


-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 individuals to their own lives. What could consti-
tute a greater moral obscenity than promuigating theft and extortion as "social and
economic reform" while demanding the sanction of the victim? An ordinary thief is
indeed a violator but at least he does not attempt to mythologize nhis crimes as a
necessity of nature. In this sense, the State is even more heinous as the self-
justifying arch-purveyor of the criminal doctrine of arbitrary authority and coercion.

Our analysis shows conclusively that the problems and "crises" which are
rationalized as necessitating the interventionary expansion of archist moriopoly
coercion are, in fact, iatrogenically-caused problems of =rior statist influences.
The State does not mitigate the human condition, it propagates il1ls. Unemployment,
inflation, poverty, pollution, war, racial conflict, epidemic narcotic drug-use,
shortages, and extended economic depressions are all caused and aggravated by the
State. (If you take the trouble to read the literature you will see that even
statists largely admit this is the casel)

Qur focus on the State should not be inferred as a tacit exclusion of other
abuses. Your accusation, however, does (inadvertantly) touch upon the heart of the
ethical question addressed by Anarcho—capita]ist philosophy, that "government”
initiatory force is, in principie and in effect, no less invalid in objective ethical
terms than politically uninstitutionalized (and legally unsanct1oned) forms of
initiatory force.

For us, the ends do not, and cannot be legitimately employed, to justify the
means. 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" (the fellow
thought he was doing it for the women's "own good") is nonetheless rape. Forced
military service to defend liberty is slavery in uniform and a travesty of it's
intended cause.

The State is a coercive monopoly run by and for the benefit of those who are
willing to coerce others for their advantage. The State always makes war on its
people and "peace" is only achieved by the people's total subjugation. So-called
"economic and social reform" have not, in fact, alleviated basic problems of poverty,
1]11teracy, disease, and other forms of human misery in this country or any other.
The rise in the general standard of living throughout history has not been due to
welfare redistribution or to "protective" legislation but to the rise of productive
efficiency and the increased value of human activity. A1l important legisiation of
a reformist nature has been advocated by and has benefitted the forces of corporate-
statism. It has generally hurt the politically weak and the economically impover-
ished. (If you still are living by those old liberal-statist myths read the
recent revelations of the old New Left and various 1iberais such as Nicholas von
Hoffman, Irving Kristol, Eugene McCarthy -- even Ted Kennedy wants to abolish the
Civil Aeronautics Board, Huey Newton supports Alan Bakke, and Eldridge Cleaver nas
expressed total opposition to Communism and support for Capitaiism),

The fact that southern plantation slavery existed on a private scale was
indeed a manifest violation of the rights of blacks to their ocwn lives and property.
Had we (the PAC) Tived then, we would have been Abolitionists of racial slavery,as
well as» fighting the State. (Today we are Abolitionists of Statism and when you
archist Uncle Toms awake to the truth you can join in making the future with us
rather than parroting contradictions of the past). Bringing up the plantation



slavery of the pre-Bellum South should not obscure that slave ownership was protect-
ed by the police and military power of government as codified in legal statute. It
was not merely a product of Euro-American racist folkways but the result of a vesti-
gial, pre-capitalist, plantation-style, mancrial feudalism. Plantation slavery was far
more similar, for example, to the present-day Soviet state-controlled Kholkoz
collective-farm system than to the "capitalist" industrial societies of today.

If you will study the revisionist historical work of such Anarcho-capitalist
authors as Murray N. Rothbard, you will understand that the quasi-anarchist American
Revolutionary War resulted in the Articles of Confederation and not in the Federalist
nation-state which was later imposed and which rationalized 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.

