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Points of No Return

By Carl Watner

The impetus for this short article was a book by
Bruno Bettelheim titled THE INFORMED HEART
(New York: The Free Press, 1960). It deals with the
author’s experiences as a German Jew during the
Naziera. In a section subtitled “The last human free-
dom,” on page 157, Bettelheim points out that pris-
oners in the concentration camps were faced with a
choice: \

... to survive as a man not a walking corpse,

as a debased and degraded but still human

being, one had first and foremost to remain

informed and aware of what made up one’s
personal point of no return, the point beyond
which one would never, under any circum-
stances, give in to the oppressor, even if it
meant risking one’s life. It meant being aware
that if one survived at the price of overreach-

ing this point one would be holding on to a

life that had lost all its meaning. It would

mean surviving - not with a lowered self-re-
spect, but without any.

Even though the context of these comments is life
in a concentration camp, I believe they apply equally
well to those of us living in the “free world.” Even in
the United States today, our own government treats
us like slaves. Most of our “so-called” liberties are
actually privileges - controlled, regulated, licensed,
and sold to us. When any group of people - or some
institution they represent - can command specific
performance from us without paying and/or obtain-
ing our voluntary consent, then we are slaves. The
fact that we have been conditioned to be happy with
the situation, or that our masters do not seem overly
brutal, or that we are given a say in choosing our
masters, does not change the fact that for all practi-
cal purposes we are “owned” by them.

Several past issues of THE VOLUNTARYIST
have dealt with the questions of what we should do
when we come to understand that we are being
treated as slaves. How cooperative should we be, and
should we ever compromise our principles? In the
October 1990 issue (No. 46), I wrote an article titled
“Voluntary’ Contributions to the National Treasury:
Where Does One Draw the Line?” The theme of this
article was that conscientious objectors against taxa-
tion, like conscientious objectors against war or reli-
gious dissenters of times past, see a personal duty
not to cooperate with evil by directly contributing to
the State’s coffers. The tax refusenik will not pay

income tax for at least three reasons: 1) It is con-
trary to an ethic of life-survival to support one’s en-
slaver voluntarily. 2) All taxes are compulsory and
the refusenik sees behind them the initiation of force,
which he believes is wrong. 3) The State spends the
money unwisely and on immoral ends (that is not to
imply, however, that wise spending or proper pur-
poses would somehow justify taxation).

Another article in issue No. 68 addressed the is-
sue of “This Far: No More!”. The anonymous author
explained why it is necessary to answer the ques-
tions: How far will you obey the State? and At what
point will you start disobeying the State? If you don’t
draw a line in the sand, and say “This Far, No More”
then you will do anything required of you. Unless
you have a point of no return, you cannot maintain
your self-respect. If you don’t do what you think is
right, even in the face of the greatest threats, then
you sin against yourself and your conscience. As this
author wrote: “There is a point at which you must
say ‘No,” if only to retain your own integrity as a hu-
man being. Would you kill, pillage, and steal for the
State simply because you are ordered to do so?” Would
you spy on your family for the State? Would you turn
State’s witness and lie for the State to save your skin?

In his book, Bettelheim points out that every con-
scientious German citizen was faced with similar is-
sues during the 1930s. From the time Hitler came to
power in 1933, there was a continuous series of “tests”
that every German was expected to pass. Some of
these touchstones included 1) using the Hitler sa-
lute; 2) swearing oaths of allegiance to the Fuhrer;
3) reporting to the authorities the dissent of “mut-
terers” who made critical remarks in private about
their employers or the state; and 4) obedience to the
laws prohibiting the tuning in of foreign radio broad-
casts, even in the privacy of one’s home. Although it
was no simple decision, Bettelheim recounts how
thousands of Germans left their homes and their
country because they had reached the point of no
return. They could not stomach all or some of the
required behavior. (Bettelheim does not mention re-
fusal to pay taxes to the Nazi regime, but clearly this
could have been an issue of conscience for some.)

