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scholars working in anarcho-capitalist thought was exceedingly small.
Thus, it was not until the nineteen sixties that a more or less full-
fledged doctrine of anarcho-capitalism began to emerge. Much of this
work was performed by Murray N. Rothbard, an economist from New York,
and a small group largely composed of his students.

It is necessary to understand that even this substantial body
of research and integrative theory has had virtually nothing to say about
revolutionary organization, political transitional mechanics and the
ideological theory necessary to instruct a disciplined movement for the
abolition of statism. As a result of this abdication of political
ideology, a weak and disorganized political effort in the form of a
"Libertarian Party" in the U.S. and Canada, and the (now defunct)
"Workers Party" in Australia, have constituted the only conduits for the
now considerable forces supportive of a stateless society.

Up until now anarchism has failed to gain widespread public support
because it suffered from anti-capitalist sentiments and second because
of its irrational prejudice against effective political organization and
revolutionary programs. Now that it has at last replaced most of its
anti-capitalist prejudices in the form of anarcho-capitalism, it still
maintains a weak and ineffective political approach. Thus, this has failed
to provide the work-a-day masses with a sensible and realizable program
for change. Quite understandably most people have rejected the concept
of a stateless society not because they love oppression but because they
fear the possibility of a worse disaster.

The major problem which faces a revolutionary anarcho-capitalist
movement is not the existence of potential support - it does exist - but
rather the formulation of a hardheaded, practically achievable alternative
to the present system. This program must not only be able to gain the
allegiance of romantic intellectuals but the material support of the masses.
This can be achieved.

The main points of our revolutionary program begin with the need
for a disciplined and professional organization with a hierarchical structure
of command. Revolution against the State requires nothing less than an
international political army. With this accomplished, our movement can
begin the systematic infiltration of the State apparatus itself. Our
main targets include the military command structure, security, intelligence
and police investigative agencies, legislative bodies, and the judiciary.
In tandem with this effort our movement will be gaining power in opposition
parties - disrupting their activities and changing their policies from a
statist approach to one of anti-statism.

A major area of our program will involve establishing illicit
economic ventures able to provide vast profits for political financing.
Our underground activities will include the training and organizing of
our own military, police and judicial systems replacing statist institutions
at successively higher levels.

Undoubtedly, this approach is quite arduous and dangerous but
it is a sound and practical way of abolishing the State. When people
see our strength growing, and our institutions functioning within the
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declining efficiency and legitimacy of the State apparatus, they will
realize that anarcho-capitalism does not stand for chaos, brigandage or
fuzzy utopian dreams, but is a hardheaded practical implementation of
superior forms of organization which actually work to institute security,
prosperity, justice, and freedom.

11. Assuming that an anarcho-capitalist society can be established and
safeguarded from external statist and internal private military power
what is to prevent the concentration of economic wealth and power and
with it the re-establishment of a new political tyranny?

It must be understood that wealth gained through voluntary production
and trade does not constitute political power. The latter does not come
from the mere acquisition of manpower and weaponry but from the widespread
acquiessence to the moral authority of institutionalized initiatory force.
For example, a munitions manufacturer, although in possession of the weapons
of war and perhaps the trained men to use them, is not politically powerful.
As long as he does not enjoy the moral sanction of the surrounding
population, his wealth - even in the form of actual weapons - constitutes
only a potential means of aggression not actual political authority. He
can only assume political authority - which when combined with weapons
of war constitutes political power - with the collusion and/or acquiessence
of a controlling segment of the population at large. Thus, political
power is not a function of economic wealth, nor is it a natural concomittant
of free entrepreneurial capital, rather it is entirely dependent on the
propensity of people to collude or acquiese in slavery, i.e., the
abridgement of individual rights through the arbitrary authority of the
State.

The material means for aggression do not in themselves constitute
aggression. Wealth per se is not aggression or even less - political
power. In turn, mere aggression isi not political power. For it to become
political power it must be aggression with the sanction by a controlling
segment of the population. Political power is wealth with the willingness
to aggress plus sanctioned authority. In simplified form, the State is
aggression plus authority from a controlling segment.

Ordinary criminal aggression crosses the threshold from mere murder,
theft and extortion, etc. to become political power - when the sanction of
a controlling segment is sought. Then it becomes the practice of statecraft.
In most cases this actually Teads the political powerist to even seek the
sanction of the victims themselves. A fuller definition of the State,
thus, is aggression sanctioned and institutionalized by a controlling
segment of the population which converts nominally peaceful wealth into
weapons of war against the population to enslave it (often with its
passive acquiessence). Thus, mere production and possession of wealth
is a long way from constituting political power. Of course, under the
State all wealth becomes transformed into actual or potential weapons
of initiatory or defensive war since the State ultimately leads to war of
all against all.

