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INTRODUCTION

Tracts and treatises about the nature of government are
ever so many. Philosophers of all ages reflected on the
system of social control which invests in some individuals
the right to make laws and the right to enforce them. Some
classified government by the number of individuals who
hold the power of controb; by one man, by a few, or by a
majority. Others systematize government according to the
distribution of power at different levels, distinguishing
between unitary government (with the central government
controlling many affairs} and federated or confederated
government (with various degrees of autonomy of local
government). Others yet distinguished between types of
government according to the degree of control exercised by
the men in power. Contemporary observers usually
distinguish between the performance of functions such as
the traditional ones of providing security, order, and justice,
and those of the modern welfare state which seizes and
distributes income and wealth, regulates the economy, and
manages various services from education to health care.

To Leonard Read, government was neither a manager of
economic activity nor an almoener of gifts to the people, but
a necessary instrument of social order. Its only basis is
justice, not pity. Government is represented by agents who
are expected to enforce and defend man’s natural rights
and protect him against wrongs of his fellowmen. But
these agents should not do what the individual must not do.
In Leonard’s words,”What | must not do, the government
must not do.”
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The agents of government should be men and women of
integrity. Unfortunately, Read observed, political office
tends to rob a person of modesty, humility, and integrity,
which make it advisable never to accept a political office.
“Office robs men of integrity because they get to thinking
that their being in office is more important than integrity.
There isn’t anything in life superior to integrity. It is the
rock of character on which all else is erected.”

If political office tends to rob men of integrity, contact
with the affairs of government must logically be one of the
most corrupting of influences to which men are exposed.
Contact with the welfare state in any form whether
corporate, professional, or public, must be especially
debasing. It breeds corruption and vice, creates
irrepressible social conflict and class warfare, depresses
economic activity, and impoverishes all but officeholders.
In the end, a society thus torn by conflict and strife either
will muster the strength for a new beginning in freedom
and justice or sink into the abyss of civil war or a reign of
terror.

Leonard Read’s eloquent discussion of the nature of
government and a new beginning in freedom will endure as
a principled work of great value to readers seriously
interested in the limits of public regimen and the cause of
liberty.

Hans F. Sennholz
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FOREWORD

’_.[—:{IS ESSAY ASSUMES, but does not document, that all is
not well in these United States. The documentation -is
omitted because it would be a duplication of many studies
already published by this Foundation.

The assumption which has motivated this thesis is that,
generally speaking, we are experiencing a moral decline.
Failure in this direction presages trouble of every kind, for
only a people possessing a set of fairly high moral values
can prosper for long—spiritually, intellectually, or mate-
rially.

In spite of our materialistic emphasis and the popular
claim that “We have never had it so good,” there is evi-
dence aplenty that we are, short of a change in our ways,
slated for materialistic or economic difficulties. Further,
what assertion is more in error than “We in America have
solved the problem of production”? Persons who say this—
their number is large and impressive—may very well not
know what the productive process consists of. For the
most part, they prove their lack of understanding by ad-
vocating measures which inhibit the productive process.
All of this essay supports this point.

“Government—An Ideal Concept” is written neither for
the elite nor for the masses. It is, instead, an attempt to
clarify my own personal thinking.

Why, then, is it offered to others? Because of this belief:
If one were confined to 2 wheel chair stationed by a swim-
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ming pool and observed a child drowning unnoticed by
any of the other nearby adults, there would he a moral
obligation to announce the impending disaster. Not to do
so would be as immoral as though the person himself had
shoved the child into the pool. Similarly in society. If one
observes something going on which appears to be destruc-
tive, there s a moral duty to proclaim the observation.
Failure to do so is as immoral as though the person himself
had participated in the destructive action.

There can be added what is at once a selfish and a meta-
physical justification for passing on to others what one
thinks he understands. Insight, cognition, revelation—call
it what you will—is denied to those who withhold what
they receive. If one is to gain in thought and consciousness,
a precondition is the communication of that which has been
revealed.

Having said this much, it is reasonable to assert that
one’s obligation to others goes no further. Do the best with
one’s own thinking that one can and make it available!
Impose it on others, never! One person has as much right
as another to regard his own insight as valid.

Why set forth theories so greatly at odds with current
thinking? What chance have they, even though they be
correct, of immediate adoption? Herbert Spencer suggested
the limit of what one can do and of what one can expect:

It 1s for each to utter that which he sincerely believes

to be true; and, adding his unit of influence to all other

units, leave the results to work themselves out.

Mr. Spencer might have concluded his statement as
George Washington ended a similar theme: “The event is
in the hand of God.” How much better the world would
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be were each of us to do his best and let it go at that, as
contrasted with doing his worst by aggressively imposing
himself and his ways on others!

Forecasting in areas where imponderable and httle un-
derstood forces are at play is a hazardous business. Con-
ceivably, however, an ideal theory of government, at this
moment in history, may be utterly impossible of adoption.
If this be true, it certainly rests in part on the fact that too
many people have, for the time being, adapied themselves
to governmental interventionism, to a way of life founded
on downright vicicusness.

Qur real hope rests on the working of human forces far
more profound and powerful than current adaptations to
viciousness. Our real hope rests on (1) the general evolu-
tionary tendency to grow, (2) the will to be free, freedom
being the basic condition to any growth, {3) the striving
for justice and truth, {4) the love of righteousness, and
(5) a reaching for the ideal.

Thinking in terms of the ideal is the first step to moving
toward the ideal. The accurate expression to others of
one’s concept of the ideal is the second step. Not accu-
rately to reflect what one believes to be truth is but an-
other way of making one unworthy of its revelation.

The needed renaissance of this century consists of nu-
merous individuals searching for the ideal and expressing
their findings, unattentive to current appiause or to popu-
lar condemnation. It would be the most practical move-
ment that could possibly be gotten under way. The only
way to aid a movement is to move to its aid.

LER.
[7]






PART I
The Concept Defined

GOVERNMENT I8 SAID to be a necessary evil. The saying
appears to be without merit. For can anything be at once
necessary and evil! True, all governments have had a his-
tory of evil-doing, more or less. However, it does not follow
from this experience that their good is indistinguishable
from their evil, Governments—assuming a proper limita-
cion of their activities—are necessary and not evil. Their
evil begins when they step out of bounds. The only neces-
sity is that their evil actions be discontinued. Such an
achievement is unlikely until the principles prescribing the
boundary lines are searched for and found.






IN A SENSE, this essay is a defense of government—
not of government as it exists any place in the world,
but of government as one person conceives it ideally.
It isn’t often that a person deeply concerned with the
overextension of government will come to the defense
of government in any form. Yet, there is a reason for
approaching the subject positively: It is to make the
case for limiting the scope of the political establish-
ment,

Why not confine oneself to paring government
down to its proper function instead of trying to por-
tray an ideal government? There are two reasons.
Foremost is a sobering fact: Government simply
cannot be pared down enough in the absence of an
understanding of why it should exist in the first place!
There isn’t any background on which to work. It is
as useless as fighting phantoms.

The Positive Approach

No apt analogy of this predicament seems to suggest itself,
for in few instances among human institutions is the real
justification for existence so vague, so hidden in error, so
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shrouded in legal mischief, so little understood as is the
case for government. If the reasons for the existence of
the church as an institution had never been any better com-
prehended than is the true purpose of government today,
how futile would have been Sarpt’s enterprise three and
one-half centuries apo in separating the state from the
church!® Had the purpose of the church not been rec-
ognized, Sarpi would have had to begin his project by
showing why there should be a church. Sarpi, the Vene-
tian priest, was more fortunate in his historic undertaking
than are those of us who would limit government. We are
confronted with the task of demonstrating over and over
again why government should exist, in order to point out
why and on what basis it should be limited.

Anarchy Is Untenable

THERE is a second reason, and z good one, for a libertarian,
even in these days of bloated statism, to defend a legal
organization by soctety. The reason has to do with the
ineffectiveness of one’s anti-statist allies. For it is an ob-
served fact that numerous students of liberty, particularly
those who become extremely devoted to their cause, falsely
reason right past properly limited government to the abo-
Htion of all formal government—as though limited gov-
ernment were nothing more than a convenient compro-

*Incompromising as ever, Father Paul [Sarpi] continued to write let-
ters and publish treatises which clenched more and more firmly into
the mind of Venice and of Europe the political doctrine of which he
was the apostle,—the doctrine that the State is rightfully independent
of the Church,—and throughout the Christian world he was recog-
nized as victor.” Andrew Dickson White. Sewen Great Statesmen, New
York, N.Y.: The Century Co., 1915. p. 26.
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mise for ideological weak-hearts who have no stomach for
the whole truth. In short, some students of liberty arrive
at philosophical anarchy and, in so doing, may well lose
their effectiveness as libertarians. If this loss in effective-
ness were the price of being right, then no just person could
complain. But some of us, at least, hold that the loss is for
the sake of a position that is untenable.

It will be the contention of this essay that the principles
which point to the proper himitation of government are
the very same principles which justify government; that
for one not to understand the latter is for one not clearly
to see the former. It would follow, then, that effective
argument for limiting government must rest on knowing
why government should be instituted.

