
POLITiCAL ACTI0N cAuCljs

83'14 Mary A,venue ltlorthwest
Seattle, hJashington 98.l,I7

(206) 782-4688

Dear Ms. Bnown:

After having misrepresented (in Argqlaut 1-27-781 the Political Aciion Cauculs,
we expect that you vrill extend the journal'istjc courtes;,'cf permitting us to
repiy in our defense.

Aithough you have the personal preroEat"ive to infer your own subiective ctlnclu-
sions (or fantasies) fl"om our promotional materials, the depth of your prob'ing as

a professional invesiigative reporter leaves something to be desired. Our reccrds
'indicate rece'ipt of your first iand only) inquiry 0n 0ctober 

.l8, 
1977 which was

answered promptly on October 20. As your inqu'iry was sophornonic and "unspecific
in character, we sent you some general introductory materials. liine weeks 'later,
having received no response from youn we sent a rcutine follow-up flyer on the first
of January. (*rlmittedly, as you ane wont to gloat in your column, our:naterials
are indeed very modest in iheir presentation but t,hat does not impair *uhe validity
and integrity of our position. 0f cour;e" the PAC does not enioy the affluent,
institutionaj perquisites of a ta;<-sei"f supported, campus daily distrjbuted "free"
to its readers. dut then, we don't write 'in the blood of slaves e"ither!)

In spite of the fact that we made it quite evident (via penscnal nurte) that we

were (and remain) receptive to any rraiid question you might have, v,,'e receiveci nc
response. Quite obviousiy you were not wjlling to invest sut'ficient effort to
make an indepth assessment of the PAC's premises -- merely being satjsfied to sun
up our position as a "kooky philosophy" (we thought that kind of California, earl-v
sixtjes, beatnik'lingo went out with "Tammy and the Beach Boys". Anyone who wnuld
introduce that kind of kiddy rhetoric as a srrruogate for inte'l lectual subEtance in
a college daily should tracj! in her bib-overalls-for bobby-socks). Cc,nirary "uo 3'aur'
asserti6n,3ro, had every opporiunity of having your questjons "considetto serious'1y".
Perhaps you- should admit tb your readers that 'it was Jiour own sloth (anci, perhaps,
a lack of jntellectual ccuraEe) which prevented you fron iniervie'*ing the PAil

rather than merejy exiracting a iew cheap shots to neet a colurnn dea,:jline.

It should also be ncted -- and here we do so only in passing'- that csnceal-
nent of your true purpose 'in r,vrit'ing to us can be cons'idered an.'inoropnie-ty' Your
nethod ii qurite sjmili. to gover merital investigatlve agencies (which, of, c3urse'
as an apoloEist for the Staie, you must support in princ'iple). t'lot only is your
nethod simjian, but jts effect {unintended or othemise) of the casual rid'icu1e by

media plants is almost identical.

Now, let us turn to give serious consideration to your quest'ions and assert'ions.
You begin the substance 6f your attack (which only commences in the fifth paragnaph

and never once quotes our material or provides the rearJer rvjth a specifi: reference
to our position -- rrereiy abusing -vour ref,erence to the PAC as a pretext f9r. in[ro-
ducing y6ur gii,n ,J'isorganized and unfouncled prejudices) b)"associat-jng us wi+"h the
fal iaii-ous assumption Lhat only governrnent can l jnrit freeciom. hie never stated or
implied such an idea.

gur emphasis is on "government" and its associated apparat,us of coercion, decep-

f:
r"l



-2-

tion and indoctrination (what we call the "state") because it is the most awesome
institution of oppression and the most perverted rationale conceivable for the system-
atic violation of the right of ind'!vjduals to the'ir own lives. What could consti-
tute a greater moral obscenity than promulgating theft and extortion as "social and
economic refonn" while demanding the sanction of the victim? An ordinary tirief is
indeed a violator but at least fre does not attempt to mythologize his crimes as a
necessity of nat,ure. In this sense, the State is even rnore heinous as the self-
justifying arch-purveyor of ihe criminal doctrine of arbitrary authon'ity and coercion.

