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Anarcho-capitalism is the po'litical philosophy which advocates the right of each

and every'ind'ividual to his own life and property. This right is seen as an ethical
absolute. It cannot be'infringed for any pretext, no matter how seemingly deserv'ing
or expeditious. It opposes the jnitiation of force and the threat of initiatory force,
whether by individuals, orr by agencies asserting jurisdiction over entire populations.
No individual, or group of indivjduals, has the right to in'itiate force or threaten
it for any purpose. The use of defensjve and retaliatory force against the initiation
of force, however, does not constitute an infringement of one's right. An individual
is entitled to defend and seek redress against any physical encroachment or objective
physical threat to his life or property. One who'initiates force, or the threat of
it, either by agressing someone's life and property, or by withholding a value right-
fu1'ly belonging to someone e1se, forfeits his right by invading and abrogating the
right of another. Thus, libertarian pofitical doctrine limits the use of social inter-
ventionary force and ('in the present context) the justifiable application of force
to a purely defensive and retaliatory role. The category of "defens'ive" force does in
principle extend to "retaliatory force"; although certa'in dist'inctjons can be made
between the two. The ethical principle is the indivjdual's prerogative to defend a
j usti f iab'ly-acqui red val ue from attack, theft or object'ive threat. Personal soverei gn-
ty, wh"ich ultimately derives from one's possess'ion of oneself, including non-corporeal
extensions, eth'ically mandates the assertion of one's rightful interests. The pro-
tection of one's entitlement, i.e., the ethjcal jurjsdict'ion which extends over the
realm of one's material properties and all accompany'ing prerogatives, such as use'
control , disposit'ion, modif ication, etc., is the logical'ly derivable consequence of
one's volitional n and, thus, rationally conscious ego'ist'ic nature. The forceful
intrus'ion of another, and the accompany'ing presumpt"ion of a forced superimposition of
will, debases the operatjve jntegrity of the victim's volitional capacity, and obiec-
tively necessitates counterforce for removal of the invasion.

There is some disagreenent within the libertarian movement on the desirab'ifity
of employing defens'ive iorce. Robert LeFevre of the extreme pacifist wing reported'ly
opposbs the-use of defensive force even to the point of not breaking apart a set of
m'ahacles belonging to one's enslaver. Most libertarians would agree, however, that
an individual is entitled to defend himself with force. There is djsagreement over
the right of a private individual to engage jn hot pursuit and circumvent the iuris-
dictjonal authority of government in execut'ing private retaljation and enforced
rest'itution on an lggreisor. The Anarcho-capitalist position does not brook the
1mposit'ion of a goveinment monopoly over defensive force, as that is an infrjngement
of the equal fiberty of every individual to compete in the provisjon of these
services on the free market. The individual, thus, must be free to pursue the criminal
vjolator. The pract'ical caveat that a plantiff wishing to mainta'in the trust of his
neighbors should voluntarily ga'in the sanction of recognized juridical authorities in
the apprehension of the translressor, does not reduce the essentjal freedom of choice
by the individual to act jn his own defense.

Ult'imately, one's ri ght to onesel f i s
the consequences of one's actions and the
ity or control provides the ethical basis
The forced phys'ica'l intrusi on 'into someone
removal of thb physical agency performing
vol'iti onal ent'ity requi res the redi recti on

aggressive entity. A physical intrusion by
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The initiation of force is ethically a self-disown'ing act. The assertion of elenentary
possession (control) over the physital instrument involved in the aggression does not
require expl]cit transfer of entitlement as the presumption of entitTement is perceptibly
abandoned. An aggressor reduces his presumable status to that of a nrechanical'(non
self-determining) act of nature.

Anarcho-capitalism, as a political doctrine, rests on a series of more basjc
assumptions and premises on human nature and its psycho-epistemological and ethical
requ"irements. The concept of "rights" which is the prirne concern of nnarcho-capitalismqug.political doctrine is a secondary application of the basic ethical premise bf
rational egoism into law. A "right" denotes a potential relationship between persons
which refers to a specific ethical condition of their individual nature, and is codi-
fied as a princ'ip1e in determining what may, or may not, compr.ise thejr actions towards
each other.

