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THE CATHOLICCHURCH’S
CONFUSED IDEASABOUT

STEALING

By Mark R. Crovelli
Likevirtudly al Christian denominations, theRoman
Catholic Church derivesitsmord philosophy invery large
part from the Decalogue; that is, the set of ten moral
precepts handed down from God to Mosesthat lay bare
themord responsbilitiesof man vis-a&vis God and other
men. The predominant position of the Decaloguein
Catholic mora philosophy wasestablished by Jesuswhen
he was asked “ Teacher, what good deed must | do, to
haveeternd life?’:
Totheyoung manwho asked thisquestion, Jesus
answersfirg by invoking thenecessity torecognize
God as the *One thereiswho isgood,” asthe
supreme Good and the source of al good. Then
Jesustellshim: ‘ If youwould enter life, keepthe
commandments.” And hecitesfor hisquestioner
the preceptsthat concernlove of neighbor: ‘ You
shall not kill, You shal not commit adultery, You
shall not steal, You shall not bear falsewitness,
Honor your father and mother.” Finaly Jesussums
upthesecommandmentspositively: * Youshdl love
your neighbor asyourself.” [1]

"Onceviolenceischosen asamethod, falsehood
becomesprinciple.”
- Attributed to Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn

Asthefoundation upon which Catholic morality very
heavily rests, the Catechism of the Catholic Church
(theofficid depogitory of Catholicdoctrine) unsurprisngly
devotes a large amount of space and energy to
explicating each of the Ten Commandments. In this
article, | takeissue with the Catechismof the Catholic
Church'streatment of the 71" commandment: “ You shall
not steal.” | arguethat, insofar asthe Catechismcan be
deemed to be representative of the general Catholic
position, the Catholic Church has devel oped extremely
confused, misleading, and often erroneousideas about
stealing. | arguethat the Church has sought to justify the
taking of property that directly contradictsthe straight-
forward prohibition against stealing delineated in the

Decdogue. | makethisargument inthehopethat Catholic
thinkersand writerswill A) take serioudy theideathat
taking men’sjustly-earned property without their consent
isalwaysgeding, and B) sand upfor thebillionsof people
who are persecuted by thisvillainousactivity.

The Definition of Sealing in the Catechism of the
Catholic Church

In order for Catholics, and Christiansin general, to
beableto abideby the 7in commandment, itisnecessary
for them to know, first and foremost, what the definition
of stealingis. For, quite obvioudly, in order to avoid
stealing in one's life, one must be able to clearly
discriminate between those actionsthat involve stealing
and those actions that do not. The Catechism of the
Catholic Church offersjust such adefinition of stealing
for Catholics:

The seventh commandment forbidstheft; that is

usurping another’s property against the

reasonablewill of theowner. Thereisno theft

if consent can be presumed or if refusal is

contrary to reason and the universal destination

of goods. Thisisthe casein obviousand urgent

necessity when the only way to provide for

immediate, essential needs (food, shelter,
clothing...) isto put at one' sdisposal and usethe

property of others. [2]

Althoughitisnot my primary intention to dissect and
critiquethisdefinition of stealing, it should be noted that
thisdefinitionisextremely ambiguousin anumber of
respects. Itisunclear, for example, whether the phrase
“reasonablewill” meanssimply therational consent of
theowner, or whether it meanswhat the property owner
ought to will. Similarly, the relevance of the phrase
“universal destination of goods’ isunclear, given Pope
Leo XI1I’sclear admonition that thisideacannot be used
to deny theright to private property:

Thefact that God gave thewhole human racethe

earth to use and enjoy cannot indeed in any

manner serve as an objection against private
possessions. For God issaid to have given the
earth to mankind in common, not because He
intended indiscriminateownership of it by al, but
because He assigned no part to anyonein owner-
ship, leaving thelimitsof private possessionsto
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AN OPENLETTERTO
ROBERT RINGER

October 26, 2008

Dear Robert Ringer,

Inthevery early 1980s, | taught aclassat the Free
University of JohnsHopkinsUniversity (Batimore, MD)
based on your book RESTORING THEAMERICAN
DREAM. A couple of years later | helped start THE
VOLUNTARYIST. Many of my writings can now be
found at www.voluntaryist.com.

| just read aseriesof articlesonwww.robertringer.com
comprising your “Core Beliefs” and don’t think your
criticismof purigt-libertariansiscorrect. In“ ThePrice of
Freedom” you writethat we purists“ arguethat atotally
free society can exist only in an atmosphere of anarchy,
but thisnotion conflictswith theredity that civilization
cannot exist without a generally accepted code of
conduct.” Onthecontrary, Murray Rothbard in hisbook
FOR A NEW LIBERTY (NY: Macmillan, 1973),
pointed out that a libertarian society would have a
generally accepted legal codethat would be established
on the basis of the self-ownership axiom and non-
aggression principle. Much of the English common law
and law merchant are examples of customary law (as
opposed to statutory law). See hisdiscussion of “Law
and the Courts,” pages 234-243. | believe most free
market anarchistswould agreewith him.