Thus, we can readdress your rhetorical question back to you. Since the insti-
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 i1k from seriously and consistently addressing the bane of twentieth-century
slavery? Why are you so conveniently fixated cn these cobsolete century-old questions?
Is it, perhaps, your tactic to divert your reader's attention from the gross injustices
which form the valid basis of the PAC's polemic against the State so as to distract
from a close inspection of your own shaky premises (assuming, in fact, that you do
have consciously formulated premises at alll) This is an all-too-common tactic
taken by the sleazy campus "intellectuals" who continue to defend their parasitic
interests by promoting various forms of deceptions rather than meeting the challienge
of the Anarcho-capitalist position.

(Observe the gross misfeasance of academic responsibility on the part of campus
"New Left" activists who have not spoken one word of criticism against the one-
million or more Cambodians slaughtered by the Communists, or of the obvious Viet-
namese expansionist encroachments on Cambodian territory, or of the Soviet-Cuban,
imperialist, war making machine in the Ethiopian-Somalian War. You dare to prattle
about the pre-Bellum South at a time like this! You should feel ashamed -- if not
for your motives -- then, for your ignorance!)

One of the reasons why the PAC addresses the statist violation of individual
rights is not because we condone privately sponsored violations, obviously we don't,
but because the State purports to defend us from the violation of our rights. Like
the fictional Citizen Kane, the "best" liberal statists want to grant us our inalien-
able right to our own lives as archist privileges -- gifts, as it were, from our
beneficent lords and masters, inately superior, to us, their children! This presump-
tuously aristocratic notion has permeated the pro-statist "reform" Titerature from
the beginning. In fact, it was the "great" British liberal crusaders for social-
ist reform, Beatrice and Sidney Webb, founding members of the Fabian Society, who
assiduously promoted the formation of colonial empires while it was the advocates
of laissez-faire, and free trade who staunchly opposed such interventionism. The
contradictions produced by the Welfare State engenders the Warfare State and vice
versa.

In the U.S. the fascist corporate-statist cartelizing of industry resulted
from the war-economy measures of Woodrow Wilson, and was later reinforced by the
unnecessary prolongaticn of the thirties depression (read Friedman and Rothbard)
by both Hoover and Roosevelt (a depression mainly caused by the long-term monetary
depredations of the Federal Reserve Act of 1913). This cartelization was further
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advanced by Roosevelt's deliberate provecations leading us into the Second World
War. 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 social democracies of all
kinds. Under 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 own. Aside
from the military draft and tax extortion, there is compulsory school attendance,
prohibition of suicide, involuntary psychiatric incarceration, sexual and drug
prohibitions, and thousands of other statist enfringements on personal choice. (You
ask what is the use of rights without the practical possibility of their implementa-
tion, we ask, in turn, what is the personal value of a 1ife lived forever under
someone else's command?) Each one of us wears an invisible slave-collar on a long
leash which can be pulled in at any time.

The State promotes a monstrous fraud on the people that it defends rights,
when, in fact, it is the principal source of rights violations and principal law
breaker even according to its own codes! In the agency of the State we can discern
unparalleled human misery, impoverishment and destruction -- not to speak of its
absolute immorality and injustice. It is not a matter of "reforming" the State
as its basic theory permits no fundamental reform. Statists assert the superiority
of their right to enforce their claims over others -- not an equality of all before
the law -- their theory of rights is nothing more than a licensing of initiatory
force. Such an entity cannot be "reformed" enough until it is essentially abolished!

A rational legal code, one based on the volitional consciousness of human
beings, must regard the right of every person to his or her own life as equal and
absolute. Every individual has the right to do with his or her own life as s/he
wishes as long as his/her actions do not physically injure or threaten the life
and property of others. The theory of the State (anywhere on this planet) contra-
dicts the basic right of individuals to their own Tives.

It asserts a (rationally) unfounded and coercive jurisdictional monopoly
within which one group of individuals may assert the prerogative of violating the
rights of others. For instance, it does so by forcing them (through taxation) to
pay for the needs of others or for so-called "public services" without the explicit
and voluntary consent of individuals. In this country the average emplcyed
person now pays over 40% of his product to the State. Tax Resistance (as is one's
moral prerogative to do) is met by total confiscation of one's property, imprison-
ment and even fatal injury. The well-publicized fate of author Karl Hess who is
forced to turn over 100% of his earnings to the IRS as punishment for his refusal
to succumb to statist 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. Taking by force, or threat of force,
what rightfully belongs to somecne else is theft.