The production and acquisition of wealth is in fact inherently non-
political in nature. The natural process of production is an individualized
process of a voluntary character. It is in and of itself non-violative of
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individual rights - it requires no sanction to aggress in order to
occur. Free trade between individuals which reaps the benefits of
complimentary desires through the division of labor arising from unique
individual capacities is inherently non-coercive in character. It
engenders a quid pro quo recognition of mutual interest in preserving
the abstract principle of individual rights.

Thus, free capitalism is the antithesis of political power. In
order for an advanced industrial economy to function it requires the
establishment of mutual trust to insure the efficient operation of a
complex of interlocking processes of production. The resort to aggression
is destructive of this process and to the mutual self-interest of all
participants in the production process. Free capitalism is inherently
lawful by force of its fundamental requirements, it is the antithesis
of political power. By contrast, political power which is the essence
of statism is founded on the subversion of individual rights through the
sanction of an authority placed above rational law by a controlling
segment of the population. Statist relationships are inherently
lawless because political power is sought to elevate a group to a
privileged position above the individual rights of others.

Not only is the State founded on the sanctioned aggression of a
controlling segment but it must claim a monopoly of force as integral
to its authority. Apologists for the State claim that this is necessary
for "public order" but in reality it is desired for the efficient
subjugation of potential resistors and the imposition of other monopolies.
Whereas the marketplace is an authentic "democracy" where individual
sovereign choice is free to operate in every action justifiably available
to the individual, the monopoly force of the State is a rule of privilege
which extends to all spheres of production and exchange. The State is
the source of all monopoly power because the latter can only arise from
the pre-existence of political power.

It is conceptually important to understand from the outset that
the effective monopoly of violent force of the State combined with the
irrational acceptance of its false authority as mediator of individual
concerns form the basis for all monopolistic concentrations of wealth.

It is not the concentration of wealth per se which translates into
political coercion, it is the concentration and combination of violent
force with (false) moral authority which translates wealth into an arm
of coercion. Corporate interests have used the guns of the State and

its established authority from ancient times to constrain competition and
ultimately to loot the economy. For instance, antitrust legislation in
the U.S. is a good example. The difference between various statist systems
lies in the original level of free competition permitted. In communist
nations there is but one "firm": the State. Production systems sheltered
or outrightly controlled by the State are not "economic" but elements of
a system of political slavery. The concentration of wealth is thus a
derivative of State power not the other way around.

The free market results in the greatest possible dispersal of
economic wealth in any particular phase of development. For a firm to raise
prices without regard to potential competition, it must be able to
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forcibly prevent the firms from entering the market or forcibly

prohibit clients from patronizing its competitors. Lower real prices
(i.e., hard currency) results in benefits to every participant whereas
inflated prices due to government-protected monopolies are a tax on all
consumers and erstwhile competitors. Monopolies cannot long exist in a
freely competitive environment. Efficient firms underpricing their competition
from the market may temporarily enjoy a price monopoly but as soon as they
raise their prices beyond the point of their profit permitted by their
superior efficiency they will attract new entrants into the market.

This new competition can take the form of a different product suitably
modified to act as a lower priced substitute. Thus, a steel manufacturer
who achieves dominance in a particular area may not only face renewed
competition from extra-regional steel plants but from high-strength
plastic manufacturers and other products having substitutability in
specific uses.

Most of the large corporate firms which presently exists are
artificial creations of statist power. In a freely competitive environment
it is doubtful that General Motors, American Telephone and Telegraph or
Standard 0i1 Co. of New Jersey would continue to exist in their present
form. In many cases they would be "eaten alive" by the dog-eat-dog
competition of smaller firms operating efficiently in particular
product or service lines. The problem with the large firm or corporate
conglomerate is that it often cannot adapt rapidly to changing
technologies and consumer wants. Small firms often can and do tear away
clientelle from bureaucratically managed large entities. More often
than not, the more innovative personnel of a large firm will often
quit to start their own enterprises in direct competition with the
"parent" company. These forces, and others insure the attrition of
larger firms and the existence of many lesser but thriving competitors.