Our analysis shows conclusively that the prob'lems and "crises" wh'ich are
rationalized as necessitating the'interventionary expanrion ot arch'isi monopoly
coercion are, in fact, iatrogen'ically-caused problems of prior stat'ist jnfluences.
The State does not mitiEate the human condition, it propagates ills. Unemployment,
inflation, poverty, pol I ution r wdrr rac'ia'l confl'ict, ep'idemi c narco'u'ic drug-use,
shortages, and extended economic depressjons are all caused anci aggravated by the
State, (If you take the trouble to read the literature you wiil see that even
stati sts i argeiy adm'i t thi s i s the case I i

Our focus on the State should not be inferred as a tacit exclusidn of other
abuses. Your accusation, however, does ('inadvertantly) touch upon the heant of the
ethical question addressed by Anarcho-capitalist philosophy, that "government"
in'itiatory force is, in principie and jn effect, no less invalid in objectjve ethical
terms than politicaily uninstitutionalized {arid iegally unsanctioned) forms of
initiatory force.

For us, the ends do not, and cannot be legitimately employed, to just'ify the
reafis. Extortion and theft practiced by the State for a socially altruistic end
e.g. to protect or help someone (even the person who is being extorted or robbed)
is no less so extortion and theft. Rape done for the "best of reasons" ithe tellow
thought he was do'ing'it for the women's "own good")'is nonetheless rape. For"ced
military service to defend liberty is slavery in uniform and a travesty of it's
intended cause.

The State is a coercive moncpo'ly run by and for the benefit of those who are
willing to coerce others for their advantage. The State always makes war on jts
people and "peace" is oniy achieved by the people's total subjugation. So-called
"gconomic and social ref,orm" have not, in fact, alleviated basic problems of poverty,
illiteracy, disease, and other" forms of human misery'in this country or any other.
The rise in the general standarC of living throughout h"istory has not been due to
welfare redistribution or to "protect'ive" 1eg'islation but to the rise of product'ive
efficiency anci the increased value of human activity" All important 'legis"lation of
a reformisi nature has been advocated by and has benefjtted the forces of corporate*
statism. It has generaily hurt the po'litically weak and the economica'liy impover-
ished. (If you st'il1 are living by those old liberal-statist rryths read the
recent revelations of the olci New Left and various iiberals such as Nichalas von
Hoffinan, Irving Kristol, Eugene McCarthy -- even Ted Kennedy wants to abolish the
Civi'l Aeronautics Board, Huey l{ewton supports Alan Eakke, and EldridEe Cleaver has
expressed total opposition to Ccmnunism and support for Capitaiism),

The fact that southern piantation s'lavery existed on a private scale was

indeed a manifest violation of the rights of blacks to their ovln lives and propenty.
Had we (tfre pnC) l'ived then,we would have been Abolitjonists of racial slavery,as
weil as, fighting the State. {Today lve are Abol"itionists of, Stat'ism and when you
archist Uncle Toms awake to the truth yoli can join in making the future with us
rather than parroting contradictions of the past). Bringing up the p'lantation



slavery of the pre-Bellum South should not obscure that slave ownership was protect-
ed by the police and miiitany power of government as codified in iegal statute. It
was not merely a product of Euro-Arnerican racist foikways but the result of a vesti-
gial, pre-capitalist, p'lantation-sty1e, manorial feudalism. Plantation s'!avery was far
more similar, for example, to the present-day Soviet state-controlled Kholkoz
collective-farm system than to the "capitai'ist" industrial societies of today.

If you wi l1 study the rev'isi oni st hi stori cal work of such Anarcho-cap'itai i st
authors as Muray N. Rothbardn you wil'l understand that the quasi-anarchist American
Revolutionary }{ar resulted in the Articles of Confederation and not in the Federalist
nation-state uhich was later imposed and whjch rat'ionaji;ed slavery, and later trans-
formed into the oppressive social-democractic looter state of the present. The
Federal(ist) Constitution signalled the failure of the Revolution and announced the
politically inevitable rise of statist tyranny.