An Inaccurate Term

TuERE are, though, reasons for regretting that we in Amer-
ica ever adopted the word “government.” We borrowed
an old-world term with all its connotations of “to govern,”
“to rule,” in an overriding sense. Government with the
aim of directing, controlling, steering is not what we really
intended. We didn’t mean that our agency of common
defense should “govern” us any more than we intend the
factory guard to be the company’s general manager.
Actually, in spite of the original intent, government in
the old-world sense is what we now have. Our federal
agency and many of the state, district, and community
agencies have far exceeded the bounds of protecting the
life and property of all citizens equally, and invoking a
common justice under law. They do far more than merely
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suppress and penalize fraud, violence, misrepresenta-
tion, and predatory practices. Today our federal agency
and many of the others are the citizens’ general managers
—and autocratic ones at that!#

It is not government as general manager of America’s
citizenry that is here defended. Rather, the aim is to pre-
sent and defend an agency of limited scope, not unlike
what the Founding Fathers originally intended—except for
the slavery and tariff features, they being infractions or
compromises of the original intentions.

No Ideal Theory

As an introduction to this subject, my personal belief is
that our original concepts about government grew out of
a desire to protect ourselves from observed political evils
rather than from the dictates of any well-defined theory.
It is an oversimplification to put it this way, but it is my
helief that our Founding Fathers had observed in the Old
World that those governments which were the biggest and
the most inclusive in their scope were the most tyrannical.
They concluded from these observations that “That gov-
ernment is best which governs least.” In any event, is
there in the recordings of the Constitutional Convention,
or in other papers and books of the time, a principled,
spelled-out, ideal theory of government or liberty?t One

*There are some 120,000 governmental units in the United States.

tThis is not to deny that we adopted many excellent organizational
prineiples: republican form of povernment, division of powers, a sys-
tem of checks and balances, and many others. These were, however,
for the purpose of effecting limitation. Lacking was a well-defined
theory or positive rationale as to why limitation.

[14]



reasonable proof that no such theory exists is the fact that
we never see it called into play today by those who are
concerned about government’s being out of hand.

Two Defenses

Ax ideal theory of government and liberty is important.
The lack of such a theory is disastrous. In the case of our
own country, it is proving disastrous. As long as there
were alive those who had learned from experience about
tyrannical government, we in the United States were suc-
cessful in keeping government limited. Succeeding genera-
tions were more and more remote to that experience. There
came a time, perhaps around the turn of this century, when
all connection with the experience was lost. Lacking an
ideal theory, we had nothing anchoring us to limitation.
Experience was lost. No theory existed. Today there is
1o more limitation on government than that which polit-
ical expediency dictates. The advocates of nonlimited
government are at work,

We have only two possible defenses against their ad-
vances. One is to let them succeed and for us, the people,
to become experienced again. In time we will revolt against
tyranny as we did before. But generations, perhaps cen-
turies, are involved. The other defense is to frame an ideal
philosophy of limitation. There is no short cut except the
spelling-out and acceptance of a theory of government
which is consistent with liberty. If it is right that society
should evolve a formal organization to protect its members,
and if it is right that the scope of this organization should
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be limited, there is, if we will but find it, a theory on which
proper limitation can be imposed and maintained.

It is difficult to see how anything can reverse the pres-
ent trend toward all-out statism except a properly pre-
pared and presented theory of government and liberty.
That this essay presents the ideal theory adequately is
not claimed. But perhaps these views as to the require-
ments of such a theory will stimulate others to try their
hands; and, if so, this argument will have served its pur-
pose. Like it or not, we are now at the mercy of our own
reasoning. Empiricism—trial and error-—cannot serve us in
the way it did our forefathers.

Examining The Basis For Government

GoverNMENT would not exist, nor would there be any rea-
son for its existence, if men did not have problems with one
another. Therefore, to determine why we should have gov-
ernment and to find out how much of it we should have,
we must first form judgments on (a) what aspects of man
are social, (b) what aspects are individual, and then (c)
by analyzing the nature of organized force (the distinc-
tive feature of government) decide on the extent to which
force should be employed in man’s relationship with man.

There can be no denying the assertion that man is a
social as well as an individualistic being. Both the social
and the individual aspects of our own lives are empha-
sized to us daily. These emphases are presented so numer-
ously and in so many forms—indeed, so confusingly—that
it 1s with difficulty we can tell one from the other. Some
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folks are so impressed with the social emphases that they
see nothing individualistic about man, and others are so
impressed with the individualistic emphases that they see
nothing social about man. The former are likely to conclude
as socialists; the latter, as anarchists—both being types
of authoritarianism.

Man cannot live alone, This is meant, not as a figura-
tive, but as a literal expression. Remove from any one of
us all the rest of mankind, past and present, and no one
of us could exist. We are an interdependent breed of crea-
tion. The writer of this essay, for instance, does not know
how to raise the {ood he eats, to build the home in which
he lives, to make the car he drives, to create the oppor-
tunities that are constantly presented to him, to write most
of the books he reads, to get from the earth the gas that
keeps him warm. Relative to the advantages that are his,
he knows next to nothing. Alone he is impotent to the
point of nonexistence. The same thing can reasonably be
said about others.

Each Is Different

TrE individual does not exist as an isolated person or,
at the very least, as the person he is, except by virtue of
his cultural and social heritage. Deprived of the cumu-
lative knowledge and experience of the race, man would
be but another variety of curious animal--if indeed he
would have being! This accumulation of knowledge, habit,
custom, convention, tradition is man’s inherited energy,
his natural environment—it is there for the individual to
avail himself of it.

[17]



Yet society is an abstraction. It is but a handy generali-
zation. Only individuals count. Each individual is vastly
different from all others.* No two think alike, have the
same aptitudes and skills, see alike, hear alike, have the
same tastes or the same energies.

It is these variations among us and the exchange of our
variable talents—be they manifested in goods, services,
ideas, insight, knowledge—which account fur our being
alive. If, for example, everyone else were identical to any
single person, all mankind would perish. No one could
live, any more than that person could live alone. No one
could have any more than he knows how to create. On
that, neither he nor the rest of us could live.

Some will argue that if others were not performing the
services and making the goods this person requires to live,
he would be doing these things for himself. True, each of
us has some elasticity in this respect, and in some of us it
is quite great; but, by and large, the 160,000,000 American
people exist in their present relatively advanced state by
reason of their variable talents and the unprecedented
exchange thereof.

Resules Of Inhibitions

THE above claim—highly relevant to this thesis—needs
some explanation. Observe, for example, the Mayan In-
dians at Todos Santos or at Chichicastanango, or abo-
rigines elsewhere, and note the few, if any, who evolve to-

*For a remarkable and scientific dramatization of human variability,
see Free and Unegual: The Biological Basis of Individual Liberty by
Roger John Williams (Austin, Texas: University of Texas Press, 1953},
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ward those aptitudes peculiar to each.* By reason of in-
hibitory influences, they remain for their lifetimes in prim-
itive, similar activity. Rarely does one of them break from
this tradition and become a musician, a painter, an engi-
neer, a surgeon, an architect, a builder. Or, reflect on the
American Indians who had another low form of cooperant
society—a foraging economy. The whole area of these 48
states never supported more than a million of them.t As
has been since proven, the limit of the population and its
standard of living were in no way due to any lack of natu-
ral resources. Nor were these conditions caused by the
absence of fertile soils and friendly climates, or by the
Indians’ inability to breed. Limits to population and the
standard of living were due to inhibitory influences which
prevented the potential variability in each Indian from
manifesting itself. And without any marked variation, there
was no marked exchange. Without variation and exchange,
there could be no substantial quantitative growth; nor
could there be qualitative growth—material, spiritual, in-
tellectual. Stability in the sense of fixedness follows the
absence of variation and exchange.

Our Dependence On Interdependence

InmIEITORY influences, broadly speaking, are of two types.
There are the sociological influences, the kind man im-
poses on other men. There are the psychological influences,

*For a factual account of Mayan Indian religious beliefs, without inter-
pretations as to their inhibitive nature, see Twoe Crosses of Todos Santor
by Maud Oakes (New York, N. Y.: Pantheon Books, Inc., 19513,

+We have only “guesstimates” on the Indian population. Most authori-
ties would consider a2 million far too high. Perhaps 200,000 would be
as good a guess.
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the kind man imposes on himself or, more accurately, from
which he fails to free himself. These latter are traditional
pulls—man not shaking off his more primitive background
—superstitions, fears, rationalizations of laziness, taboos,
and so on. For instance, the religion of many aborigines
teaches that good or bad crops, ill or good health, hang
on the caprice of so-called gods such as high mountain
tops; that getting along in life is not a responsibility
of self but rather depends on making supplications to the
numerous idols.

Consider what has happened in our own homeland, If
we were to collapse time into manageable proportions, re-
ducing the life of this planet from its three to five billion
years to one year, we would observe in the last two sec-
onds 160,000,000 people living in relative luxury where
Iess than 1,000,000 had lived before—if indeed we would,
today, refer to it as living.

To summarize this phase of the argument: There are
at least 159,000,000 of us in this country who exist by
reason of a phenomenon that has taken place in these last
two seconds! The chances are at least 159 to 1 that any
one of us is in existence, is expetiencing life, by reason of
this phenomeneon; that enly 1 out of every 160 could
endure the near self-containment of a foraging economy.
This is another way of saying that more than 99% per cent
of us are the offspring of a division-of-labor and exchange
society, are dependent upon it, and have a vested interest
as profound as life itself in its continuance and perfection.
It is also another way of saying that most of us are a highly
interdependent type of being and are dependent on the
smooth working of the interdependence processes.