Having cracked the moral basis of your position which is, basically, that the
State must exist to protect the rights of the weak ‘it should be obvious by now
that the reverse is actually true both in principle and in actual effect) we now
proceed to correct the fallacious details of your position.

In a rhetorical question, you asked if indeed an individual has the right to
hire whom he (or she) wishes, to which you assert that this right can impede the
"right" of another to choocse an occupation, thus, you imply that there exists a
legitimate basis for State intervention (coercion) in forcing a reluctant emp1oyer
to hire those the State conceives as being in the "public interest". To this you
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add the socialist rationale that a "so-called 'right' is no good to someone who
has no practical way of exercising it." This statement clearly betrays your total
misunderstanding of the concept of rights. A "right" is not to be confused with
a wanton imposition of one's desires on others. That idea is the rationalization
employed by those who have no regard for rights.

An individual can logically have only one right -- that is the right to him-
self or herself. This right affords him the prerogative of disposing of his own
life as long as he does not cause injury to others. His right to his own life,
however, must logically be exclusive of an apriori right to someone else's 1ife, or
else, as should be obvious, the right to his own life would be logicaily subject
to a similarly compromised condition. The only objective basis for one's claim to
oneself in the phenomenal world lies in one's conscious (or at least potentially
conscious) capacity to direct oneself through the use of abstract conceptual reason-
ing. This is not similarly true of inanimate things or non-conceptualizing organ-
isms. A conscious entity must have control over itself and those material things
in which it has invested its life to function fully as a conscious entity with an
evolved and untrammeled experience of its own identity. As such it must enjoy the
abstract conceptual certainty of a reciprocal recognition of its own.domain (its
life) by others of its kind. A human being, to live fully according to its nature
qua conscious being, cannot exist, as such, in the status of a domesticated animal
or even a super pet. It must own itself fully! [t is this characteristic of
conscious human nature which is the only rational basis for its application.into
afc?de of social conduct which we call theory of right(s) and (in practice) a code
of law.

This laborious (yet necessarily brief) explanation is necessary to explain
why your position is patently absurd, aithough,you sincerely may hold it as truth
(as once most of us did). If, as in the case of the reluctant employer, eanother
person asserts his rignht to work for that empioyer is superior to that of the employ-
er over his own life -- which is exactly the nature of this (your) assertion
(since the applicant deems himself ethically privileged to assert his right to
his own life over the employer's right), then we have no rational basis for individual
rights. By forcing the employer to hire someone against his will,i.e. to unwill-
ingly transact some portion of his Tife with someone, you are enslaving the
employer. In practical terms, the person who uses the agency of the State to force
others into transactions against their will, is trading a momentary advantage to
coerce someone else for the loss of his own right to withstand arbitrary enfringe-
ment over his life by creating precedent for such future enfringements. In other
words, today's statist accomplice is likely to be tomorrow's victim.

This is exactly what is happening to minorities and women under Affirmative
Action. Not only are they denying the equal rights of others but they are creat-
ing a stigma on all persons in these categories and, thereby, instituting a perm-
anent dependency on the coercive racial-sexual quotas of the State. The principle
of quotas can be just as easily turned around in the future. The argument that
supporting an employer's right not to hire impedes the occupational choice of
another, is identical in principle to saying that rejecting a suiteor is an
abrogation of his "right to romance". Ors that one person's need constitutes a
morally valid claim on someone else's 1ife. It does not.

