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THE NOISELESS REVOLUTION
By Carl Matner

Noverber 18, 1883, is a day that should g down in
voluntaryist history. It marks what is possible for
people to achieve when they are left to themselves to
solve their own problems. It shows what is possible when
social change depends only on proprietary justice and
respect for individual rights. It was on that day that
the standard time zone plan was put into effect over
nearly all of North America. What is so voluntaryist
about this achievement is that the whole program was
accamplished without the benefit of legislation; no
compulsion was threatened or used. Some individuals and
camunities, as well as the federal government and a
small nuwber of local railroads refused to use the new
time, but no one was threatened with jail or penalty.
The idea of reducing the multiplicity of local times in
use throughout the continent was largely generated out of
the railroads’' desire to sinplify their operating sched-
ules. The standard time plan was a voluntary arrangement
implemented by their General Time Convention. Adoption
of standard time was unique in that it was carried out by
private initiative and it surely demonstrates the rela-
tionship of the general habits and usages of the popula-
tion, public opinion and the real world. The purpose of
this article is to describe the history and background of
this event, because it proves that free, ummlested in-
dividuals are quite capable of both recognizing social
problems and inplementing creative solutions, without the
need for any government whatsoever, A number of other
related issues will be examined, such as the acceptance
of Greerwich Mean Time in England (there also a railroad
motivated usage), and the use of the Greerwich meridian
as an intemational geographical reference point. Even
these subsidiary points reinforce the woluntaryist con-
tention that the existence of government is not necessary
to the smoth functioning of a voluntary society.

Prior to the early 1880's, mean sun time, or what was
referred to as local time, was cammonly used by most
people throughout North: America. Before the caming of
the railroads, the distances travelled were not usually
large enough or traversed fast enough to make ary signif-

icant difference with respect to time between different -

parts of the continent. Due to the earth's shape and ro-

tation and its place in the solar system, when the sun is

directly overhead 1n one place (thus being noon according

to a local sun dial), it is not noon in places same dis-
tance to the east or west. The time varies approximately
one minute for every thirteen miles, or one second for
every 1,140 feet of longitude. So for exanple, in a city
of the size of New York, noon time based on the sun might
vary several minutes from the eastem-most part to the
western-most part of the city. What this geographical
fact presents is the question of how to determine noon,
or ary exact tim over a significant portion of the
earth's surface.

The use of a multiplicity of local times presented no
real problams until the growth of the railroad industry
during the middle of the 19th Century. Smaller commumi-
ties had traditionally used the time of their larger
neighboring cities and in the large cities, local time
was usually designated by sun time at city hall or some
other designated point. The larger railroads used the
time standard of their home terminals. For instance, the
Pemnsylvania Railroad in the East used Philadelphia,
which was five minutes slower than New York time and five
mirutes faster than Baltimore time. The Baltimore and
Ohio Railroad used Baltimre time for trains out of
Baltimore, Colunbus time for trains in Ohio and Vincennes
time for trains running west of Cincinnati. Most of the
railroads running west and south of Chicago, used Chicago
time and those rumning west fram St. Louis used St. Louis
time. In short, the rajlroads had a problem coordinating
their schedules and travellers had a problem in knowing
the actual arrival or departure time of trains, since
there were literally hundreds of comunities using dif-
ferent local times. Railroad industry records indicate
that there were probably at least 100 different local
times in use by the railroads prior to the adoption of
standard time.

In larger cities, it was not uncommon to see three or
four clocks in the railroad station, all reading dif-
ferent times. For exanple, at Buffalo, New York, there
were clocks set to New York City time (for the New York
Central Railroad), Colurbus time (for the Lake Shore and
Michigan Southern Railroads), and to local Buffalo time.
In Pittsburgh six clocks were seen in the terminal build-
ing. Since accurate time was a canmodity that people
willingly paid for, in the larger cities, 1ike New York,
the Western Union Telegraph Compary provided a subscrip-
tion service to camercial customers; sending them a time
signal every day at noon. Time balls were not an uncam-
mon sight. These were large balls (sometimes 3 or 4 feet
in diameter) mounted on spires at the top of prominent
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buildings in the larger cities. At noon every day, the
time ball would fall, signalling- to the populace the
exact arrival of noontime. Campetition between time
standards and in the provision of time was left to the
free market, as can be seen in the case of Kansas City.
There, the leading jewelers (who sold timepieces) all had
their own standards of time, and no two standards
agreed. Sometimes the variation in jewelers time was as
much as 20 minutes. Every jeweler took his own reading,
thereby hoping to prove the accuracy of his own merchan-
dise. Each jeweler had his own customers who set: their
watches according to their jeweler's time and swore by
it. ‘According to one account, "the people of Kansas City
never did have accurate information on the arrival and
departure of trains, except such as was gained by going
to the edge of the hill and Tooking down at the railway
station." The babel of clocks in Kansas City was eventu-
ally solved by the adoption of the time ball system.

