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THE CASE AGAINST
T-BILLS And Other
Thoughts On Theft

by John A. Pugsley
Underlying all economic systems, and permeating all economic
questions, whether they are about the value of assets, or political
programs to foster economic change, is the fundamental question
of the nature of exchange of transactions-to wit: is any particular

exchange of property voluntary or involuntary? The importance of

this question to the individual should not be underestimated. The
solution to virtually all social problems can be derived from this
starting point. The entire "'science” of economics is built around it.
And the monetary prpﬁ’lems of this country, which lead to the in-
vestment problems you have as an individual, all originate because
individuals fail to ask this question.

Let us begin by establishing a definition of theft. | define theft as
any involuntary transfer of property from its owner to someone
else. While this definition is quite clear, understanding its implica-
tions requires some examples. Consider the following situations.
When Is Theft Not Theft?

Responding to a knock at your front door, you open it to find a
stranger standing there pointing a pistol at you. He demands
money. Being of sound mind, you give him what you have.

Your property has been taken from you without your voluntary
consent, and therefore this would be an act of theft by our detini-
tion.

Suppose that you later find out that the individual who demand-
ed your money used it to satisfy an essential need-let’s say he was
hungry and he used the money to buy food. Does the fact that he
needed the food mean that the act of taking money from you was
not an act of theft? In other words, is there any need he might have
for the money that would convert his act from theft to something
else? No, by definition, it was still stealing.

Suppose that you find out that the culprit used the money to,

satisfy an essential need of someone else-let’s say his daughter was
ill and needed the money for medicine. Does this change the
nature of the act from theft to not theft? in other words, is there
any need someone else might have that would change your opinion
of the act and make it not an act of theft?

Suppose that you find that the man with the gun was not acting
by himself, but instead had been hired by a group of people to take
your money. Would the fact that they had hired him transform his
act from theft into something else? Is it possible that the number of
people who were involved in hiring him has a significance? If ten
people met and decided to hire him to take your money, would that
change what we called his act? How about 10,000?

What if 10,000 pcople met and hired the gunman, and they used
the money to buy medicine for someone’s ailing child? Would the
fact that so many people were involved, coupled with the fact that
the money was used for a "good’ cause make a difference in how
the act was defined? What if the people who took your money
without your consent decided to buy something with the money
that they could all enjoy (perhaps a nice color TV set), and they
allowed you to occasionally come and watch it. Would the fact that
you could participate in the use of the goods for which your money
was taken make the act not an act of theft?

The conclusion that most people would come to in considering
these questions is that no matter what the money is used for, and
no matter how many people consent to taking it from you by force,

and no matter who else needs the money, it is an act of theft if the
owner of the property-you-do not voluntarily (and that means
without any kind of threat) consent to part with it.

By Definition, Taxation is Theft

How does the IRS agent who collects our taxes differ from the
gunman? He does not. You are forced to pay under threat of im-
prisonment (the gun). Your money is taken without your voluntary
consent. It is used by other people who claim that their need is a
just demand on your property. The process is justified because a
group of people (voters) decide as a group that you should be rob-
bed and that the money should be used for whatever purposes they
deem proper.

The next objection that is normally raised is that even though we
might define taxation as theft, it is still necessary and proper in
order to insure that the “'needs” of society for government services
are fulfilled. | have answered this a number of times before, so |
won't attempt to refute this premise in any great detail at this
point. Let me just throw out a couple of thoughts for your con-
templation.

First, | reject the idea there is some real, definable entity out
there called “society.” There are only individuals. Only individuals
live, think, and act. Groups do not think or act. So if property is be-
ing transferred, it is always being translerred from one individual
Lo another individual. Conscquently, we are back to the key ques-
lion, does one individual’'s need constitute a just and rational claim
on the property of another?

Will The Means Fit The Ends?

There is no moral question involved here. it is a matter of ends. |l
the end objective of a social system is to provide the safest cnviron-
ment for the individual members, and is to result in the highest
average standard of living for those individuals, then | can casily
prove that any form of theft would be wrong. Every successful act
of theft, no matter how large or small, diminishes the total produc-
tion of the members of society in that it reduces the incentive of the
recipient of the plunder to be productive. It also results in the diver-
sion of labor away from consumable goods to the production of
defensive goods, such as locks, fences, alarm systems, police
forces, etc.

A social system based on theft, whether it's called taxation or
anything else, cannot promote the highest standard of living for
the individuals in that society. In fact, the higher the degrce of
theft, the lower the standard of living. The reason that Russians
suffer a lower standard of living than Frenchmen is that the Kus-
sian social system confiscates more property from individuals than
does the French system. The reason the average Swiss has a higher
standard of living than the average frenchman is because the
Swiss system is less confiscatory than the French. Taxation-
whether in the form of direct taxes, regulation, or inflation-varies
in intensity from nation to nation. The result, however, is identical-
the greater the involuntary transfer of property, the lower the stan-
dard of living.

Voluntary Citizenship?

| recently received the following Ictter from a reader who feels
that perhaps taxation is not theft. The reasoning is based on
another factor: citizenship.

Since | began reading your thoughts in 1975 1 have
believed that taxation is theft-‘removal of one’s wealth
with a threat of force.” Recently | confronted a line of
logic which makes me question that basic premise.

Each of us who is born in this country is offered
citizenship. We may either accept it or we may reject it.
If we accept it we do so with conditions attached,
namely that we agree to abide by the laws of the land.

Continued, page 4
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‘“We’re All Inside Traders’’

by Carl Watner

Events on Wall Street during the last year and a half have includ-
cd the prosecution of several “inside traders.” In June 1986, Den-
nis Levine pleaded guilty to four felony charges and settled insider
trading charges for $ 11.6 million. In November 1986, Ivan Boesky
agreed to pay a $ 100 million penalty for trading on insider infor-
mation that had previously been furnished him by Mr. Levine. In
February 1987, three top Wall St. officials (of Goldman Sachs, Kid-
der Peabody, and Merrill Lynch) were arrested and charged with an
information swapping conspiracy that allegedly made millions.

Although insider trading is regulated by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission (under rule 10B-5 and Section 10-B of the 1934
Securities and Exchange Act) both the Commission and Congress
have left its definition to the courts. The judiciary has generally
declared that insider trading is theft or breach of trust ir. trading
on “material, non-public information.” In other words, it is viewed
as a breach of fiduciary duty. For example, when the executives of
Texas Qulf Sulphur bought stock from their own shareholders
before announcing discovery of a new mineral deposit, they were
successfully prosecuted for trading on information which was not
yet “public.” Classic insider fraud occurs when an investment
banker, such as Levine, obtains information through the con-
tidence ol a client and then uses it himsell or sells it to someone
clse, such as Boesky, who then trades on it at the expense of the
client.