Thusn we can readdress your rhetorical question back to you. Since the insii-
tution of plantation slavery (rationalized on a perverted and totally wrong extra-
polation of property rights) has been abolished, what prevents you and those of your
statist ilk fnom seriously and consistently addressing the bane of twentieth-century
slavery? [{hy are you so conven'iently fixated on these obsolete centur.y-oid questions?
Is iLperhapqyour tactic to divert your reader's attention fnom the gross injust'ices
wh'ich form the vajid basis of the PAC's polenric against the State so as to d'istract
from a close inspection of your own shaky premises (assuminE, in fact, that you do
have consciously formulated premises at all l) This is an all-too-common tactic
taken by the sieazy campus "intellectuals" t,lho continue to defend their parasii"ic
interests by promoting various forms oi deceptions rather than meeting the chalienge
of the Anarcho-capital ist position.

(Observe the gross misfeasance of academic responsibility on the part of carnpi.ts

"New Left" activists who have not spoken one word of criticism aga'inst the one-
rnillion or more Cambodians slaughtered by the Conmnunists, or of the obvious Viet-
nan€se expansionist encroachments on Cambodian territory, or of the Soviet-Cuban'
imperialist, war making machine in the Eth'iop'ian-Somalian War. You dare to prattle
about the pre-Bellum South at a iime like this! You should feel ashamed -- jf not
for your motives -- then, for your ignorancel)

' One of the reasons why the PAC addresses the statist viojation of jndividual
rights is not because we c-ondone privately sponsored violations, obviously lrie don't,
bui because the State purports to defend us from the v'iolation of our rights. L'ike
the fictional Citizen Kane, the "best" liberal statists want t,o grant us oun inal'!en-
able right to our ot^tn lives as archist privileges -- gifts' as it were, from our
beneficent lords and masters, inately superior, to us, their chjldnen! This presuinp-
tuously aristocratic notion has perrreated the pro*statist "reforrn" Ijterature fnorn
the beginninE. In fact, jt was ihe "great" British liberal crusaders for social-
ist reform, Beatrice and Sidney l,/ebb, founding members of the Fabian Society, who

assiduously promoted the format'ion of colonia'l empires while it was t,he advocates
of Iaissez-faire, and free trade who staunchly opposed such interventionisrn' The

contradictions produced by the bJelfare State engenders the i,larfare State and v'ice
versa.

In the U.S. the fascist corporate-statist cartelizing of industry resulted
from the war-economy measures of, l{oodrow i,{i"lsonn and was later reinforced by the
unnecessary prolongition of the thjrties depression (read Friedman and Rothbard)
by both Hoover and Roosevelt (a depression mainiy causeci by the'long-term monetary
depredations of the Federal Reserve Act of 19'l3). This cartel'ization was further
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advanced by Roosevelt's deliberate provocations leadjng us'into the Second l,Jorld
[^lar. Our history since then has been marked by a series of welfare-warfare debacles
spiralling out of control under the Kennedy-Johnson-Nixon administrations.

It is the essence of Socialism, Communism, Fascism and socjal democracies of all
kinds. Uncier the State an'individual may only lease his life at the grace and the
behest of the State --'it is never recognized as being absolutely his ourn. Aside
from the mi l itary dnaft and tax extort'ion, there 'is compul sory school altendance,
proh'ibition of suicide, 'involuntary psychiatric jncarceration, sexua'l and drug
prohibitions, and thousands of other statist enfringements on personai cho'ice. (You
ask what is the use of rights without the practica.l possib'ilii.y of theirimplementa-
tjon, we ask, in turn, what is the personal value of a life lived forever under
someone else's command?) Each one of us wears an inv"isible slave-collar on a long
leash which can be pu11ed in at any time.

The State promotes a monstrous fraud on the people that it defends rights,
when, in facto it is the principal source of rights vjolations and principal lavr
breaker even according toits own codesl In the agency of the State we can discern
unparalleled human misery, impoverishment and destruct'ion -- not to speak of its
absoluteirnmorality and injustice. It js not a matter of "reforming" the State
as its basic theory permjts no fundamental reform. Stat'ists assert the superiorjt.y
of their right to enforce their claims over others -- not an equality of a1i before
the law -- their theory of rights is noihing more than a licensing of initjatory
force. Such an entity cannot be "refornled" enough until it is essentjaily abolished!