The railroads were cognizant of these problams. As one
newspaper of the era put it, "The confusion of time
standards was the source of unceasing anngyance and
trauble." Not only did various time standards pose a
problem for travellers, who often might miss trains be-
cause of using a standard differing from the railroad
standard, but the multiplicity also presented a safety
problem because of the risk of crews misinterpreting
which time standard was to be used and of dispatchers
ordering trains out on the same track at the wrong time.
In Mgy 1872, an association of railroad superintendents
met in St. Louis to discuss summer train schedules. This
meeting led to the formation of a permanent organization
successively known as the Time-Table Convention, the
General Time Convention, the American Railway Associ-
ation, and finally the Association of American Railroads.
However, the Time Convention had been preceded by a con-
vention of railroad personnel in New York in October
1869. There they had listened to the presentation of
Charles Ferdinand Dowd of Saratoga Springs, New York, who
proposed a plan of standard time zones based on a merid-
jan passing through Washington, D.C. .
Dowd, who was principal of a girl's seminary in upstate
New York, had himself experienced and perceived the prob-
lem faced by the railroads of the country. In an effort
to come up with a solution to the problem of so many con-
fusing time standards, he proposed 4 hourly time zones

for the continent (Washington time for the Atlantic
states, one hour slower for the Mississippi Valley
states, 2 hours slower for the Rocky Mountain states, and
3 hours slower for the Pacific states). Sparked by the
appointment of a conmittee of railway superintendents who
were to review his plan, Dowd authored two studies in
1870, published under the titles of “System of National
Time for Railroads" and "National Railroad Time". Al-
though his plans were treated favorably, the railroads
were slow to act. The first formal meeting of the Time-
Table Convention took place on October 1, 1872, in
Louisville, Kentucky. The following year, Dowd embarked
on a program of obtaining written pranises fram railroad
executives, which provided for the introduction of his
standard time plan as soon as a majority of the execu-
tives of the country had agreed. The financial panic of
1873 disrupted interest in his plan, so that it was not
until the early 1880's that the railroads were in a posi-
tion to renew their efforts on behalf of time standardi-
zation. However, through the remainder of the 1870's,
the issue did not entirely drop out of sight. Sanford
Fleming, a Canadian railroad engineer, became interested
in time reform and published several intermational
articles on "uniform or terrestial time", as he called
it. In 1878, he presented his plan for a 24 hour terres-
tial day to the Canadian Institute. Fleming's plan was
based on a meridian 180 degrees fram Greerwich. Various

_papers adwocating such ideas as decimalization of daily

time and the dual use of standard and local times were
delivered before various cultural and scientific groups.
Such groups as the American Metrological Society, the
American Association for the Advancement of Science and
the American Society of Civil Engineers al1 supported the
call for a new timekeeping system.

In 1881, the General Time Convention met again and
appointed William Frederick Allen as a conmittee of one
to investigate Dowd's and Fleming's suggested time zone
plans. Allen came from a prominent railroad family and
had been for many years the secretary of the General Time
Convention and also managing editor of the OFFICIAL GUIDE
OF THE RAILWAYS. Allen's favorable report was finally
presented on April 18, 1883, to the meeting of the
Southern Railway Time Convention meeting in New York
City. Allen's plan differed fram Dowd's in that instead
of basing the time zones on the: meridian passing through
Washington, Allen chose to base his zones on the 75th and
90th meridians. By spacing the zones 15 degrees of long-
itude apart, he provided even hour differences between
them. As Allen realized, it was an added advantage to
his plan to use zones based on a reference point' to the
Greerwich meridian, because similar plans had already
been proposed by scientists and scientific societies for
time systems which were designed to include the whole
world. He referred to this as "a gratifying but not a
convincing argument in its favor fram a railway stand-
point." Nevertheless Allen was not intimidated by scien-
tific authority or the existence of goverrment boundar-
ies, for he wrote that:
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Fran a railway standpoint we have nothing to
do with State lines or national boundaries,
but must confine ourselves purely to the
needs and be governed by the limitations of
railway operations. We are not scientists
dealing with abstractions, but practical
businessmen seeking to achieve a practical
result.