These conscientious people were faced with the
issue of whether to accept the Hitler regime or to
risk starting a new life somewhere else. What it boiled
down to for each of them was, as Bettelheim wrote,
“How many possessions am 1 willing to risk to re-
main free, and how radical a change in the condi-
tions of my life will I have to make to preserve [my]
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Freedom or Government ?

By Harry Hoiles

The other day we received a letter in which the
writer stated that in his opinion the choice was be-
tween government and anarchy. He asked what we
proposed in place of government and we said that
we proposed freedom.

Government by its very nature must govern. To
govern is to dictate. All governments are dictator-
ships of one form or another. They may be one-man
dictatorships, constitutional dictatorships, dictator-
ships in republican or democratic form, majority rule
dictatorships, dictatorships by bureau or what have
you. But the fact remains that to govern is to dic-
tate.

The alternative to government is freedom. The

_individual who believes in freedom does not seek to
govern others. He merely wants to govern himself.
He is perfectly willing to let other people govern
themselves also.

“Ah, but what about the criminals who would
aggress against people who would be helpless with-
out the protection of government?” say those who are
afraid of freedom.

In the first place, the criminals are a small pro-
portion of the population. We do need protection from
criminals but we should recognize the size of the prob-
lem and not blow it up out of all proportion as is

.done when we organize our whole society around an
agency (government) whose only [alleged] legitimate
function is to protect us from the small proportion of
the population who are criminals.

If criminals were more than a small proportion of
the population, it would be impossible to protect the
rest of the population from them anyway. As big as
the government now is, it, or any other agency its
size, could not protect innocent people from crimi-
nals if criminals represented a large proportion of
the population.

Most people by nature are not criminals. Most
people do not seek to aggress against others. People
are not naturally thieves, murderers, rapists, etc.
They are naturally peaceful and harmless. This is
the nature of things as they are.

The nature of government is to govern, to dictate
to everyone in its sphere of influence. Since govern-
ment dictates to everyone in its sphere of influence
and since most people are peaceful and harmless,
most government actions involve dictation to peace-
ful, harmless people. This is the nature of govern-
ment and this is the nature of people.

Is this what any thinking person wants?

Do we want dictatorship be it by a sole dictator,
an oligarchy, a president, a legislature, a government,
a county commission, a city council, the school board
in a school district, or the majority in any political
area?

Or do we want freedom?

That is the question of our age.

Either we want dictatorship, which we now have
in every governing body constituting our government,
or we want freedom.

Freedom by its very nature is not government. It
is self-control, no more no less.

But this is only part of the story. For the balance
of it, read the ensuing editorial entitled: “Protection
by Voluntary Means.”

Protection by Voluntary Means

By Harry Hoiles

In the foregoing editorial we discussed the idea
of freedom or government. We suggest that you read
that editorial before proceeding.

“But how about the criminals?” those who are
afraid of freedom again ask.

In answering this let’s make two observations.

First, as stated above, this is a much smaller prob-
lem than is generally recognized. And it would be
even smaller were it not for the fact that mankind
has sanctioned government power to such an extent
that power in itself has thus been sanctioned. By
sanctioning government power, mankind has in-
creased the tacit acceptance of power as a means to
an end. The criminal believes that the end justifies
the means. The increased acceptance of power as a
means to an end leads to increased criminality. This
is a logical inevitable development of mankind’s ac-
ceptance of government power as a means to an end.

Second, power attracts criminals. The bigger gov-
ernment gets, the more power it has, the more crimi-
nals are attracted to get in government and use this
power to their [own] benefit. This is the nature of
things.

Therefore, the size of the criminal problem is in-
creased in two ways by mankind’s acceptance of gov-
ernment. One, the sanction of government power in-
creases the sanction of power per se, and causes lack
of recognition of abuse of power. Two, the existence
of government power attracts the criminal and makes
it possible for him to do much more harm than he
could without this power. '

Remove mankind’s sanction of government power and
the problem of criminality would be greatly reduced.