A rational 1ega1 code, one based on the volit'ional consciousness of human
be'ings, must regard the right of every person to his or her own ijfe as equal and
absolute. Every individual has the right to do with hjs or her own l'ife as s/he
wishes as long as his/her actions do not phys'ical1y injure or threaten the l'ife
and property of others. The theory of the State (anywhere on this planet) contra-
dicts the basic right of individuals to their oi^rn lives.

It asserts a (rat'iona'l1y) unfounded and coerc'ive jurisd'ictional monopoly
withjn whjch one group of indivjduals may assert the prerogat'ive of violatjng.the
rights of others.- for instance, it does so by forcing them (through taxat'ion) to
pay for the needs of others or for so-called "pub'lic servjces" lvithout the explicit
and vo'luntary consent of individuals. In th'is country the average emplcyed
person now pays aver 40% of his prociuct to the State. Tax Resist.ance (as js cne's
moral prerogative to do) 'is nret by total confiscat'ion of one's property, imprison-
ment and even fatal injury. The we'11-pubf icized fate of author Karl Hess who 'is

forced to turn over l00ii of his earnings to the iRS as punishment for his refusal
to succumb to statjst theft is only one among tens of thousands of persons suffer-
'ing the violence of statist confiscation. Obviously, this amounts to legitimized
theft and extortion of individual product. Tak'ing by force, or threat of force,
what rightfully beiongs to soneone else is theft.

Having cracked the moral basis of youl" posit'ion which js, basically,that the
State must exist. to protect the rights of the weak {it should be obv'ious.by now

that the reverse is actually true both jn principle and in actual effect) we now
proceed to comect the fallacious details of your position.

In a rhetorical question, you asked if indeed an indiv'idual has the right to
hire whom he (or she) wishes, to which you assert that this right can impede the
"r'ight" of another to choose an occupat'ion, thus, you'imply that there exists a

legit'imate bas'is for State intervention (coercion) jn forcing a rel uctant enipl oyer
to-hire those the State conceives as being'in the "public interest". To this you
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add the socia'list rationaje that a "so-called 'r'ight' is no good to someone who

h;;;;-p;uiii.ui-un.y oi Jxercising it." This stalement clear'ly betravs vour totai
miiuna.6tanding of the concept oi rights. A "rightu ]s. no! to be confused vlith
i *inion-imposiiion oi one's desires 6n others. irrat idea is the rationaljzatisn
employed by those who have no regard for rrghts.

fu individual can log'ica1ly have only one right -- that.is the right.to hjm-

self or herself.- Thii rigfrt affords him ihe prerogative of disposing of his-own

iit ut long as he does not cause'injury to others. His right to his own ljfe,
however, muit togi.uiit il exclusive ofan apriori right to someone else's life, or

;i;;-ai should 6e obvious, the right to his own life-**ould be log-icaily.subiect
io-u'simitarty comp;ili;;a'conditiJn. The only obiectiv* basis for one's claim to
oneietf in th! pt.,.ho*.nul world lies in one's conscious (or at least potentially
;;;;;i;r;i ;;p.Liav io airect oneself through the use of abstract concepiual reason-

i^g. Thi; is'not ii*i1ar1y true of inanimaie things gl nol-99nceptua1iz'ing.Pfgan-
isms. A consciou.-.rtity hust have control over iiself and those material things
in which it has invested its life to function fuliy as a conscious entjty with an

evolved and untra*.i.a-."perien-e of its own'ioeniity. As-such it must enjoy the

abstract conceptual certainty ol-a i..ipioiul recognition of its own.doma'in (its
il;;)-;i ;iilil oi its kind.- A human bbing,.to live fujly accordins to its nature

ggg ion!.ioui u"ins,-.qnnoi exist, as suchl-in the status of a domest'icated animal

or even a super-pti. 
-it 

must own itself fu11yi It is this characteristic of
conscious hurnan hature which is the only rat':bnai basis for its.app'lication jnto

i coOe of sociat ionauct which we call iheory of right(s) and (in pract'ice) a code

of law.