In formulating his plan, Allen used certain guidelines:
first, "that nothing should be proposed for which there
was not at least a closely approximate present example";
second, "that, as far as possible, all changes fram one
standard to another should be made at points where
changes were then (being) made"; and third that "the
difference being the substitution of a variation of an
even hour for one of odd minutes."

Allen's plan differed fran previous plans in that they
had assumed adoption of meridians an even hour apart,
whereas Allen was able to apply his knowledge of railroad
operations, geography, econamics, large cities and the
general habits of the people to the idea of simplifying
time zones. Although Dowd might rightfully have been
referred to as the father of our current time zone plan,
Allen was the man responsible for caming up with a prac-
tical, rather than a theoretical plan, and then imple-
menting it. As an interesting aside, neither man re-
ceived any goverrment pay for his work. Dowd was unsuc-
cessful in obtaining campensation fram the railroads for
first having suggested the idea of standard time zones.
Eventually his only recognition was to receive free
annual passes over the great railways. Ironically, he
died in 1904, after being run over by a train. Allen
received no special campensation fran the railroads for
his services (other than in his role as secretary to the
time convention meetings). A six piece sterling +tea
service was presented to him in 1886 by the Southern
Railway Time Convention, in recognition of his services.
In addition, the old Union Station in Washignton display-
ed a bronze tablet honoring his role in the adoption of
standard time.

Although the tradition or recollection of unsuccessful
efforts to standardize time plagued the railroad industry
during the 1870's, Allen, within the space of six months,
managed to convince all the leading roads of the country
of the merits of his plan. After making his presentation
in April 1883, he sent circulars to every railroad in the
country. These included an explanation of his plan, maps
showing the geographical area encampassed by each time
zone, and a proxy to be signed and returned to him
signifying the railroad's acceptance or rejection of the
plan. The sensible practicality of his plan so convinced
the railroads ruming from Boston to Montreal (except the
Boston and Lowel1 Railroad) that they inaugurated the use
of Eastem standard time on October 7, 1883. By early
October, Allen had proxies from many railroads accepting

his proposal. All that was left was to determine when
the plan would be inaugurated.

This was done at a meeting of the General Time Convention
which took place on October 11, 1833, in Chicago. Allen
presented a report in favor of the adoption of standard
time, backed by affirmative wotes representing 78,000
miles of road. The best available figures indicate that
railroads representing fewer than 7,000 miles of track
objected. Objections of railroads in several major met-
ropolises had to be overcame. For example, in Boston, a
promise had to be obtained fran the Cambridge Observatory
to observe the proposed standard time, before the rail-
roads of that city would consent to it. In New York,
similarly, it was the unanimous wish of the railway lines
that the time ball on the Westerm Union building should
be dropped on the time of the new standard on the day
when it went into effect upon their roads. Allen had to
solicit the cooperation of the superintendent of the
Western Union office, as well as the cooperation of the
city authorities. On October 19th, he interviewed Mayor
Edson of New York, who promised to influence the Board of
Aldermen. At least one public lecture was delivered at
Colurbia University and the city authorities agreed to
support the proposed changeover to standard time. Other
cities, such as Baltimore and Philadelphia, folltowed
suit. In Washington, it was decided by Attormey-General
Brewster that the change would require Congress, not then
in session, to pass an act. Brewster ordered no govern-
ment department to adopt railroad time when it became
effective on November 18, 1883. In fact, Congress did
not legalize the use of standard time in Washington, D.C.
until March 13, 1884, and for the entire nation until
world War I. According to what is perhaps an apocryphal
story, Brewster went to the Washington train depot late
on the aftermnoon that standard time began in order to
take a train to Philadelphia. He was greatly surprised
to find that the train had left some eight minutes before
he arrived, due to the difference betwen local Washington
time and the new Eastern standard time.