The absolute right to one's own ljfe and property is a logical inference from the
ethical prem'ise that a consc'ious being, to live qua conscious 6eing, must be ful1y
sovereign over the choices in its own life. This is based on the sel f-evjdent'ly true
observation that a conscious organism should l'ive to serve its own self-interest;
that being conscjous is both the means and ends of defining and atta'ining one's own
unique happiness, success and satisfaction. The essential characteristji of conscious-
ness is that it is self-directing as'in contrast to an external'ly-determined mechanism.
A conscious entity with its own identity requires freedom from external, coercjve
interventions to apply its will. The mutual recognition of that ethical requirenent
between ind'iv'iduals forms the poljtical-iega1 concept of "right".

The ethic of rational egoism is based on the ep'istemological premise that human
consciousness is capable of understanding the un'iverse'in which we live. It posits
human reasoning as both necessary and suffjcient to understand the nature of ourselves
wjthin the context of the phenomenal universe and to derjve objectively-based values
from which to make rational ethical choices.

Not all libertarians explicitly develop the ethical argunent for individual rights
from the ethic of rational egoism. As a consequence, many libertarians are conceptua'l1y
at a loss to consistently defend the necessity of an individual's right to his (or her)
own life; thus, the log'ica1ly unnecessary debate over the right to abort and the
non-obligatory character of various categories of "implied contracts". Even Rand
herself fails to draw the full logical consequences of her ethical system, a fact
thrown up to her by Roy A. Ch'ilds Jr. in .1969 (see R.A. Childs Jr., "An 0pen Letter to
Ayn Rand: Objectivism and the State" Rational Individualist, August 

.l969)

The ability for evaluative choices comes from the capacity for abstracting con-
cepts from perceptual data. There is an all-important evolutionary threshold between
living organisms wh'ich are limited to more or less range-of-the-moment perceptual
responses to env'ironmental stimuli, and conscious organisms capable of infering and
abstracting relationsh'ips which can be symbolical'ly stored for appfication in differ-
ing experiential contexts. Organisms operating at the perceptual level ar€ essent'ia11y
incapable of transferring object lessons into another context. Behav'ioris to a
varying extent genetically preprogranmed. Behavioral variation is more or less ljmit-
ed to on-the-spot attraction and avoidance. Learning, nemory and symbolic commun'ica-
tion are extremeiy rudimentary, as 'is the potent'ia1 range of individual , and, for
that matter, the adaptive range of the species.

The ethic of rational egoism is based, thus, on the epistemological premise that
the objective, cogn'itjve, conceptual reason'ing capacit'ies of conscious organ'isms are
necessary, and suificient to derive objective value choices. This p'laces ultimate
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authority, and responsibil'ity, for making cho'ices, and for every other category of
action, on the ind'ividual. Consc'iousness, and the capacity for rapid adaptation to a
dynamically chang'ing environment, is not alien to the phenomenal universe, but a

natural outgrowth of its princip'les of organization. Thus, ethics, the sc'ience of
making value choices, is neither a contradiction between human nature and the nature of
reality nor is it necessari'ly arbitrary. It is fundamental to the conduct of a
successful existence and ultjmately to the fulfjllment of a purposeful identity.

The relationship between an objectively-derived ep'istemology, and the ethic of
rat'ional egoism, is fundanBntal to an anarcho-capitalist political doctrjne. The
argument for the absolute right of the individual to h'is own ljfe and property'is
necessarily an intellectual one. It requires a consistent and rigorous identjficat'ion
of premises wh'ich can account for an ent'ire range of problems which occur in life.
Other doctrines such as the complex of ref igio-ph"ilosophica'l and ideolog'ical not'ions
whi ch can be sumrnari zed under the mul ti p'le head j ng of myst'ici sm-al tru'ism-col lecti vi sm-
statism do not require consistency jn a'referential sense for their "success". I have
subsuned these into a blanket category called the Authoritarian Complex. Brjefly,
the authorjtarian complex is the system of ideas and attitudes which rationaljze
and culturally reinforce the ex'isting system which divests the indiv'idual of his
sovereign right to his own life. Mysticism when reduced to its basic kernel asserts
that the universe in wh'ich ali phenonenal differences of physical, materjal nature
and of space and time are non-existent. It further asserts that human cognitive capa-
cities and reasoning are inferior brays of knowing to the process of faith which requires
rel'iance on indeterfrinate sources. fiysticism requ'ires djvesting oneself of one's
cognitive authority -- and relying on an external mythical entjty.o.r power. Altruism
is the eth'ical doctrine which logica11y follows from mysticism which requ'ires one to
live jn oppositjon to one's rational interests. Collectivism is a genera'l heading
applying to a variety of soc'ial and political doctrines which subord'inate the right
oi the ind'ividual to the group. Statism is the organized and 1ega1 divestiture of
'indjvidual authority'into the hands of those holdjng power through the coercive
monopoiies of government. At every level , netaphysical , ep'istemologica'l , ethjcal '
and irolitjcal-6conomic, the indivjdual is divested from the authority of his world'
hjs mind, his self-esteem, his life and property.

