracy should conflict with the
maintenance of the "permanent things," it becomes his
duty to defend, and if necessary to sacrifice himself
and others, for the sake of the preservation of the
social order. Thus, the conservative's commitment to
democracy is strietly conditional and masks a deeper
authoritarianism that may, at times, border on
fascism.(117) '

3. SUMMARY

Anarchism encompasses a wide range of economic
positions ranging from anarcho-communism to individual-
ist anarchism. Similarly, the capitalistic economie
system is compatible with a spectrum of political strue-
tures ranging from anarchism to hyperarchism. The rela-
tionship between these two speectrums as well as their
relationships to other philosophies can be seen in the
following diagram. The political speectrum, ranging from
anarchism on the left to hyperarchism on the right, runs
across the top. The economic spectrum, ranging from
capitalism at the top to communism at the bottom, runs
down the page. The unbroken horizontal line across the
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top indicates the politiecal range of capitalism; the
unbroken vertical line indicates the economic scope of
anarchism.(118)

Box [1] entails both a capitalistie economic system
and an anarchistic political structure. This would
include the contemporary individualist anarchists such
as Rothbard and Friedman as well as the philosophical
anarchists such as Tucker and Spooner.. Still squarely
within the anarchist spectrum but moving slightly away
from capitalism would be Stirner and Godwin. On the
other hand somewhat less anarchistie but still ardently
capitalistie would be the ultraminarchists such as
Hospers. ’

Box [2] entails a limited form of government
coupled with a capitalistic economic structure. This
would include the minarchists, like Nozick, the
evolutionary anarchists, like Spencer and Bastiat, as
well as the objectivists. Also ineluded in this
category would be the doctrinaire classical liberals
such as Humboldt and Mises, and their more moderate
counterparts like Mill and Smith and, more currently,
Hayek.

Box [3] entails a highly interventionist state cou-
pled with a market economy. Such a state would restrict
its interventionist activities to the social realm, reg-
ulating speech, press, drug use, and the like, while
permitting the market to function freely. While this
category is, perhaps, of rather limited empirical im-
port, probably the closest thing to capitalist-hyperar-
chism would be the conservatism of Burke and de Maistre
and, more currently, Buckley, Kirk, and Burnham.

Box [4] entails an anarchist political framework as
in Box [1], but a less capitalistic economic structure
than prevailed in Boxes [1-3]. There would still be
much market phenomena and individual ownership, however
some form of cecolleetivism or workers' control is also
envisioned. This would include the mutualism of
Proudhon and Warren and, while somewhat more collective-
ly oriented, the syndicalism of Sorel, Rocker, and
Goldman.

Box [5] entails the limitation of the market by
interest group democracy which extends government into
areas that under Boxes [1-3] would be handled by the
market. This includes the modern exponents of pluralism
and the partisans of contemporary liberalism and the
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welfare state such as John Rawls.

Box [6] entails severe limitations on the market.
Democracy is also rejected in favor of rule by elites.
It includes the mercantilists and cameralists of the
eighteenth century, and the extreme conservatives as
well as the exponents of fascism and nazism such as
Rockwell and Gentile.

Box [7] entails the rejection of the state coupled
with a pronounced movement toward a marketless economy.
This would include the anarcho-collectivism of Bakunin,
and the more extreme anarcho-communism of Kropotkin.

Box [8] entails a socialist economy coupled with
some form of limited statism. It would include the
quasi-anarchistie Guild Socialism with its reliance on
functional representation, where the only role for the
state is to mediate between the functional groups when
controversies could not be otherwise resolved. Close to
this would be Fabianism (1889) with its emphasis on
universal suffrage and municipal or local control of
industry.

Box [9] entails a socialist or communist economie
framework with planning to be done through the instru-
mentality of the state. This would include the British
Labor Party (1937) with its call for nationalization of
industry and a "general state plan." Close to this is
Fabianism (1908) with emphasis on nationalization of
sueh industries as water works, the mines, and the har-
bors, as well as a large dose of state planning. Also
included in this category would be Marxism, which advo-
cated a planned economy, but one in whieh all individu-
als participated in both the planning and the execution
of the plans, and the elite-planned socialist technocra-
cies outlined by Saint-Simon and Edward Bellamy.

If the foregoing is correct, the traditional view
that anarchism is incompatible with capitalism is clear-
ly incorrect. Both anarchism and capitalism traverse a
wide spectrum of thought, and while some variants of
anarchism are incompatible with some variants of capi-
talism, other types are quite compatible. Moreover, the
place of the individualist anarchists in both the econo-
mic and the political sepctrums has been pointed out,
and the initial groundwork has been laid for the study
of individualist anarchism.
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1975), pp. 9-13; Murray Rothbard, "Conservatism and
Freedom: A Libertarian Comment," Modern Age (Spring
1961), pp. 217-20; Murray Rothbard, "Confessions of a
Right-Wing Liberal," Ramparts (June 15, 1968), pp.
47-52. The contemporary sociologist, Robert Nisbet,
sees as least the traditional conservatism of Burke,
Lemmenais and DeBonald not only as highly pluralistie
but as a bulwark against political centralization and
the authoritarian state. See his "Conservatism and
Libertarians: Uneasy Cousins," Modern Age (Winter
1980), pp. 2-8; "Conservatism and Sociology," The
American Journal of Sociology (September 1952), pp.
167-75; and "DeBonald and the Concept of the Social
Group," Journal of the History of Ideas (June 1944),
pp. 315-31. In emphasizing the role that the "social
group"™ and tradition played in impeding the growth of
centralized power, Nisbet has highlighted an important
and unjustly neglected aspect of conservatism. But this
still doesn't negate the authoritarian streak in muech of
conservative, particularly modern conservative, thought.

(118)Two things should be mentioned regarding the
"political spectrum."™ First, it might be argued that
there is an inverse relationship between the economic
and political spheres -- as one increases the other must
decrease -- so that both spectrums are merely measures
of the same things. This, however, not only overlooks
the large body of thought that felt that the reverse was
true -- that the market presupposed a highly interven-
tionist and authoritarian state -- Marx, for example,
and Kropotkin -- but also ignores that group which de-
sired neither the market nor the state -- Kropotkin,
Bakunin and Berkman, to name just a few. It seems to me
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that while a free market presupposes some restraints on
the state, the reverse is not true. A limited state
does not necessarily entail the free market.

Second, one should not jump to the conclusion that
the "political spectrum”"” is some sort of "freedom
index." This spectrum classifies political frameworks
according to the degree of state interventionism. Since
there would be no state under anarchism, state interven-
tion would, of course, be zero. But except in the sense
in which freedom is defined in terms of the limits on
the state there is no one-to-one relationship between
the absence of state intervention and freedom. This is
the major flaw in the analytical frameworks advanced by
David Nolan and Randy Barnett (See David Nolan, "Classi-
fying and Analyzing Political-Economic Systems," The
Individualist (January 1971), pp. 5-11; and Randy
Barnett, In Defense of Political Anarchism (Unpublish-
ed Manuseript, 1974), pp. 1-10.) For the state is not
the only obstacle to freedom. One of the greatest fears
by suech thinkers as Mill and Tocqueville was of demoecra-
cy's potential for repression by publie opinion. Since
many anarchists -- Proudhon and Godwin to name but two
-- would rely, for the maintenance of order in their
communities, on the force of publie opinion, this intro-
duces the possibility of the "tyranny of public opinon"
in anarchist as well as democratiec societies. Thus,
"authoritarian-anarchism" is at least a theorectical
possibility. Moreover, modern liberals, beginning with
T. H. Green, have always maintained that state interven-
tion is required to overcome the obstacles to freedom,
such as poverty, ignorance, discerimination, and the
like. Thus, a highly interventionist state, they hold,
is necessary to increase freedom. This group may or may
not be correct, but things are hardly as simple as the
analytical frameworks of Nolan and Barnett imply.
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PART ONE

The Individualist Anarchist
Critique of Government

The bulk of this study focuses on the individual-
ist anarchist alternative to the state. But before one
can deal meaningfully with that question it must first
be asked why should one be concerned with an alterna-
tive to the state at all? What is it about the nature
of the state that makes it an intrinsically dangerous
or aggressive institution?

Chapters II, IIl, and IV will attempt to deal with
the individualist anarchist response to that question,
thereby laying the groundwork for Part Two of this
study: the development of a positive alternative to
the state.
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CHAPTER 11

The State and Property Rights

It is important to recognize that the individual-
ist anarchist view of the state differs fundamentally
from that of the collectivist anarchist and that this
difference results directly from their divergent views
on property. Since the individualist anarchist eri-
tique of the state becomes intelligible only after one
has fully grasped his position regarding property
rights, it is necessary to clarify his views on this
issue.

1. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE INDIVIDUALIST ANARCHIST
AND THE COLLECTIVIST ANARCHIST CRITIQUES OF THE
STATE

Individualist anarchists would no doubt agree with
Alexander Berkman that "government is the greatest
invader, more than that, the worst criminal man has
ever known of."(1) They would likewise agree with
Kropotkin's assessment that "the mission of all govern-
ment, monarchical, constitutional, or republican, is to
protect and maintain by forece the privileges of the
classes in possession, the aristoecracy, clergy, and
traders."(2) But such agreement, if indeed it can be
called that, on the nature of the state is quite super-
ficial and masks a fundamental disagreement between the
two broad strains of anarchism. The collectivist anar-
chist argues that the state must be abolished because
it is the defender of property rights which it sees
as a form of economic coercion. The individualist
anarchist, on the other hand, argues for the abolition
of the state because he sees it as the great violator
of property rights.

The anarcho-collectivist sees the concept of pro-
perty rights as the means by which the capitalist or
owning class oppresses the laboring or non-possessing
class. Since the capitalists own the means of produc-
tion, they argue, they are able to dictate wage-terms
to the workers, thereby keeping them in abject pover-
ty.(3) The capitalist requires the state, however, for
without government coercion he would not be able to re-
tain his exclusive hold on the means of produection.
Thus, Kropotkin writes that "no limitation of the
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powers of government can be made as long as society is
divided into two hostile camps and the laborer is, eco-
nomically speaking, a slave to his employer. . .But in
a society where the distinction between capitalist and
laborer has disappeared, there is no need of such a
government. . . The no-capitalist system implies the
no-government system."(4) And Berkman says that "when
government is abolished, wage slavery and capitalism
must also go with it, because they cannot exist without
the support and proteection of government."(5) Thus the
collectivist anarchist believes that private property
is a form of coercion and can exist only when supported
by the power of the state. The abolition of government
is therefore the means to the abolition of private
property.

The individualist anarchist, on the other hand,
argues that while the premise is correct the conclusion
does not necessarily follow. From the cognition that
government uses its force to protect the interests of
the property-owning class, it does not follow that pro-
perty rights, themselves, are coercive.(6) Rather, he
not only contends that [1] in the absence of property
rights there can be no rights at all, but also that [2]
far from upholding property rights, as contended by the
collectivist anarchist, the state, by its very nature,
is the single greatest violator of these rights.