The railroads encountered other opposition during their
canpaign to win public acceptance of the change. Same
conspiracy theorists saw it as the machinations of the
pocket watch and clock manufacturers to ensure steady
sales. In Bagnor, Maine, the mayor vetoed a city ordin-
ance that provided for the use of Eastern standard time.
He declared it unconstitutional, "being an attewpt to
change the imutable laws of God Almighty." In Columbus,
Ohio, and Fort Wayne, Indiana, there was delay in accept-
ing the new standard because of their supposed deleteri-
ous effect on the working population. The general criti-
cism was that "the Railroad Convention has taken charge
of the time business and the people may as well set about
adjusting their affairs in accordance with its decree."
People "must eat, sleep, and work as well as travel by
railroad time. People will have to marry by rail-
road time, and die by railroad time." In Detroit, the

W
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people refused to accept either Central or Eastern stand-
ard time, since they were on the borderline of a zone.
(They kept local time in effect until 1900, when the City
Council decreed that Central time should be used; and
even then there was considerable agitation against the
change.) "The civil population nevertheless adopted
'Railroad Time' almost spontaneocusly, as had happened in
Britain thirty years before: 85 per cent of U.S. towns
over ten thousand inhabitants had done so by October,
183."

As a result of this public camwpaigning and the prior
approval of over 90% of the railroads, the General Time
Convention voted to adopt Allen's plan, at their meeting
of October 11, 1883, and directed a notice that all rail-
way clocks governing train operation be set to the new
standard at exactly 12 o'clock noon, Sunday, Noverber 18,
1883. This was "the day of two noons", since in the
eastem part of each time zone there was a noon based
upon sun time. Then all timekeeping instruments were set
back from one to thirty mirutes to the new standard time,
so that there was another noon when standard time in the
comunity reached 12 o'clock again. This was the
noiseless rewlution that tock place; namely, that
millions of people, from the Atlantic to the Pacific,
from the Arctic to the Gulf of Mexico, were voluntarily
moving the hands .of their clocks and watches to railroad
standard time. Near unanimity existed because the util-
ity of the new time plan appealed directly to the god
camon sense of all. Therefore, it met with general
public approval.

However, there is no real unamimity of legal opinion to
be found among the court cases dealing with questions of
legal time. The two earliest of them, a Georgia case
fran 1889, and a Nebraska case fram 1890, both favored
the use of local mean or solar time as opposed to the
presumption in favor of using railroad standard time.
Interestingly enough, most of the early time cases dealt
with local or state govermental affairs and not con-
tractual matters between private parties. In the Georgia
case it was decided that a jury verdict given in the
court of a local judge who ran his court by railroad time
could not be sustained because it was actually given on a
Sunday (rather than late Saturday before midnight,
according to railroad time).

Partly to alleviate the possibility of confusing railroad
and local time, and as part of the war effort to conserve
energy, fuel, electricity, and to allow working people to
take advantage of the evening sun (to work in their war-
gardens), an act of Congress legalizing railroad standard
time was signed by President Wilson on March 19, 1918.
This bi1l also enacted daylight saving time, which was to
g in effect on March 31, 1918. The daylight saving time
movament had originated in England, where William Willett
first campaigned for it as early as 1907. Germary and
Austria were the first to adopt it as a wartime measure

(Apri1 30, 1916) and England soon followed with its
Sumer Time Act of May 17, 1916. As Willett expressed
himself, "for nearly half the year the sun shines upon
the land for several hours each day while we are asleep."
His original plan was to advance the clocks 20 minutes on
each of the four Sundays of April, and then to retard
them the same amount on the four Sundays in Septamber,
every year.

In England, legal time had not been defined until well
after most of the population had accepted Greerwich mean
time. If anything, the experience both in the United
States and Great Britain proves that the woluntary
efforts of the people and camercial enterprises were far
in the vanguard of establishing social customs and that
their respective governments were laggards when it came
to even formalizing those usages. The Definition of Time
Bill was not passed by Parliament until August 2, 1880.
It established a presurption in favor of Greerwich mean
time, unless another local time standard was specifically
mentioned.

As early as 1840, London time had been suggested as the
standard of time for all of England. During that decade
the great English railways, such as the Great Westermn,
ordered that London time be kept at all their stations.
Mary other railroads followed suit during the next few
years. On Septerber 22, 1847, the Railway Clearing
House, which was an organizaton of railroads begun in
1842 with the aim of coordinating various aspects of
railroad operation, recammended that each of its members
adopt Greerwich time. By 1855, 98% of all the public
clocks in Great Britain were set to Greerwich mean time,
but there was still nothing in the statute book to define
what was the time for legal purposes. In fact, it was
the railways, and not the goverment or the Post Office
in England, which eventually brought about uniform time.
In 1858, in the Court of the Exchequer Division, it was
held that the opening of court was to be govermed by
local mean time and not Greerwich time.