Every variant of the Authoritarian Complex, thus, proposes theories which provide
importanfloopholes from real'ity, and with them, the sacrifice of individual rights.
Anarcho-capitaf ism 'is not nerely a defense of rights, it is of necess'ity rational
selfishness, and the absolute primacy of reason in value cho'ices. Any attempt to
avoid an'iniegrated and uncompromising defense of these principles is intellectually'
and in ultimate po'ljtical terms, catastrophic.

The attempt to argue from the notion of social utility as a primary argunent
was a crucial mjstake ior the nineteenth-century class'ical laissez-fajre liberals.
One which promoted the intellectual collapse of constitutional republicanism.and the free
market Iimited-state system. The argunenl from social utili!v b.y Jeremy Bentham and

John Stuart Mills was in attempt to graft la'issez-faire on altrujst-collectivist
p".*it;;: Ulti*ut"ty it resulted in-an ethical llpitulation of laissez-faire thought.
it extingu1shed an p"ossib'ility of effective intellectual rebuttal to Marxism, and

its successor, Leninist Bolshev'ism.

Anarcho-capitalism'is more than a political doctrine nerely in opposition to
,,the cult of the onrnipotent state", as announced by the poetic, but evasive opening
line of the U.s. r-ibertarian Partyis "Statement ol Principles". Rad'ical Anarcho-

cap.ital jsm ir un .nlire way of life which stands philosophically and ideo'logical ly 'in

irreconci'lably aniigonist'ii opposition to the dominant psychology, cullYt 
- 

and .poli-
tics of our time. lnarcho-caiita]ism is nothing less than the most radjcal and

revolutionary doctrine known to the world. It is a rigorously rat'iona1 and indivjdual-
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ist'ically anti-authoritarian way of life, which must by the nature of what it entails,
threaten every existing center and jnstitution of coercive and arbitrary power on
th'is planet. Anarcho-capitalism is the implacab'le foe of the State. It is the
ultimate eroder of all unearned privi'leges, coercively imposed status, arbitrary
authority and unjust use of force.

Under an anarcho-capitalist system a'|1 property wou'ld be held in private owner-
ship. This includes all of the so-called public "services" and "utilities" such as
military, police, courts, roads, schools, power generation, water, sewage, fire pro-
tection, parks, libraries, nedjcal care, and all other categories of human trans-
actions currently monopolized by the statist ruling c1ass.

Property ownersh'ip is a necessary delineation of control and use by individuals
and groups of indiv'iduals over physica'l things. Every living entity must incorporate
and integrate matter and energy in order to surv'ive. The process of growth and devel-
opment in all living forms is analogous to proprietary relations among consc'ious
organisms. The crucial d'ifference occurs in the cognitive ab'i'lity among conscious
organisms to objectively distinguish the specific merits of an individuals's claim
to some phys'ica1 entity. A claim to something is based on the investment of value
'in some h'itherto unclaimed object or the voluntary transfer of title by the previous
owner.

The concept of property is the political-lega'l aspect of the ethic of rational
egoism. An ind'ividual's sole rational purpose in life 'is to attain his own self
interest. There is no reasonable and objective basis in nature to argue an apriori
obligation on the part of an individual to others. There are only two ways in which
an individual may be ethjcally required to accept an obligation: (l) 'if he has given
voluntary and expfic'it consent to provide a value or (2)'if he has caused an objectiveiy
definable damage to someone else for which he owes restitution. Self ownership is
the basis for all property ownership and is the correlary of personal sovereignty or
self-dominion in the political sphere

The distinction between "life and property" commonly employed by libertarjan
writers is a matter of finguistic conven'ience to extend the concept of individual
rights to include both corporeai and non-corporeal possessions. The principle of
ownership does not logically terminate wjth one's body -- it extends to whatever an
'indjvidual has acquirea Oy the 'investment of intelf igence, effort, and capital' or
by voluntary transfer of titte. Thus, an unclained plece of land one has settled and

worked'is jirst as rightfully one's possession, as one's legs! arms or head.