The SEC has extended this concept ol liduciary duty to include
those bankers, lawyers, accountants, and others who gencrally
have legitimalte access to inside, non-public information for limited
purposes. However, as a result of the Supreme Court decision in
Chiarella vs. the United States, the SEC formulated Rule 14E-3,
which broadens the concept to encompass those who have no
direct responsibility to corporate sharcholders. In the Chiarclla
case, a printer traded on what he had learned by looking at tender
documents that his company was given to print, but the Supreme
Court decided that he had no fiduciary duty and hence was not an
insider.

In another more recent case, the SEC is prosecuting Ross Winans,
a WALL ST. JOURNAL rcporter who tcaked inforimation on the com-
panies that were to appear in his “Heard on the Street” column. The
Winans case, which has not yet been resolved, points up one of the
difficulties of defining insider trading: what is “public’” and what is
“non-public” information? In fact, officials at the SEC argue
against a clearer definition of insider trading because they think a
more explicit definition would invite more of it. “Says Bevis
Longstreth, a former SEC commissioner: ‘It's like trying to define
fraud. As soon as you pin it down to something precise, someone
who wants to commit fraud will simply find a way outside that line
where he can commit fraud with impunity’.” In the Winans case, it is
not clear at all that the SEC will win their prosecution. While it may
be argued that Winans violated his employer’'s trust and acted
unethically, his actions may nol be unlawful because he was
already dealing with information “heard on the street.” Such infor-
mation was already public and hence, was not inside information.

One of the main problems in dealing with insider trading is the
lack of a clear delineation of rights of ownership in the information

that is being dealt with. On the one hand, onc ol the prosecutors in
the US Attorney’s Office in New York City argues that insider
trading is “theft,” pure and simple. The insiders are “"thieves. They
steal information and then they fence it. It's no different than if
they were stealing ice skates.” -According to this theory, the in-
siders are stealing from the shareholders ofhe corporations for
whom they work. Presumably the rights to the insider information
belong to the corporation at the time it is obtained. On the other
hand, it could easily be argued that none of the insiders has ever
signed an employment contract foreswearing that they will not take
advantage of or benefit from inside information. Hence, the infor-
mation belongs to the party who creates or discovers it. Although
such information is normally created in the course of employment:
with the corporation, customary practice has not yet defined who
owns it or if a party (such as the printer) righttully owes any sort of
duty to the corporation not to benefit from it.

What happens when such trading does occur? In the case of many
recent mergers and acquisitions, insiders have been able to buy
stocks at current prices and then sell the same stock at much
higher prices after the merger or acquisition has been publicly an-
nounced. This made Boesky millions of dollars. Insider trading,
however, is not limited to taking advantage of good news. Insiders
might just as well profit from bad news, by shorting the
market(selling the shares before they go down in price as a rcaction
to the unfavorable news, and then repurchasing the same sharces at
a lower price, thus capturing the profit involved on the bearish
news),

The main economic question raised by insider trading is whether
or not the stock market is best served by allocating profits random-
ly, “somewhat like a lottery,” or by allowing insiders to benelit
from their “superior information gathering capabilities.” Another
question to be determined is whether or not anyone should benetit
from insider trading profits. If the inside traders themselves agree
not to benefit personally, does this mean that they may not trade
for the account of the corporation itselt? if one argues that insider
information is owned by the shareholders (i.e.. the corporation)
then is the corporation itself having its property rights violated by
not being able to trade on its own account?

Essentially, the inside trader is an entrepreneur who helps the
stack market move closer and faster towards a stock price which
reflects new conditions. The insider acts just likc any other market
participant who takes advantage of newly discovered or created
possibilitics. As Austrian cconomists Walter Block and Isracl Kirz-
ner have pointed out, “Profits arc earned by entreprencurs who sce
and scize opportunities which are not readily apparent to other
people.” The insider, like all other entreprencurs, “takes advantage
ol the ignorance of other peopte” but his profits are not made at
their expense. Itis simply the function of the entreprencur, qua en-
trepreneur, to sce to it that “mutually beneficial opportunitics tor
trade are not bypassed.”

Fraud aside, all insider trading transactions are strictly volun-
tary. The people with whom the inside trader deals are frec to ac-
cept or reject his offers to buy or sell stock. If they accept, it is only
because they feel they benefit from trading with him. They may
ultimately rue their decision, but this does not alter the fact that at
the time they traded, they anticipated profiting from their transac-
tion with him.

Some students of inside trading have claimed that insiders have
taken the prospect of stock market profits via insider trading into
the formulation of their employment contracts. Thus it is possible
that they may accept a smaller salary in exchange for trading on
the exclusive information generated by their inside position.
Whether this is true or not is somewhat besides the point. What
shareholders and corporate executives neéd to do is clear the mud-
dy waters of insider trading by more clearly defining property
rights in information. There is clearly nothing wrong if a corpora-
tion owns the information and decides to exchange it with an ex-
ecutive in return for a lower salary.

The case of fraud enters when there is some explicit agreement
that the transaction is not based on inside information. Such an
agreement could come about in at least two ways. First, executives
or the corporate entities for which they work could state that their
shares and the transactions which they enter into would not be
traded on the basis of inside information. This would protect the

Continued, page 7
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‘And Every Man Did What
Was Right In His Own

Eyes’’e Voluntaryism in
the Old Testament

by Carl Watner

The early Celts and their Brehon laws (which were committed to
writing in the late Seventh and early Eighth Centuries A.D.), and the
experiences of medieval Iceland (from the Tenth to the Thirteenth
Centuries A.D.) are commonly referred to as the earliest examples
of the libertarian oriented societies. In my own writings, | have trac-
ed the radical libertarian tradition as far back as the English
Levellers (mid-17th Century) and have illustrated how their con-
cern with sclf-proprietorship led them to formulate and advocate a
proprietary theory of justice. Now, my exposure to Freedom School
and the ideas of Kevin and Patricia Cullinane has uncovered an
episode in social history which pre-dates these early non-State
societies. Some ten or more centuries before Christ, the Twelve
Tribes of Israel, in the Sinai Desert, were practicing societal-wide
voluntaryism. In fact, the "“judge” Samuel predicted their fall from
grace should they substitute the State for the rules set out by
Moses. Thus it is important to consider some of the early history of
the Hebrews. How did they live for two centuries without a State
and what happened when they finally accepted a king? How consis-
tent were the rules they lived by (the Ten Commandments) with
libertarian ideas?

In this paper, we will be concerned with the social and political
history of the early Jewish tribes, rather than with their religious
beliets and rituals. However, in many cases it will be found that
their religion, their cosmology. their views on natural law, set the
stage tor the rules by which they lived: but our purpose here is to
look at whalt their rules for social living were and to determine it
they led towards a proprietary theory of justice. Why the Hebrews
accepted these rules will be beyond the scope of this discussion.
The main focus will be to identify what was probably the earliest ex-
ample of a functional voluntaryist society.