The individualist anarchist reasons as follows.
That individual (or group) who is able to determine how
a good will be utilized is the actual owner, regardless
of the legal fictions to the contrary. Sociologically,
ownership is the ability to make the determining deci-
sions regarding the disposition of property.(7) It is
clear that it is impossible to eliminate ownership in
the sociological sense of the term, for decisions con-
cerning the use of properties have to be made in every
society. Whoever makes these decisions is the owner.
From this cognition the individualist anarchist con-
cludes that if an individual is not permitted to retain
what he has earned, i.e., either produced himself or
obtained by means of voluntary exchange, his life is
dependent upon whoever determines the disposition of
property. Regardless of whether such determinations
are made by a single individual--a tyrant, a group of
individuals--an oligarchy, or a majority--a democaracy,
such "human rights" as those of freedom of speech, as-
sembly, religion, ete., are, if not meaningless, at
least perpetually precarious, for the individual cannot
afford to incur the displeasure of those who hold his
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means of survival in their hands. The ruler(s) may be
benevolent and permit individual dissent to occur. But
the fact remains that such dissent occurs only so far
as and to the extent that the ruler(s) is (are) dispos-
ed to allow, it. "Rights" that ecan be suspended at the
will of the ruler(s), he therefore argues, are in real-
ity no rights at all. They are only privileges granted
by the ruler(s), allowing certain individuals to engage
in certain activities and, like any privilege, can be
withdrawn at the disceretion of the ruler(s). This
means that whatever liberty exists in such a society is
not based on rights belonging to the members of the so-
ciety but are privileges granted by the ruler(s), and
can therefore be revoked any time the ruler(s) is (are)
so disposed. Moreover, it is obvious that the aboli-
tion of private property rights logically entails a
centralization of decisions regarding property alloca-
tion and this, in turn, necessitates a centralized
political power structure of immense proportions. The
individualist anarchist agrees with Friedrich Hayek
that in every society there are individuals who delight
in the exercise of power over others, and that these
individuals naturally gravitate toward the centers of
political power. And such people, by the fact that
they will do anything to obtain power, will be in a
position to outflank any morally serupulous opponent.
Thus, it will be only a matter of time before these
unscrupulous individuals gain control of the power
structure. Therefore, Hayek believes, liberty cannot
long endure in a society not recognizing individual
rights of ownership.(8)

In short, the individualist anarchist argues that
without an independent basis for existence, which can
come only when the individual can own property, there
can be no rights. And without rights there cannot long
be liberty.

The point was graphically illustrated by events in
Russia prior to the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917. Dur-
ing the last half of the nineteenth century, Alfred
Cuzan has observed, "the Tsarist government 'promoted
Western forms of strong property, private enterprise,
public discussion, and loecal self government'." Since
"wealth became secure," opponents of the Tsar were now
"free to attract resources for their campaigns or
ideas." The dictatorship was overthrown in 1917 and
replaced by the provisional government under Alexander
Kerensky. The Bolsheviks had learned the lesson well.
Once they defeated the provisional government they
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promptly proceeded "to destroy private property with
forece." The result, as is well know, was "the revival
of despotism in Russia."(9)

The anarcho-collectivist might well agree with the
thrust of the above argument but argue that liberty
would be secure in his society since, according to
Kropotkin, there will be "common possession of the nec-
essaries for production" and all decisions will be "the
work of all, . . . a product of the constructive genius
of the great mass."(10) The individualist anarchist
would contend, however, that such an arrangement does
not materially alter the validity of his argument, for
an unpopular or non-conforming minority may still find
itself confronted with the choice of either conforming
or starving.

The collectivist-anarchist, he believes, has
placed himself in two serious dilemmas. First, while
he proclaims himself to be an advocate of individual
autonomy, i.e., the right of every individual to the
"free development of all his faculties," he believes
that this entails the liberation from private property.
But if the individual is not permitted to own what he
has produced then he becomes dependent upon "society,"
thereby losing his autonomy. But if he is permitted to
own the fruits of his labor then private property is
admitted. In short, the individualist anarchist be-
lieves that autonomy and collectivism are mutually con-
tradictory.(11)(12) Second, the anarcho-colleetivist
is opposed to all forms of coercion. But what if some
individuals decide they would like to retain what they
have produced and either consume it themselves or en-
gage in voluntary exchange? If the anarcho-collectiv-
ists would permit this, they would be permitting pri-
vate property. But if they would refuse to permit it,
they would be initiating the use of force, or the
threat of its use, in order to prohibit non-aggressive
actions, i.e., they would be engaging in coercion.
Thus the individualist anarchist also concludes that a
society cannot be both collectivist and free at the
same time.(13)

The individualist anarchist goes even further,
however, and contends not only that there can be no
liberty without property rights but that there are no
rights other than property rights. Rothbard, for ex-
ample, argues that "there is no such thing as separate
'right to free speech'; there is only a man's property
right: the right to do as he wills with his own or make
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voluntary agreements with other property owners."(14)
While sueh a statement might sound surprising and even
authoritarian, particularly for a group that purports
to favor anarchism, it is, in faect, a logical corollary
of their position regarding property rights and one
that is, they believe, the only one compatible with the
maintenance of a free society. Hence it is absolutely
essential that one fully understands their reasoning on
this issue.

Most individual anarchist thinkers(15) subseribe
to a Lockean natural rights position that "every man
has a property 'in his own person." By extension "the
labor of his body and the work of his hands we may say
are properly his."™ Therefore, by "mixing his labor"
with that whiech was formerly unowned, says Locke, one
removes it from the state of nature and "thereby makes
it his property."(16) If one grants this premise, the
individualist anarchist contends, no other deduction is
possible. For if one cannot keep the fruits of his
labor then he has no means to sustain his own life and
is dependent upon whoever does own, i.e., control,
them. Whether that agent is a single individual, a
small group, or the entire society is immaterial. For
as the Lockean philosopher Ayn Rand notes, "The man who
produces while others dispose of his produet is a
slave,"(17) which of course violates the premise of
man's self-ownership. But if, on the other hand, one
denies the premise of self-ownership then, Murray
Rothbard points out, one must conclude either that "[1]
a certain class of people, A, have the right to own an-
other elass, B; or [2] everyone has a right to his
equal quotal share of everyone else."(18) The first
proposition is a logical contradiction for both group A
and group B belong to the same class "human beings" and
as such must possess all the same essential character-
isties of that class. Thus, A cannot own both himself
as well as B for that would negate B's right of owner-
ship. This means that one must either grant every in-
dividual's right of self-ownership or contend that
while no one may own himself, everyone has a right to
own everyone else. This latter position is attacked on
two counts. First, "If there are three billion people
in the world, then everyone has the right to own one
three-billionth of every other person." This means,
comments Rothbard, that "no man is free to take any ac-
tion whatever without prior approval or indeed command
by everyone else in society. It should be clear that
in that sort of 'communist' world, no one would be able
to do anything, and the human race would quickly per-
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ish." Second, it is argued that "It is physically im-
possible for everyone to keep continual tabs on every-
one else and thereby to exercise his equal quotal share
of partial ownerhsip over every other man. In prac-
tice, then, any attempt to institute universal and
equal other-ownership is utopian and impossible, and
supervision and, therefore, control and ownership of
others would necessarily devolve upon specialized
groups of people who would thereby become a 'ruling
class.' Hence, in practice, any attempt at Communist
society will automatically become class rule, and we
would be baeck at our rejected first alternative."(19)

To summarize, most individualist anarchists adopt
a Lockean natural rights position. They then proceed
to argue that [1] if one accepts the premise of self-
ownership there is no alternative to recognition of
private property, and [2] if one rejects the premise
then one must adopt the view that (a) A has a right to
own himself as well as B, while B is denied any right
of ownership, or (b) that everyone can own everyone
else but is denied the right to own himself. Both of
these positions, he feels, are self-contradietory.
Hence the only logically consistent position is that of
the Lockean prineiples of (a) self-ownership and (b)
its corollary, the right to retain the fruits of one's
labor.

2. THE DEFENSE OF PRIVATE PROPERTY: NATURAL RIGHTS
VERSUS UTILITARIANISM

The fact that the foregoing analysis may show that
the alternatives to private property are logically con-
tradiectory and/or lead to consequences that everyone
considers disastrous does not, in itself, morally vali-
date private property. What, then, is the individual-
ist anarchist's ethical defense of property rights?

Free market anarchism is composed of two divergent
factions. The dominant faetion is the Rothbardian-
anarchists, whieh adopts a "natural rights" defense of
property; the competing faction is the Friedmanite-
anarchists, whieh defends property on "utilitarian"
grounds. The latter will be dealt with first.

Like the philosophical anarchist Benjamin Tucker
before him, David Friedman believes that an anarchist
society will protect private property not because it 1s
a natural or human right but because it is useful.
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Freedom, he says, "is efficient--the value to me of
being able to order you around :s rarely as great as
the cost to you of being ordered around. Going from
coercive to libertarian law is on net profitable, so a
system whiech produces law for profit will rarely pro-
duce coercive laws."(20)  While the natural rights
anarchist believes that laws against drugs, pornogra-
phy, prostitution, and the like, are immoral, Friedman
sees nothing inherently wrong with them. Under his
utilitarian-anarchism laws would be produced on the
market. And if those laws are what people want, that
is what the market will produce. He is confident,
however, that such laws would be the exception; that
because of its social utility, an anarchist society
would be biased toward freedom.(21) )

An excellent eriticism of utilitarianism has been
provided by Murray Rothbard. The utilitarian, he
notes, must regard the laissez faire principles of
self-ownership and property ownership not as an "abso-
lute and consistent yardstick," but simply as a tenden-
ey or rule of thumb that the majority is free to over-
ride at will. Consequently, Rothbard hypothesizes,
suppose that the majority "considers all redheads to be
agents of the Devil and therefore to be executed when-
ever found. Let us further assume that only a small
number of redheads exist in any generation. . . The
utilitarian libertarian might well reason: 'While the
murder of isolated redheads is deplorable, the execu-
tions are small in number; the vast majority of the
publte. . .achieves enormous psychic satisfaction from
the public execution of redheads. The social cost is
negligible, the social, psychic benefit to the rest of
society is great; therefore, it is right and proper for
society to execute redheads'."(22)

It is likely that Friedman would recoil from such
a conclusion. Yet, he cannot logically reject it while
remaining consistent with his utilitarianism. Clearly,
utilitarianism provides only a shaky defense for the
principles of self-ownership and private property.

Murray Rothbard, on the other hand, has endeavored
to defend these rights on ontological grounds. It
should be acknowledged, however, that the closest he
has come is in his book, The Ethies of Liberty.
While he does say "it is not the intention of this book
to expound or defend at length the philosophy of na-
tural law" but rather "to elaborate that subset of the
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natural law that develops the concept of natural
rights,"(23) the principles from which his ontological
defense would be derived are clearly presented in Part
One of that manuseript.