[20]



Interdependence Is Good

Tais condition of interdependence is something of which
to be proud, rather than something to be deplored. It is a
mark of progress. It is a forward step in the infinite evo-
lutionary process, for man’s purpose on earth is to come
as near as possible in his lifetime to the attainment of those
creative aptitudes peculiarly his own. Going in this direc-
tion, the principle which guides variability will cause each
man to become progressively different from other men.
More and more will each refine his own unique capacities.™
And more and more will each of us need to rely on the
products of the energies of ather unique individuals. Prog-
ress in specialization requires one important warning. It is
that we specialists not lose our perspective; that we not
lose sight of the forest for the trees; that we not become
so immersed in our specialties that we become blind to the
process on which our specialization depends. Education in
the humanities must go hand in hand with our specialized
education.

Energy And The Exchange Problem

Tur problem posed by an advanced division-of-labor so-
clety is one of energy exchanges. Human energy is one of

*Specialization has been referred to as “analysis run riot.” This dim
view of an expanding division of labor would be warranted were there
no possible synthesis of the human variabilities. But there is a synthe-
sis, potentially 2 perfect one. It is simply free communication and
exchange. Its numberless, daily ramifications can never be envisioned,
let alone comprehended, by any man or set of men. This synthesis,
however, has the virtue of requiring no more understanding than an
awareness to leave it alone except, of course, to protect it against
crookedness, violence, and “management.”

[21]



the numberless forms of radiant energy, seemingly electrical
in origin. The late Robert A. Millikan, renowned physicist
and Nobel Prize winner for his measurement of the elec-
trical charge of the electron, has this to say:

“All light or other short wave-length radiations are

caused by changes in positions of electrons within

atoms. All atoms are built up out of definite numbers
of positive and negative electrons. All chemical forces
are due to the attractions of positive for negative
electrons. All elastic forces are due to the attractions
and repulsions of electrons. In a word, matter itself

15 electrical in origin”*

The late Renee von Eulenburg-Wiener, bicchemist, most
helpfully puts scientific theories about radiant energy into
lay language (italics supplied):

“Constant change is a characteristic of the living

organism and all physiological phenomena are energy

exchanges. ¥¥*

“Every substance is a system of molecules in motion

and every molecule is a system of oscillating atoms

and every atom is a system of positive and negative
electricity.”t

“Molecules are possessed of kinetic energy, that is,

the energy of motion.” |

“The atoms, the ultimate constituents of matter, are

systems of positive and negative electricity. Electricity

* Encyclopaedia Britannice, 1943, Vol. VIII, p. 340.
#*Renee von Eulenhurg-Wiener, Fearfully and Wonderfully Made. New
York, N. Y.: The Macmillan Company, 1938, p. 114,

1Ibid., p. 118.
tbid., p. 47.
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is a form of radiant energy and atoms may be
described m terms of energy.”*

“Of all living creatures, man alone has learned to free
energy by conscious efforts. Machines, explosives, the
utilization of water and wind to create power, all these
are examples of man’s conscious utilization of poten-
tial energy. The food man ingests is derived from the
stores of energy built by plant and animal. He wti-
lizes this energy in the maintenance of his hody, in
work and in play and in the processes of intelligence
and creative activity. It 1s by these latter processes
that he may transform energy to a higher level, so to
speak, and thereby may partake in creative evolu-
tion. ¥ ¥

%, .. the individual organism is but a device for the
building up of radiant energy into its higher forms as
manifested in thought and consciousness. [t is a prod-
wuct of the wniversal energy and yet a means for its
further evolution.”t

Human Energy Is Diverse

Humaw energy, obviously, has its earthly configuration
only in individuals. Human energy manifests itself qualita-
tively and quantitatively, psychologically and physiologi-
cally, and in numberless forms: thought, consciousness,
memory, cognition, ability, physical strength, moral cour-
age, spiritual insight—or, in the workaday world, in the
kind 1t takes to run a typewriter, to acquire know-how, to
*Ibid., p. 117.

**Ihid., p. 133.
Ibid., p. 447,
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bake bread, to drive a truck, to grow wheat, to be a cata-
Iytic agent in cooperative effort, ad infinitum.*

The reader may get the idea that the above 15 a devia-
tion from this thesis on government. Quite the contrary!
It is but the preface to the idea that an ideal theory of
government and liberty is to be derived from the necessity
for the free, uninhibited flow of all creative human energy.

Required, however, is mare reflection on the nature of
energy. There is potential energy and kinetic energy. A
dammed-up pool of water is an example of potential energy.
If the obstacle or inhibitory influence, the dam, is removed,
the water will low—the flowing water being an example
of kinetic energy. Kinetic energy is energy in motion. It is
potential energy gone to work. In the case of hydraulics,
there is a natural law, the law of gravitation, which attends
to potential energy’s becoming kinetic energy once obsta-
cles are removed.

Kinetic Energy

Eacy individual has numerous types of potential energy—
for instance, it may be the type it takes to fashion sand into
wearing apparel or the type it takes to hybridize corn.
Assume only two Eskimos and only two goods, clothing
and food. One can fabricate only clothing; the other can

*To think of energy only as the kind that can be manufactured from

coa! or other inorganic matter will miss the point in my use of the
term. A rereading of the quotes from the scientists Millikan and
Eulenburg-Wiener will convey the meaning 1 give to “energy” through-
out this essay. If this wide scope given to “energy” is beyond the
reader’s comprehension—something to stand in awe of, something be-
yond human knowledge and beyond the power of human authority
and di];:tationmthen I have established the kind of a definition T wish
to make.
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raise only food. If there are no inhibitory influences stand-
ing in the way, the potential energy of each which mam-
fested itself as kinetic energy in the making of clothes and
in the raising of food will continue as kinetic, productive,
creative energy. They will exchange. The natural law at-
tending to this is the will to live. If they do not permit their
energies to flow, to remain fluid, to continue as kinetic
energy, both will die. One will starve. The other will freeze.

Energy In Motion

It is of the utmost importance to realize that production in
its broader and really significant sense—productive activity
-—is energy in motion, that is, it is energy in constant move-
ment and complex exchange. Thinking of productive activ-
ity as taking place only up to the point of an automobile
coming off the assembly line is as erroneous as thinking of
exchange as taking place only when the automobile is sold
for cash. The incontestable statement appearing later in
this essay that no man on earth knows how to make an
automobile is proof in itself that the manufacturing phase
is a series of human energy exchanges. Indeed, these ex-
changes during manufacture are so complex and numerous
that they cannot be comprehended by the mind of man.
To stop these energy exchanges at any point, before or
after manufacture, is to stop productive activity. Imagine,
if possible, the absolute cessation of all trading in the
American market. All prior exchanges, such as those in-
volved in manufacturing, would also cease. Unless the
moral, political, and business leaders among a people grasp
the significance of energy exchanges flowing through space
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and time, it cannot be correctly claimed that the problem
of production is either understood or solved.®

We are living in a world of 2,500,000,000 people. The
potential energy of this population is of unimaginable
proportions. Aptitudes and skills of people differ-—some
slightly at variance as in the case of aborigines, others
vastly at variance as in the case of more advanced societies.

Remove Inhibitory Influences

TeE life and the progress of life—whether of the 160,000,000
in the United States or of the 2,500,000,000 in the world—
depend on these static or potential energies becoming ki-
netic, useful, moving, flowing, dynamic energies. The total
potential energies will tend toward becoming kinetic ener-
gies with the removal of inhibitory influences. Little else
but the removal of inhibitory influences is required. The
almost unanimous will to live, and perhaps other even
more profound forces which we do not at all understand,
will attend to potential energies becoming kinetic. We need
only to be observant to appreciate the wonders these natu-
ral forces produce and to see that their results are as in-
credible as the phenomena of our own bodies, governed
not by conscious directions but by forces which transcend
present consclousness——our miraculous autonomic nervous
systems, for instance. We need to learn, mostly, how not
to injure or inhibit our endowed or natural or God-given
creativity. Let this point be re-emphasized: These energy
phenomena, whether of the body (heart pulsations, breath-
mg, 180,000,000 new red blood cells per minute, and so on)

*See my account of the nurseryman beginning on page 134, particu-
larly his use of the telephone.
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or of society (interpersonal exchanges of goods, services,
ideas, insights) cannot be bettered by any human dictato-
rial system. Experience seems to teach that man’s effort in
this respect should be confined to increasing personal
thought and consciousness and to guarding against every-
thing which would hamper energy exchanges; otherwise,
leave these phenomenal, miraculous processes alone! Their
creative detail cannot, at this stage of evolution, be under-
stood by man; and by no means can this detail be construe-
tively managed by man. Personally we can behave—and
societally we can organize—in ways harmonious to these
natural currents of creative human energy. Man cannet,
without loss, take over or control them.

Unless one is aware of our dependence—yes, our exist-
ence—on flowing energy, this theory about ideal govern-
ment and its relationship to liberty may not be grasped.
Therefore, let’s try to dramatize the point by several gen-
eralized examples in which human energy is assumed to,
and unquestionably does, behave in ways not unlike elec-
trical energy.*

Absence Of Energy

FizsT, imagine 160,000,000 dead persons arranged in a huge
circle, their hands clasped to a conduit capable of trans-
mitting every conceivable type of physical and human
energy. No energy would be put into the conduit by the
dead persons. None could, therefore, be withdrawn.