The Greerwich meridian and Greerwich time play a
praminent part in English metrological and geographical
history. The royal observatory at Greerwich park was es-
tablished in the late 1670's, and for sewveral centuries
navigators and explorers of all nations depended on the
meridian and Greerwich mean time for geographical pur-
poses. The inportant point to understand is that the
location of Greerwich is not significant geographically;
but only that some point had to be established as a base
lire reference for world cartography and navigational
purposes. Greerwich was one of the earliest observator-
jes in existence and had established its premier position
through its pioneering work. There were other
campetitors for the prominent position occupied by the
Greerwich meridian. The French government was most
reluctant to accept it unless the British adopted the
metric system. However, given the existence of the
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British Nautical Almanac (with all its calculations based
on Greerwich) and the widespread usage of Greerwich, most
geographers and seamen had a vested interested in
retaining Greerwich as their standard. This viewpoint
was expressed at several interational conferences during
the 1880's, especially those held in Rame in 1883 and
that at Washington, D.C. in 1884. Its acceptance as a
world wide reference imvolved the least amount of work
and change to nautical charts, books, and records.

So closes our examination of the noiseless revolution.
In one sense, the change fram local mean time to standard
time, both in Britain and on the North American contin-
ent, inwlved no rewlutionary change. It was simply
part of the spontaneous order; a woluntary affair of a
great many people who had a vested interest in doing away
with the confusion irherent in keeping local time. Any
old curmudgeon who wanted to continue operating on his
old time had the right to do so. He might miss his train
or be late for the movies, but no one would throw him in
jail for refusing to live by standard railroad time. The
fact that the large number of people living around him
operated on standard time would be the strongest induce-
ment possible for him to change his habits. Public opin-
ion has the power to change behavior and influence our
activities in ways that legislation and government cannot
touch. Peaceful, evolutionary change based on the volun-
tary principle is the wluntaryist way; not the resort to
either bullets or ballots. Thus, this history of stand-
ard time proves that woluntary social movements can
achieve inportant and long lasting improvements without
resorting to governments or coercion.

As a strategy to achieve freedom, anarchists have often
suggested the creation of woluntary societies. They
wished to remove themselves fram the source of injustice
— the state — and to test whether their theories of
human nature and humen interaction were valid. Although
this is not cmrrently a popular strategy, libertarian
history is rich with attenpts to establish comumities.
The follawing article examines same of the problems which
have and will confront a Tibertarian comumity.

ANARCHIST COMMUNITIES: AN ANALYSIS
OF ANARCHO-ZIONISM

By Wendy McElroy

In a letter to Thomas Carlyle, Ralph Waldo Emerson
wrote: "We are a little wild here with rumberless
projects of social reform. Not a reading man but has a
draft of a new comunity in his waistcoat pocket."
Nineteenth Century America was the heyday of utopian
camunities which ran the gamut of econamic, sexual and
religious expression. A small minority of them were
libertarian; by which I mean they emphasized individual-
jsn as a theory and as a method of organization. The
vast majority of them, libertarian or not, failed. The

TO OUR REAZERS

We are quite serious about getting THE VOLUNTARYIST back
on schedule. We won't return to our regular typeset
format until then. In the meantime, we need articles,
anti-political cartoons, and letters to the editor.

purpose of this article is to speculate as to the causes
of failure and to show what is necessary for a
libertarian camunity to succeed.

Historically, there are three types of comunities with
fundamentally different goals. The first and most suc-
cessful type is sectarian; that is, a religious community
primarily aimed at saving the souls of its members. Mon-
asteries and nunneries are early examples. Mormon,
Mennonite and Quaker comunitiés are contemporary ones.
These camunities emphasize that man, due to original sin
or the lapse of Adam, is corrupt and needs to achieve
purity by conforming his nature to certain rules cammonly
known as the word of God.