Rothbard begins by arguing that man, like all
other entities, must have a specifie nature: "... if
apples and stones and roses each have their specifie
natures,” he asks, "is man the only entity, the only.
being, that cannot have one? And if man does have a
nature, why cannot it too be open to rational observa-
~tion and reflection?" He then maintains that since
"man's reason is objeetive, i.e., it can be employed
to yield truths about the world," reason can be used to
study man and to ascertain what his nature really con-
sists of. Onece this is done it is possible, again
through the use of reason, to deduce a natural law
ethie whieh, since it is grounded in man's nature, is
valid for, and morally binding on, all men.

Following the phenomenologist, John Wild, Rothbard
equates virtue, or goodness, or value, with what Wild
terms "the fulfillment of tendencies determined by the
structure of the existent entity." Evil is defined as
"that mode of existence in which natural tendencies are
thwarted and deprived of realization."(24) Hence man
is held to have a specific nature whieh is discoverable
by man's reason and this discovery leads to the deduec-
tion of an ethic based on objective, absolute values.
Actions that are in conformity with man's nature are
“virtuous; those that are in confliet with it are evil.
In contrast to economies, where values are treated as
subjective phenomena, Rothbard believes that natural
law is able to demonstrate that there are moral
values which are, in faet, "objective." "The natural
law," he says, "elucidates what is best for man--what
ends man should pursue that are most harmonious with,
and best tend to fulfill, his nature." Since, as we
have seen in the previous section, Rothbard believes
that society, and even life itself, is impossible with-
out recognition of self-ownership and private property,
these are necessary to enable man to fulfill his
nature.

Rothbard's position can be formulated as follows:
1. The behavior of any entity having a nature
ought to be in accord with its nature.

2. Man has a nature.
3. Hence, man ought to act in accord with it.
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4. Self-ownership and private property are
grounded in man's nature.

5. Hence self-ownership and private property
ought to be recognized and respected.

It is important to note that Rothbard hasn't dem-
onstrated why one is morally obliged to act in accord
with his nature; rather, he has pointed out the disas-
trous conseqguences of acting contrary to one's nature.
Now, these are two quite different things. The latter
may be felt to suggest the former. One may believe
that no reasonable or sane person would choose the con-
sequences attendant upon acting .contrary to one's na-
ture and thus that any reasonable person would feel
obliged to act in accord with his nature. But there

is, strictly speaking, no logical connection between
the two.

This point was well made by Thomas Spragens:

Logically, men could seek out chaos, pain,
tyranny, and self-destruction. But normally,
men will seek to avoid these perils in favor
of order, happiness, liberty, and fulfillment.
Accordingly, if you say to someone that this
road leads to fulfillment, that road to de-
struction, you are not saying that he ought
to take this road instead of that road. But
he almost surely will do so, if he believes
you, because he ought to do so if he prefers
fulfillment to destruetion -- if, that is, he
is normal and sane.(25)

Thus, from a strictly logical point of view,
Rothbard didn't demonstrate what he intended to demon-
strate: "what ends man should pursue." Rather, he has
shown what ends men should pursue provided they desire
to avoid the consequences of acting contrary to their
nature. Put another way, there is no reason why the
moral injunetion to aet in accord with one's nature
would hold for anyone prepared to accept the conse-
quences of acting contrary to one's nature.

In brief, Rothbard's presentation of the libertar-
ian natural rights ethic falls vietim to the "is-ought

dichotomy": one cannot logically derive a normative
injunetion such as "one must act in accord with one's
nature," from a statement of fact, such as "man has a
nature."
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But as Arnold Brecht, among others, has noted,
while there are no logical links between the is and
the ought, there may be factual or empirical links
between the two.(26) This distinetion is made clear in
the following syllogisms:

Syllogism A Syllogism B
1. Man exists. 1. Man has a right to
2. Murder terminates : exist.
that existence. 2. Murder terminates that
3. Hence, murder is existence.
wrong. 3. Hence, murder is wrong.

Syllogism C
1. Fred believes that man has a right to exist.
2. Murder violates that existence.
3. Hence, it is wrong for Fred to murder.

It is obvious that in Syllogism A the normative
conclusion that one ought not to murder does not follow
logically from the factual premise that man exists.
This is a clear violation of the is-ought dichotomy.
It is at least conceivable that man should not exist,
in which case murder would be morally good. The moral
injunetion not to murder does follow logically from
its premise in Syllogism B. The problem here, though,
is that of demonstrating the validity of the premise.
Unless its validity can be demonstrated it is nothing
more than an assertion which, even if true, cannot be
verified. Thus, it has no more logical validity than
-its converse: man has no right to exist. 1In syllogism
C, however, the conclusion that one ought not to murder
avoids both of these difficulties: (a) the moral in-
junction follows logically from the premise and (b) the
premise has a factual or empirical status which is
capable of verification (or falsification).

I believe that the Rothbardian position can be re-
formulated after the fashion of Syllogism C. This can
be done, moreover, in a way which enables it both (a)
to meet the problem of the is-ought dichotomy while (b)
still keeping its comprehensive scope virtually intact.
The reformulation would read as follows:

1. If one values life more highly than death
then he ought to adopt measures to sustain
life.

2. Self-ownership and property ownership are
necessary to sustain life.

3. Everyone wants to live.
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4. Hence, everyone ought to adopt the princi-
ples of self-ownership and property owner-
ship.

Since the second premise is a factual statement
asserting an indispensable or necessary causal rela-
tionship between a particular goal, viz., life, and a
particular set of means, viz., self- and property own-
ership, this premise cean be objectively examined and
the truth of the claim ascertained. The individualist
anarchists, and Rothbard in particular, have as we have
already noted, endeavored to establish the logical con-
nection between life and property rights and to depiect
the inevitable disastrous consequences of violating
those rights. If this analysis is correet, the premise
is sound.

But how can the third premise, that "everyone
values life," be demonstrated? Values are revealed, in
faet can only accurately be revealed, through what
economists term "demonstrated preference." An indivi-
dual's values are made known, to himself and others,
through his actual choices.(27) And since anyone can
end his life at any time he chooses, this means that we
have incontrovertible empirical verification that
everyone in the world today does actually value life
over death.

It is important to bear in mind what is not being
claimed. It is not being claimed that life is a
universally-held absolute value. It is clear that at
least some, and probably many people, do not regard it
so. Nor is it even being claimed that life is a neces-
sary condition for the attainment of all possible ends.
It is being claimed, rather, that life is seen either
as an end in itself or as a necessary condition for the
attainment of any end that people in the world actual-
ly do hold. This is so since, as the doectrine of dem-
onstrated preference tells us, the moment continued
life prevents the attainment of any individually-held
end, the individual will forego his life for the at-
tainment of that end. A despondent individual may, for
example, decide to end his misery on earth by taking
his own life. But in taking his life the individual
also takes himself out of the picture. Since everyone
in the world empirically demonstrates by the simple
faect of his continued existence that he values life
more highly than death it would appear that this pre-
mise too has been verified. If so, then the conclusion
that "everyone ought to adopt the principles of self-
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ownership and property ownership must, ipso facto,
follow.(28) '

In brief, the Friedmanite or utilitarian anarchist
position does not provide an effective defense of pro-
perty rights. The Rothbardian or natural rights anar-
echist position is weakened by its violation of the is-
ought dichotomy. But if the foregoing is correct, this
weakness is not inherent in the doetrine itself, but
lies in the particular way it was formulated. By
shifting the defense of that ethiec from the assertion
that certain things are universally valuable to the
demonstration that certain things are universally
valued, the is-ought dichotomy is avoided while the
content of that doctrine remains unchanged, and quite
persuasive.

This line of argument is only meant to demonstrate
that all individuals are required by logiec to recogo-
nize the existence of rights. It is not meant to im-
ply that this recognition provides everyone, or anyone,
with a sufficient incentive to respeet those rights.
One can certainly acknowledge that theft violates na-
tural rights and still, when given the opportunity,
steal a watch whieh he dearly covets. Indeed, were
this not the case, rights would not need to be protect-
ed since no violation of them would ever occur. This
would not only render redundant the individualist anar-
chist proposals for the protection and enforcement of
rights in the absence of government, it would, inter-
estingly enough, undercut the traditional justification
of government, as well.

3. THE IMPLICATIONS OF UNIVERSAL PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

The individualist anarchist contention that "there
are no rights but property rights"(29) is a logical ex-
tension of his Lockean natural rights--or in Friedman's
case his laissez faire utilitarian--position. To
claim, for example, that one has "a right of free
speech"” neglects the question of where one has this
right. Since ownership means the absolute right of the
owner to use his property as he deems fit, the owner
can therefore set any stipulations on the use of his
property that he desires. Hence he is perfectly within
his right to refuse to permit communists, individualist
anarchists, or people wearing green ties to speak, as-
semble, ete., on his property. Rothbard is being
consistent with his philosophical premise, therefore,
when he says that one has a right to free speech "only
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either on his own property or on the property of some-
one who has agreed, as a gift or in a rental contraect,
to allow him on the premises." Clearly, any legisla-
tion intended either to extend or restriet this scope
of free speech would be a violation of property rights.
Similarly, with the "right of assembly”: "If all own-
ership were private, it would be quite clear that the
citizens did not have any nebulous 'right of assembly.’
Their right would be the property right of using their
money in an effort to buy or rent space on whieh to
make their demonstration, and they could do so only if
the owner of the street agreed to the deal."(30)
Rothbard then proceeds to apply his universal private
ownership approach to Justice Holmes' argument that
rights cannot be absolute since they must be balanced
against the "common good"; that one does not have, for
instance, a right to yell "fire" in a crowded theater.
The trouble with Holmes' position, he says, is that
there is neither a right to free speech nor a "public
good." It is therefore impossible to limit one for the
sake of the other. Instead, the individualist anar-
chist reasons as follows. The person yelling "fire"
must be either (a) the owner, (b) a guest of the owner,
or (c¢) a paying customer. If it is the owner then he
has committed fraud upon his customers by taking their
money in exchange for the promise of showing a motion
picture, but instead disrupts the performance by his
action. "He has thus willfully defaulted on his con-
tractual obligations and has therefore violated the
property rights of his patrons."” 1If it were either a
patron or a guest who yelled, then that person has vio-
lated the obligation to respect the owner's property
rights as well as those of the customers who have paid
to see the performance, and must therefore make resti-
tution to the vietims. "The person who maliciously
eries 'fire' in a crowded theater, therefore, is a
eriminal, not because his so-called 'right of free
speech' must be pragmatically restricted on behalf of
the so-called 'publie good' but because he has clearly
and obviously violated the property rights of another
human being. There is no need, therefore, to place
limits upon these rights."(31)