In sum, without the guns and "laws" of the State to shelter them
from competition giant firms with political power to coerce the competition
will not arise. For the sake of argument, however, let us assume that
a large firm or group of firms did plot to 1imit the competition of
smaller firms and establish a new State - would they be able to pull
it off? The fact of a firm not having statist power to protect its
coercive designs does not, after all, prevent it from scheming to
create a state for its own purposes.

Any group of firms attempting to build its own army (to enforce
its coercive authority) would have to raise its prices to non-competitive
lTevels to cover the rise in additional expenditures. Long before they
had the means to start their conquest of neighboring firms, they would
have suffered severe losses on the market both from reduced sales and
loss of investor confidence. (It is also very likely that lending
institutions fearing destruction of property and armed attacks against
their other investments would have called for the intervention of a
private defense firm).

Aside from these financial losses, the aggressor firm would probably
face a strike by its workforce. Unions would exist in a free society,
only they would not have the force of the State behind them. These
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organizations would in all Tikelyhood fiercely oppose the imposition of

a firm's coercive authority over other firms. (This is not to speak of the
enraged residents in the area opposing a restraint of trade and in effect
the rise of higher prices and possibly a new State).

Thus, any attempt to reimpose a statist tyranny by "economic
power" would have to have the collusion of many important interests before
it would have a chance for military victory. It would need the help of
private defense firms, investors, unions, local residents and much of
they buying public. Assuming the firm(s) had Targe assets and was willing
to risk all of these in a prolonged conflict to wipe out the competition,
it would have to risk the almost guaranteed guerrilla resistance of the owners
of subdued firms and of its captured clientelle - for there would always be
competition beyond its borders unless it tried to re-enslave all of the
"United States".

It is important to recall at this point the highly vaunted
"division of powers" and "checks and balances" of the constitutionally
limited state in America. In an anarcho-capitalist society these
safeguards against tyranny are maximized to their greatest possible extent
while the institutionally active basis for tyranny - the State - is
non-existent. The possibility for collusion between the largest military
defense firms, companies, unions and other elements does indeed exist but
it would have no foundation in law or accepted morality and it would not
enjoy a monopoly of force.

Assuming that a reactionary "thermidor" of pro-statist forces used
their freedom of action to reimpose a statist system, they would meet the
armed opposition of millions enjoying the benefits of tax free property
ownership. Although we cannot absolutely deny the possibility of a renewed
statist tyranny - especially within a world context of communist
totalitarianism - we can assert with confidence that the actual experience
of fully free anarcho-capitalist institutions would comprise a vital
spring for a renewed revolutionary effort. Having abolished statism once,
it would be only a matter of time and effort before we defeated the State
once again.

12. Even though the objective of abolishing the State and permitting a
free society to emerge is indeed desirable, are the means implied by an
anarcho-capitalist "revolution" ethically consistent with its philosophy?

We totally oppose the idea that the ends justify the means as
the Marxist-Leninsits do. For us the means are always ends in themselves.
Every action is after the fact irrevocable, thus it must stand on its own
merits. Our means are ethically sound. We propose no action which would
contravene our fundamental philosophical principles.

The ethical position of anarcho-capitalist philosophy posits full
sovereignty and absolute proprietorship of individuals over their own Tlives
and rightfully acquired possessions. The right to oneself has as a correllary
the prerogative of self defense and retaliation to gain restitution. Since
the State does initiate force individuals are thus perfectly justified
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in organizing to overthrow the State by force in defense of their rights
and in retaliation for violations against their rights. They are justified
in employing any and all means against those who support statist coercion.
Self defense is not violence, and organized revolution against the ruling
class of the State is not terrorism. We have no intention or desire to
harm the innocent or to inflict harm indiscriminately as do the collective
statist and nationalist reactionaries who wish merely to replace one state
with another.

Although we have employed the term "political power" in describing
one of our necessary objectives, we do so only out of a necessity to
communicate the tactics of a defensive revolution against the lawlessness of
the State. Since we are compelled by circumstance to work within the
framework of statist institutions, we must gain political power to defend
our position. Part of our strategy requires the infiltration of coercive
institutions which in turn must gain the sanction of a controlling segment
for coercion. For example, our candidates for office will often have to
pose as seeking the sanction of a controlling segment to coercively enforce
the violation of rights. Although our intent is to defeat this process,
we will at times be compelled to pose as its defenders. In reality, of
course, we will be doing everything possible which does not sacrifice our
revolutionary strategy to impede and destroy the machinery of the State.