*The following attempt at explanation has proved clarifying to some
but not at all to others. At any rate, these are not written as far-
fetched examples. In principle, they are aralogous to real [ife.
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Second, imagine 160,000,000 live persons, similarly ar-
ranged, but with every one of them having a type of energy
precisely like your own. Nothing but your type of energy
could go into the conduit. Nothing but your type of energy
could be withdrawn. There would be no variation. All would
perish, as you would perish were you alone in the world.*

Third, imagine 160,000,000 live persons, similarly ar-
ranged, but with the variation of their energies being no
greater and no more perfected than the energies of the
American Indians. Only the low energies incidental to a
foraging economy would go into the conduit. Only the
energies that went in could be withdrawn. Al but one mil-
lion of the total population would perish, for the same
reason that the American Indians numbered no more than

1,000,000.
Flowing Energy

Fourth, imagine 160,000,000 live persons, similarly ar-
ranged, having precisely the great variance of energies that
the population of America has today. Imagine all of their
many energies freely flowing into the conduit and any
American being able to withdraw any of the input energies
according to his own choosing, based on an equizable and
voluntary exchange of his own energy. In such an arrange-
ment, for example, the highly specialized type of energy

*By “alone in the world” I mean absolutely alone-~that is, completely
without what has been bestowed on cthers, present or past. Human
energy, if unobstructed, flows in time, all time. Most of what any of
us, and all of what most of us, possess——matena[!y, intellectually, spu'-
1tually—1s founded on cognition extendmg into the infinite past.
should we call it all “the eternal now”? See Living Time by Maunce
Nicoll {London, England: Vincent Stuart Publishers, Led., 1952).
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required to compute mathematical formulas for releasing
the power of the atom could be exchanged for the types of
energy required to build houses, provide food, write books,
make autos, furnish heat, and so on. In short, were all ener-
gies permitted to flow freely, any individual in this vast
population would have readily available for exchange any
one or more of millions of types of energy.

Diverted Energy

Frrra, imagine 160,000,000 live persons, as above, but with
an effective control to keep everyone’s energy from going
into the conduit. All would perish as if each were alone for,
indeed, each would be alone, absolutely alone! There could
be no exchange, nothing but one’s own energy.

Sixth, imagine 160,000,000 live persons arranged in a
huge circle, their hands clasped to a conduit capable of
transmitting every conceivable type of physical and hu-
man energy, but with 40,000,000 of them organized for
parasitical purposes, using aggressive force or threats of
aggressive force to draw off energy in the amount of their
demands as distinguished from value-for-value exchanges.®
To the extent that they succeeded in drawing off more
energy than could be obtained by willing exchange, to
that extent would the other 120,000,000 be compelied to
accept less in exchange for their energies, that is, these
others would have less livelihood by reason of the organ-
1zed leeching.

As a fAnal example, let us imagine 160,000,000 persons

*See my Two Ways To Stop Striker (Irvington-on-Hudson, N.Y.:
Foundation for Economic Education, 1953. pp. 9-10).
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arranged in a huge circle. There is no master conduit
equally available to everyone. Instead, there is one per-
son standing in the center with all the individual conduits
from the whole multitude attached to this single person.
All energies must be directed to this person. Only he can
dispense that which he has received. Here we have the
dictator arrangement, applied totally. There would be, so
to speak, 159,999,999 volts that could find passage only
through a conduit of one-volt capacity. All of the 160,600,
000, including the person in the center, would perish. Par-
enthetically, there are no political instances of 100 per
cent dictatorship. Even in Russia the principle of authori-
tarianism 1s but hiztle apphed. There are vast leakages of
free, human energy. Were there no free, human energy, all
Russians would perish.*

Life Demands Differences

IT can be deduced from the foregoing that no person, log-
icaily, should wish others to be like himself. Each individual
has a vested interest in all others being different; in their
variability; and in the excellence, the advancement, and
the success of their creative specializations. Each person,
like all others, is so specialized himself that his life de-
pends on this variability, specialization, and exchange,

*It is important to realize that authoritarianism—aggressive force, de-
structive energy—has an evil effect vastly out of proportion to its
quantity. Imagine a church social of 100 people. Imagine the total
energy expended by these folks in preparing the meal, walking, talk-
ing, gesticulating, and so on. Now imagine an infinjtesimal part of
this total energy, say 1/10,000th of it, turned into aggressive force—
for instance, a deacon pokiag the minister in the nose! Contemplate
the havoc wrought, and the point is clear,
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In energy types and in exchange requirements, we are
all dissimilar. However, we have one common similarity,
and one common necessity if we are to live and progress.
It is that prohibitions against, or restrictions upon, the
release and exchange ol our creative energies be at the
lowest minimum possible; that man not keep men from
developing their variabilities and from exchanging the
product thereof. Again, this removal of inhibitory influ-
ences—the kind lmposed by man on men--serves to bene-
fit all of us in common.*

Personal Inhibitions

Inmisrrory influences of the psychological kind—one’s ig-
norance, fears, superstitions—are personal and not social,
are one’s own and not society’s, are between oneself and
one’s God and not between oneself and other men. This is
true even of those situations where one man yields to the
persuasions of another and consents to be the other’s pli-

*The voluntary exchange of the varying products of men’s energies is
appropriately called the market. If man were not inclined to better
his circumstances—that is, to satisfy his needs and pursue his ends
with what he regards as minimum effort—he would not be led into
specialization. As specialization cannot occur without the market, it is
a basic human instituticn. It is the foundation stone of socxety It
the presence of the market did not better, but worsened, man's cir-
cumstances, no feeling of comradeship (for which the socialists claim
so much) would artend to exchange. There would be no market, no
society, no man. Man hes a natural and & worthy urge to economize
his efforts in producing the satisfactions of his desires. It is this urge
that leads to specialization and exchange, to the division of labor and
the market. However, this is the same urge that, on occasion, causes
some men to sabotage the market, to indulpe in predatory practices.
Stealing, in a sense, is the first and, certainly, the worst labor-saving
device. Hence, a fundamental need—if specialization and the market
are to exist—is protection against market marauders,
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ant tool. The man who submits, if he does so willingly,
has created a problem located only where ke can get at it—
in his own will.

Other men may regret another’s plight, may rue an-
other’s Tack of attainment and culture. But each person
is faced with the problem of his own creative emergence,
progress, development. This is the individualistic side of
the problem. The individual is the only one who can at-
tend to the degree and the perfection of his own variability.
Others cannot, in a creative sense, do anything to him. If
they would help, they must limit themselves to what they
can do for him, For him, they can do little beyond attend-
ing to their own emergence—materially, intellectually, spir-
itually.* They can, by precept and example, set a standard
to which he can repair. They can have goods and services
to exchange, or knowledge and insight to offer, But whether
or not he takes advantage of their offerings is a matter for
his own election. No one else can decide. The creative side
of man has to do with the individualistic aspect of man
and must be so treated if damage by man to man is to be
avoided.

Unwilling Exchange

Man, however, does not in every instance confine him-
self to his creative emergence, to getting zhead by his
own competence and superiority. Falling in self-improve-

*This, of course, dees not rule out charity of a tvpe which aids another
person to help himself rather than to destroy his potentialities by
making him dependent. But before even charity can be extended, the
giver must have provided himself with resources to give over and be-
yond his own needs and commitments.
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ment and not satisfied with what he can obtain in willing
exchange, he will, on numerous occasions, resort to un-
willing exchange. He will draw energy from the kinetic
conduit without exchanging an equivalent of his own ener-
gy. He will tap the power ling, so to speak. All unwilling
exchanges are examples of this: the thief who “exchanges”
your horse for his own low-grade satisfaction, or the voters
who legally take other people’s income to augment their
own.

Variability and its perfection—that is, the creation of
the infinite kinds of human energy—originate with indi-
viduals. While each individual in his own upgrading draws
on other persons, present and past, as well as on his own
gift of insight, this process of individual upgrading classifies
as voluntary and cooperative. [t builds only upon free will
and wvolition. It is the inspired experience of the inner self.,
While each of us has a personal stake in everybody else’s
upgrading, the upgrading is not, by virtue of this unanimity
of concern, a social problem. It is not a social problem for
two reasons: First, it cannot be dealt with through social
instruments. Second, the emergence of creative energy is a
personal matter, inhering in individuals as they act per-
sonally and as they choose to act with other individuals.

Society’s Problem

AN attempt has been made in the above paragraph to estab-
lish the point that the potential energy of each variable
individual is a personal and not a social problem. Earlier
it was suggested that these infinite variations of potential
human energy will translate into kinetic energy if unin-
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hibited——that is, willing exchange will nacurally take place
if unobstructed, the will to live attending to this. It is now
appropriate to discuss the obstructions or inhibitory influ-
ences, the actions of man which impair the source of crea-
tive energy and stifle its exchange, and also the actions
which are parasitic on the flowing energy.

These last-mentioned actions present the social problem,
the only social problem there 5. All else is in the realm of
the creative, the individualistic. Coping with the obstruc-
tions to the creation and flow of human energy and the
siphoning off of the flowing energy without value for value
is a social problem because:

1. These inhibitory actions inflict penalties on all
human beings, presenting an in-common defense
problem.

2. They cannot properly be dealt with personally.

3. They can be dealt with, in justice, only by social
control.

All Are Related

Tur first point requires little in the way of appreciation
except an awareness that variable human energy, to be
useful to mankind, has to be dynamic, kinetic, lowing—
as indeed does any other kind of energy—and an under-
standing that in a free market there is no person too re-
mote to one’s self to be unrelated. Recently, I observed a
disheveled old lady hanging around a Central American
wharf. “How possibly could she be related to me?” thought
I. Imagination supplied an answer: Perhaps she gathers the
kelp that wraps the fish that feeds the hombre who loads
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the bananas which provide the dessert for the woman who
cares for the man who runs the nursery that supplies the
spruce from which the pulp is made for the manufacture
of the cleansing tissue that takes the place of the less sani-
tary and more costly handkerchiefs we have been using.
Who else wants to harvest kelp to wrap that banana-load-
ing hombre’s fish? In the free market, every creative act,
regardless of how lowly, is related to the kinetic conduit—
1s capable of giving energy to it and of taking other types
of energy from it. An obstruction of any creative energy
exchange, regardless of how minute it may be, inflicts a
penalty against the potential wealth—material, intellec-
tual, or spiritual-—of all other persons. It is a penalty in-
flicted in common.