This laborious (yet necessarily brief) explanation is necessSr.y.tg expla'in

why your-poi.ltion-ir'"patently uuru.l, althougrr,y_ou sincerely may holci it as truth
[;; il;; hoit oi us-cilai: I], as in the casi oi the reluctant ernplover, -another
p*iron asserts h'is right !g work for that employer it -tYPgl'igl. 

to that of the employ-

er ovel. his own'iir. ll wtrich ii exactly the'nature of this (your) assertion
(iinie-tt'. ippri.unt deems himself ethiciity privileged to assert his right to
his own lire ovJi irr.-.nrpioy.riu right),thin'we hav6 no rational basis for individual
rights. By toriins illu irmpioy.. to-hjre someone against h'is will, i 'e. to unwill-
in6tv traniact ir*E p."tioh of h'is life with someone, you are enslav'ing the

.rit"oy*r. In practical terms, the person-who.uses the agency of the State to force

others into traniiitiJnr against tnb"ir will, is trading a momentary advantage,to

IJ.;;; io*on. else for the loss of his own right to withstand arb'itrary enfringe-
rnent over his lir.-uv creating precedent-E-r sich future enfringements. in other
i.iori.l"ioaur;s stitiit accornpTice is likely to be tomorrow's v'ictim'

This is exactly what is happening to rninorit'ies and woilien under Affi',*matjve

Action. Not oniv-ii'.'l[ev aenviirg tnd equal .rights, of, others but they are creat-
jng i stlgTia 0n'iri p.iroirs in-thdse categories-and, thereby, institut'ing a penn-

anent dependencv-on ih*-ioerciu. ru.iai-sdxual quotis of the state. The princ'ip1e

af quotas can ni irri ir .ltjly-tuineJ around in tne future. The argumenr that
support.ing un.ipio'irii iiSht-noi io hire impedes the occupational chojce of
another, is iCenliiii in principie to saying that re3ecting a suitor is an

abrogation of his ,,r.ight to romlnie'i. o"n t6at on.e person's need const'itutes a

il;;iit vuf i d cl aim oi soreone el se' s I i fe. It does not.

becomes merely enough for any persOn (w'ith the 1ega1-i[."rgft in* ltuie)"to asserl ttrat somegne else's non-Under Your sYstem,it
power to enforce his claim
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violent conduct of his own life is an impedinent to his own. The right to one's
own lif,e, in effect! ceases to exist as it becomes subject to the unending claims
and whims cf those who morentaniiy have the power (of the State) to enftrrce their
"needs" -- each translated into a specific "right" (i.e. the "r'ight,r' to day care,
welfare, educatjon, rnedical care). The question is "at whose expense" are these
claims to be fulfil'led?

In this s'ituation,'it is the power of the po]itically strong (those with the
guns) who are able and w'ilf ing to enforce their demands over the economica'l1y
productive which characterizes our statist system. Thus, your quote of Aibert
Camus' statement that "Absolute freedom is the right oi'the sirongest to dominate"
is not apt, and really shou'ld be "lrJhere the individual's ibsolute right to hisjife and property'is compromised, there the armed coercive mjght of the State vtill
overuhelm rights based on rational law, and the incerrtive to peaceful and volun-
tary transactions. "

It is the weak, in fact, who have lost,and stand to lose,the most in a

society where the individual's right to his own life (and property) is compromised.

In concrete terms, the econom'ically 'impoverished and culturally disadvantaged
'in this country (and everywhere else) have suf,fered obiective losses of potential
improvement by the increased level of government 'intervention. The State 'is THE

greatest abuser of economic power and the source of al1 important forms of bbonomic
abuse.

The State is the greatest monopoiy power in all societ'ies today. No price
nronopoly can long exis[ 'in a freely competitive environrnent. Al1 monopoi'ies_ {from
the Venltian salI cartels of the ubper Middle Ages to the present OPEC cartel)
have all been upheld by arbitrary statist protection.