According to their own scriptural history, the Jewish people, or
the Children of Israel, began with the migration of their patriarch,
Abraham, to Palestine sometime around 2000 B.C.. Abraham and
his son, Isaac, and grandson, Jacob, tended flocks and worshipped
a god they called Yahweh. They grew prosperous and powerful
through their alliances with the local Canaanites. One of Jacob’s
sons, Joseph, was “sold into Egypt,” where he eventually became
the vizier of the Pharoan. This took place sometime around 1700
5.C. When prolonged drought followed by famine struck the land of
Canaan, Joseph was able to take advantage of his political position
in Egypt and befriended his brothers and father when they
emigrated to Egypt. Several generations of the descendants of
Jacob in Egypt were enslaved by a subsequent Pharoah, “who knew
not Joseph.” The Jews were forced to toil on “public works,” until
led out of bondage by Moses around 1300 to 1280 B.C. Moses
taught them to obey and worship Yahweh, and was one of the best
insurgent leaders the world has ever seen. It was during the lorty
years in the wilderness of the Sinai desert that the Ten Command-
ments were formulated, giving the Jews the guidelines they needed
to live successfuly as free men.

According to Hebrew tradition, the Ten Commandments were
delivered by God to Moses on Mt. Sinai and came into being
sometime around 1300 B.C. They are probably Judaism’s grecatest
contribution to human civilization, since history has repeatedly
shown that their violation brings disaster not only to the in-
dividual, but to societies as a whole which ignore them. Though
there may be no single answer to the question "Why have the Jews
survived for thousands of years?”, their faithful adherence to the
Ten Commandments may certainly be one reason for their con-
tinuous existence as a people.

In their original form, the Ten Commandments probably con-
sisted of very short sentences preceded by the negative command,

and even the two exceptions (the sabbath command and the com-

mand to honor parents) were most likely originally stated in the

negative, The Ten Commandments are found at two places in the

Old Testament (Exodus 20:2 and Dcutcronomy 5:6) but a shorl,

primitive form of the Ten Commandments (circa 100 A.D.) will

serve to illustrate its basic message:

I am the Lord thy God:

I. Thou shalt have no other gods.

2. Thou shalt not make thee idols.

. Thou shalt not take the Lord’'s name in vain.

. Remember the Sabbath, to keep it holy.

. Thou shalt honor thy father and mother.

. Thou shalt not Kill.

. Thou shalt not commit adultery.

. Thou shalt not steal.

. Thou shalt not bear false witness.

. Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's housc.

Although several of the commandments may be regarded as
religioulsy oriented and were addressed to individuals as part of a
religious group to promote community solidarity and prescrvation,
the main message of the Ten Commandments is moral. They im-
pose five negative duties on every individual. The Ten Command-
ments convey a strong sense of individual liberty based on “the
right to be let alone.” They also impose on each person the respon-
sibility of self-control for one’s actions and forbid all coercive in-
terference with one’s neighbor or another's property. The threc
essentials of community living are singled out ftor protection: lilc,
marriage, and property. They are safeguarded by the Command-
ments condemning homicide, adultery, and theft. Although the
Ten Commandments were formulated for a society in which human
slavery was accepted, early Hebrew law emphasized respect (o
both property rights and a respect for fcllow humans as persons.
This was why Jewish slavery was comparable to indentured scr
vitude. The Jews never forgot that they were at one time staves in
Egypt and hence treated their own slaves more humancly than
many other slave-owning peoples.

At Freedom School, Kevin Cullinane explains that the Ten Come
mandments are guidelines that “allow us to live without the sheritl
or the State. It was pure, simple pragmatism.” which led him to
develop this  “revisionist interpretation’ ol the Decaloguc.
Cullinane extrapolates from the Commandments the following ten
rules of harmonious living:

I. “Thou shall not play God with another person’s life, nor lct
anyone play God with your's.”

2. “"Thou shall not establish label-substitutes for your principlcs
and then worship the label, thus losing sight of the truc inncr
reality.”

3. "My word is my bond:; | speak it carefully.”

4. “Maintain your faith in your principles during the dark hours and
realize that one must use right means.”

5. "Honor the concept of motherhood and tatherhood in whomever
it is found (the Jews were the first people to honor the
mother).”

6. “Thou shalt not kill. Period! No Exceptions!”

7. "Thou shalt not adulterate your product, your principles, or your
character.”

8. "Thou shalt not steal. Period!”

9. "Thou shalt not identify fellow humans with labels of nation,
race, religion, philosophy, ctc.,.”

10. “Thou shalt not envy thy neighbor’'s good fortune. Rather im-
itate it.”

After their forty year sojourn in the desert, the Israclites were led
by tribal or clan patriarchs. The Twelve Tribes consisted ol about
15,000 people altogether and each isolated group carried on its
own affairs, uniting only when some great peril threatencd onc or
more of them. Though there were religious teaders, there was no
centralized State and they “recognized no authoritarian govern-
ment.” A loose confederation existed among the tribes (Lhe
technical term describing this relationship is amphictyony) but
there was no provision “for a national leader who was to be the
center of political and religious authority for his whole lite;” nor
was such power hereditary. Occasionally when there was nced tor
united military action among the tribes, a charismatic leader, such
as Joshua or Gideon, would be voluntarily chosen to bring about

Continued, page 6
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T-Bills
Continued from front

One of those laws states that citizenry shall pay taxes
to the state. In accepting citizenship-a voluntary act-
are we not also volunteering to pay taxes? If we are
volunteering then there is no force involved when the
government extracts our wealth in the form of a tax. He
who evades payment of taxes owed is actually failing
to trade value for value, i.e.. tax for citizenship. Having
first accepted and taken citizenship, is not the tax
evader the thief?

The critical premise in this logic is that citizenship is voluntary.
Is it?

There is no doubt that one can relinquish his or her U.S. citizen-
ship, but where could one go, or how could one function without
citizenship in some country? The world is such today that there are
no geographical areas (with the possible exceptions the polar
regions) that are not claimed by one country or another. Inasmuch
as all countries exact taxes from their citizens, as well as from their
non-citizen residents, one cannot simply move out of his current
political jurisdiction and thereby avoid being taxed, since he would
find himself in another jurisdiction.

Further, citizenship in any particular country may or may not be
voluntary, but citizenship in some country is a practical necessity.
Once someone becomes a “person without a country,” he is effec-
tively prevented from legally traveling within any country, from
crossing borders, and from functioning in normal tradc with
others.

Finally, the act of relinquishing U.S. citizenship does not exempt
one from U.S. income taxes, at least in the eyes of the U.S. govern-
ment. According to U.S. tax laws, an individual who relinquishes
his citizenship must still pay U.S. income taxes for ten years after
his citizenship is terminated.

it might be more useful to look at the citizenship question from
another viewpoint-namely, that governments consider all people
born within their jurisdictions to be the property of the state.
Citizenship thus becomes little more than a brand placed on the
person to evince ownership by the government.