Not A Personal Problem

THE second point is that these inhibitory influences against
energy exchanges cannot properly be dealt with by each
individual for himself. Generally speaking, these inhibitory
influences are fraud, violence, misrepresentation, and pre-
datory practices. All are immoral, be they done legally or
legally. The problem here is to remove inhibitory actions.
This can be accomplished by restraining aggressive force
or by penalizing those persons who indulge in it. This 1s
not an appropriate undertaking for each individual to do
for himself, and for the following reasons:

1. It would be wholly impractical. No individual could
possibly police the numberless instances of aggres-
sive force—among tens of millions of people—
harmful to him and to others, actions he would
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have no way of knowing about and practiced by
persons most of whom would be beyond his ac-
quaintance.

If every person were to be a law unto himself, we
would have no less than 160,000,000 governments
in America—the “law” of each varying daily with
individual caprice.

No individual has the moral right to use aggres-
stve force against any other individual. He has the
moral right to use only defensive or repellent force.
This is a distinction too subtle for noncodification.®
The offenders or marauders in society would soon
be in command. They would be the government.

If the contention is correct that the removal of
inhibitory influences is an in-commen defense prob-
lemn, then it follows that anything less than in-com-
mon or societal control of the problem is a form of
authoritarianism.

Justice In Organization

Tue third point is that these inhibitory influences can be
dealt with, in justice, only by social organization,

The right-to-life concept and its acceptance must serve
as the premise for this point. If a person has a right to Iife,
it follows that he has a right to protect and to sustain that
life, the sustenance of life being nothing more nor less than
the [ruits of one’s labor—one’s honestly acquired property.
The right to life without the right to protect and to sustain

*By noncodification is meant the absence of socially or publicly formu-

lated rules, the absence of law.
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life is meaningless. As sugpested earlter, it is impossible in
a division-of-labor economy to sustain life on one’s own
specialty. Energy exchanges are as vital as one’s own pro-
duce. Therefore, the right to the fruits of one’s own labor
involves the restraint or the removal of obstacles to ex-
change—not merely the obstacles to one’s own exchange,
but the obstacles to other people’s exchange within any
given society.

Equal Rights

JusTicE compels one other admission. If one has a right to
life and livelihood, every other person has a similar right.*
One must assume that life and livelihood are just as dear
to every other person as to oneself—regardless of race,
creed, color, occupational level, or wealth status. The uni-
versality of the will to live and the requirement that life
and hivelithood be protected are conterminous with society.
The responsibility for society-wide protection cannot, In
sound organizational practice, be vested in anything less
than society. And where the responsibility rests, there also
should rest the authority to discharge the responsibility.t

*Recommended is The Source of Rights by Frank Chodorov (Irvington-
on-Hudson, N.Y.: Foundation for Economic Education, Inc., 1954).

+When individuals, admittedly having the right to defend their own
lives, delegate their defensive responsibilities to society’s agency, the
agency is in full and exclusive charge of that function. In practice, the
apency should redelegate the right to defend life as an individual act
in certain instances. However, it is the agency that is in control of
this function, specifying when and under what conditions individual
defense is permissible. Society, however, at all times, should retain
the power to employ and disemploy its agency.
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It is quite likely that this argument will appear valid
only to those who grasp the interrelationship of energy ex-
changes; who become aware of the extent to which we are
interdependent, or more precisely, dependent on these ex-
changes; who see the meaning of kinetic, flowing, dynamic
human energy; and who acknowledge that, in this respect,
we are all in one vast energy circuit which encompasses
everybody.

What is everybody’s problem is nobedy’s problem—a
good adage in this instance. The argument here 15 that
keeping the energy circuits open is not the responsibility
of any one person nor of any division of any given society,
but is everybody’s or society’s problem.

To Recapitulate

BEFoRre going further, let’s condense the central ideas of
this thesis:

1. The source of all creative and variable human ener-
gy, in an carthly sense, rests in individuals. The
emergence of the creative and variable capacities
of each is itself a creative process that can only be
attended to by the creative unit, the individual,
in such voluntary and cooperative actions as he
may freely choose to take. This is the province of
the individuzl and not of society. This is the vast,
unlimited area of liberty, of self-reliance, and of
self-discipline.

2. Creative, variable energies will tend naturally to
exchange to the benefit and life-extension of all in
the absence of man-concocted obstacles. Obstacles
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to creative energy and its exchange—be they in
the form of fraud, misrepresentation, violence, or
predatory practices—adversely effect and subtract
from life and from the potential life (emergence)
of everyone and are, therefore, the problem of ev-
ery human being equally within any given society.
While the removal of social obstacles is the prob-
lem of everyone, it is not the responsibility of any
one person. It is the responsibility of all—that is, it
is a social responsibility. As man in America today
is the product and has life by reason of division of
labor and exchange, so does he inherit with birth
this interdependent, social aspect of seli. This is as
much his inheritance as is the responsibility for his
own emergence. The restraint and the penalizing
of the obstacles to creative energy and energy ex-
change—not merely between oneself and another,
but between all men—must be dealt with by social
prohibitions, by the law! This is the relatively
small, limited province of what we have come to
call “government.” It is the appropriate area of
disciplines exterior to personal disciplines.

If the purpose of man on earth is sel{-realization—com-
ing as riear as possible to the attainment of those creative
aptitudes and potentialities peculiarly his—it follows that
the law, the book of rules and prohibitions for social ad-
ministration, can logically serve only the purpose of de-
terring man’s destructive actions for the sake of giving full
flower to his creative actions. The law (social rules) can
have no just object beyond removing social obstacles to
the release of the human spirit. An organized arm of so-
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ciety, within its proper bounds, can be but the hand-
maiden of liberty; government, within its proper bounds,
can be but the protective servant of all individuals equally
against antisocial marauders.

According to the theories here set forth, individuals
should delegate to society’s agency the responsibility for
protecting all members of society against such destructive
actions as some of its members may bring against others
of its membership.

Soctety, per se, cannot assume responsibility, for society
is an abstraction. Society can be given entity only as it is
organized, only as its members are organized.

Purpose Of Organization

OrGaNIZATION 15 for the purpose of cooperation. There can
be cooperation for creative purposes and cooperation for
repellent or defensive purposes.*

Cooperation for creative purposes must be left to volun-
tary action. Men can cooperate to use force, but they can-
not be forced to cooperate. Voluntary cooperative actions
occur daily in numberless ways, most of them having al-
most imperceptible organization but some of them having
highly formalized organization — corporations, partner-
ships, educational institutions, and so on.

However, cooperation for creative purposes requires, as

*Just as kinetic energy can be destructive as well as productive or cre-
ative, just so can cooperztion he for destructive purposes. For example,
a gang of thieves can cooperate to rob a bank or a gang of voters can
cooperate to take the property of some to “aid” others, This kind of
voter cooperation is based on perverting government, inducing gov-
ernment to use aggressive force instead of confining itself to defensive
force. In this stage of the essay, I prefer to discuss government ideally.
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an auxiliary, cooperation to annul destructive purposes.
Cooperation for creative purposes requires that inhbitory
influences against creative action be neutralized. In good
theory, it is as members of society-—not as members of a
family or of a corporation or of a Iabor union or of a cham-
ber of commerce or of any group having special interests—
that individuals organize themselves into a police force to
cooperate in maximizing their liberty by restraining those
who would impede creative effort and exchange.

Nature Of Political Agency

WE must recognize the nature of society’s political appara-
tus. It has, ideally, the single, distinguishing virtue of being
able to inhibit, repel, restrain, penalize. All personnel of
the apparatus can do everything else better outside the
apparatus than in it. What should be inhibited, restrained,
penalized? Those actions of man which are characterized
by aggressive force, namely, those actions which themselves
inhibit, restrain, destroy, or penalize creative effort. De-
fensive force may be used to neutralize aggressive force,
and such a use of force serves a social end. This use of
defensive force should be the guiding principle of the polit-
1cal agency.

It is society that should organize the political apparatus
—the state, the government, the agency of common de-
fense. It is not proper that anything less than society
should organize to impose restrictions which relate to all
members of society equally. By the same token, it is not
proper to organize society for creative effort, for creative
aptitudes have their locus only in individuals. For example,
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1t is absurd to organize society into an agency of aggressive
force, as has been done in Russia, to make automobiles,
to produce penicillin, or to run a chick hatchery. Interests
and aptitudes for these creative specializations—governed
by the principle of variability implicit in any and all pro-
gressive, evolving societies—are rarities and not generali-
zations, The rarities for creative effort find cooperation
possible only by people voluntarily organizing themselves. *
The benefits flowing from these voluntary organizations
are available society-wide, But these benefits are available
to all only because the organizations are voluntary. Energy
flows in the absence of obstacles sufficient to stop it. That
energies are often wasted and misdirected by persons in
voluntary action is only to admit that man errs.