Gabriel Kolko (a New Left revision'ist h'istorian) has shown conclus'ive'ly that
the Shernran Ant'i-trust Act was instituted at the behest of large railnoad companies
who couid not withstand the open-market competition of small more efficient nailway
firms.' This gives l'ie to the common Marxist assertion ihat large firms carl control
competition and effectively institute price rnonopolies 'in a free market, They'

can.'t! It took "anti-trust" legislation to control "cut-throat" competition for
which the vast masses of U.S. consurrers have been pay'ing higher rates ever since.
So much for eccnomic reform!

In the U.S., for instance, asiCe from the cbviously vastly over-priced and

devastat'inE1y'inefficient government nonopolies such as: the U.S. Postal Service,
compulsory-publjc education, AMTRAK, state and federal highways, the electronic
media, munitipal police, fire and other util.ities, state co11eges, military deferrse'
Social Security, and welfare (not to speak of its ov+nership of the a'ir, waterways'
continental sfi6tt and over one-third of the lancl, and its prerogative to impose
eminent domain) it is o"irectly protect'!ve of pourerfui cartels 'in all industries anc

labor unions. The poor pay f-or this in numerous t{ays e.g., in the form of higher. prices
foi al1 goods and sbrvicbs-, not only due to restraints on compet'it'ion which are the
d'irect risult of government protect'icn of large finns and cartels from competii.jon
but from the enormous cost of government whjch'is passed on in the prige of ever-v
good. The prices also include-the hjciden tax of monetary'inflation which is
ievied by rnbst governmeni.s in the'issuance of unbacked paper currency which is in
reality, nothing but trad checks. (in the ussR, the costs are passed on in the
form of worthl*ir *ug*r which can on'ly be used to buy a limited supoly of generally
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shoddy goods. There, everyone works for the governiT€nt cornpany store. You can't
even quit your iob without permissiono not to speak of barga'in'ing for higher r^rages
w'ithout being threatened witirimprisonment and psychiatric torture).

More importantly, those without political pull, are increasingiy stratifjed
into poverty by the barriers to entering the market at d'ifferent leve'ls. For the
unski I led, minimum t^rage and statutorily-protected, I abor union occupat'iona1
monopolies are a powerful barr':er to entry or employment. Small entrepreneurs are
discriminated against by reguiatory agencies which rnak,e entry costly (if not
impossible), prohibit'ive licens'ing requirements, inf,lat,-'d interest rates caused primar-
i'ly by government fiscal debt-financing. [ven such sacreC cows as zoning regula-
tions have the effect (and nct an unintended etfect) of produc'ing areal oiigopoiies
(quas'i-monopolies) of landuse ownersh'ip in a pariicular local'ity, thus, constrain-
ing new entries by artific'ially r"aising the nrice of different landuse types.
Zoning, union-'inflated labor costs, reEulatony impediments such as envjronrnental
protection laws,and HUD destr^uct'ion of older nousing are the true causes of
inflated nentals for everyone. The cost caused to the U.S. consuners nerely by
regulatory agencies (by their own computations) js in the hundreds of billions!
'rlho pays? The politically weak -- the poor, the rniddle class (and many of the
affluent as wei 1 ).

The State is also the greatest destroyer of the environment. Public ouinersh'ip
of riparian, estuarine and marine coastal waters is the prime reason for reckless
waste d'isposa'l (primarily by rnunicipal sewer d'isposai systems). A'ir pollut'ion
results fnom government highways built by taxes and em'inent domain, conveyed by the
(government owned) atnrcsphere. Destruction of soil, graz'ing lands and forest.s is
a d'irect consequence of putrlic ownership in wnich no one has a definable vested
interest in carefu'l management. In China, wher€ everything and everyone is owned
by the Communist regime, ihe Grea'u Leap Folard forced expansion of irrigat'ion
destroyecl (by CPR siatistics) clese *,o 1A% of the arable land for farming. 5o
much for "public management"