The Implications

If one takes the position that the taking of property by force or
threat of force is always theft, then certainly almost all government
actions can be equated to the actions of any armed gang, such as
the Malfia. In the same way the Mafia sells “protection,” so does the
government. Just as the Mafia uses force to control its “territory,”
cextort money, and drive people out of business who are competing
with its interests, so does the government.

If you accept the idea that the government is analogous to the
Mafia, then your relationship with the government must be examin-
cd. Can you deal on a purely voluntary exchange basis with a
known thief without yourself becoming an accomplice to the other,
coercive activities of that thief? In other words, should you accept
government grants, subsidies and other benefits, knowing they
have been taken at gunpoint from someone else?

Many people instantly see the ethical problems in being a direct
beneficiary of legal plunder, but many areas in which individuals
participate in the process go unnoticed. Along this line, one reader
sent the following letter:

If a person buys some kind of government debt
security, wouldn’t he be guilty of theft, since he is giv-
ing the government a given number of dollars and get-
ting back at a later time more than he put in, the ex-
cess of which must be taken away from somebody else
by force through taxes?

The company | represent sells term insurance and
annuities, which means the money | obtain from them
through the sale of annuities will be invested in
government securities of some sort. Does this make
the company | represent a thief? Does it make the
holders of these annuities thieves? Does this make me
an accomplice to the crime?

Here is one of the stickiest of all ethical questions related to in-
dividual investing, and one that almost all free market advocates
either have not considered, or prefer to politely ignore.

If you lend a thief $100, knowing that he will repay you $150, and

that the entire $150 will be stolen from your neighbor, are you gui
ty of aiding and abetting in the plunder of your neighbor? Th
question of ethics is not limited to the interest earned on the loa)
Lending money to the thief in the first place is aiding that thief i
the pursuit of his activities.

Would you lend money to your local s¥fecracker when h
business was bad and he was temporarily short of funds? Woul
you agree to lend money to the government of Russia; or would yc
have lent it to Idi Amin in Uganda: or to the German governmel
when Adolph Hitler was in power? Would you be implicated in tt
crimes performed by those governments if you helped financ
them with your loans?

1 have pondered this question for years, and | have been unab
to avoid this conclusion: the purchaser of government securities
just as guilty of participating in the activities of government, ar
benefitting from government plunder as is the person who accep
government benefits of any kind. If you consider theft immoral, i
rational, or just antiethical to the well-being of your society, and
you consider government to be a thief, then buying governme!
securities is a wrong action.

I don’t believe that this position is likely to be accepted by mat
people. Few would forego the benefits of Treasury securities (e.¢
safety and return) in order to uphold a principle. Even if a persc
recognizes that buying the government's IOUs aids and abets ti
government's crime, the act could be rationalized on the basis th
the person’s contribution to the problem is so small that it does:
matter. Or, a person could take the position that if he didn't le:
the government the money, someone else would. Or, that gover
ment sccurities are the only absolutely safe investment on tl
market, and so he has no alternative.

These three arguments, however, are based on threc fal
premises: (1)that steating is all right if you don’t steal very muc
(2)that stealing is all right because someone else will steal t|
goods if you don't; and (3)that stealing is all right if it's the be
way to get what you want. If you accept any one of these, then y:
can certainly justify stealing anything you want at any time.

Assuming you buy this logic, then buying government securitie
or participating in the marketing of government securities is a tas
acceptance of the methods of government, and the acts of theft
which government is used.

Conclusion

The moral case against taxation is strong, even though most pe¢
ple may prefer not to think about it. The moral case against deali
on any level with thieves is strong, as well.

If you decide that taxation is wrong, or that endaging
cconomic transactions with the government is wrong, don’t expe¢
much support from fricnds, family, or business acquaintanc
You'll probably be considered a bit eccentric, stupid, and in sor
cases un-American if you advocate this position. In the er
however, it's your own opinion of your actions that counts.

The alternatives to dealing with and through government are ¢
viously less rewarding in the short term than is the usc of t
mechanisms of government. Not all things sponsored by gove:
ment can be avoided. You are not forced to accept government st
sidies. You can sell your product to the free market. You are r
forced to allow government to protect you from your competito
You can beat them fair and square by building a better product
less. You are not forced to invest in government securities. Th¢
are plenty of private individuals and companies who will be willi
to borrow money from you at attractive rates. And although th
securities may carry more risk, remember that the risk-free natt
of government securities is based on governments’ ability to |
(steal).

This may not be what you would like to hear. But if you're
terested in your long-term well-being, rather than your short-te
gain, you should consider it.

Editor's Note: The preceding article first appeared in COMM«
SENSE VIEWPOINT, October 1983. It has been reprinted here since
generally sets out the case for viewing “taxation” as “theft’” a
because it raises the thorny question of “"how and how far do
distance ourselves from the State?”
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Voluntary Musings

A Column of Iconoclasms

o>

By Charles Curley

“Nothing can defeat an idea
except a better one.”
— Eric Frank Russell

Praetorian Lesson: "The power ol the sword is more sensibly felt
in an extensive monarchy than in a small community. It has been
calculated by the ablest politicians that no state, without soon be-
ing exhausted, can maintain above the hundredth part of its
members in arms and idleness. But, although this relative propor-
tion may be uniform, its influence over the rest of the society will
vary according to the degree of its positive strength. The advan-
tages of military science and the discipline cannot be exerted.
unless a proper number of soldiers are united into one body, and
actuated by one soul. With a handful ol men, such a union would be
ineffectual; with an unwieldly host, it would be impracticable; and
the powers of the machine would alike be destroyed by the extreme
minuteness, or the excessive weight, of its springs. To illustrate
this observation we need only reflect that there is no superiority of
natural strength, artificial weapons, or acquired skill, which would
enable one man to keep in constant subjection one hundred of his
fellow-creatures: the tyrant of a single town, or a small district,
would soon discover that a hundred armed followers were a weak
defense against ten thousand peasants or citizens; but a hundred
thousand well-disciplined soldiers will command, with despotic
sway, ten millions of subjects; and a body of ten or fifteen thousand
guards will strike terror into the most numerous populace that ever
crowded the streets of an immense capital.”

Edward Gibbon
DECLINE AND FALL OF THE ROMAN EMPIKE
page 81

I find this observation by Gibbon endlessly ftascinating. For one
thing, despite all our much vaunted progdress, it is still true in all ol
its essentials. Perhaps a modern civilization can sustain more than
a hundredth of its population in arms and idleness, but the propor-
tion surely cannot include the vast federal and state bureaucracies
who are at best merely idle, and, at worst, destructive.

For another thing, this sort of observation is a powerful argu-
ment for the breakup of massive states such as the Roman Empire.
The Pas Romanorum was largely a fiction, and the prize of empire
made rebellion attractive to many men across the Empire. im-
perials came from all classes: Diocletian was the son of a slave,
Theodora an actress and whore (neither a respected profession in
the Christainised cmpire). With larger scope for their ambitions,
men (and women; let us not forget Zenobia) fought for prizes a
society of smaller states wouldn't allow them. Gibbon’s analysis
then becomes a basis for a radical decentralist viewpoint. The most
radical of radical decentralists is the radical, thoroughgoing, in-
dividualist, and the most radical of those who call for peace is hc
who calls for peace among men as well as peace among states.
Here we find a common thread between voluntaryist thought and
the Green or decentralist movement.