We are now in a position to understand the indivi-
dualist anarchist's belief that "the State has always
been the great enemy and invader of the rights of pri-
vate property."(32) In contradistinction to the col-
leectivist anarchists, the individualist anarchists ar-
gue that by its very nature it is impossible for the
state to exist without violating property rights, and
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this for two reasons. First, it is pointed out that
for a government to remain a government it must main-
tain a coercive monopoly on the use of force within a
given area. It therefore must initiate the use of
violence against any entrepreneur endeavoring to com-
pete with government by providing defense services to
the highest bidders, as well as any customer endeavor-
ing to contract such services. Yet, so long as [1] the
agreement was voluntarily entered into by both parties
and [2] the contract was purely for defense and/or re-
"taliatory purposes, i.e., it does not interfere with
any other individual's equal right to dispose of him-
self or his property as he chooses, both parties are
entirely within their rights to enter such a contract.
Hence, any actions on the part of a government to sup-
press, prohibit or interfere with such contracts in any
way constitutes a clear violation of natural rights,
i.e., initiates the use, or the threat of the use, of
violence against individuals who have not initiated the
use of violence.(33) As Linda and Morris Tannehill re-
mark, "Government is by its very nature an agency of
initiated forece. If it ceases to initiate force, it
would cease to be a government and become, in simple
faet, another business firm in a competitive
market."(34)

Second, the government uses this coercive monopoly
to obtain its operating revenue. The state is the only
agenecy, it is pointed out, that obtains its revenues,
not by means of voluntary payments in exchange for ser-
vieces rendered, but by taxation. But if one acknow-
ledges the right of the individual to the fruits of his
own labor then taxation, which is a coercive transfer
of property from the owner to the state, is nothing
short of "legalized robbery," i.e., & violation of pro-
perty rights. Thus Rothbard writes that "The differ-
ence between a government and a criminal band. . .is a
matter of degree rather than kind. . .And there is no
praxeological difference between the two."(35) And
Richard and Ernestine Perkins say that "The aggressive
actions of the thief or Mafia are not generally toler-
ated or socially accepted, yet the only thing which
distinguishes them from government is that governments
aggress in many other areas, and against many more
people, even though their aggression is not recognized
by the majority. Aggression is immoral whoever does
it, or regardless of how many approve, or fail to re-
cognize it for what it is."(36) And similarly, the
Tannehills note that "Either an organization is a busi-
ness, maintaining itself against competition by excel-
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lence in satisfying customer wants, or it is a gang of
thieves, existing by brute forece. . .It can't be
both."(37)

The individualist anarchists also point out that
taxation provides a vivid illustration of where the
moral, or natural law, concepts of ownership depart
from the sociological. Sociologically, ownership is
the power to dispose of property. Hence, says the
individualist anarchist, a good test to see if one
really owns "his" property is for the "owner" to refuse
to pay taxes. It can then be seen that the "owner"
does not really own "his" property. Instead, the re-
lation of the "owner" to the government is analogous to
that of the renter of a house to the owner, with the
important distinection that the latter relationship is a
contractual agreement voluntarily entered into by both
parties, while the former was imposed upon the "owner"
without his consent. As the Tannehills remark: "When a
man is required to 'rent' his own property from the
government by paying property taxes on it, he is being
forbidden to fully exercise his right of ownership.
Although he owns the property, he is forced into the
position of a lessee, with the government the landlord.
Proof of this is that if he fails to pay the taxes the
government will take his property away from him."(38)

But the libertarian-minarchist, as we have seen in
Chapter I,(39) maintains that neither a monopoly on the
use of force nor taxation are necessary elements of a
state. It is at least ceconceivable, they maintain, for
there to be a single agency which simply secures a lib-
ertarian framework. Everyone would then be free to
choose the type of lifestyle -- communist, socialist,
fascist, ete. -- to his liking, with the sole proviso
that no one could impose his preferences upon others
holding different values. This would be archism, in
the sense that there would be a single agency stipulat-
ing the libertarian framework, but so long as enforce- -
ment of the statutory laws were left to private agen-
cies, neither taxation nor monopoly would be present.

The problem is that the existence of such a legis-
lative agency entails at least some cost. Whether this
cost would be small enough to be defrayed without the
violation of rights by such means as bingos, lotteries,
voluntary econtributions, and the like, is certainly
doubtful. This has never been the case of course and,
if these measures would fail, the government would have
no choice but to resort to some type of taxation.
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In brief, in contrast to the collectivist anar-
echist, the individualist anarchist maintains that the
state is an aggressive institution because it entails
the violation of property rights, not because it up-
holds them. And, contrary to the libertarian-minar-
chist, he holds that this violation. inheres in the
naturc; of the state, rather than being incidental to
it.(40

With this in mind the view that the state is an
institution which violates property rights by its
protection of the interests of the property-owning
groups becomes intelligible.
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CHAPTER 111

The State as a Caste Institution

1. THE ORIGIN OF THE STATE

For his views on the origin and nature of the
state, the individualist anarchist owes a heavy intel-
lectual debt to the sociological writings of Herbert
Spencer and such members of the German school of
historical sociology as Ludwig Gumplowicz, Gustav
Ratzenhofer, and, in particular, Franz Oppenheimer.
Since Oppenheimer introduced the distinction between
the "political™ and the "economic means," a distinetion
whieh has assumed a central position in the individual-
ist anarchist analysis of the state, one cannot under-
stand this analysis without some familiarity with the
writings of this early twentieth century German
sociologist.

Oppenheimer's fundamental insight was that man can
satisfy his desires through two mutually exclusive
means. One is work; the other robbery. Work, by which
he means one's labor as well as what one receives in
exchange for one's labor, he designated as "the econo-
mie means." ]

Robbery, the "unrequited appropriation of the
labor of others," is termed the "political means."
While these two means are mutually exclusive, their
purpose is identical: the acquisition of wealth.
Oppenheimer therefore views "all world history, from
primitive times up to our own civilization" simply as
"a contest. . .between the economic and the politiecal
means." .Such is Oppenheimer's conceptual framework and
world view.

There are two ramifications of this conceptual
framework which Oppenheimer is quick to point out: (a)
the state is the institutionalized embodiment of the
political means, and (b) since production necessarily
precedes robbery society, by use of the economic means,
must have obtained a certain level of economic develop-
ment before the emergence of the state was possible.

This latter point, Oppenheimer feels, explains why
no state ever existed among such groups as the primi-
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tive peasants (grubbers) or the primitive huntsmen.
The grubbers, for example, are attached to the land and
live in both abjeet poverty and relative isolation.
Suceh a situation provides no foundation for the rise of
a state, for the primitive peasants are too impoverish-
ed to support one and too scattered from one another,
physically, to organize even for their own defense. It
is mueh different, however, with the herdsmen. Acci-
dents of nature (luck) as well as the cleverness and
diligence of the breeder produce distinetions in for-
tune .and, consequently, distinctions of class. But
since luck cannot be controlled and such traits as
cleverness are not hereditary, economic equality soon
begins to re-emerge. It is quite natural for the
existing wealthy to block this trend by recourse to
violence. This utilization of the political means is
of the utmost significance, says Oppenheimer, because
with it economic and social equality is "destroyed
permanently," and the foundation of the state is laid.

Theft is easier and more exciting than the tedious
and disciplined routine of production. Thus the polit-
ical means tend to breed on its own success. Its suc-
cessful use in one case encourages its use in others.
Consequently, the herdsmen began to turn more and more
to the political means. The weaker huntsmen are able
to flee before their onslaught, but "the peasant can-
not. His livelihood being tied to the land, he yields
to subjection, and pays tribute to his conqueror; that
is the genesis of the land states in the old world.”
-The state therefore emerges, according to Oppenheimer,
when the developing economic means of the peasantry are
subordinated, by the use of the political means, to the
direction of the herdsmen.

Analytically, Oppenheimer sees six stages in the
development of the state. The first stage entails the
use of the political means in its most rudimentary
form: random robbery and killing of peasants by roaming
bands of herdsmen. The second stage is begun when the
peasant finally accepts his fate and ceases to resist
the attacks. The herdsman then discovers that except
where it is necessary to keep the subjeets suitably
cowed or to crush an oceasional rebellion it is in his
interest to enslave rather than kill the peasant.
After all, "a murdered peasant can no longer plow."
The key difference between the first two stages is pre-
sented in terms of an analogy. In the first stage he
says, the herdsman is like the bear who, for the pur-
pose of robbing the beehive, destroys it. In the sec-
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ond stage the herdsman is compared to a bee-keeper "who
leaves the bees enough honey to carry them through the
winter."” It is at this point that one discerns the be-
ginning of a change in the attitude of the subjugated
peasants toward the conquering herdsmen. Since there
still exist other bands of herdsmen who live largely by
robbery, it becomes necessary for the conquering herds~
men to protect their "beehives." Hence, whenever dan-
ger threatens they must rush to the protection of
"their" peasants, who now begin to see their conquerors
as their protectors and saviors instead of plunderers
and murderers. Taxation makes its appearance when the
now cowed peasants regularly present the victorious
herdsmen with their "surplus" yield. The fourth stage
is that of territorial union and emerges when the
herdsmen begin to settle down in the midsts of the
peasants. This they do for two reasons. First, it en-
ables them to protect their "bees" from raids by other
"bears." And second, it affords them a better means of
keeping the peasantry under control. Stage five occurs
when the lords assume the right to arbitrate disputes
among the peasants. The lords are forced to do this in
order to prevent violent feuds among the peasant clans
and villages whiech would impair the capacity of the
peasants to pay tribute. 1In the final stage one wit-
nesses the development of nationality. Over time the
separate identities of the two groups fade. ™"They in-
termingle, unite, amalgamate to unity, in customs and
habits, in speech and worship. Soon the bonds of rela-
tionship unite the upper and lower strata.™ Such,
according to Oppenheimer, is the evolution of the state
from its origin in plunder and murder to its full de-
velopment in the integration of the ruling elite and
their subjects.

But Oppenheimer does not stop here. "The economie
want of the master group has no limits,"™ he says.
Hence, the primitive state naturally expands, bringing
ever more peasant groups under its control. Expansion
ceases only when it collides with another, equally ex-
‘pansive, primitive state. It is at this point that "we
have for the first time, in place of the warlike rob-
bery heretofore carried on, true war in its narrower
sense, since equally organized and disciplined masses
are hurled at one another." The result is the amalga-
mation of the two primitive states into a single,
greater and more powerful state, and once completed the
process of amalgamation begins anew. The origin of
war, moreover, introduces one of the most significant
factors in the development of the infant state. While
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the purpose of war is exactly the same as that of the

original invasions of the heardsmen, i.e., "the produce
of the economic means of the working classes, such as
loot, tribute, taxes, and ground rents," the struggle

is no longer between those intent upon exploitation,
and those resisting it, but between two groups of ex-
ploiters for the "possession of the entire booty."
What is more, since by this time the subjugated
peasants have been integrated into the state and no
longer view their rulers as robbers and exploiters but
as their protectors, they "with all their might. . .aid
their hereditary master group in times of war." Thus,
the master group is even able to get its exploited
subjeets to fight its battles for it.

Oppenheimer's conclusion is that the state is a
social institution, foreed by a victorious group of men
on a defeated group, with the sole purpose of regulat-
ing the dominion of the vietorious group over the van-
quished, and securing itself against revolt from within
and attacks from abroad. Teleologically, this dominion
had no other purpose than the economie exploitation of
the vanquished by the victors. And states are main-
tained, he continues, in the same way that they were
created. The primitive state is the creation of war-
like robbery; and only by warlike robbery can it be
preserved.(1)

While eritical of certain particulars in
Oppenheimer's writings, the conflict theory of the
origin of the state has recently received endorsement
in the "environmental ecircumscription" theory of the
noted anthropologist, Robert Carneiro. Carneiro con-
tends that "a close examination of history indicates
that only a coercive theory can account for the rise of
the state. Force, and not enlightened self-interest,
is the mechanism by which political evolution has led,
step by step, from autonomous villages to the state.