Page 2

October 2000



Another factor which would cause this reduction
1s increased individual responsibility.

Government today, far from claiming only to pro-
tect the individual from criminals has become a great
factor in penalizing the productive and rewarding
the non-productive. As a result individual responsi-
bility is on the wane. “Let government do it,” is the
cry on all sides when a problem arises. The only way
government can “do it” is to take assets from those
who have responsibly saved these assets and distrib-
ute them in a way people who have not saved them
desire. This by its nature reduces responsibility and
increases irresponsibility. Since criminality is irre-
sponsibility, the actions of government in redistrib-
uting the wealth increases criminality.

A person who fears freedom then might say,
“Granted government in three ways increases crimi-
nality but, even so, there would still be criminals.
How would I be protected from them?”

The answer is, by private protection agencies.
Some of the largest organizations in the world today
are insurance companies which now provide protec-
tion in areas which have not been usurped by gov-
ernment. Under freedom these companies provide
protection which works in these areas. Under free-
dom, these or other companies could and would pro-
vide protection which would work much better than
the illusion of protection which we now have in the
areas usurped by government.

Freedom works when not outlawed by govern-
ment. The history of these United States proves that.
It cannot work effectively in fields dominated by gov-
ernment. Who can compete with government? Who
can compete with dictatorship which is inherent in
every government ever organized in human history?

The choice is not between government and anar-
chy.

The choice is between government and freedom.
Or more accurately expressed:

The choice is between dictatorship and freedom.
[Editor’s Note: These editorials probably first ap-
peared in the Colorado Springs GAZETTE-TELE-
GRAPH, and were copied from A VOICE FOR FREE-
DOM, published by Register Division of Freedom
Newspaper, Inc. on September 1, 1962. They appear
here by verbal permission of Mike Lednovich, Direc-
tor of Communications, Freedom Communications,
Inc. given on September 27, 1999. Readers who ques-
tion Mr. Hoiles’ view of human nature may wish to
consult Murray Rothbard’s comments in THE VOL-
UNTARYIST in Whole No. 95 where he refutes the
myth that “Libertarians are utopians who believe
that all people are good, and that therefore state con-
trol is not necessary.”]

“One of the greatest challenges in modern
day America is to find an American family
which has no members who receive a check
from the federal government.”

Points of No Return
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autonomy.” [p. 268] Hanging in the balance, on one
side, were homes, businesses, friends, and posses-
sions, which is what a person would have been forced
to give up had he chosen to leave Germany. On the
other side of the scale hung conscience, self-respect,
and personal autonomy. Staying in Germany would
mean falsely swearing loyalty to Hitler, using the
Hitler salute in public, voluntarily obeying the edicts
of the German government and paying taxes to the
regime. Which side of the scale was more important
to them?

In some cases, opposition to Hitler meant the split-
ting apart of one’s family and marriage. All of the
Nazi laws were designed to place loyalty to the state
higher than loyalty to one’s family. It was a crime for
a wife not to denounce her husband if she knew that
he held Hitler in contempt. Taking a stand against
the German state meant risking one’s emotional ties
with the people in one’s family. It also meant being
deprived of one’s social status. Every German that
rejected Hitler and the Nazi state had to ask “[Wiill
I be able to make a go of life without what have al-
ways been my main sources of security?”

Only those who knew for sure what was es-

sential and what was ephemeral in them-

selves and in life could easily afford to resist
the state when the costs were so extreme.

Those were the people who chose to fight or

escape. [281]

How does all of this apply to us in the United
States at the end of the 20th Century? Are we slaves
because we pay nearly 40% of our income to local,
state, and federal governments? Are we slaves be-
cause we send our children to government schools,
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which we pay for via taxes, and then have the gov-
ernment call them “free public schools™ Are we slaves
because we need government identification cards and
government numbers for most major financial trans-
actions? How analogous is our situation to that of
the conscientious Germans during the early 1930s?
In other words, how close have we come to that point
of no return or have we already crossed the line?