Russia Is No Exception

IT is often argued that the Russians can, for example, pro-
duce atrplanes by their use of aggressive force and that the
production of an airplane is a creative project. It is! Admit-
tedly, this thesis contends that force can be used only to
inhtbit, repel, restrain, penalize. Is there not a contradic-
tion here? No! The Russian airplanes—creations—are ac-
tually the product of voluntary, cooperative effort. And
it is not the force that creates the airplanes. Force in Rus-
sia, as elsewhere, inhibits, repels, restrains, penalizes. Rus-
sians, in addition to defensive force, use vast amounts of
aggressive force which destroys. In Russia the force is used

*Voluntary organizations (creative energies in cooperation) form in
accord with complex human affinities that defy diagnosis, accurate
prediction, and single-minded arrangement. The point is illustrated in
the latter part of this essay,
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to destroy a worket’s opportunities to pursue the vocation
of his own choice. The worker in the airplane factory is
denied the opportunity of being an artist, a cook, a musi-
cian, or whatever, Left to him, shall we say, are only two
alternatives—building airplanes or dying. If he prefers the
former to the latter and acts in accord with his preference,
he has made a choice to produce airplanes. The fact that
his alternatives are thus limited by the employment of
force does not alter his act of voluntarily choosing between
the two. Nor does it alter the fact that all of his acts in
producing airplanes, whether in inventing or doing, are
voluntary acts. A person cannot be compelled to act cre-
atively.* But the areas where he would choose to act cre-
atively can be ruled out of existence by the use of force.

Choice Increases Efficiency

Waen force is used, as in Russia, to limit opportunities, thus
leaving open one or a few areas for creative effort, we ob-

*One critic of this reasoning suggests that slaves were compelled to and
did act creatively. Slaves merely adapted themselves to their envi-
ronment, their confinement, their lmitation of choices. Within this
framework, their creative acts were all voluntary acts. Many human
beings have submitted to floggings or have gone to their deaths be-
cause they chose these punishments in preference to the limitation of
choices imposed upen them. This insistence of mine is not hair-splitting.
That every creative act is a voluntary act is a basic point in under-
standing the limitations of force. Perhaps this will help my critic: Put
the two of us in a room barren of all else but a lively fly. I command
my critic to catch the fiy. But to give the theory here advanced an
honest test, he is to make not a single move except as I direct it. The
fly will not be caught, The fly ean be caught only if my critic acts in
response to his own free will and volition. This acting in response to
volition applies to the picking of cotton or to the building of airplanes
as well as to catching a fly.
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serve many persons building airplanes when their best apti-
tudes are for painting, for cooking, for musie, or something
else. In a free-market society, where force would have to be
limited to restraining social obstacles to creative energy
and its exchange, we would find mostly those with aptitudes
for airplanes building airplanes.

Obviously, an individual is more creative in an activity
agreeable to his aptitudes than in an activity disagreeable
to his aptitudes. A person knows his own aptitudes hetter
than does a stranger—the dictator or any possible hench-
man. This is a primary fact of observation. It follows, then,
that total energy wiil be higher among a people individually
choosing their own work than among a people whose work
1s dictated for them by another individual.

The same principle applies to exchange. We will fare
better—materially, intellectually, spiritually—if each of us
chooses what he will communicate and exchange with oth-
ers than if some other individual dictates what each shall
communicate and exchange, It is these differences in the
handling of creative energy and its exchange that account
for the differences between Americans and Russians in pro-
duction, invention, personal emergence, and so forth. The
Russians apply aggressive force to creative activities and
claim it to be good. Americans are now doing the same
thing on a smaller but growing scale. Many of us, however,
claim it to be bad, as does this thesis,

Unanimity Requires Common Interest

CooPERATION 1s required among members of society to per-
form the negative function of prohibiting obstacles to pro-
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duction, communication, and exchange. The cooperation
ought to be as nearly unanimous as possible. Cooperation
can approach unanimity only if the activities of the de-
fensive agency be limited to those actions which have a
common benefit to creative effort. Ideally, the only dis-
senters would be those who want to live by predation. If
the agency of defense finds itself being used as an agency
of plunder (aggressive force)—as in the case of our gov-
ernment today—cooperation will not tend toward unanim-
ity. For in this instance, some of the members of society
cooperate to benefit themselves at the expense of the other
members, employing the agency to achieve their ends. The
plundered members find it difficult to cooperate with the
plundering members.

Mere participation in the activities of society’s agency,
such as unwilling military service or the unwilling payment
of income to support the agency in overextended activities,
does not qualify as cooperation. Cooperation in its highest
form is a willing response, not the choice of the lesser of
two evils. Willing response, approaching unanimity, is
much to be desired. But it is impossible except as society’s
agency is itself an accurate response to man's single in-
common social requirement: defense against those actions
of man which inhibit creative energy and its exchange. Man
is a member of society in common with all other men in
this respect only. His social agency, to be useful and not
harmful, must limit itself to this one small but extremely
important function which all men have socially in common.
Then reason and justice, at least, will supply the basis for
unanimous cooperation.
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Limitation Of Government Prescribed
By Its Justification

LeT the above ideas be emphasized in these terms: Any
logical and just organization by society derives its exist-
ence from only one source: the common need for every man
to protect himself against those who would limit his crea-
tive opportunities. Every human being is born with as
much right to live his life creatively as any other man.
Man, however, is incapable of protecting his life as a per-
sonal, individual project, and at the same time of realizing
his human potential. That part of his inheritance which
designates him as a product of society precludes this. By
reason of this social circumstance, he is committed, in prin-
ciple, to cooperating with his fellow men in the protective
project of “one for all and all for one”; in a project that
should make no distinction whatever as to persons; in a
project where all ought to be regarded as equal; in a proj-
ect where spectal privilege should be unknown.*

The principle which justifies society’s organization of a
defensive arm—man’s inheritance as an interdependent be-
mg——also prescribes the limitations on what the organiza-
tion should do. In short, the law’s limitation inheres in its
justification, '

Force is a dangerous thing. Therefore, society’s organ-
ized arm is a dangerous instrument. It is not, as some as-
sert, a necessary evil. When limited to its proper defensive
scope, it is a positive good. When exceeding its proper limi-
*It cannot be too much emphasized that human beings are not equal.

Yet, we should all be equal before the law in the sense that we think
of ourselves as equal before God.
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tations and becoming aggression, it is not a “necessary”
but a positive evil.,

Two Types Of Force

Force of the kind here discussed is of two types. There 1s
repellent or defensive force. There is aggressive force. The
latter is always evil. There are no exceptions. No man has
any moral right to use aggressive force against any other
man. Nor have any number of men, in or out of societal
organizations, any moral right to use it. One of the most
distressing fallacies having to do with government and lib-
erty is the assumption that the state, an agency presum-
ably of the people, has rights beyond those possessed by the
people. For example, the state uses aggressive force against
an individual, compelling him to exchange some of his in-
come for the alleged prosperity of Tennessee Valley resi-
dents. No reasonable person would sanction such an ag-
gressive action on the part of any single citizen. Therefore,
no reasonable person can logically believe that any such
control belongs to a multitude of citizens. From what source
does this extracurricular “right” of the state to use aggres-
sive force derive? It has no derivation. It is an arrogation.
This arrogation is as untenable as the divine right of kings
theory; indeed, it is the same thing with the divine excuse
omitted.

Any person has the natural and moral right to use re-
pellent or defensive force against any other person who
would aggress against him. No person on this earth has
any moral right of control over any other person superior
to the defense of his own life and livelithood. Two persons
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banding together do not acquire moral rights of control
over others superior to the rights held by each before their
association. No increase in the number of individuals in-
volved morally alters this in any way—even when the num-
ber reaches the 160,000,000 of this nation. Rights not pos-
sessed by individuals cannot properly be delegated to an
agency, political or otherwise. Soclety’s agency, then, will
find the proper limits of its scope in exercising for every-
one, without favor to any, the natural and moral rights
inherent in its members.®

Tool Of Liberty

TuE above concludes what is little more than a bare out-
line—a skeleton, so to speak—of the ideas that need to be
considered in arriving at the principles and the theories of
government and liberty. Government—which no doubt is
what we will continue to call our organized agency of so-
ciety, even though it be limited to defensive functions—is,
if properly employed, an essential tool of liberty.
Government organized strictly in accord with right prin-
ciple is an object more to be ardently hoped for than seri-
ously expected. Yet, right principle must be deduced and
have some measire of understanding if political expediency,
controlled as it is by demagoguery and special interests, is
not to rule and eventually overcome us. Political expedi-
ency feeds on the destructiveness it breeds. Every evil it
evokes sets in motion other “compensating” evils. Pohtical

*An excellent development of this idea is to be found in The Law by
Frederie Bastiat (Irvington-on-Hudson, N.Y.: Foundation for Eco-
nomic Education, 1950).
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expediency, by its very nature, inevitably leads to a dead
end.

Right principle is man’s only compass, He often deviates
from the course it suggests, but at least he can be aware of
where he is by reference to it. Right principle is a beacon
by which man can reverse himsell after he has ventured
into the evil ways which constantly beckon him.*

Right principle as relating to the limitation of govern-
ment is deducible. Protecting the release of creative human
energy and its exchange Is suggested as the basis for sound
deductions.