But, while endorsing a confliet theory of the
origin of the state, Carneiro is eritical of the
Oppenheimer account since, he points out, there are
many cases of wars, even within the conditions des-
ecribed by Oppenheimer, that did not lead to a state.
This means that while war is a necessary condition
for the rise of the state, it is not a sufficient
one. Carneiro notes that those areas where states
emerged, such as the Nile, Tigris-Euphrates, and Indus
Valleys, have only one thing in common: "they are all
areas of circumscribed agricultural land." This is in
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contrast to those areas such as the Amazon basin whiech
had "almost unlimited agricultural land." While there
was frequent warfare in such places, he says, this did
not lead to the rise of the state, for the defeated
groups merely fled to another part of the forest.
Hence the effect of warfare in such places was to
"disperse villages over a wide area, and to keep them
autonomous.”

By contrast, flight and re-settlement in an area
like the coastal valley of Peru, which was surrounded
by mountains to the back, the sea to the front, and
deserts on both sides, was impossible. As population
pressure increased, so did the demand of each indepen-
dent village for more land. Such pressure culminated
in land wars and "a village defeated in war thus faced
grim prospects," says Carneiro. "If it was allowed to
remain on its own land, instead of being exterminated
or expelled, this concession came only at a price. And
the price was political subordination to the victor."
The defeated village was incorporated with that of the
vietor's, forming chiefdoms. As land shortages contin-
ued, the warring units now became large chiefdoms, and
the process was begun anew. Hence, "autonomous neoli-
thie villages were succeeded by chiefdoms, chiefdoms by
kingdoms and kingdoms by empires."

From the point of view of the individualist anar-
chist, the differences between Oppenheimer and Carneiro
are far overshadowed by the agreement of these two no-
table scholars on one vital issue: the coercive origin
of the state. As Carneiro says, "there is little ques-
tion that, in one way or another, war played a decisive
role in the rise of the State."(2) But coercion, ipso
facto, entails exploitation. It is the method by
whieh the dominant group in society is able, by use of
the "political means," to institutionalize its soecio-
economie position at the expense of the subordinate
group.

It should be pointed out that the confliet theory
has been criticized as being one-sided. "There is no
doubt that conquest played a part in most if not all
processes of state formation," Lawrence Krader remarks.
But "the conquest theory failed as a general theory of
the origin of the state because it introduced only ex-
ternal factors, and failed to take into account inter-
nal processes in the formation of a given state." Pri-
or to conquest, he maintains, there must have existed
"at least the germ of social stratification, of an ad-
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ministrative system, of an ideology of superiority and
of rulership, and of a burgeoning economy with some
differentiations of economic funetions."(3) Anthropol-
ogists such as R. M. Maelver and R. H. Lowie (4) have
concentrated on internal factors and contended, along
what is essentially Aristotelian lines(5), that the
state emerges from the existence within society of
associations which were voluntarily formed by indepen-
dent bands for such specific purposes as the preserva-
tion of order or the maintenance of a religious cult.
As these associations gradually develop their own rules
and enforcement mechanisms, they tend to break down the
tribal bonds of kinship, thereby uniting several form-
erly independent bands into the larger association.
While these various associations are autonomous under
the pain of necessity they are willing, at specifie
times and for specifie purposes, to cooperate in the
formation of a larger political unit and to temporarily
delegate their authority to it. This process, accord-
ing to Lowie, leads toward the voluntary formation of
the state, which would be attained once such delegation
of power became permanent. For empirical support Lowie
cites the eight Associations of the Crow Indians of
North America. Once every year, at the time of the
hunt, these associations would delegate their authority
to an agreed upon central power. They would do so
because to be successful a hunt required the cessation
of inter-association confliets during its duration.
Once the hunt was over, however, the associations would
again assume their independent status and authority.
While Lowie claims that the tendency was toward the
emergence of the permanent state, the Crow Indians were
conquered by the government of the United States before
the final state was reached. While admitting "definite
validity" to certain aspects of the Lowie-Maclver the-
sis, the conflict theorists rebut that since the stage
of autonomous associations had existed among the Crow
Indians for centuries there was in fact no tendency
toward the emergence of a permanent state. Hence, they
say, the theory is unable to acecount for "the 'jump®
from non-state to state."(6)

Another theory, also concentrating on internal
faetors, has been propounded by Morton Fried. Fried is
in basic agreement with Oppenheimer's analysis regard-
ing the emergence of economic inequality and social
stratification. To proteect their positions, however,
the wealthy must not simply resort to occasional vio-
lence, but must establish "powerful institutions of
political control."™ Thus, the stratified non-state
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society must either lapse back into relative economic
equality or complete the movement toward the state.(7)
The confliet theorists are quick to note that the Fried
Thesis actually compliments Oppenheimer. Whether
emerging from internal or external conflict, the state
is the essence of the "politiecal means."

While there is general agreement that confliet
played at least some part in the formation of the
state, the extent of its role is still in question.
Even though voluntary associations may not be able to
account for the "final jump," the erities of the
conflict theory have raised important questions
eoncerning the ability fo the confliet theory to
explain fully the origin of the state. Yet, it must
also be admitted that, as Randall Collins noted, "the
confliet theory has been vindicated by empirical
evidence to a degree approached by no other sociologi-
cal theory."(8)

2. THE PERSISTENCE OF THE STATE

The individualist anarchist is in agreement with
such thinkers as David Hume and Ludwig von Mises that
every government, regardless of type, must be able to
secure the acceptance of the majority. This position
is vividly illustrated in Rothbard's statement that
"While force is their modus operandi, their basiec
long run problem is ideological. For in order to
continue in office, any government (not simply a 'demo-
ecratic' government) must have the support of the major-
ity of its subjects. This support, it must be noted,
need not be active enthusiasm; it may well be passive
resignation..."(9)

But this immediately raises a difficult question.
If the state is an institution through which a ruling
minority exploits a ruled majority, how can the state
persist? Why does the majority continue to submit to
the dictates of the ruling minority? The individualist
anarchist believes that the solution ecan be found in
the state policy of combining the carrot, the stiek,
and political indoectrination. As for the carrot, the
state is able to use a portion of its tax revenue to
purchase the allegiance of such important groups in
society as the intellectuals, who are needed for pur-
poses of political indoetrination. This does not mean
that those groups bought off by the state need always
become wealthy. The publie educators, for example,
generally do not. But the striking infatuation of many



intellectuals with government,(10) which dates back at
least to Plato's association with Dionysius and
Aristotle's stint at the court of Philip of Macedon in
the Fourth Century B.C., cannot be explained solely or
even primarily by reference to pecuniary benefits.
Certainly what Robert Nisbet terms the "intoxication of
participating in great decisions," the "desire to be
close to the seat of power," acts as a magnet upon "so-
ciety" in general, but especially upon a group, like
the intellectuals, which is primarily concerned not
with the "banality of the marketplace," with the mere
humdrum toils of earning a living, but with such "high-
er" and far more stimulating interests as honor, duty,
justice, and collective action. For it is the state,
with its monopoly on the use of force, that is the per-
feet vehicle for launching that "intoxiecating crusade”
for the "good society," within which such higher values
could be implemented.(11) But, it is obvious that only
a few can be net tax beneficiaries, and fewer still can
be close to "the seat of power." Thus, this purchase of
allies through the distribution of pecuniary and psy-
chological benefits can only be extended to a minority.

A second method by whieh the state is able to ob-
tain, if not enthusiasm for its policies at least obe-
dience to its laws, is the recourse to force. But this
too is limited. If, for example, everyone suddenly be-
gan to disobey all traffic laws, it would be physieally
impossible for the state to compel obedience. Only
when laws are supported by the preponderant majority is
it possible for the state to effectively coerce a re-
calecitrant minority.

However, it should be pointed out that the more
totalitarian the state, the easier it becomes to en-
force obedience. Through the elimination of secondary
associations and the use of random and apparently
senseless violence, continual change of poliecy and the
perpetual juggling of government personnel, society be-
comes atomized. In such situations, communication be-
tween individuals breaks down and the individual be-
comes thoroughly isolated. He may hate the government
and numerous others may feel likewise, but he has no
way of either communicating his feelings or knowing the
feelings of others. Consequently, dissent is sporadie,
uncoordinated and therefore easily suppressed. Each
individual, forced to face the government alone, has
little hope of success. But such a policy can succeed
only if the society can be kept atomized. This means
that the state must follow a policy designed to main-
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tain a perpetual flux.(12) But regardless of how pow-
erful the state, its power is always finite. Thus, no
government can be completely "totalitarian™ and no so-
ciety can be completely atomized. Moreover, the cen-
tral point still holds, for even with an atomized soci-
ety no government could persist if large numbers of in-
dividuals, despite their isolation, suddenly decided to
resist the state. Hence, while the more totalitarian
countries can coerce obedience from greater numbers
than can the more open societies, the extent and effec-
tiveness of coercion still remains limited.

But if both the carrot and the stick are confined
to the minority, the brunt of the burden falls on the
third category of political indoctrination. There are,
the individualist anarchist argues, two types of justi-
fications propounded by the apologists for the state:
[1] the rulers are good and wise, and [2] the rule of
the state is necessary and inevitable. Under the lat-
ter one finds arguments such as [1] anarchism is chaos
and hence the state is inevitable, and [2] the state is
the great benefactor of the people, protecting them
from both foreign invasion and domestie violence.
Other means of securing support, Rothbard says, are
such ploys as [1] patriotism, [2] "tradition,” [3] ex-
altation of the colleetivity, and [4] guilt. First,
the state is able to generate patriotism by identifying
itself with such common objects of love as one's home-
land. Thus, one comes to think of the entire territory
over which the state rules as "my country." Second, the
rulers exhort their subjeects to "worship your ances-
tors"™ and "uphold old customs and institutions," while
they portray themselves as the legitimate heirs of
these ancestors and the product of these customs.(13)
Third, individual dissent is disecouraged by appeals to
"adjust to society"” or "heed the will of the majority."
And finally, "Any increase in private well-being," says
Rothbard, "can be attacked as 'unconscionable greed,’
'materialism' or ‘'excessive affluence'; profit-making
can be attacked as 'exploitation' and 'usury,' mutually
beneficial exchanges denounced as 'selfishness,' and
somehow with the conclusion always being drawn that
more resources should be siphoned from the private to
the 'public sector.' The induced guilt makes the pub-
lic more ready to do just that. For while individual
persons tend to indulge in 'selfish greed,' the failure
of the State's rulers to engage in exchanges is sup-
posed to signify their devotion to higher and nobler
causes--parasitic predation being apparently morally
and esthetically lofty as compared to peaceful and pro-
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ductive work."(14)

It is through a combination of all of these de-
viees that the state is able to make itself appear both
beneficial and legitimate and thus to secure popular
support, ranging from enthusiasm to simple resignation.
A way in which the state is able to obtain acquiescence
by combining the use of such methods as appeals to pa-
triotism and the threat of coercion is well illuStrated
by the anti-statist Randolph Bourne. Men are told, he
writes, that )

they will enter the military establishment of
their own volition, as their splendid sacri-
fice for their country's welfare, and that if
they do not enter they will be hunted down
and punished with the most horrid of penal-
ties; and under a most indescribable confu-
sion of democratic pride and personal fear
they submit to the destruction of their live-
lihood if not their lives, in a way that
would formerly have seemed to them so obnox-
ious as to be ineredible.(15)

A final word should be mentioned concerning the
crucial role compulsory public education has in induc-
ing acceptance of the state ideology. The state gets
the child at a young and impressionable age. The child
is then taught to be patriotie, love his country, and
revere his ancestors. Anarchism is either equated with
chaos or disregarded altogether. Hence, the child is
indoetrinated into the habit of thinking in terms of
the state. He becomes a prisoner of his educational
environment, incapable of thinking in terms beyond the
statist paradigm. Particular government A or particu-
lar government B may be bad, but government itself is
never questioned. It is through such educational in-
doectrination that the individual becomes so susceptible
to the statist ideology he encounters later in life.