Voluntary Conservation: The Nature Conservancy is an in-
leresting example of a non-governmental approach to conserva-
tion. It is entirely voluntary, and solicits contributions and
mcmberships. In 1985, the Nature Conservancy raised $43.3
million in cash, and received $37.1 million in land. At the end of
1985, the Conservancy had 274,396 members.

This organization runs entirely on donations, and actively buys
and sells land to acquire land for conservation sites. Many dona-
tions of land are not suitable for conservation, and so are sold off.
This aspect gives the private conservation organization far more
flexibility than a government organization such as the National
Park Service.

Much of the land is purchased, although other arrangements are
made: leases, gifts, easements, and management agreements are
all used to acquire land. In South Carolina, for example, THE

VOLUNTARYIST'S editor will find that the Conservancy has ac-
quired 182 acres in 1985 alone. Again, the variety of arrangements
possible make the Nature Conservancy a flexible organization.

What is interesting from the voluntaryist point of view is that
there are at least 274,396 people willing to do more than sit back
and ‘let the government do it’. Those pecople are willing to ante up
at least $15 each (and probably more) for the work of the Conser-
vancy.

Conservancy members are also willing to donate time and cnergy
to conservation. Sometimes this is done in local offices preparing
mailings and doing office work. Sometimes this is done in work par-
ties maintaining Conservancy property. Thus a sensc of purposc
and community is brought to the members.

The fact that a single owner runs a piece of land means that there
is no conflict on how that land is to be used. Recent conflicts over
the use of the US National Forests highlight the problem of govern-
ment allocation of resources. There are no such conflicts within the
Nature Conservancy.

For more information: The Naturce Conscervancy, 1800 North Kent
St. =800, Arlington, Va. 22209.

More Oxymorons: Add this to the oxymoron collection: "Pope
innocent”. Innocent lll, to give the most obvious example, pushed
the Papal States to their greatest extent, made Portugal a papal ter-
ritory from which he squeezed taxes, and interfered in internal af-
fairs all over Europe and Britain.

Not to mention “Pope Clement.”

Holiday Cheer: As this is the last chance before the November
Follies, 1 will bid you a happy November Fool's Day. While therc arc
no Federal Follies this year, many state and local follies are
scheduled. One may readily predict the outcome of both the
November Fool's Day and the April Fools' Day (the I5th, of course):
the taxpayers will loose.

A Moral Riddle?

by Carl Watner

Robert Anton Wilson concludes his book, NATURAL LAW (Port
Townsend: Loompanics Unlimited, 1986), by presenting a “moral
riddle to determine the degree to which people are hypnotized by
Ideology.” He relates a parable from John Fowle's novel, THE
MAGUS.

Conchis, the principle (sic) character in the novel
finds himself Mayor of his home town in Greece when
the Nazi occupation begins. One day, three Communist
partisans who recgntly killed some German soldicrs
are caught. The Nazi commandant gives Conchis, as
Mayor, a choice - either Conchis will execute the three
partisans himself to set an example of loyalty to the
new regime, or the Nazis will execute every male in
town.

Should Conchis act as a collaborator with the Nazis
and take on himself the direct guilt of killing threc
men? Or should he refuse and, by default, be respon-
sible for the killing of over 300 men?

If Conchis’” moral principles forbid the taking of innocent life,
then clearly collaboration is wrong for him. The fact that the Com-
munist partisans themselves had killed some Nazis (lor argument
sake, say they had acted in self-defense) is beside the point. Con-
chis would face the same problem if the Nazis had simply picked
three innocent victims for him to exccute. What shoultd he do?

If he executed them, he would be clearly violating their rights to
live unmolested. The fact that Conchis was threatened by the Nazis
- three lives or three hundred - does not lessen his guilt; but it does
make the Nazis accessory to his crime.

To argue that Conchis should never have become Mayor (a good
voluntaryist argument, of course) is also irrelevant. For the Nazi
commandant could have selected any innocent bystander to face
the same quandry. The riddle is not dependent upon Conchis being
Mayor.

I think Wilson is incorrect in stating that Conchis would by

Continued, page 7
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One of those laws states that citizenry shall pay taxes
to the state. In accepting citizenship-a voluntary act-
are we not also volunteering to pay taxes? If we are
volunteering then there is no force involved when the
government extracts our wealth in the lorm of a tax. He
who evades payment of taxes owed is actually failing
to trade value for value, i.e., tax for citizenship. Having
first accepted and taken citizenship, is not the tax
evader the thief?

The critical premise in this logic is that citizenship is voluntary.
Is it?

There is no doubt that one can relinquish his or her U.S. citizen-
ship, but where could one go, or how could one function without
citizenship in some country? The world is such today that there are
no geographical areas (with the possible exceptions the polar
regions) that are not claimed by one country or another. Inasmuch
as all countries exact taxes from their citizens, as well as from their
non-citizen residents, one cannot simply move out of his current
political jurisdiction and thereby avoid being taxed, since he would
find himself in another jurisdiction.

Further, citizenship in any particular country may or may not be
voluntary, but citizenship in some country is a practical necessity.
Once someone becomes a ““person without a country,” he is effec-
tively prevented from legally traveling within any country, from
crossing borders, and from functioning in normal trade with
others.

Finally, the act of relinquishing U.S. citizenship does not exempt
one tfrom U.S. income taxes, at least in the eyes of the U.S. govern-
ment. According to U.S. tax laws, an individual who relinquishes
his citizenship must still pay U.S. income taxes for ten years after
his citizenship is terminated.

It might be more useful to look at the citizenship question from
another viewpoint-namely, that governments consider all people
born within their jurisdictions to be the property of the state.
Citizenship thus becomes little more than a brand placed on the
person to evince ownership by the government.

The Implications

It one takes the position that the taking of property by force or
Lthreat of torce is always theft, then certainly almost all government
actions can be equated to the actions of any armed gang, such as
the Mafia. In the same way the Mafia sells "protection,” so does the
government. Just as the Mafia uses force to control its “territory,”
extorl money, and drive people out of business who arc competing
with its interests, so does the government.

If you accept the idea that the government is analogous to the
Mafia, then your relationship with the government must be examin-
cd. Can you deal on a purely voluntary exchange basis with a
known thief without yourself becoming an accomplice to the other,
coercive activities of that thief? In other words, should you accept
government grants, subsidies and other benefits, knowing they
have been taken at gunpoint from someone else?

Many people instantly see the ethical problems in being a direct
beneficiary of legal plunder, but many areas in which individuals
participate in the process go unnoticed. Along this line, one reader
sent the following letter:

If a person buys some kind of government debt
security, wouldn’t he be guilty of theft, since he is giv-
ing the government a given number of dollars and get-
ting back at a later time more than he put in, the ex-
cess of which must be taken away from somebody else
by force through taxes?