*What is right will, of course, always remain debatable as between per-
sons. The nearest anyone can come to practicing right is accurately
to follow that which his conscience dictates as right. “Right principle,”
therefore, as I use it is obviously and necessarily right principle as I
see 1t,

[49]






PART 11
The Concept Argued

Tt 1s INCORRECT to think of liberty as synonymous with un-
restrained action. Liberty does not and cannot include any
action, regardless of sponsorship, which lessens the liberty
of a single human being. To argue contrarily is to claim
that liberty can be composed of liberty negations, patently
absurd. Unrestraint carried to the point of impairing the
liberty of others is the exercise of license, not liberty. To
minimize the exercise of license is to maximize the area of
liberty. Ideally, government would restrain license, not
indulge in it; make it difficult, not easy; disgraceful, not
popular. A government that does otherwise is licentious,
not liberal.






From The General To The Parricular

Now, LET US AsSUME that someone has succeeded in
setting forth the principles which should guide men in pre-
scribing the scope of their organized social agency. That
would be a great, forward step. Yet, before much value
could come from such an accomplishment, a most im-
portant, secondary step would be required. The argument
would then have to proceed from the general to the par-
ticular; in short, the principle would have to be related to
daily affairs. Many rules of right conduct are popularly paid
lip service—Thou shalt not steal; Thou shalt not kill; Thou
shalt not covet; and so forth. Yet these same rules are not
only broken but also are rarely thought to be applicable
when a number of persons become involved.

Is it any wonder that the federation of our states and
the Constitution which prescribed and limited the scope of
the federation required one of history’s greatest intellectual
selling campaigns? It is doubtful whether anything ever
equaled The Federalist in this respect.®

The ideas in this thesis are revolutionary today, although
not as much so as were similar ideas in early America when
contrasted with the doctrines of the Old World. We, at
least, have some history of liberty to serve us. Lip service
—even if no longer founded on deep beliefs—is still paid
to “free enterprise” and to limited government.

But revolutionary ideas are revolutionary regardless of

*The task today is selling the idea of less government, The task of
Hamilton, Jay, and Madison was to sell the idea that there would not
be too much government, The Bill of Rights was required to make the
sale to the people.
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historical precedence. And today, as in the 1780, expla-
nations and reassurances, in quality and conviction not un-
like the excellent works of Madison, Jay, and Hamilton,
will have to appear. For few among us, softened as we are
by “success” and by the doctrines of police-action “wel-
fare,” can imagine how we could prosper short of the state’s
interventions In our creative activities.

How To Stop Thinking

Tnis growing belief in the use of aggressive police action as
a means to direct the creative activities of a people in
society, and the consequent and corresponding loss in the
belief that free men can direct their own creative activities,
are understandable. The reason is this: When the state
preempts any activity—that is, makes of it a state monop-
oly, such as carrying the mails—citizens cease their think-
ing on how the activity could be carried on as a private
venture. Why waste time thinking about the impossible?
With this absence of ideas as to how an affair could be
conducted privately, there soon follows the belief that the
activity cannot be conducted unless the state conducts it.

1f, for example, the federal government had decreed at
its inception that all boys and girls should be provided
with shoes and stockings from birth to adulthood, and the
practice of this subsidy had been going on for the last 165
vears, one who challenged it today would be asked: “Oh!
So you favor forcing boys and girls to go barefooted in the
winter?” In this instance, we have experience to show the
fallacy of any such practice. Boys and girls in America,
where shoes and stockings have been accepted as family
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responsibility and where freedom from aggressive state ac-
tion has been greater than in other countries, are better
shod than are other hoys and girls.

Explanations And Receptivity Required

AGAIN, the ideas and principles as herein set forth, if ever
they are to have significant application, will require not
only explanations of a high order but an almost unparal-
leled desire on the part of many to understand them. The
questions these revolutionary ideas raise will have to be
answered, their humanitarianism demonstrated, their
promise of a general well-being set forth in convincing
terms, and fears alleviated as pertaining to the removal of
state responsibility for citizen welfare. And the great bulk
of these explanations will depend on imagination grounded
in a faith in what man can accomplish in action [ree of
organized aggression. The explanations will have to be
made in the extremely difficult realm of what Professor
Ludwig von Mises refers to as “discursive reasoning,” and
certainly many persons will not welcome the explanations.
Ideas at odds with the status quo are seldom popular, As
suggested earlier, empiricism cannot serve us as well as it
did our Founding Fathers. Many of us cannot reflect on
the evils of tyranny as did the founders of this country
looking at the Old World. The tyranny of bloated statism
is not across the water and behind us. A majority of us are
in it here, are a part of it, and most of us fecl we have a
vested interest in its maintenance. We can’t see the forest
of evil as clearly as they did. We are, with but few excep-
tions, the evil trees and, for the most part, are unaware of
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doing anything wrong. Further, we are not, inn this grow-
ing stage of our national, legalized parasitism, “feeling any
pain.” The American society, the host—the world’s great-
est example of self-reliance, of released human action, and
of energy stored in everything from man-planted forests,
to productive facilities, to know-how-—is not yet showing
any easily discernible signs of being “down and out.”

The following, like the foregoing attempt to suggest an
ideal theory of government, is intended only as an outline
—a skeleton, so to speak—of answers to the questions
which these theories assuredly will raise, Many persons of
superior skills and abilities will need to lend their help to
this task. Here, however, are a few of the subjects that need
explanation.

Is Tax Collection Aggression?

OwEe of the first, important, and assuredly controversial
points the foregoing theories will raise has to do with taxa-
tion. It has been argued that aggressive force is evil in all
instances; that neither man nor government has any moral
right to employ other than repellent or defensive force
against any person or persons. Does not the forcible col-
lection of a tax qualify as aggressive force! Does it make
any difference if the tax be for the limited government here-
in defended or for a government organized to engage in
legal plunder? Isn’t it aggression in one instance as well as
the other? Can anyone who believes in strict governmental
limitation, as does the author of this essay, logically sup-
port other than voluntary contributions as a means of
financing the limited government for which he argues?
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Few libertarians would entertain any doubts about the
adequacy of voluntary contributions as the means of sup-
porting limited government in the U.8.A. The annual re-
quirement would annually be oversubscribed. However,
even halding to this belief, there are good reasons for not
favoring this method of financing. In 1942 the United States
Supreme Court said in one of its decisions: “It is hardly
lack of due process for the government to regulate that
which it subsidizes.” This appears to be a sound state-
ment. But, if the shoe were on the other foot, would not
the voluntary contributors to government financing soon
be regulating that which they subsidize! Indeed, would
not the control of society’s agency soon be in the hands of
those among the citizenry who had fared well financially?
Would this be a proper way to distinguish who should con-
trol the government? The argument has been advanced
that there should be no distinctions at all between indi-
viduals so far as society’s organized arm is concerned; that
every individual in every way should be equal before the
law; that a person is indistinguishable from any other per-
son in the eyes of a just agency of all the people.

However, the faults with voluntary financing of govern-
ment are not the really valid reason for {favoring taxation,
or for contending that taxation does not classify as aggres-
sion against the liberty of citizens.

Roots Into The Past

As stated earlier in this thesis, every one of us exists by
reason of a division of creative energy and its exchange. If

*Wickard v. Filburn, 317 U.8, 111, p. 131, October, 1942,
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there were no division of labor, none of us would be alive.
If there were division of labor and no exchange, none of us
would be alive, The number of persons who can live at any
given material, intellectual, or spiritual level is determined
by the degree of perfection of this energy equation. Also, the
state of this energy equation determines the number and
richness of opportunities for individual varability—poten-
tial emergence. In short, while what we do with our cre-
ative potentialities is strictly a matter of personal decision,
the fact that we are ourselves alive is due to the degree of
perfection of the exchange equation which has preceded us.

There are two sides to this coin. True, we inherit not only
the benefits but also life itself which division of labor and
exchange confer. But, by the same token, we inherit the
obligation its maintenance and perfection demand. In this
single respect, we are as much members of the soctety which
has been responsible for this as we are individual human
beings. This membership in the societal organization that
inhibits the social obstacles to creative energy and its ex-
change is one’s own.* That which is one’s own isn't anyone
else’s. And it is not merely one’s own for harvesting its
blessings; it is one’s own to support for precisely the same
reason that it is everyone else’s to support. One cannot
deny his parentage by the simple expedient of saying: “I
don’t want any parentage.” Nor can one deny his societal
obligation by the simple expedient of saying: “I now choose

*While government in America has changed its nature——going from a
defensive agency to an agency of aggressive force—there is no denying
that 1t has acted defensively in vast areas and has, until lately, observed
Limitation better than have governments elsewhere. I feel 1 am obli-
gated only to the agency as it should exist and to some extent as it has
existed, not to the agency in its overextended departments. My part
in the latrer is clearly an unwarranted compulsion znd is so regarded.
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not to have inherited any obligation.” The inherited obli-
gation is a fait accompli. To support or not to support a
limited organization of society, based on right principle, is
logically exterior to the area of [ree choice, unless, of course,
one chooses to absent himself. The libertarian, according to
his own principles, must always permit the dissenter to
“shop around” for a social organization to suit him. Socie-
ties, like clubs and fraternities, could well be in peaceful
competition with each other for members.