3. THE GROWTH OF THE STATE

The fact that the state originated in violence and
exploitation does not, in itself, go very far in ex-
plaining how and why the state grows, and grows not
just in size but in the power it exercises over its
subjects. An answer was hinted at earlier.
Oppenheimer's world view was that there were two exclu-
sive means, the economic and the political, for obtain-
ing the same object: material satisfaction. Since the
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latter is the embodiment of violence while the former
entails voluntary and peaceful exchange of goods, it
should not be suprising that the political means gain
at the expense of the economic. And since it is the
state that maintains a monopoly of the political means,
it should likewise not be surprising that it is able,
as James Madison once remarked, to turn "every contin-
gency into a resource for accumulating force in the
government.(16)

But this answer, by itself, is too abstruse. What,
more specifically, do the individualist anarchists see
as the means that the state uses to augment its power?
Drawing heavily on the writings of such men as Bertrand
de Jouvenel, American anti-statists such as Randolph
Bourne, and such laissez faire economists as Ludwig von
Mises, a few of the more important means can be
indicated.

a. Democracy.

Bertrand de Jouvenel agrees with Oppenheimer that
"the state is in essence the result of the successes
achieved by a band of brigands who superimpose them-
selves on small distinet societies . . . It pursues no
just end; its one concern is the profitable exploita-
tion of conquered and submissive subjeects. It lives
off the subject populations."(17) But with the passage
of time the governmental units expanded beyond the
ability of the king to exert personal control. Conse-
quently, control over particular areas was delegated to
the king's subordinates and friends, in particular to
those military figures who had supported the king in
his struggle for power. These areas gradually emerged
into all but completely independent political units,
viz., fiefdoms, possessing their own courts, military
forces and sources of revenue. In this way the king
became largely dependent for his revenue on the support
of those elements independent of him, i.e., the feudal
lords. Since there was an inverse relationship between
the power of the king and that of the aristoecracy, the
latter were always careful to view the king as a person
in opposition to themselves. They were jealous of
their independent prerogatives and relinquished them to
the king only grudgingly and when they either agreed
with the king's policies or were presented with no al-
ternative. Thus it was rather difficult for the em-
ployment of the political means, or "State power" to
use Albert Jay Noeck's term, to grow at the expense of
the economic means, or "social power."
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But the emergence of democracy and the idea of
popular sovereignty greatly facilitated the growth of
state power. "It was not that the throne was over-
thrown," says de Jouvenel in speaking of the French
Revolution, "but that the whole, the nation-person,
mounted it. Its life was as that of the king it suec-
ceeded, but it had one great advantage over him: for
subjects are in regard to a king--who is seen to be a
person different from themselves--naturally careful
to secure their rights. Whereas, the nation is not a
different person: it is the subject himself, and yet
it is more than he--it is a hypostatized We."(18)
Since the state is now controlled by "the people™ it is
no longer feared as a dangerous instrument but looked
upon as the means to achieve the "common good."

Democracy serves to facilitate the growth of state
power in yet another way. By possessing an independent
base the aristocracy in the feudal period were able to
block or at least retard, the growth of the king's
power. But the democratization of society, says de
Jouvenel, entailing as it does the elimination of all
such independent bases of power, removes all obstacles
to the centralization and augmentation of state power.
For regardless of such devices as the written Constitu-
tion and the division of the government into several
separate branches, the fact remains that all branches
derive their power from the same source: the majority
of the people.{(19) The individualist anarchist agrees
and therefore denies that even a constitutionally es-
tablished "independent judiciary" is able to serve as a
check. The judges themselves, they argue, are employed
by and are therefore part of the state. Thus, says
Rothbard, over the years the state has been able to
transform judicial review from "a limiting device to
yet another instrument for furnishing ideological legi-
timaey to the government's actions. For if a judicial
decree of *'unconstitutional' is a mightly cheeck to gov-
ernment power, an implicit or explicit verdiet of 'con-
stitutional' is a mighty weapon in fostering public ac-
ceptance of ever-greater goevernment power."(20) The
idea of checking the government by a written constitu-
tion is seen as "a noble attempt that failed." It
failed because "when you give the State itself the
final power to interpret the very instrument that is
supposed to limit the State, you will inevitably find
the Constitution being stretched and distorted..."(21)

De Jouvenel's fear is that as democracy matures
power is ever more easily delegated to the state while
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individual liberty is subordinated to the "common good"
or "social justice." Under the rubrie of popular sov-
ereignty, he says, Parliaments were established and in-
vested with the power of law-making. This was not
simply a transfer of authority from the king to "the
people" or their representatives, he points out, but an
addition to state power of immense proportions. In
pre-democratiec societies the king was not sovereign but
was seen as the mandatory of God or of the gods. But
God's law was immutable. Hence, the king had no power
to make or change the law. He could obtain obedience
only if he himself remained obedient to the divine law.
‘This confined the king's actions within rather narrow
and predictable limits. )

Positive legislation appeared only when the idea
of popular sovereignty replaced that of divine sover-
eignty. Since the people were now sovereign they were
empowered to make the law, and the Age of Rationalism
served to reinforce this by teaching that any order was
merely conventional and hence changeable at will. This,
says de Jouvenel, was a great breakthrough for state
power. By identifying themselves with the state, the
people were willing to delegate more and more power to
it. Democratie theorists erred, he says in quoting
Montesquieu, in confusing the power of the people with
the liberty of the people, for the power of the state
"is command, and everyone cannot command. Sovereignty
of the people is therefore nothing but a fietion," and
one which "confers on the rulers the authority of the
whole."(22)

While the emergence of democracy opened the doors .
for the expansion of state power at the expense of so-
cial power, the growth of the state beyond a certain
point assumes a life of its own; expansion of the state
in one area requires expansion in other areas as well.
For, "when the State is so large, when everything is
political, one cannot say 'I will live in a certain

way.' What he must say is 'To live in a certain way
myself, I must seize the controls of the great machine
and employ them in such a manner as suits me.'" In

this way every issue becomes politicized and requires
the intervention of the state. Democracy, de Jouvenel
therefore concludes, is merely "the time of tyranny's
incubation."(23)
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b. War.

A second, vitally important, means for the growth
of the state is war. Here the individualist anarchist
turns, in particular, to the writings of Randolph
Bourne. Bourne believes that the state is "the instru-
ment by whiech the whole herd is wielded for the benefit
of a elass.”™ It follows that the more powerful the
state, the more entrenched the ruling elite, the better
able it is to benefit itself. Hence, says Bourne, "The
ideal of the State is that within its territory its
power and influence should be universal." But even in
a democracy the majority might well resist naked at-
tempts by the state to restriet free speech or impose
an overriding uniformity. Hence, what is required is
some justification for state action. And since it is
precisely in war that this justification is most easily
and clearly found, Bourne concludes that "war is the
health of the state."” Once war breaks out "Old nation-
al ideals are taken out, re-adapted to the purpose and
used as universal touchstones, or molds into which all
thought is poured." Dissent, which was permitted in
times of peace, is usually outlawed in times of war.
"Criticism of the State, objections to war, lukewarm
opinions concerning the necessity or the beauty of con-
scription, are made subjeet to ferocious penalties far
exceeding in severity those affixed to actual pragmatic
crimes. Public opinion . . . becomes one solid bloeck.
'Loyalty,' or rather war orthodoxy, becomes the sole
test for all professions, techniques, occupations."(24)

But what is especially striking is the realization
that once the population is infused with a war psycho-
logy, all else follows automatically. For wars, at
least our modern "democratic" wars which depend for
their success on mass support and enthusiam, are invar-
iably presented in terms of a struggle for righteous
and humanitarian goals. The enemy is dehumanized and
the complex and often subtle differences in culture and
policies are presented in simplistic black and white
terms.(25) War is thereby transformed into a moral
crusade to "make the world safe for democracy,” to
"destroy totalitarianism," or to "contain Communism."
And not only does this erusade provide a welcome con-
trast to the mundane chores of daily living but, per-
haps even more importantly, it infuses life with a
meaningfulness it never had during peacetime. It is
this that largely explains that striking phenomenon of
the outpouring of voluntary sacrifice, of millions of
men willingly marching to their nearly certain deaths,
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that is so characteristic a feature of modern war. For
it is only through voluntary sacrifice that one can
become a part of, belong to, the crusade. Thus it is
during war in particular that government has rarely to
compel sacrifirece. It has only to ask but to
receive.(26)

Hence it is only in wartime, as Bourne notes, that
the nation is able to "attain a uniformity of feeling,
a hierarchy of values, culminating at the undisputed
apex of the state idea." This "could not possibly be
produced through any other agency than war."(27)(28)

c. Economie Intervention.

There are two major economie factors the free
market anarchist can and does cite to help explain the
growth of government. First is the inequality of costs
and benefits of government programs, and second is the
dynamic of the market process.

The costs of government programs are usually wide-
ly diffused, while the benefits are highly concentrat-
ed. Since the benefits a government can offer to a
particular interest group can be substantial, that
group will lobby vigorously for them. But so long as
the costs are distributed widely throughout society it
will generally come to no more than a few cents per
person per program. Since this would be less than the
cost of organizing an effort to oppose the program,
such is not done. It is therefore usually politically
profitable for the politicians to implement the pro-
grams desired by the interest groups.(29)

Secondly, the anarchist emphasizes the delicate
interdependencies of the modern market economy. Since
any tampering with the market process has ramifications
throughout the entire economic system, the poliey-
makers will therefore be confronted with the choice of
either abandoning the original interventionist poliey
altogether or expanding it into ever more areas. The
government, for example, may desire to "stimulate" the
economy by inereasing the supply of money. This will
result in rising prices and the policy-makers may then
find it politically necessary or expedient to impose
maximum prices on some or all goods. But since this
will reduce or even eliminate profit margins, invest-
ment will be discouraged in those areas where the con-
trols were enacted, thereby causing a reduction of out-
put and hence a shortage of those goods. This will



have several imporant consequences. First, in an ef-
fort to stimulate production, -price controls for the
factors of production will also have to be imposed.
But since this will discourage production of factors,
the poliey of priece controls will have to be expanded
into ever wider areas. Second, to cope with the short-
age, the government may also decide to adopt a poliey
of rationing. And third, if rationing is resorted to,
the government will almost certainly be forced to ex-
pand greatly its police force in order to cope with the
black markets, which are the inevitable accompaniment
of rationing.(30) All of this must entail the progres-
sive extension of government control into areas that
were heretofore independent and, as a corollary, the
concentration of ever more power in the hands of
government.