The company | represent sells term insurance and
annuities, which means the money | obtain from them
through the sale of annuities will be invested in
government securities of some sort. Does this make
the company | represent a thief? Does it make the
holders of these annuities thieves? Does this make me
an accomplice to the crime?

Here is one of the stickiest of all ethical questions related to in-
dividual investing, and one that almost all free market advocates
either have not considered, or prefer to politely ignore.

if you lend a thief $100, knowing that he will repay you $150, and

that the entire $150 will be stolen from your neighbor, are you gui
ty of aiding and abetting in the plunder of your neighbor? Th
question of ethics is not limited to the interest earned on the loal
Lending money to the thief in the first place is aiding that thief i
the pursuit of his activities. )

Would you lend money to your local safecracker when h
business was bad and he was temporarily short of funds? Woul
you agree Lo lend money to the government of Russia; or would yc
have lent it to 1di Amin in Uganda; or to the German governmet
when Adolph Hitler was in power? Would you be implicated in tt
crimes performed by those governments if you helped financ
them with your loans?

| have pondered this question for years, and | have been unab
to avoid this conclusion: the purchaser of government securities
just as guilty of participating in the activities of government, ar
benefitting from government plunder as is the person who accep
government benefits of any kind. If you consider theft immoral, i
rational, or just antiethical to the well-being of your society, and
you consider government to be a thief, then buying governme
securities is a wrong action.

I don’t believe that this position is likely to be accepted by ma:
people. Few would forego the benefits of Treasury securities (e.¢
safety and return) in order to uphold a principle. Even if a perse
recognizes that buying the government’s IOUs aids and abets tl
government’'s crime, the act could be rationalized on the basis th
the person’s contribution to the problem is so small that it docsi
matter. Or, a person could take the position that if he didn’t le
the government the money, someone else would. Or, that gover
ment securities are the only absoiutely safe investment on tl
market, and so he has no alternative.

These three arguments, however, are based on threc fal
premises: (1)that stealing is all right it you don't steal very muc
(2)that stealing is all right because someone else will steal ti
goods if you don’t; and (3)that stealing is all right if it's the be
way to get what you want. If you accept any one of these, then y
can certainly justify stealing anything you want at any time.

Assuming you buy this logic, then buying government securitie
or participating in the marketing of government securities is a ta
acceptance of the methods of government, and the acts of theft f
which government is used.

Conclusion

The moral case against taxation is strong, cven though most pe
ple may prefer not to think about it. The moral casc against deati
on any level with thieves is strong, as wcll.

If you decide that taxation is wrong, or that engaging
cconomic transactions with the government is wrongd, don’t expe
much support from friends, family, or business acquaintance
You'll probably be considered a bit eccentric, stupid, and in sot
cases un-American if you advocate this position. In the cr
however, it's your own opinion of your actions that counts.

The alternatives to dealing with and through government are «
viously less rewarding in the short term than is the use of t
mechanisms of government. Not all things sponsored by gove:
ment can be avoided. You are not forced to accept government st
sidies. You can sell your product to the free market. You are r
forced to allow government to protect you from your competito
You can beat them fair and square by building a better product
less. You are not forced to invest in government securities. The
are plenty of private individuals and companies who will be willi
to borrow money from you at attractive rates. And although th
securities may carry more risk, remember that the risk-free nati
of government securities is based on governments’ ability to t
(steal).

This may not be what you would like to hear. But if you're
terested in your long-term well-being, rather than your short-te
gain, you should consider it.

Editor's Note: The preceding article first appeared in COMM:
SENSE VIEWPOINT, October 1983. It has been reprinted here since
generally sets out the case for viewing “taxation’ as "theft” a
because it raises the thorny question of “how and how far do
distance ourselves from the State?”
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deliverance from their enemies.

“Prior to the time of Saul (referred to as ‘pre-monarchic Israel’)
there was no political, administrative, or military organization
which would have embraced the whole people of Israel. The only tie
effectively joining the people was their faith.” In the Semitic world
people were grouped around their gods rather than on the basis of
physical origin, blood, or geography. Identification as a Hebrew
was a spiritual matter rather than a case of where one lived. Thus
the early Hebrews had no such thing as a nation in the modern
sense of the word. In fact, they long endured as a people (not a na-
tion) because they had no formal State. It was Gideon (who had led
them safely out of military disaster and who refused to be crowned
king) who effectively expressed the Hebrew attitude: I will not rule
over you, and my son will not rule over you. Yahweh will rule over
you.” (Judges 8:23) Gideon recognized that spiritual bonds were
mightier than political regimentation and refused to interfere in
the governance of their society.

So for nearly 200 years, from Moses to the time of the monarchy
of Saul (from about 1240 B.C. to 1020 B.C.) Israeli life went on
without the State. There was no taxation, no bureaucracy. no
public works, not even any official courts. According to the author
of Judges 17:6 and 21:25, "In those days, there was no king in
Israel, but every man did what was right in his own eyes.” This has
seemed like “moral anarchy” (the absence of any social rules) to
nearly all Biblical commentators, because there was no “external
authority to impose the right controls.”” However, the Hebrews, who
practiced the voluntaryist life realized that they were living in a
moral universe, one of cause and effect. The absence of human
authority and external control over their lives did not mean they
lived in a world without natural moral guidelines. The natural laws
of harmonious living outlined in the Ten Commandments served as
their standards. Differences of opinion were most likely settied by
clan leaders acting as arbitrators or “judges’ in cases of dispute.

According to the writers of the Bible, the institution of the
kingship in Israel was brought about as a reaction to the invasion
of the Philistines during the end of the 11th Century B.C. The
kingship was justificd by the need to stave off “tyranny and inva-
sion.” “The so-called antimonarchic source of the books of Samuel,
disclaimed the historical necessity of the institution of kingship
and stamped the people’s wishes to have a king as an apostasy and
rejection of the lord's kingship.” Samuel, one of their “judges”
warned the people that a king would control not only the warriors
but everyone and everything. “Vehemently he promise/d] them
that they [would] rue the day when they first made it possible for
the [S/tate, with a centralized government, to assume the right to
use everyone and everything for its own ends;” ’

So Samuel told all the words of the Lord to the people
who were asking for a king from him. He said, “These
will be the ways of the king who will reign over you: He
will take your sons and make them serve in his chariots
[tank corps”’] and with his cavalry [“helicopter air-
borne’’], and will make them run before his chariots
[“infantry”]. Some he will appoint officers over units
of a thousand [“batallions”] and units of fifty
[“platoons’]. Others will plow his fields ['Department
of Agriculture”] and reap his harvest; others again will
make weapons of war [“General Dynamics”’/ and
equipment for his mounted troops [“Chrysler’]. He
will take your daughters for perfumers, cooks, and
confectioners ['mothers out of the house and back to
the factories; children to day care centers’], and will
seize the best of your cornfields, vineyards, and olive
yards and turn them over to his lackeys [income tax”].
He will take a tenth [“would that it was only 10%!"] of
your grain and your vintage to give to his eunuchs and
his lackeys [World Bank, United Nations, etc.”]. Your
slaves, both men and women, and the best of your cat-
tle and asses he will seize and put to his own use. He
will take the tenth of your flocks, and you will be his
slaves. When that day comes you will cry out against

the king....”[1 Samuel 10-18] (bracketed quotes pro-
vided by Kevin Cullinane)