Shirking Obligations

For one not to support that which he has inherited as an
obligation is to put the burden on others. Others have a
moral right to protect themselves against anyone who
would burden their energy, or energy exchanges, against
anyone who would siphon off their livelihood. A person
who by failure to attend to his own obligation, thereby
loading it onto all others, engages in an inhibitive action
against the society of which he is a member. He is not
returping an equivalent for benefits and services received
—this equivalent being an equitable tax. Thus the agency
of society must, in justice, collect from him. This collec-
tion does not, therefore, classify as aggressive force, but
rather as repellent or defensive force.®

*What is an equitable tax to support an agency devoted only to the
defense of creative energy and energy exchangesi As I have tried to
show later on, life or life energies cannot be taxed equitably, Perhaps it
is only by the taxing of livelihood, through a medium of exchange,
that equity can be achieved. This would suggest a tax proportional to
hvehhood and is to be dlstmgmshed from progressive taxation, which
is, in fact, a form of aggressive confiscation, For an interesting ana!ys;s
of the problem, see Liberty and Taxer by Bradford B. Smith (Irving-
ton-on-Hudson, N.Y.: Foundation for Economic Education, 1947).
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Some opponents of any organization by society refer to
government as “slavery” and to taxation as “robbery.”
These epithets appear not to be correct. When society’s
agency goes beyond its authentic function of defending all
of society’s members equally and without favor and is em-
ployed as an agency of plunder to “help” some members at
the expense of other members, then and only then can the
actions of the agency be called slavery. Likewise, plunder-
ing the honest fruits of one’s labor for the “benefit” of
others classifies as robbery--legal, perhaps, but robbery
nonetheless.

Adherence to the principles of limited government as
herein set forth need not be offensive to any person except,
perhaps, to those who have come to believe in the commu-
nistic doctrine that the state’s function is to serve as a
social leveler. And the obligatory payment of its costs
should not be offensive to any person except, perhaps, to
those who believe in no government at all. For this is but
the assumption of the responsibility for one’s own welfare.
Such responsibility is to be as much prized as one’s rights.
Obligations have the same relation to benefits as responsi-
bilities have to rights.

The idea that there can be rights and benefits without
corresponding responsibilities and obligations is an ab-
surdity., Indeed, rights and benefits are but the fruits
of accepted and discharged responsibilities and obliga-
tions. Therefore, if rights and benefits are prized, 1t
follows that their sources ought to be even more cher-
ished, This is by way of saying that one should have as
great a regard for his inherited obhgation to support a
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properly limited government as for the benefits he derives
therefrom.

Persons Their Own Rulers

Awmsrican history emphasizes the meaning of an accept-
ance of obligations for self. For instance, there was noth-
ing mysterious or miraculous about our unprecedented
American experience. Previously, political talk and debate
had been about how government could more effectively rule
the people. Many of the old-world philosophers—Plato,
Aristotle, Hobbes, Hegel, Rousseau, and others—thoughtin
these terms.

Here, though, we introduced a revolutionary idea:
The purpose of government is not to rule! Government
has only the limited function of serving the sovereign
people as a defensive agent! The people shall be their own
rulers in a creative sense. Government, a division-of-labor
project itself—the citizens assigning certain specified tasks
of their own to an agency—shall only cope with those who
would hinder the citizens in their creative performance.
Government, therefore, operating in response to this kind
of reasoning, was so limited that it could no more serve as
a source of succor than could a beggar. There was no legal
agency for plundering, for taking from some and giving to
others. Self-reliance—the acceptance of an obligation for
one’s own welfare—flowered as a consequence. The accept-
ance of obligations begets creative activity. The resulting
toughness of spirit, the conviction that one is responsible
for oncself and for one’s own emergence, together with the
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energy stored in numberless kinds of productive facilities,
stand as our main bulwark against today’s plundering
assaults.

Taxation for government founded on the defensive prin-
ciple is an inherited obligation. It is not an aggressive act
for some members of society to keep other members of
society from unloading their burdens onto them. It is a
defensive act. Further, acceptance of one’s just obligations
1s not a hindrance to self-emergence but actually is a posi-
tive asset.

Conscription

TwuE approval of the idea that the formal agency of society
should collect an equitable tax from its members and the
contention that the collection is not an aggressive but 2
defensive act will suggest to many persons that the agency
can, with equal propriety, compel or draft its members for
military service. On the contrary, no ideal agency of society
can conscript any of its members for any kind of employ-
ment.

There is no need to discuss the superiority of volunteers
over draftees for military service. Nor is it germane to this
argument to explain why armed action, even for defense,
should never precede a large-scale voluntary willingness
to participate in the action. Suffice it to say that there
never will be safeguards against war if a people can be
committed to a war by a few persons—that is, if a people
can be committed to a war short of a general willingness to
risk, not someone else’s, but one’s own life and fortune.
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Obligations And Rights

Tre distinction between collecting taxes and compelling
military service inheres in the difference between types of
obligations and rights. As previously contended, one does
have an obligation to society which justifies the payment
and the collection, if necessary, of an equitable tax. The
societal agency, in collecting the tax, is merely performing
its proper role of defending its members against those who
would unload their own obligations onto the shoulders of
others. Bear in mind that the collection is in livelihood,
not kfe.

However, no person has an obligation, other than to him-
self, to live. He may, and sometimes does, choose not to
live—all suicides being examples. A person 1s not obligated
to society in this respect. To live or not to live is an affair
of individual choice. It is a matter between man and his
God, not between man and society.

A person does not have an obligation to society to live.
He has only the right to live if he so chooses.* No societal
organization would be justified among a people who had
no desire to live, An organized arm of society is founded
on and is justified exclusively by the will 1o live which
exists in a people—precisely the same law of nature which

*This is an extremely difficult point for me to “think through.,” A per-
son has the right to live but has no obligation to society to do so. Yet,
I have contended that a person has an obligation to support his and
others’ defense of life. As I see it, the obligation to pay for an ageacy
of common defense is imposed on those who choose to take advantage
of their right to life. There is no such obligation, obvicusly, on those
who chaose not to live,
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attends to potential human energy’s becoming kinetic hu-
man energy—that is, which attends to communication and
exchange among men.

Source Of Delegated Powers

THE will to live is general ingofar as this essay’s calculations
are concerned. There is no need to equate in society’s cur-
rent prablems the nonliving or those who do not want to
live. The general will to live 1s related to our basic assump-
tion that each person has a right to live, that is, he has 2
right to his lfe and his livelilhood—%“certain unalienable
Rights.” The attempt has been made to demonstrate that
these rights cannot properly be attended to as individual
projects; that propriety and justice demand that they be
delegated to a societal agency for attention.

The societal agency can then, if ideally constructed, be
in possession of only delegated powers. These do not ex-
ceed the rights of the delegants. The staff of the societal
agency has the responsibility for common defense, invok-
ing an impersonal justice, and keeping the records inci-
dental thereto. The staff does not have any moral right to
employ aggressive force against any person within or with-
out the soctety for the simple reason that the members of
the society have no such rights to delegate. To compel a
citizen to give of his life for the common defense is not a
defensive but an aggressive act for the reason that no citi-
zen has an obligation to society to live.

We in America observe these principles when we refuse
to use conscription in the ordinary staffing of our societal
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agencies. We do not conscript our mayors, our governors,
our presidents, our policemen, our recorders. We rely upon
the free market for obtaining this type of service, precisely
as we rely upon the free market for obtaining many other
goods and services. The free market, be it understood, has
many other and often more powerful inducements than
material consideration.®

Conscription Is Aggression

IT is when we get into the extraordinary staffing of the
societal agencies that we have trouble with these principles.
When the domestic marauders have added to them a suffi-
cient number of foreign marauders, we unwisely forsake
free-market or voluntary principles and frantically resort
to authoritarian principles.

We seemingly conclude that volunteers for defense
are inadequate and that conscription is the only means
of adequate staffing—forgetting that whenever citizens
fail to volunteer in significant numbers, the military
action in question cannot qualify as a defensive ac-
tion. If an adequate number of military personnel can-
not be obtained short of conscription, and if conscrip-
tion is used to obtain the adequate number, the act of con-

*Tn peacetime it is such things as money, the preference for certain types
of work, the belief that government provides secure employment, the
competition in winning elections or appointments, the satisfactions
that some have in being an official, and the urge to do one’s part which
serve as incentives or inducements adequately to staff the societal
agency. In wartime, if free-market principles are to continue, other
incentives become more pronounced, for instance, the urge to defend
one’s family and homeland regardless of the risk to life.
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scription itself is prima-facie evidence that the armed ac-
tion in question is an aggressive action.®

Where there s the will to live, where life is prized and
constdered worth living, there also will be found the will
to defend life. While it may be true that the specialists in
armed defense—the hired staff of society—will recognize
the need for defense before the citizens recognize the need,
the specialists have, initially, only the obligation to advise
the citizens and to await the citizens’ decisions and orders.
For the specialists to do otherwise—that is, to commit the
citizens to armed action and then to impose conscription—
is not only to aggress against the “enemy” but is also to
aggress against the citizens.t

All societies are based on some degree of division of labor
and exchange. The more advanced the societies, the more
variable are the members thercof—that is, the greater are
the differences in persons. As this variability becomes more
pronounced, so does the need increase for 2 means of gaug-
ing the market value of all efforts. This can be accomplished
only by an honest medium of exchange, or its equivalent
as established by a free market.

With this in mind, it becomes evident that society’s or-
ganized arm cantnot tax esoteric thinking from an esoteric
thinker or inventions from an inventor or managerial know-
how from an entreprencur. The tax has to be in the form of

*See Conscription by Dantel Webster and Wars and Conscription by
Dean Russell (Irvington-on-Hudson, N.Y.: Foundation for Economic
Education, 1953).

1t does not necessarily follow that all voluntary armed action is de-
fensive action. History is filled with instances of voluntary aggression

and brigandage.
[66]