It is getting more and more difficult to live aloof
from the State. There are probably laws already on
the books that make it criminal not to report certain
activities which the State deems criminal. In other
words, you can become a criminal by not spying on
your friends and family members. Nearly all the
states require a Social Security number when you
apply for a driver’s license. If you open a personal
checking account at a bank, you must have a Social
Security number. If you work, even as an indepen-
dent contractor, you are required to provide your “tax-
payer identification number,” or else have 30% of your
fees deducted and forwarded to the IRS for “backup
withholding.” You cannot legally homeschool your
children without some contact with the State. You
cannot re-enter the country from abroad without a
passport or some proof of citizenship. In every major
transaction of life, from birth to death you must in-
terface with State officials or regulations.

What is to be done? In the case of those in Nazi
Germany, there appeared to be an escape hatch. They
could emigrate to a foreign country and start a new
life, and become free of the requirements that the
Nazis imposed upon them while they resided in Ger-
many. But do we voluntaryists, living in the United
States today, have a similar option? There is no coun-
try that I know of that recognizes the tax refusenik’s
conscientious objection to the payment of taxes.
Where can you go to avoid the use of government
identifiers? passports? state birth and death certifi-
cates? government monopoly money? In other words,
where can the voluntaryist go to escape what seems
to be the omnipotent hand of the State? I wish I had
the answer to that question.

I would be the first to recognize that the grass
usually looks greener on the other side of the fence.
We have to remember the many blessings we have
here, living in the United States. Nevertheless, a
slave is a slave regardless of how high a standard of
living he might have, or how gentle a master he has.
If the voluntaryist is resigned to stay here in the
United States, about all he or she can do is to set
limits to what he or she will do or not do in obedi-
ence to government commands. Each voluntaryist
will draw the line at a different point, but nonethe-
less a line must be drawn if one’s principles are to be
honored. In a recent WALL STREET JOURNAL edi-
torial about the fall of the Berlin Wall, it was men-
tioned that “the refusal to lie was the most powerful
means of provoking a crisis in any totalitarian state.”
We might have to give our life as martyrs or serve

time in jail. But wherever we are, whatever our situ-
ation is, we must never forget that reality is on our
side. We always retain our ability to call a spade a
spade, or “speak truth to power,” no matter how harsh
the results.

[Author’s Addendum: In conjunction with this
article, readers may want to consult essays in Part
IV of I MUST SPEAK OUT: The Best of THE VOL-
UNTARYIST 1982-1999. Especially see “The Day the
World Was Lost” by Milton Mayer (reprinted from
Whole No. 31).]
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How The Truth Of

Libertarianism Follows From
The Wrongness Of Slavery

By Bryan Caplan
The Pure Service Economy

Imagine a society in which goods are superabun-
dant, but in which services remain scarce. That is,
property narrowly conceived is virtually there for the
taking, but the labor services of other people most
decidedly are not. Now such a situation would hardly
be a utopia: for some of the things most essential to
life—surgery for example—would still be scarce.

It follows that the only thing that would cost some-
thing would be labor itself; and of course it could only
be purchased with a corollary offer of labor. To keep
the example simple, let us add the stipulation that
there is no money, nor even labor notes; rather, when
someone gives a service to one person, he simply
records the deal in a book. If someone reneges on an
agreement, no punishment is inflicted, but word gets
around and the reneger finds that no one wishes to
trade with him or her any further.

Testing Theories of Distributive Justice

Now this hypothetical society offers an interest-
ing test for some competing theories of distributive
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Jjustice. For if you examine the hypothetical carefully,
you will see that there is no possibility of redistribu-
tion in such a system save by direct imposition of
forced labor. Since most theories of distributive jus-
tice require such redistribution, this hypothetical
service economy presents the advocates of such theo-
ries with two stark alternatives. Their first alterna-
tive is to abandon their redistributionist theory of
Justice; their second is to openly embrace forced la-
bor as a means of achieving a just society. Indeed,
the latter alternative would commit them to the view
that not only is forced labor permissible, but it is in-
deed mandated by justice.