Under your system,it becomes merely enough for any person (with the legal
power to enforce his claim through the State) to assert that someone else's non-
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violent conduct of his own life is an impediment to his own. The right to one's
own life, in effect, ceases to exist as it becomes subject to the unending claims
and whims of those who momentarily have the power (of the State) to enforce their
"needs" -- each translated into a specific "right" (i.e. the "right" to day care,
welfare, education, medical care). The question is "“at whose expense" are these
claims to be fulfilled?

In this situation, it is the power of the politically strong (those with the
guns) who are able and willing to enforce their demands over the economically
productive which characterizes our statist system. Thus, your quote of Albert
Camus' statement that "Absolute freedom is the right or the strongest to dominate"
is not apt, and really should be "Where the individual's cbsolute right to his
1ife and property is compromised, theie the armed coercive might of the State wili
overwhelm rights based on rational law, and the incentive 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 economically impoverished and culturally disadvantaged
in this country (and everywhere else) have suffered objective losses of potential
improvement by the increased level of government intervention. The State is THE
greatest abuser of economic power and the source of all important forms of economic
abuse.

The State is the greatest monopoly power in all societies today. No price
monopoly can leng exist in a freely competitive environment. A1l monopolies (from
the Venetian salt cartels of the upper Middle Ages to the present OPEC cartel)
have all been upheld by arbitrary statist protection.

Gabriel Kolko (a New Left revisionist historian) has shown conclusively that
the Sherman Anti-trust Act was instituted at the behest of large railroad companies
who could not withstand the open-market competition of small more efficient railway
firms.. This gives iie to the common Marxist assertion that large firms can control
competition and effectively institute price moropolies 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. consumers have been paying higher rates ever since.
So much for eccnomic reformi

In the U.S., for instance, aside from the cbviously vastly over-priced and
devastatingly inefficient government menopolies such as: the U.S. Postal Service,
compulsory public education, AMTRAK, state and federal highways, the electronic
media, municipal police, fire and other utilities, state colleges, military defense,
Social Security, and welfare (not to speak of its ownership of the air, waterways,
continental shelf and over one-third of the land, and its prerogative to impose
eminent domain) it is directly protective of powerful cartels in all industries and
labor unions. The poor pay for this in numerous ways e.g., in the form of higner prices
for all goods and services, not only due to restraints on competition which are the
direct result of government protection of large firms and cartels from competition
but from the enormous cost of government which is passed on in the price of every
good. The prices also include the hidden tax of monetary inflation which 1is
levied by most governments in the issuance of unbacked paper currency wnhich is in
reality, nothing but bad checks. (In the USSR, the costs are passed on in the
form of worthless wages which can only be used to buy a limited supply of generally
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shoddy goods. There, everyone works for the government company store. You can't
even quit your job without permission, not to speak of bargaining for higher wages
without being threatened with imprisonment and psychiatric torture).

More importantly, those without political puli, are increasingly stratified
into poverty by the barriers to entering the market at different levels. For the
unskilled, minimum wage and statutorily-protected, labor union occupational
~monopolies are a powerful barrier to entry or employment. Small entrepreneurs are
discriminated against by regulatory agencies which make entry costly (if not
impossible), prohibitive licensing requirements, inflated intzrest rates caused primar-
ily by government fiscal debt-financing. Even such sacred cows as zoning regula-
tions have the effect (and net an unintended effect) of producing areal oligopolies
(guasi-monopolies) of landuse ownership in a particular locality, thus. constrain-
ing new entries by artificially raising the price of different landuse types.
Zoning, union-inflated labor costs, regulatory impediments such as environmentai
protection laws,and HUD destruction of older nousing are the true causes of
inflated rentals for everyone. The cost caused to the U.S. consumers merely by
regulatory agencies (by their own computations) is in the hundreds of biilions!

Who pays? The politically weak -- the poor, the middie class (and many of the
affluent as well).