Thus it was that Samuel predicted the basic elements of the
State: conscription, eminent domain, and taxation. Although Saul,
who was appointed king by Samuel, did not exert a harsh rule over
the Hebrews (even at the height of his kingdom he had no military
conscription, no taxes), his successor to the kingship, David, laid
the foundation for a lasting State. He conducted a census of proper-
ty and military men, taxed the people, and kept a large standing ar-
my. The institution of the monarchy clearly marked the beginning
of the separation of the civil from the religious leadership in Israel.
This meant that Israel was now to have a political history indepen-,
dent of her religious history. :

Both the Ten Commandments and Samuel's prophecy regarding
the destructive nature of the State, remind us of the radical liber-
tarian tradition’s opposition to any and all forms of invasion
against property and bodily rights. Certainly if the proprietary con-
cerns of the Decalogue were honored, the world would be much
closer to (if not arriving at) a libertarian condition. The respect for
proprietary justice found in the Ten Commandments is a universal
guideline for all peoples at all times. Although its concern is not
unique, it is one of the earliest and most consistent applications of
proprietary justice to be found in world history.

This article has had a rather limited scope: to establish and iden-
tify the basic tenets of the Old Testament heritage as it relates to
the libertarian tradition. While this heritage has played a very
significant part in the development of Western civilization, the
anti-State attitude of Samuel and the Jews of the Exodus is prac-
tically non-existent today. Nor have the proprietary concerns of the
Ten Commandments been able to overcome the statist bias of other
influences on Western civilization (such as the Platonic, Greek em-
phasis on the State). Nonetheless, we should not lose sight ol the
fact that a voluntaryist society existed for two centuries, some
1000 years before Christ and that probably the earliest known op-
position to the idea of the State is found in Jewish literature.

P.S. This article was researched and written between October
1986 and February 1987. After seeing the references to Ist Samucl
in Whole Number 25 of THE VOLUNTARYIST, in February 1987,
Charltes Curley was kind enough to point out to me that Thomas
Paine dealt extensively with this Biblical passage in the sccond
chapter of COMMON SENSE, which is entitled “Of Monarchy and
Hereditary Succession.” The following excerpls arc typical of
Paine's outlook:

Government by kings was first introduced into the
world by Heathens, from whom the children of Israel
copied the custom. ...

As the exalting of one man so greatly above the rest,
cannot be justified on the equal rights of nature, so
neither can it be defended on the authority of scrip-
ture; for the will of the Almighty, as declared by Gideon
and the prophet Samuel, expressly disapproves of the
government by kings. All anti-monarchial parts of
scripture have been very smoothly glossed over in
monarchial governments, ... .

[Paine then goes on to cite the words of Gideon and
Samuel, concluding that] These portions of the scrip-
ture are direct and positive. They admit of no equivocal
construction. That the Almighty hath entered his pro-
test against monarchical government is true, or the
scripture is false.

It must be noted, however, that Paine was limiting the applica-
tion of the st Samuel passage to monarchies. He did not apply it to
other forms of the State. The thrust of COMMON SENSE was that the
colonists must declare their independence from George Ill and
found a new nation without a king.

Short Bibliography
George A. Buttrick, Editor, THE INTERPRETER'S BIBLE, Nashville:
Abingdon Press, 1953 (12 volumes) (See commentary for the Ist
Samuel biblical passage.)
George A. Buttrick, Editor, “Kingship,” Volume 3, THE INTER-
PRETER'S DICTIONARY OF THE BIBLE, Nashville: Abingdon Press,
Continued, page 7
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A Moral Riddle?
Continued from page 5

default” be responsible for the killing of over 300 village men if he
refused to kill the three Communists. It is the old distinction
between acts of commission and acts of omission. Conchis’ failure
to Kill three innocent men would no more make him responsible for
the deaths of the three hundred than his refusal to feed a starving
man would make him responsible for that man'’s death. Justice is a
negative duty. It consists in doing no harm to others and implies no
positive or special obligations.

Based on the voluntaryist conception of “freedom is sell-
control,” each person alone is always responsible for the actions he
or she takes, even if threatened by some outside force. If the princi-
ple of “no aggression against non-aggressors’’ (that is, libertarians
all agree that it is morally improper to violate the rights of innocent
persons) can be used to identify libertarians, then why does Wilson
find this such a riddie? Doesn’t he agree that it is wrong to kill inne-
cent men? Of course, it is hard to think that 300 people may die but
shouldn’t libertarians be prepared to let justice be done, though
the heavens fall? Or should they be prepared to abandon their prin-
ciples at the first threat? And if they do abandon their principles,
do not they forfeit their claim to being called libertarians?

P.S. Before this article went to press, Fred Foldvary of Berkeley,
California made the following comments:

Dear Carl:

I disagree with your analysis of the moral situation posed by
Wilson. When X forces Y to do act A, the moral blame lies with X, not
Y. For example, if someone told me | would be Killed if | did not steal
something, my stealing it is not morally wrong; it was not my

‘ choice to steal and the true thief is the one who forced me to do it.

Similarly, if X threatens to do act B if Y does not do act A, and Y
regards B as worse than A, then Y’s doing A, under compulsion, is
not necessarily wrong. | think that neither Conchis’ executing 3
men nor his refusal would be morally wrong. I he executed 3 men
to save 300, the moral agent responsible is not Conchis but the
Nazi who compelled the chioce.

But Wilson does not see the irony of his position, lor Wilson’s op-
position to natural law means that Wilson would not consider the
Nazis to have done anything evil, nor by his stand would Conchis
have any moral problem, since for Wilson there is no good or evil.
Anyone who finds the problem “terrible and terrifying” would have
to have a moral belief, and would thus be subject to the alleged
hypnosis that Wilson accused moralists of. Wilson wants to have
his cake and eat it.

Best regards,
Fred

The following additional coments were sent to Fred in response
to his letter. .

P.P.S. The contention that a person is not responsible for his o1
her actions when under duress or threats of coercion stands in
direct contravention to the voluntaryist view that each person is
always responsible for his or her own actions. A person may not like
the choices he is faced with - but this in no sense lessens personal
responsibility. If we accept Fred's position, then the doctors who
experimented on people in Nazi concentration camps would be ex-
onerated because they acted under threat of being Kkilled
themselves. It is my belief that a man should be responsible for
criminal acts, such as murder, even where his refusal would result
in his own death or the death of others.