The val'idity of one's claim of ownership is not reduced by the relative need of
others to one's iealth, or by the relative scarcity of a value or categoly of value.
There is, for example, a greit hue and cry about the availability of "wilderness"
areas for future generations. The absurdity of attempting to.premise an eth'ica11y
valid claim on pr6perty in the nanre of non-existent persons with non-existent and

unknown desires is'a g-ood examp'le of the insanity which marks."justice" in the
Authoritarian Complexl It is not enough that the indjvidual 'is expropllalgg.at every
turn for the liviirg and required to shoulder the responsib'ilities and ljab'ilities of the
dead but now one is compelled to sacrifjce for the unborn.

The weakness,'incompetence,or ill fortune of others, does not constitute a

valid claim to any portibn of ohe's l'ife, howeverinconsequentjal it may app_ear. Th'is

not on'ly inc'ludes miteria'l possessions, but the knowledge and'information of one's
mind as well. Contrary to the belief of many libertarians, the concealment of
'informatjon, or the of-fering of inaccurate jnformation, does not constitute a vjolation
of right.
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OUR .LAl^l Continued from page 21

I have written several essays on the invalidity of fraud as a legitimate
libertarjan prohibition. Fraud punishes an jndiv'idual for prov'iding false'information
or for concealing informat'ion for gain. The usual argument for the prohibit'ion against
fraud is that it results in the transfer of a value which the victim would have been
unwjlling to give had the accurate or full information been made available by the
other party. The case against the proh'ibition of fraud'is that the cormnission of
deceit, is not in itself an act wh'ich objectively violates an 'indivjdual's right.
The prov'isjon of information or the withholding of information are within the'legi-
timate prerogatives which an individual may exerc'ise over his possessions. Giv'ing
away false information does not ent'itle the rec'ipient to a valid claim to damages.
The fraud notion'is also wrong because it'involves penalty for intent and not the
objectjve character and consequence of the action 'itself. Fraud js further inval'i-
dated by its dependence on arbitrary and changing social convent'ion and community
standards on "how much information and how accurate".

A consistent appfication of rat'iona1 ego'ism (i.e. the Libertarian Ethic) leads
to the conclus'ion that an indjvidual has but one right -- that'is the right to his
own life and property (as an extension of that life). As such, he can make no ethi-
ca11y valid clajm (and thus legally valid claim as the bases for police intervention
must proceed from the application and cod'if,ication of more fundamental ethical prem'ises)
against someone else's life, unless at least one of the two prev'iously described
condltions is net. Th'is includes information, knowledge, and all other capacities of
one's mind possessions. They are products of one's prior jnvestnent and ggquisitjons.
The concept of fraud as it ia defined in common1aw has no validity in a libertarian
code of ethics or much less a rational code of law. As is the case with any other
possession, an indivjdual may not be forced to provide accurate'information in any

transaction un'less by so doing he transfers tjtle to that part'icular informat'ional
value and must provide the value as stipulated. Failure to do so, would constitute
forcible withholding of a value belonging to someone else and, thus, a form of
initjating a forc'ibie jmpos'itjon over a portion of someone else's life.

A consistent appf icat'ion of libertarian premises permits no ethical validity
or enforcement of sb' cal led "'impl jed contracts". Libertariani sm requries the conrnun'i-
cation of explic'it and voluntary consent in the transfer of title over any value.
Anything 1esi, admits to the val'id'ity of impos'ing arbitrary anq.subiect'ive clajms
baied uion vai"iable "community" standards. The notjon of "'impljed contract"'is a

contradiction in terms. A contract consists of defined terms, the extent of liability
and other obf igat'ions. Log'ica1 jnferences from the stipulated_terms are obiectively
delimitable. Tfre extent oi the agreenent, however, is basica11y controlled by_the
explicit and defined nature of iti spec'ific terms. An indivjdual'is respons'ible for
hii own actions, not for the interpretations or assumptjons of others unless he commun-

icates a specific transfer of tjtle over some portion of h^is life. The use of
concepts to commun'icate a willingness to undertake an obfigation js necessary to
supplint the amb'iguity of percepiual-level determination of assent. The transmission
of' symbologi cal ty"speli fi c' 'informat'ion wh'ich defines intent in oral or written form
prov'ides a threshold of conceptually-explicjt val'idation.

- Richard R. Slomon

ANITA URGES PRISON FOR GAYS

The PAC does not advocate homosexuality but we think government suppression of con-
senting sexual acts is wrong. Although we oppose anti-discrim'ination laws for gays'in
ppivat6 employnrent and rentil poiiciei, we are homified by Anita Bryant's demands for
the imposition of 20 year felony penalties for homosexual acts. This is just more
evidence of the direcl relationship between Christian be1iefs and stat'ist coerc'ion.
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