The second type of comunity, into which Tibertarian ones
fall, is the reform comunity primarily aimed at expres-
sing certain political or social principles for the bene-
fit of its members, but sometimes with the added hope of
impacting on the world. To these comunities, man is not
depraved but a victim of institutions or social princi-
ples which are corrupt; man needs to reform the institu-
tions and rules which obstruct social harmony. This is
an inportant difference because it changes the object of
reform. Instead of trying to change the nature of man,
they attempt to express it fully and cleanly. At least
this was the ideal. It could be argued, of course, that
the socialist reform comunities believed that individu-
alism ran counter to the nature of man and, so, tried to
reform their menbers by liberating them from these tend-
encies. This liberation consisted of attacking the two
perceived bastions of individualism, private property and
the nuclear family. Here again, the goal was to return
man to his natural state.

The third type of comunity is peripheral to this
article; it is the econamic cooperative in which people
came together in hard times and which they abandon when
better times arrive. Of course, any particular camunity
might have elements of all three.

One of the most interesting questions about Nineteenth
Century comunities is why some succeeded while others
failed? As I mentioned, religious comunities were the
most successful, but before examining them, it should be
amphasized that these societies were organized to express
an ideal quite different fram libertarianism. They ac-
tively subordinated the individual to the collective. If
there is (as I believe) an intimate connection between
means and ends, between the strategqy employed and the
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result achieved, then the success of these communities
may not be adaptable to libertarian goals. If libertar-
ians adopted the methodology of a Mormon comunity with
its damand for conformity, they might create a stable
society, but not a 1ibertarian one. In other words, ends
dictate means. With this caveat, it is instructive to
examine the reasons for success and failure.

There are two general causes of failure -- external and
internal pressures. This article focuses on the internal
causes of failure -- the problem a camunity faces within
its own structure and goals -- as opposed to external
causes such as intrusion by the United States government
or other more natural disasters.

Nevertheless, it is important to make a few quick points
regarding external pressures. First, this is a far more
serious threat today than it was in the Nineteenth
Century. When the Momons fled from Ohio to Utah to es-
cape the hostility of their neighbors and of the United
States government, they were able to do exactly that --
escape. Little by 1ittle, however, as the government in-
creased its reach and its authority, the Mormon life
style conformed to govermment pressure. The most notori-
ous concession was the abandonment of polygamy (actually
polygyny) as the will of God. Those who saw this as sac-
rificing religious principles to political expediency
fled to remote parts of Arizona and New Mexico where they
were hunted down by the federal goverrment. As the
Western states joined the Union, the Mormons had no place
where they could both live in peace and practice their
religion. -

Libertarians today face the same problem to an
exaggerated degree. The power and scope of Twentieth
- Century government is staggering. Until it is possible
to construct a society in space, perhaps it will be
impossible to achieve what many utopian plamners
considered a prerequisite for success -- namely,
isolation. Isolation is necessary because those who set
up a radically different society are always in the
minority. If they were in the mpjority, they could
simply stay and change the society around them. We Tive
in a society that worships the state as a creator (of
money, of jobs, of education, of civilized man).
Anarchists who deny its authority are in a position
similar to atheists who deny God. This is dangercus, for
society may laugh at eccentrics, but it executes
heretics.

Finally, the extermal pressure on a comunity tends to
increase or decrease depending on whether the community
wishes to convert the world — 1is evangelical -- or sim-
ply exists to benefit its own members. If it focuses
outward and seeks to destroy the status quo, it becomes a
greater threat and the 1likelihood of intervention in-
creases. Unfortunately, the more prosperous and success-
ful a comunity becames, the Ture of plunder may also

—

prampt invasion.

Returning now to the intermal causes of failure, why did
so many comunities fail? The main reason is obvious.
Many planners were impractical. Religious comunities
usually consisted largely of farmers and laborers, but
reform comunities often consisted of theorists and
idealists who had difficulty translating their ideals
into reality. For exanple, while the Hutterites comonly
sent a group of families to farm an area to test its fer-
tility before establishing a comunity, the Fourierists
who established Sylvania sent out a landscape artist who
chose a site with soil so poor it did not even return the
seed that was sown. And then there was Cyrus Spragg who
established a nudist colony in Michigan only to watch it
break up with the advent of winter. But, assuming we are
dealing with reasonable men who have reasonable goals,
what problems will they encounter?