In short, the individualist anarchist believes
that there is an inherent tendency for state power to
expand at the expense of social power. The state, com-
ments Rothbard, "has invariably shown a striking talent
for the expansion of its powers beyond any limits that
might have been imposed upon it."(31) The general rea-
son lies in what John Calhoun referred to as the pro-
pensity of the dominant power in society to abuse its
power. Since normally the dominant power is that which
is in control of the government, Calhoun felt that
Constitutional restrictions "would ultimately be an-
nulled and the government converted into one of unlim-
ited powers."(32) The political means, as Oppenheimer
-would say, quite naturally prevail over the economie
means. Democracy, war and economic intervention are
just three of the more important ways by whieh the po-
litical means are implemented. .

4. THE TOTAL STATE

The individualist anarchist as written little on
the twentieth century phenomenon of the totalitarian
state. However some mention of it should be made since
it is the logical culmination of what he sees as the
statist dynamic.

Totalitarianism is the logical extension of the
concept of sovereignty. While the development of that
term owes much to the writings of Jean Bodin in the
sixteenth century, it was Thomas Hobbes a century later
who made that concept the center of his entire politi-
cal system. Believing that there was no society with-
out order and no order without a sovereign, Hobbes
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quite logically coneluded that sovereignty was the
creator, the sine qua non, of society. Without the
state, said Hobbes in his most famous passage, the life
of man is "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short."

Since order required that all power be centralized
in the state there could be no room for independent
associations. Associations ecould only undermine the
unity of power required for peace and order.(33) Thus
the Church, the university, and even the family fall
vietim to Hobbes' sovereign. But it is important to
realize that for Hobbes sovereignty was not an end in
itself but was necesary, as Nisbet points out, to pro-
vide a secure and "impersonal environment of law within
whieh individuals may pursue rationally their proper
interests." And far from infringing upon individual
freedom Hobbes believed that sovereignty and freedom
went hand-in-hand. The sovereign state was the agent
for the liberation of the individual from the petty
tyrannies of "church, guild or any other form of inter-
mediate association.” Thus while Hobbes believed that
the state was the creator of society he did not endea-
vor to abolish the distinction between the two.

It was Rousseau who, recognizing that man's psy-
chological need for attachment conflicted with the im-
personality of Hobbes' Leviathan, preceeded with such
an abolition. Like Hobbes, Rousseau desired the liber-
ation of man from the constraints fo traditional socie-
ty. And also like Hobbes, he recognized that this re-
quired a powerful and highly centralized state. It is
the cognition of this faet that makes explicable
Rousseau's otherwise paradoxical remark that man is to
be "forced to be free." But if the atomization of so-
ciety, as Hobbes knew, was a necessary condition for
sovereignty, and if sovereignty, as he believed was a
necessary condition for social order, it was not, as
Rousseau fully realized, a sufficient condition. For
perhaps the most fundamental of man's psychological
needs is the need to belong, to feel a part of some-
thing. Thus, if sovereignty demanded destruction of
all intermediate associations, something would have to
be substituted in their place. Rousseau offered as the
functional equivalent of membership in the plurality of
independent and autonomous associations membership in
the monolithie, overarching political community;
membership, that is, in the total state.(34)

It is therefore in the writings of Rousseau in the
eighteenth century that one finds a description of the
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essentials of the modern totalitarian order that did
not emerge for nearly another two centuries. For one
cannot understand totalitarianism by focusing on such
phenomena as the mass murder of Jews by the Nazis, or
the extermination of the kulaks in Soviet Russia. As
Nisbet points out, totalitarianism "cannot be reduced
to the operation of force and terror." As tragic as
such occurrences are, they are merely incidental rather
than essential elements of the totalitarian order.
Force will be used against recalcitrant minorities but,
as we have already seen, it cannot be used effectively
against the majority. Thus, to understand totalitar-
ianism, one must explain its appeal to the masses.

Historically, the emergence of totalitarian orders
have followed a period of extreme fluctuations and
rapid social decay in whiech the customs and stability
of the old order are overturned. This was as true of
pre-1917 Russia as it was of Italy and Germany in the
1920's and 1930's. But as Rousseau recognized, and a
plethora of sociologists of whom Emile Durkheim was
only the most famous have confirmed, man is simply not
equipped, psyhologically, to live in such an atomized
and uncertain environment. Hence the emphasis by the
totalitarian state on mass demonstrations and parades,
such as the May Day parade, the extensive use of such
symbols as the swastika, and such special forms of ad-
dress as "comrade."™ All are cultivated in the con-
scious attempt to generate in the individual a feeling
of attachment and community.(35) But undoubtedly the
most significant element in the cereation of attachment
to the total state is the ideology, such as that of the
"master race"™ or the "proletariat."™ For, as Jaeques
Ellul says, the ideology or myth, being comprehensive,
envelops the individual and therefore renders him im-
mune from all other influences.(36)

But if it is the creation of the political commu-
nity that largely explains the appeal of totalitarian-
ism, its appeal holds only in the absence of other,
competing communities. Hence the necessity for the
political community to become total. Hence, too, its
increasing appeal as it becomes total. For when the
state becomes the only community, regardless of how
artificial it may be, life becomes identified with the
state. Dissent ecan be undertaken in only the most
serious of cases and by only the most intrepid. For
open dissent risks ostracism from the politiecal commu-
nity. And when that is the only community, this means
consignment to the psychological death of complete iso-
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lation. This explains such otherwise inexplicable
phenomena as the willingness, even desire, of the
"enemies of the people' to confess, during the Soviet
purge-trials, to nearly any charges levelled against
them.(37) For suech is the route to psychological peace
and, no matter how remote, the possible return to the
floek. As Nisbet has explained in a particularly in-
sightful passage, "the State becomes powerful not by
what it takes from the individual, but by what it takes
from the spiritual and social associations which com-
pete with it for man's devotion."

One can now see the role that violence plays in
the totalitarian state. Since a totalitarian order is
possible only in the absence of intermediate associa-
tions a totalitarian ruler, unless his rise to power
itself follows upon the disintegration of the old order
and the atomization of society, must take measures to
create atomization. Hence the violent assault upon
all intermediate associations. And since there is a
natural tendency for such associations to reemerge, the
perpetuation of atomization requires the periodiec
recourse to violent measures to forestall such an
occurrence.

The foregoing highlights the salient role interme-
diate associations play in the preservation of a rela-
tively free and stable social order, and some have con-
tended that this poses a serious question for the lib-
ertarian. The free market anarchist often appears to
be oblivious to such associations. His alternative to
the state is simply The Individual, restricted only
by the "libertarian non-aggression axiom" and his own
voluntary contractual agreements. The role of custom
and tradition is downplayed, if not held in outright
contempt. And the result is a view of the social order
as a mechanical process, changeable at will and with no
side effeets, and held together largely by the heavy
hand of the government in a statist society, and purely
by contractual agreement in the anarchist. The liber-
tarian's emphasis is invariably on the individual in
the abstract, the completely rational and unemotional
individual. The focus is not on attachment, but on re-
lease; and not release from the state to permit attach-
ment to other communities and associations, but on re-

lease, per se. But atomization, goes the argument,
is the same whether it is created by the Leviathan
State or the "Libertarian Nonagression Axiom." This,

however, raises the question of whether a society con-
structed along pure laissez faire lines could ever be
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stable, or would it, as paradoxical as it may seem at
first, actually pave the way for -a new totalitarianism?
For "It is ludicrous," warns Robert Nisbet, "to hold up
the assorted charms of individual release and emancipa-
tion to populations whose burning problems are those
arising, today, from moral and social release. To do
so is but to make the way for the Grand Inquisitor the
easier. For this is the appeal, as we have seen, of
the totalitarian prophet -- to ‘'release' masses of
atomized individuals from their intolerable
individualism"(38)

The old laissez faire failed, Nisbet continues,
because it focused on the abstract, imaginary, rational
individual at the expense of kinship and community.
What is needed is a "new laissez faire" which will pre-
sent an environment within which "autonomous groups may
prosper."(39)

While this analysis of contemporary society is
profound, as a eriticism of libertairianism it is based
on a misunderstanding. Libertarianism is a politiecal,
not a moral or social, philosophy and as such concerns
itself with the use of force in society.(40) 1Its pre-
mise, the "non-aggression axiom," is that initiated
forece is never justified. Put differently, this means
that any and all peaceful activity is legitimate. Lib-
ertarians therefore oppose coercively imposed attach-
ments. But if individuals do have a psychological need
for attachment there is nothing to prevent them from
.associating voluntarily. Given the requisite freedom,
David Friedman argues, not only will groups of like-
minded individuals naturally gravitate toward each
other, but those with conflicting values will just as
naturally migrate away from each other. The result,
according to Friedman, would be a plethora of more or
less autonomous communities populated by like-minded
individuals, with each community subseribing to its
own, and in many cases quite unlibertarian, laws, and
cultivating its own identity, customs and
traditions.(41)

Thus, far from conflicting with man's need for at-
tachment, on closer analysis libertarianism actually
appears to offer precisely that environment which
Nisbet's community-oriented "new laissez faire"
requires.
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5. WHO RULES THE STATE?

It is clear that the validity of the individualist
anarchist view of the state is dependent upon the
existence of a ruling elite; yet this elite has not
been identified. Who, then, constitutes this dominant
group? In primitive times it was easy to spot. One
group, employing the political means, would subject
another to its will and begin to extract tribute from
them. Gradually, as this arrangement persisted, it
came to be accepted and the extraction of tribute be-
came systematized in the periodic payment of taxes to
the "government." As economist Walter Grinder summar-
izes it, "It is to this more powerful group that the
wealth, plundered by the political means, accrues. In
time this group becomes entrenched both politically and
economically, through its plundered wealth."(42)

But this relatively straight-forward process
becomes much more complicated in today's world. Now,
all areas are ruled by governments. Hence, one cannot
simply organize a military band, impose one's will on a
stateless society, call oneself a government, and begin
to collect taxes. Further, since the government is the
most powerful institution in society, a direct assault
is usually doomed to fail. While in primitive socie-
ties the ruling elite was able to set up its own gov-
ernment, today this is no longer, or only rarely possi-
ble. The ruling elite of today is that group which,
working through the existing power structure, is able
to obtain control of the government and use it for its
own purposes. This means that the vast bulk of the
government bureaucracy are not really members of the
elite except in the broadest sense of the term, but
rather conscious or unconscious servants of that group.
It also means that, and this is perhaps more important,
the essence of the state has remained unchanged from
primitive times. It is still the institutionalization
of the political means for the purpose of the transfer
of wealth from the producing group to the exploiting or
ruling group.