This also brings to mind one aspect of the stoic virtues taught by
Bob LeFevre and Kevin Cullinane in Freedom School. In some in-
stances, when pressed by violence, men ought to surrender their
lives, rather than submit to acts of turpitude or ignominy for the
sake of prolonging their existence. It is not a question of when we
will die, for we shall all die sooner or later. The question is how we
deport ourselves while we are here. To engage in murder of in-
nocents is never right, even if we ourselves get murdered in the pro-
cess of resisting.

Even apart from the question of personal responsibility, aren’t

—:
the three innocent men having their rights violated by becing
murdered? If that is so, how could Conchis or anyone else ever be
justified in taking their lives, even if 300 others might lose theirs?
Aren’t the rights of the three equal to the rights of 300?

Continued, page 8

Inside Traders
Continued from page 2

general public. Second, the organized exchanges on which these
shares are traded, could, as a precondition to the listing of these
shares, make it a prerequisite that no trading be engaged in which
is based upon insider knowledge.

It is clear that the insider acts on his knowledge of new condi-
tions and events. But does the insider act any differently than
the homeowner, who early on finds out that a freeway will pass next
to his home? The homeowner may very likely find a purchaser who
is not yet aware of this fact and who is thus willing to pay a price
higher than the home will be worth when the freeway is completed.
Fraud would be involved should the prospective purchaser ask the
seller about the freeway and get an answer which affirms the
freeway will not be coming near the house. However, in the absence
of such a question, the buyer is bound by the rule of ““caveat emp-
tor.”

We are all inside traders when it comes to transactions which in-
volve us personally. Given the fact that we are all unique in-
dividuals with different desires, needs, and perceptions, there is a
great deal of “‘non-public” information which is not known about
us. Unless we divuige it, no one else has access to another’s per-
sonal value scale. So it seems quite an anomaly lor the SEC to pro-
hibit insider trading on the organized stock exchanges and yel not
prohibit it in the vast number of other transactions which takce
place daily.

The last thing we need is more laws to prevent insider trading.
What was the status of inside trading in the “law merchant’ betore
the Securities and Exchange Commission was crcated? It was most
likely “caveat emptor.”” Certainly customary practice and the “law
merchant” is capable of arriving al solutions to this problem. It
might well be that some stocks might trade “inside trading pro-
hibited,” while others trade "“caveat emptor - insider trading not
prohibited.” But whatever the outcome, it is clear to me at icast,
that we ought to “'defend the undefendable’ inside tradcr becausc
the distinction between inside traders and others is a fallacious
one.

Every Man

Continued from page 6

1962 (in 4 volumes). (Deals with the nature of Israeli voluntaryism
and rejection of the monarchy.)

Harry Carroll Jr.(ed.) Volume |, THE DEVELOPMENT OF CIVILIZA-

FON. Glenview, ill.: Scott, Foresman and Co., 1969, p. 35. (Deals
with the Hebrew manner of interpreting history.)

Kevin Cullinane, varoius Freedom School presentations during
1986.

Jack Finnegan, LET MY PEOPLE GO, New York: Harper and Kow,
1963. See Chapter 7, especially pp. 90-93. (Dcals with the popula-
tion of the lsraeli tribes.)

Jacob Golub, ISRAEL IN CANAAN, Cincinnati: Union of American
Hebrew Congregations, 1930. See especially p. 233. (Deals with the
statist framework created by the Jewish monarchs.)

William A. Irwin, “The Hebrews” in H. and H. A. Frankfort, IN-
FTELLECTUAL ADVENTURE OF ANCIENT MAN, Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1946. See pages 303-359, especially pp. 323 and
359. (Deals with Hebrew interpretation of history and the contribu-
tions of Israeli culture to world civilizations.)

Murray Lee Newman Jr., THE PEOPLE OF THE COVENANT, A
STUDY OF ISRAEL FROM MOSES TO THE MONARCHY, Nashville: Ab-
ingdon Press, 1962. See especially p. 120. (Deals generally with the
stateless structure of the Hebrew tribes.)
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Fred's response to my P.P.S. was as follows:
Dear Carl:

I'm afraid our disagreement will play right into Wilson’'s hand,
since he likes to show how natural-law people disagree. However,
one of usis clearly in error, and a careful, logical discussion shoulid
show which one. -

Let’'s go back to the origin of natural moral law. Why does morali-
ty exist? Because human beings are creatures able to make reason-
ed choices, and are able to control their behavior in view of its ef-
fect on others. Morality thus presupposes a free choice over one’s
acts.

If, however, an act is compelled, then the rationale for morality
does not apply. If someone physically forces you to hold a knife and
enter it into someone’s body, killing him, you have exercised no
choice of will, and have therefore done no evil. The evil was com-
mitted by the one who forced you.

Once this principle is recognized, it follows that an act commit-
ted under threat is also not a free choice, and thus the moral
responsibility is lessened (depending on the degree of torce and the
alternalives). If someone were to say he would kill you if you did not
steal a dime from someone, and you knew for sure he would carry
out the threat, and there was no possibility of escaping it, then to
say that you are morally guilty of the theft is to say that you must
sacrifice your life for the most trivial sake of another (the victim of
the theft). But natural law does not require you to sacrifice your
life, and the agent responsible is the one who compelled the choice.

In general, if X gives Y the choice of committing B or else X will do
act A, where A results in greater harm, or substantial harm to Y,
then Y is not morally responsible if he does act B. This is correctly
recognized by laws in the United States (see “'Duress” below).

You wrote that the voluntaryist position is that each person is
always responsible for his own actions. This requires a person to be
a hero when faced with the threat of force. For example, if someone
threcatens to torture you or kill you unless you reveal information
which may harm others or violate some promise or contract you
made, voluntaryist principles require you to be silent and undergo
torture. Itis strange that a morality that says one need not sacrifice
onescll tor anolher would require one to sacrifice oneselfl when evil
is done to him.

If you say one is 'responsible” for one's actions, how is
“responsible” defined?

On your example, | dont think the Nazi doctors who experimented

on people in Nazi camps were forced to do so under threat of

death. If any were, then those who applied the force were indeed
morally responsible, not those forced to do the act.

In the case of the Mayor and the three partisans, Conchis would
not be morally wrong to take the three lives if he knew for sure that
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the Nazis would kill 300 otherwise, because his act is not a frec
choice. The rights of the 3 would be violated not by Conchis but by
the Nazis who made the threat.

Black’'s Law Dictionary, explaining “duress”, states that “One
who, under the pressure of an uniawful threat from another human
being to harm (or to harm a third person), conunits what would
otherwise be a crime may, under some circumstances, be justificd
in doing what he did and thus not be guilty of the crime in ques-
tion.” Thus | believe that not only logic. but common law and most
ethical philosophers are on my side. If the voluntaryist view difters,
I would like to see an explanation.

Best regards,
Fred

Reader comments are welcome.
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