Aside from the rnorally tcrmenting fact that the State degrades persons in
the essential denial of what is iire'ir inalienable self-owning and self-sovereign
status as consc'ious , vol 'iti onal bei ngs , the State i s a wasteful , destrucii ve and
obstructive anachronism "in the.modern age" Contrary to what is popularly asserted,
the State was aff'ordable (perhaps) during the age of sjrnnie agrarian societ'ies where
the mode of production ytas relatjvely honrogeneous and the company-store tyranny of
the rul'ing class was lirnited by the speed of travel and communications. It is
increasingly less affordable or bearable in technologica'l1y advanced, industrial
societies. Ho'*ever ben'ign their intent, planning bureaucracies ai"e jncapable of
effectivel.v supplanting the bill'ions of indivjdual nrarket choices which can only be

made efficiently at th6'individual level. These choices cannci be effected without
com1ensurate j nilv'idual responsi b j I i ty and g$&rjl1 o'rer ph3isi cal means, thus,
entai'ling the recognition and respect of inaividual prcperty rights.

The attempt to centralize decis'ion-making over life choices of any kind leads
to gross distortions in the necessary pricing of goods and services and, thus,
grave consequences for conplex soc'ieties. The ultimate efficiency of the manket-
pjace and the reduction of strife can only occur in an absolute'ly private proprie-
tari an society.

Even the demccratic states are,in thjs regard, nothjng more historically, than
an accomodation of the old statjst order wjth the requinements of a larger proprrrtion
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of propertied persons with'in a rising'industrial-capitalist system of product'ion
which required more perscns with some property" Equaiity under the lalv ('i.e. the theor-
etical semi-equa"l'ity of ruler and cit'izen) only came about because there were a lot
more people who had to be treated as equals. In the English American colonies,
feudai institutions failed because people could and did own property. The level of
wealth eievated the weak lower classes to a position of economic strength.

In the next stage of human developmento if it is not permanent'ly stunted by
reactionary collective statism with its nuclear war, neal"ly everyone w'i'll be
propertied and weaithy at a level far beyond our presenf. condition. The State will
wttirer away as a defunct and discarded nonopoly. Its present functions and "services"
wil'l be bought and sold on the open market -- iike any other valuable commodi+'y.
This is already possible right now. In fact, A.narcho-capitaiist l'iterature is replete
with'logjcal p'lans for transfeming a]l government funct'ions to the private sector --
some of r^lhich are aiready working on a limited scale even now.

Qbviousiy, we can on'ly scratch the surface of all the pract'ica1 and empirically
describable iils produced by the State, or of the raironal alternatives, in this
letter. More than like]y, this will not suffice to change your opinion' In a

sense, it shouldn't" (It requ'ired a lot to chanEe my mind, espec'ia11y after 8 yeans
of graduate student'indoctnination by statist profs). You may be wondering in a

skeftical half-frown why, if it's all so tru,:, are these ideas not generaily held on

state university campuses. li'{ell, look who hires them. The campus 'iniellectuals
have a vested interest'in promot'ing the sanct'ity of the State apparatus. In g

competitive educational systenr without all of the false subsidies and protection
provtded by the governmeni, most of these tenured book,-bureaucrats would be out of
h jsU. Uulfr of rinat is compelled on students "matriculat'ing" 'in government uaccred'it-

edil schools is nothing more than th'ini3'-veiled academic feaiher-beddinE. 9liV
through tax-theft can the iargely-discred'ited statlst professorjal rational'izer
contiiue to be supported" In the open market, most of them would become clerks --
if that! In all fairness, it should.also be stated that many profs reaily don't
know better,

in the reantime you m'ight subscribe to our journal Versus.St,?te or read Bea:gl-
MaEazine and read some of the better authors such as Muruay Rothbard, F.A. Hayek, and
I,udwi g von Mi ses.

Sincerel v.
R-,*^"^a
Richard R. Slomon, D'irector, U.S. liational
Political Act'ion Caucus - 83.l4 fiary Ave. N.l^l.
Seattle, HA. 98.l.l7 - (206) 782-4688.
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