Though it might at first seem paradoxical, the in-
dividualist anarchists believe that the ruling group of
today is composed of the upper echelons of the capital-
ist eclass, or what Walter Grinder refers to as the
"corporate-financial super-rich."™ They reason as fol-
lows. The position of the entrepreneur on the market
is always insecure. Just as the market provides oppor-
tunities for the acquisition of wealth, it also pre-
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sents the possibility of loss. This means that the en-
trepreneur could never relax. No sooner would he tri-
umph over one competitor than he would be met by others
intent upon cutting into his share of the market. No
sooner would he uncover a lucrative area for returns on
investment than other entrepreneurs would follow suit,
the increasing production forcing the profit rate down.
And as soon as he would fail to take advantage of the
latest investment opportunities or .adopt the latest
methods of production he would risk losing his invest-
ment to those who did. And behind all of this there
is, of course, the ever present possibility of entre-
preneurial error. Since the first concern of the capi-
talist is to realize a profit, and since the rigors of
the market mean that this is a difficult and perpetual
struggle for an ever elusive object, the capitalist has
no conecern for the market, as such. Hence it was only
natural for him to turn, whenever possible, to the
state which, with its monopoly on the use of force,
could institutionalize profits by implementing various
statist measures such as tariffs, subsidies, licensing
restrictions, ete., in order to keep out competition,
raise prices and keep wage rates low. The free market
anarchist is therefore in complete agreement with the
anti-statist Albert Jay Nock's contention that, contra-
ry to conventional wisdom, "American business never
followed a poliecy of laissez faire, never wished to
follow it, never wished the State to let it alone."{(43)

In other words, the individualist anarchist be-
lieves that there is a natural affinity between wealth
and power. Those who have political power can use it
to obtain wealth. On the other hand, the wealthy are
able to use their wealth to obtain political power.
Once in control of the state, they are in a position to
use the political means to perpetuate and even enhance
their own positions in the socio-economic hierarchy.
As the individualist anarchist sees it, this creates a
vicious circle: wealth can be used to acquire politi-
cal power which in turn can be used to acquire more
wealth. While the circle is not completely closed, its
opening is ecertainly quite small. The "rise to the
top"™ by those from the lower economic strata is not
ruled out completely. However, its occurrence which
would be difficult under any circumstances is made even
more so by the artificial obstacles imposed by the
elite. Such, in brief, is the individualist anarchist
theory of the state as an instrument of elite rule.
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6. OOMMENTS AND EVALUATION

Before evaluating this argument, two points need
to be clarified. First, although the individualist
anarchist often uses the term "elass analysis" to des-
ecribe his position, that term has not been used here.
Instead the term "caste" has been adopted. This has
been done for two reasons. First, "class analysis" is
commonly linked with Marxism. But there are fundamen-
tal differences between the Marxist and libertarian
analyses. While both see the capitalist class, or at
least part of that eclass, as the ruling group, they
draw quite different conclusions from this. The
Marxists believe that wealth itself confers power and
hence that the only means to end exploitation is to
nationalize the means of production. The free market
anarchist, on the other hand, argues that wealth does
not in itself confer power since the capitalist ean
maintain his position on the free market only by serv-
ing others better than anyone else. Since the state is
the only means for the institutionalization of pro-
fit, the individualist anarchist believes that "the
State, as the institutionalization of force, is the
source of all exploitation, either direectly or indi-
rectly."(44) Thus, while the Marxist sees private pro-
perty and wealth inequality as the sources of exploita-
tion the individualist anarchist sees it in the state.
Consequently, the Marxist opts for the nationalization
of the means of production; the free market anarchist
advocates the abolition of the state.(45) To avoid
confusion with its Marxian counterpart the anarchist
position is referred to as a "caste analysis."

Second, and more important, the term "caste" more
accurately denotes the anarchist position than "elass."
The key distinetion between "class" and "caste" is that
the former is characterized by fluidity; the latter by
rigidity. Individuals may move into and out of a
elass; such movement is precisely what is missing in a
caste.(46)

. The distinction is crucial for grasping the anar-
chist analysis. It is a characteristic of the market
process that wealth is dispersed unevenly. But if the
market is free there are no external impediments pre-
venting an individual, or even an entire group, from
rising from a lower to a higher economiec position. For
example, the vast majority of immigrants to America
were penniless upon their arrival. This was a strictly
temporary phase. After adjusting to American life,
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whieh usually meant adjusting to the shock of moving
from a rural! to an urban environment, these individu-
als, and in fact entire ethnie groups, began to ascend
the economiec ladder, their places at the bottom being
taken by succeeding generations of immigrants. Thus,
while there is a permanent "bottom twenty percent" the
individual occupants of that category were constantly
changing.(47) 1In brief, markets produce classes.

In contrast, a caste is characterized by its rigi-
dity: one born into a caste remains in it for life. 1If
the individualist anarchist is correct and the wealthy
are able to use government to institutionalize their
position one can refer to this as the transformation
of a class into a caste. What is important for the
anarchist position is that it is only through govern-
ment that a socio-economic position can be institution-
alized. 'As shown in Fig. 1, this means that while mar-
ket results in classes, governments produce castes.
These concepts are pure types. The question is not:
which is present class or caste? Elements of both can

market government
I ¢ > 1
class caste
(fluidity; movement (rigidity; no
between groups) intergroup

movement)
Fig. 1: Class and Caste Distinections

be found in all societies. The key question is the
cause of the relative mix of elass and caste. If the
anarchist analysis is correct, one would expect to find
relatively fewer castelike features, i.e., more fluidi-
ty, in more market oriented societies than in the more
government dominated ones. A dictatorship would be
expected to contain more castelike features than a
democracy.

For both of these reasons, to avoid confusion with
the Marxian analysis and to make clear the anarchist
belief that in statist societies the distinction be-
tween the ruling elite and other social groups is quite
rigid, the term caste has been adopted.

The second point needing clarification is the
notion of ceonspiracy. The anarchist's caste analysis
should not be interpreted as a conspiracy theory.
Analyses of the distribution of power in society are
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usually divided into two broad deseriptive categories:
pluralism and elitism. Pluralism insists that power
is widely diffused; elitism maintains that it is highly
econcentrated. The anarchist analysis, of course, is in
the elitist tradition. Now it should be evident that
the real question is not: is power diffused or concen-
trated? Rather, it is: to what degree is power dif-
fused (or concentrated)? Posing the question in this
way enables us to see that rather than viewing elitism
and pluralism as mutually exclusive categories, they
are relative positions on a spectrum running from total
concentration at one pole to infinite diffusion at the
other. This is shown in Fig. 2.

"elitism" "pluralism”

11 1 > 0o
total infinite
concentration diffusion

Fig. 2: Degrees of Power Concentration (Diffusion)

The extremes of total concentration and infinite
diffusion are, of course, pure types. While they are
useful for analytical purposes there are few if any
"elitists" who believe that power is concentrationed in
the hands of a single person or even a few individuals;
similarly, there are few if any "pluralists” who claim
that power is infinitely diffused throughout society.
One can, as was done in Fig. 2, divide the spectrum in
half and label those on one side "elitists" and those
on the other "pluralists.” This is a convenient way of
dealing with the differences and there is nothing wrong
with this procedure provided one realizes that the real
difference is a matter of degree; that one position
shades into another and any line of demarcation is ar-
bitrary. All that one can say is that those who are
termed "elitists"™ believe that power is relatively more
concentrated than those labeled "pluralists."

When viewed in this light, it is clear that in its
most extreme version elitism is compatible with the
notion of & small, unseen conspiratorial elite, en-
sconced behind closed doors, busily pulling strings,
bribing politicians and manipulating the key institu-
tions throughout society. But nothing so sinister is
required and neither the elitists in general nor the
anarchists in particular subscribe to such a position.
Rather, the validity of elitism hinges upon the pre-
sence of two things:
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(a) a set of social institutions whieh regu-
larly operates to the advantage of a re-
latively small group, i.e., the group
benefits; and

(b) this group is primarily responsible for
establishing and/or preserving those
social institutions, i.e., the group
rules.

It should be pointed out that neither of these
propositions requires [1] that the elite is either om-
nipotent or omniscient; [2] that the elite always wins;
[3] that the elite is a completely cohesive group; [4]
that the elite is completely unresponsive to the needs
and demands of the other groups in society; [5] that
the presence of a ruling elite means that the other
groups in society are made worse off in any absolute
sense; [6] or that there is no mobility between the
rulers and the ruled. This is because, it must again
be pointed out, the difference between elitism and plu-
ralism is one of degree, not kind. For example, the
degree of "responsiveness" or "upward mobility" requir-
ed of a particular theory would depend on the point at
which the theory would place itself on the spectrum.
The cecloser a theory is to the pole of "infinite diffu-
sion" the greater the degree of responsiveness demanded
of it. Similarly, such things as "elite omnipotence"
or the complete absence of intergroup mobility is re-
quired only of those extremist theories falling on or
near the pole of "total concentration." The further
one moves from this pole, the more mobility permitted
by a theory. Having cleared away the underbrush the
individualist anarchist caste analysis can now be
evaluated.

"In all societies, from societies that are very
meagerly developed . . . down to the most advanced and
powerful societies," wrote Italian political sociolo-
ist Gaetano Mosca,

two classes of people appear, a class that
rules and a class that is ruled. The first
class, always the less numerous, performs all
political funetions, monopolizes power and
enjoys the advantages that power brings,
whereas the second, the more numerous class,
is directed and controlled. by the first.(48)

This is a sucecinet statement of the elitist position.
Is it congruent with the evidence?

98



One must admit that it is an accurate deseription
of dictatorships. In the Soviet Union the Communist
Party monopolizes control of the government and through
it the entire society. It is the sole political party;
no others are permitted to exist. Admission to the
party is rigidly controlled with party membership kept
to about five percent of the general population. With-
in the party power is concentrated in the hands of a
very small group known as the Politburo. Since the
Politburo determines its own membership, it is a self-
perpetuating oligarchy. It is clear that party mem-
bers, and in particular party officials, monopolize
power. Not surprisingly, this group also "enjoys the
benefits that power brings."” Officially, wealth is
distributed fairly evenly. But this is quite mislead-
ing because of the huge economie and social benefits
that accrue to party membership. Because of these
benefits, there is a waiting list for admission to the
party.

Large, centralized dictatorships such as the
Soviet Union fit the anarchist's caste analysis: a
small, distinet ruling group monopolizes power and uses
that power for its own benefit. But what of democra-
cies such as the United States? Isn't it precisely
because demoecracy introduces competition and thus the
ever-present possibility of removal from office, that
the rulers neither [1] constitute a ruling caste nor
[2] are able to use their power to their own advantage?

Is there a ruling caste in the United States? Al-
though space precludes a full-scale historical investi-
gation, the evidence is at least very suggestive.

While more open than in