The State is also the greatest destroyer of the environment. Public ownership
of riparian, estuarine and marine coastal waters is the prime reason for reckless
waste disposal (primarily by municipal sewer disposal systems). Air pollution
results from government highways built by taxes and eminent domain, conveyed by the
(government owned) atmosphere. Destruction of scil, grazing lands and forests is
a direct consequence of public ownership in which no one has a definable vested
interest in careful management. In China, where everything and everyone is owned
by the Communist regime, the Great Leap Forward forced expansion of irrigation
destroyed (by CPR statistics) clese to 10% of the arable land for farming. So
much for "public management".

Aside from the morally tormenting fact that the State degrades persons in
the essential denial of what is tneir inalienable self-owning and self-sovereign
status as conscious, volitional beings, the State is a wasteful, destructive and
obstructive anachronism in the modern age. Contrary to what is popularly asserted,
the State was affcrdable (perhaps) during the age of simpie agrarian societies where
the mode of production was relatively homogerneous and the company-store tyranny of
the ruling class was limited by the speed of travel and communications. It is
increasingly less affordable or bearable in tachnologically advanced, industrial
societies. However benign their intent, planning bureaucracies are incapable of
effectively supplanting the billions of individual market choices which can only be
made efficiently at the individual level. These choices cannot be effected without
commensurate individual responsibility and authority over physical means, thus,
entailing the recognition and respect of individual preoperty rights.

The attempt to centralize decision-making over 1ife choices of any kind leads
to gross distortions in the necessary pricing of goods and services and, thus,
grave consequences for complex societias. The ultimate efficiency of the market-
place and the reduction of strife can only occur in an absolutely private proprie-
tarian society.

Even the demeccratic states are,in this regard, nothing more historically, than
an accomodation of the old statist order with the reguirements of a larger proporticn



of propertied persons within a rising industrial-capitalist system of production

which required more perscns with some property. Equality under the law (i.e. the theor-
etical semi-equality of ruler and citizen) only came about because there were a lot

more people who had to be treated as equals. In the English American colonies,

feudal institutions failed because people could and did own property. The level of
wealth elevated the weak Tower classes to a position of economic strength.

In the next stage of human development, if it is not permanently stunted by
reactionary collective statism with its nuclear war, nearly everyone will be
propertied and wealthy at a level far beyond our present condition. The State will
wither away as a defunct and discarded monopoly. Its presant functions and "services"
will be bought and sold on the open market -- 1ike any other valuable commodity.

This is already possible right now. In fact, Anarcho-capitalist literature is replete
with logical plans for transferring all government functions to the private sector --
some of which are already working on a limited scale even now.

Obviously, we can only scratch the surface of all the practical and empirically
describable i11s produced by the State, or of the rational alternatives, in this
letter. More than likely, this will not suffice to change your opinion. In a
sense, it shouldn't. (It required a lot to change my mind, especially after 8 years
of graduate student indoctrination by statist profs). You may be wondering in a
skeptical half-frown why, if it's all so truz, are these ideas not generaily held on
state university campuses. Well, look who hires them. The campus intellectuals
have a vested interest in promoting the sanctity of the State apparatus. In a
competitive educational system without all of the false subsidies and protection
provided by the government, most of these tenured book-bureaucrats would be out of
a job. Much of what is compelled on students "matriculating” in government "accredit-
ed" schools is nothing more than thinly-veiled academic feather-bedding. Only
through tax-theft can the largely-discredited statist professorial rationalizer
continue 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 really don't
know better.

In the meantime you might subscribe to our journal Versus State or read Reason
Magazine and read some of the better authors such as Murray Rothbard, F.A. Hayek, and
Ludwig von Mises.

Sincerely, -
CEL;££HQA47(<:E:'CijV“1WL__
Richard R. Slomon, Director, U.S. National

Political Action Caucus - 8314 Mary Ave. N.W.
Seattle, WA. 98117 - (206) 782-4688.

Persons wishing further information on the U.S. National PAC should contact
Rod Colver, write P.0. Box 8747, Moscow, ID 83843, or phone (208) 882-7951.