Perhaps the most difficult intermal problem s
maintaining the purity and comitment of members. There
must be a strong sense of comunity and commitment which
prompts the members to stay within the comunity through
hard times. This problem has two aspects: preserving
the commitment of the original menbers and screening new-
comers to keep out disruptive menbers.

With the first aspect, religion seems to have an
advantage over libertarianism. There are several reasons
for this. Religion offers the allure of eternal life and
entry to heaven which are hard acts to follow. If a com-
munity merber believes he will g to hell for leaving, he
is likely to stay. Another advantage religion has over
libertarianism is that religion is a positive philosophy
whereas libertarianism is a negative one; that is, liber-
tarianism tells people what they must not do -- they nust
not initiate force -- but says little else. It doesn't
proscribe a life style, a sexual preference or even table
etiquette. A1l peaceful activities are open. Religion,
on the other hand, usually provides a specific blueprint
on life even down to what food may be eaten (kosher).
The sharing of a life style, the sharing of a tradition
are strong psychological ties. Perversely enough, an-
other advantage some religions have is their history of
persecution. Rallying in the face of a conmon injustice
binds people together. Although libertarians are victims
of govermrent, they are not victims by virtue of being
libertarians. They are punished as tax resisters, draft
evaders or violators of some other victimless crime. But
the persecution is not aimed at 1ibertarians per se. It
does not bind libertarians together in the same manner
that Mormons or Jews are bound together by shared perse-
cution and tradition.

Perhaps, technology will help 1ibertarians overcome this
obstacle of achieving cohesion through easier comunica-
tion. Technology may well reduce the need for cohesion.
As mentioned before, cohesion is necessary for menbers to
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walk away fram the outside world and to stand by the com-
munity through hard times. To the extent technology in-
creases the advantages while reducing the hard times, the
need for cohesion may be minimized. Whether such a com-
mnity would survive a crisis, such as a governmental
attack, is debatable.

Another method of achieving unity is through strong
leadership. This meihod has serious drawbacks. It makes
the society unstable, for if the leader dies or leaves,
the entire system is threatened. Nineteenth Century cam-
munities often dissolved at the loss of its founder.
Also, Lord Acton's axioam “"Power corrupts" applies to
anarchists as surely as it applies to everyone else.
Strong leadership carries the potential of ewolving into
imposed authority.

Despite their advantages, however, even religious
comunities developed methods to encourage a sense of
belonging. What were these methods? They included:
regular (sometime daily) meetings at which people con-
fessed sins; a written code of behavior; common property
and comon dining roons. By emphasizing camwon property
comunities tried to subordinate the individual to the
collective. Comon dining roams were not for conveni-
ence; they were a matter of principle. There is no ques-
tion that this helped to achieve unity. Unfortunately,
these cohesive comunities were usually libertarian
horror stories.

For those interested in a Tlibertarian solution to
camunities, Equitable Commerce by the Nineteenth Century
1ibertarian Josiah Warren is a pivotal work. Warren was
the pioneer in libertarian comunities and Equitable
Commerce outlines several things he considered necessary
to a Tibertarian comunity. The first was a meeting
place. Another was a private currency -- money with
value independent of the outside world. Warren insisted
that each individual be responsible for himself (as op-
posed to being a cammunity responsibility) and that every
institution be privately owned., In camenting on the
Owenite comunity of New Harmony, Warren wrote: "It
seemed that the difference of opinion, tastes and pur-
poses increased just in proportion to the demand for con-
formity." Social harmony, he insisted, required radical
individualism.

Mis is a camplete departure from the usual approach.
Jomunity institutions and comon property are the norm,
aspecially with respect to eating or sleeping facilities.
[n contrast, Warren wanted eating facilities to be mod-
sled after restaurants and sleeping facilities, if not
antirely individual, to be modeled after boarding houses.
(n describing the libertarian cammunity of Utopia, Warren
wote (1848):  "Throughout the whole of our opera-
sions...everything has been conducted so nearly upon the
individual basis that not one meeting for legislation has
:aken place. No Organization, no indefinite delegated

power, no ‘'Constitutions,' no 'laws' or 'bye laws,'
‘rules' or 'regulations' but such as each individual
makes for himself and for his own business. No officers,
no priests nor prophets have been resorted to...." Be-
cause of Warren's influence, Utopia and Modern Times
closely resembled the libertarian ideal.