An analogy to our situation is one of a Targe concentration camp
in which an entire population is under control of a well organized minority
which rules not only by armed force but by the collaboration, apathy and
ignorance of the imprisoned population. In this particular camp, however,
most of the inmates have forgotten their rights and their desire to escape.
The warden of the prison has become so confident of his manipulative power
that he permits election of trustees and many of the guards by the more
docile classes of prisoners. In this situation it would be ridiculous for
those attempting to destroy the warden's power to merely proclaim their
opposition. One of their tactics could be to attain elected posts so as
finally to gain control of enough guard towers and the armory and dynamite
sheds to defeat the warden's garrison. With that accomplished they might
organize among the newly released prison population to free other camps so
as to consolidate their gains. The fact that they had to conceal their
true intentions or kill their captors could only be considered proper.

Our intended use of force is entirely defensive and retaliatory in
character, thus it is entirely different in its ethical implications from
the State's use of force which is initiatory and violative of rights. It
must be understood that the initiation of force violating the rights of
another person to his own 1ife and property results ethically in the
immediate forfeiture of the aggressor's right. By breaching the right of
others one objectively signals the abandonment of one's respect for rights
in general. By invading the life of another, one at once makes it impossible
for the victim to Tive as before without effecting forceful counter-measures.
Those who actively support the State are ethically forfeit of their rights.
They can regain those rights by desisting from further violations and by
announcing their plan for commencing immediate restitution. Naturally, we
cannot expect they will sue for peace until they are soundly defeated by our
retaliatory force.
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12. Although we can agree that organized self defense and retaliation
against the initiatory and violative force of the State is ethically
consistent, is not the use of deception and what would be called "election
fraud" a breach of ethical consistency?

The individual's prerogative of self defense includes the use of
any and all means against the aggressor including deception and any form
of misrepresentation. In point of fact no individual is ethically bound to
provide accurate information which betrays his interests unless he has
expressly committed himself to do so. In a situation in which the use or
threat to use force is not present the explicit promise of accuracy constitutes
the transfer of entitlement from one person to another. Then and only then
is one ethically (and thus legally) bound to provide accurate statements to
the extent promised. This is a rational extension of the proprietarian nature
of an individual's capacities. No one has any more of an automatic "right"
to accurate statements from another person than to any other portion of his
property.

In an ethical system which is premised on the individual's concern
with his own rational self interest no rational obligation for accuracy can
be imposed apriori. 1In cases in which the individual is defending himself
or others against violative power, he may break an oath to truthfulness because
the transfer of entitlement occurred under threat of force and thus violated
his rights.

In the context of the State election, campaigns are, from an ethical
perspective, 1ittle more than mob incitement to theft. It is a contest for
who is to be empowered to redistribute violations of rights on a mass scale.
Thus, any individual wishing to defend his right is justified in lying to
the controlling segment of the population to reverse the process. The
fact that it will require thousands of these actions to terminate the system
of theft does not alter the ethical consistency of political deception.

The ethicality of political deception and election fraud can be
demonstrated in concrete terms. A covert revolutionary candidate who poses
let's say as a big-spender Democrat to win an important legislative seat is
indeed deceiving many persons but he is not violating the rights of others.
Certainly he is not violating the rights of those of the state apparatus
for their rights are forfeit. Those persons who support him for his
statist projects certainly have no claim to accuracy as they are attempting
to maintain the process whereby rights are violated on a mass scale. Those
opposing him because of his professed statism are not harmed by his claims or
by the effect of his actions which is part of an orchestrated effort to
tear down the statist power structure. Thus, an individual defending his
rights against aggression has every ethical justification for Tying in
his defense before a mixed public of aggressors and non-aggressors.
Engaging in this practice on a mass scale does nothing to reduce its
ethical consistency, it merely raises its retaliatory efficacy.

Once in office the covert revolutionary will be working within an
elaborate conspiracy to bring down the State apparatus. His actions as
a legislator, however, would be calculated to evade any necessity of
participating in unethical actions such as the augmentation of tax theft.



-23-

For example, he may vote for a state project if his vote in the matter

is not decisive - thus avoiding any responsibility for the action while
maintaining his chances for re-election. In cases in which his vote may
in fact be decisive he can then propose an even more radical bill with

no actual chance of passage and refuse to support the relatively moderate
proposal on the basis that it "does not do enouah". There will be cases
which will not permit the "Trojan Horse" candidate to maintain his cover,
in such situations he will have to take the chance of voting against his
political base. In such cases, it should not be too difficult to develop
a smokescreen of expeditious rationales to mitigate the reaction to his
vote.