To make this clearer, consider the case of a trained
surgeon in such an economy. He spent many years
in study to acquire his skills; but of course his raw
talent and intelligence played a big part, too. Now
this surgeon finds that his labor is extremely valu-
able; he has the power to save lives. People will pay
an enormous amount for the value of his services. Of
course, they are paying him back in other services:
1,000 hours of maid service in exchange for 1 hour of
surgery; 200 haircuts for a removed appendix: 20
college educations for a triple bypass.

It is not difficult to see that this surgeon is going
to be extremely rich because of his special talent. The
disparity in income between himself and other people
will be very great. Indeed, some people may be too
poor to afford his services at all. And the question
will naturally arise: Does justice permit or even re-
quire, that the surgeon be forced to provide free ser-
vices for others, or give some of his payment back to
the community? Either choice commits us to forced
labor: either the doctor must be forced to toil, or else
his patients must be forced to give some free labor
services up as a “tax” every time they pay him.

But suppose that we recoil from this notion of
forced labor. Where are we then? Quite simply, we
are left with a libertarian, free-market economy, in
which people own their own bodies and can acquire
the services of others solely by contractual agree-
ment. Charity can, of course, exist; the surgeon might
help the poor out of sympathy for their plight. But
nothing in the system assures that the poor will be
provided for. That becomes a matter of generosity
rather than of right.

Redistributionist Charges of Injustice in the
Pure Service Economy

We can easily imagine the criticisms that might
be made about the justice of accepting the libertar-
ian theory of distributive justice in our hypothetical
society. First, the poor and unlucky have no guaran-
tees in such a society. The better-off members may
choose to help them; or they may not. The care of the
poor becomes a matter of purely private concern, and
the choice to give becomes fully voluntary (and hence
uncertain). Secondly, such a society would permit
unlimited inequality. The surgeon might need to work
only one day per year, enjoying luxury and comfort

Boleo
“Don’t be silly, sir—when it comes to taxes, there
are no stupid questions.”

every other day. Thirdly, success in such a society
would be strongly influenced by “luck” or unearned
good fortune. The surgeon might have to work hard
to learn his trade, but surely hard work isn’t the
whole story. He also probably had greater innate in-
telligence; perhaps a better family environment than
others. Indeed, the well-off member of this society
might be a talentless heavy-metal musician, whose
singing can command large exchanges of labor ser-
vices from others. The musician’s good fortune in this
case may be exclusively a matter of luck, without a
day’s sweat and toil to train for his career.

To these three criticisms we might add others. If
the surgeon is the only person of his trade, then he
may exercise “monopoly power.” Or, returning to the
case of the talentless musician, we will notice that
production of services in this society is fully deter-
mined by willingness to pay, with no reference to the
true value of the goods produced.

The interesting thing here is, of course, that these
are precisely the same criticisms normally made of
the standard libertarian, free-market society in which
both goods and services are scarce. In other words,
there is no relationship between the need for redis-
tribution and the existence of private property nar-
rowly defined. Whatever complaints may be launched
against libertarianism in the real world may also be
made against the application of libertarianism to the
pure service economy as outlined herein.

And yet it is very difficult to abandon the intu-
ition that the surgeon cannot morally be forced to
give free services to the needy, or even to reduce his
prices to the slightest degree. What we are faced with
is the need to openly deny that the surgeon owns his
own body, and may do with it as he sees fit; and that
his services must be obtained exclusively by volun-
tary means. In short, if the surgeon says, “No,” then
to force him to work is slavery, no matter what the
need of the poor, the degree of inequality, or the role
of pure luck in the surgeon’s success. Of course, this
may simply lead one to affirm the justice of slavery,
but that is hardly a plausible escape route.
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