The second aspect of the purity problem is new members;
that is, how to keep out umproductive or disruptive
people. Reform societies without screening mechanisms
got clogged by parasitical members who did not protest
the outside world -- they simply could not fit into it.
Horace Greeley watched one such camunity collapse under
the weight of its crackpots and described these menbers
as people who "finding themselves utterly out of
place...in the world as it is, rashly concluded that they
were exactly fitted for the world as it should be." In
assuming the natural goodness’ of man, reform camunities
too often threw open their doors. As a result, there
were eccentrics who made a living by going fram camunity
to comunity, sowing discord in their wake. Religious
camunities were not as susceptible to these men. Not
believing in natural goodness, they often put potential
members to severe tests.

A 1libertarian camunity could minimize the risk of
disruptive members by having the founders own the land
and sell it to new marbers only on the condition that
they agree to abide by conumity rules. For examwle,
they may have to assume liability for acts committed by
guests. Also, since no members would be supported at
common expense, libertarian society would not naturally
attract parasites.

But what of the menber who cames to fundamentally oppose
the purpose of the comunity and tries to subvert it?
What safeguards for freedm can be built into the
systen? Of course, such safeguards are speculative. In
the broadest of terms, the two prerequisites would seem
to be private property and technology. Nevertheless, it
is true that all systems break down. Inevitably, you
will have landowners who have not agreed to the laws of
the comunity, but the basic point is to establish norms
and cement them into the pattern of the society.

Another safequard of freedom would be to establish
institutions and procedures which maximize freedam. A
free market court system would be necessary to arbitrate
and adjudicate disputes. An interesting approach to
speculating about institutions is to ask where the free
market is vulnerable to govermment. Historically, where
has goverrment been able to easily assert itself? The
three areas seem to be: defense, education, and welfare.
Internal defense can be handled by a private police
force. The solution to education is apparent: the free
market. The solution to charity is not so obvious.

A1 comunities have disasters and people who cannot care
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for themselves. If this need is not addressed by the
free market, it can become a stepping stone to govern-
ment. It would be wise, therefore, to establish a strong
voluntary charity as an institutional safeguard of free-
dam. For examwle, Nineteenth Century individualist-
anarchists had a system of labor insurance into which
menbers paid against being fired or injured. Perhaps
some form of insurance could be encouraged. The need for
charity would remain as it always will, but its size and
threat would be minimized.

Regarding procedures, the two most commonly cited
libertarian social sanctions are ostracism and boycott.
These sanctions proved effective in religious comun-
ities, but they may be less successful in a libertarian
one. Libertarians shy away fram ostracism and boycott
because these sanctions smack of intolerance; this is an
unfortunate attitude. Although Tibertarians must be
tolerant in-the legal sense -&gﬁiﬂ peaceful - there
is no virtue in tolerating anything on a personal level.
Toleration does not require the suspension of judgment or
the abandonment of standards. If a man peacefully calls
for taxation, it may be appropriate and even necessary to
peacefully decline all association with him.

Many other questions confront a libertarian camunity.
Historically, two important ones have been centralism
versus decentralism and the issue of self-sufficiency.
There is a tradition of decentralism in anarchist theory.
Perhaps this is because anarchism focuses on the

ment and a diffuse state seems clearly preferale to a
centralized one. It is not similarly clear that decen-
tralisn outside of politics offers arny advantage. Cen-
tralization may be effective for some purposes and not
for others.

Secondly, should a comunity be self-sufficient? Should
the comunity attempt to farm, make shoes and fill all

the needs of its members in order to be independent of
the outside world? (This question assumes the coawumity
is not set up by survivalists who are convinced the world
will destrqy itself; it assumes a perceived choice.)
Most camunities have aimed at self-sufficiency, but it
would be ironic if a 1ibertarian society with theoretical
underpinnings of econamic diversity and freedam closed
itself off from trade relations. Moreover, it could be a
serious mistake to divert the comunity's most precious
resource -- its menbers -- into work which might not suit
their talents. f

Utopian comunities are often dismissed as impractical or
idealistic. In their defense, I would 1ike to state that
the hunger for such a comunity is the hunger for freedom
in our time, the hunger to "live" and not merely speak
principles. As to the practicality of these comunities,
there may in fact be insuperale obstacles, but the same
has been said of freedom or putting a man on the moon.
If men have travelled through space, perhaps it 1s pos-
::gleformwnﬂ(ememofﬂ\emﬂdtmy
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