Later, in your same essay you refer to the great
paradox of freedom: that in order to prevent somewitha
distorted sense of freedom from trampling thefreedom of
others “to one extent or another freedom must be
restricted.” Your further commentsin your essay “The
Surviva of Western Civilization” lead meto believethat
you now support compulsory taxation and coercive
government because government isneeded to“ protect
itscitizensfrom aggression, both domesticand foreign.”
Your justification for government implies an “ either-
or” dternative: either government protectsusfrom our

enemiesor wewill haveno protectionat al. Thisisfase:
if therewere no government, wewould still have self-
protection, and, furthermore, the specidization of labor
on the free market would result in individuals or
organizationsthat sell protection services. They might
not provide perfect protection; but then neither does
government.

Furthermore, isn't taxation at odds with the self-
ownership axiom and principle of non-aggression?At
thevery least, those of uswho do not want to contribute
to the United States Treasury should not beforced to do
s0. Whatever amount the Treasury can collect voluntarily,
the government should use to provide whatever
protection that amount will buy. (Asan aside, | might
ask, what evidence is there that government can do a
satisfactory job providing protection? Whenever an
organi zation becomes acoercive, monopolistic service
provider, the quality and/or quantity of its service
deteriorates. Asyou know, thereisno incentivefor such
an organizationto pleaseits customersbecause they have
no option but to deal withit.)

The issue is not whether we, as self-responsible
human beings, need protection or not, any morethan the
issueiswhether we, as self-responsible beings, require
food, shelter, and clothing. Of course, weneed all of these
things. The question that dividesusis: HOW areweto
provide ourselves with food, shelter, clothing, and
protection?Are some of usto beforced to providethese
goods and services to others? Are we to be forced to
deal with acoercivemonopolist? Do thesethingsrequire
1) amonopoly of coercion over agiven territory, and
2) support viacompul sory taxation? Or may werely upon
voluntary effortsto furnish ourselveswith food, shelter,
clothing, and protection? For themost part, werely upon
voluntaryism for our food, shelter and clothing. Just
because government does not take charge and provide
them for us, doesnot mean that we must do without them.
Why isprotection any different?

Theproblemwith our civilizationisthat it does not
Seeany contradiction between thegenerally accepted rule
againg steding, and taxation. Themark of atruly civilized
society should bethe*triumph of persuasion over force.”
| believeour civilizationwill destroy itself and disappear
if it continues to rely on coercion and government
protection (so-called). What do you think?

Sincerdly,

Carl Watner
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continued from page 1

befixed by theindustry of menand theingtitutions

of peoples. Yet, however the earth may be

apportioned among private owners, it does not

cease to serve the common interest of all,
inasmuchasnoliving being issustained except by

what thefieldsbring forth. [ 3]

My objection to the Catechism’s treatment of
stealing goes much deeper than mere quibbling over
phraseology. Indeed, itismy contention that thereisan
absolutefailureto consistently apply the standardsfor
stealing asdelineated in this definition throughout the
Catechism. Specifically, thereisan utter failureto apply
the standardsfor stealing to those people who work for
the Sate. While the Catechism appliesthe criteriafor
stealing quite consistently to ordinary people, it doesnot
apply those criteria to presidents, prime ministers,
congressmen, police officers, tax collectors, bureaucrats
and every other person who livesoff of tax money.
It’'sNot Sealing if the Sate Does It

When discussing the actions of peoplewho arenot
employed by the state, the Catechism of the Catholic
Church appliesitsdefinition of stealing quite consistently.
Thus, wefind acondemnation of “any form of unjustly
taking and keeping the property of others’ asaviolation
of the 7 commandment. [4] Similarly, the Catechism
admonishes those who have stolen goods to make
restitution to the goods' rightful owner: “In virtue of
commutative justice, reparation for injustice
committed requirestherestitution of stolen goodstotheir
owner.” [5]

When it comestothe actions of peopleemployed by
the state, however, the Catechism makes a variety of
excusesfor state empl oyeesto take property without the
consent of theowner. Infact, theideaadvancedinthe
Catechismisthat when the people employed by the state
take private property without the consent of the owners,
(e.g., tax them), they are not stealing. Though the
Catechismdoes not explicitly state that taxation isnot
stedling, it doesneverthe essstatethat

Submissionto authority and co-respong bility for

the common good makeit morally obligatory to

pay taxes... . [6]

And

It is unjust not to pay the social security

contributionsrequired by legitimateauthority. [ 7]
Taken aone, these admonishments do not necessarily
imply that taxation is not stealing. They do have this
necessary implication, however, when they are coupled
with another central tenet of Catholic, and indeed all
Chrigtian, mordity; namely, the duty to disobey the state

whenitslawsare contrary to those of God: “We must
obey God rather than Men” (Acts5:29). With respect to
thistenet of Catholic morality, the Catechismexplicitly
enjoins Catholics to refuse to obey the state when its
actionsare contrary to thelawsof God:
Thedtizenisobligedinconsciencenct tofollow the
directivesof civil authoritieswhenthey arecontrary
to the demands of the moral order, to the funda-
mental rights of persons or the teachings of the
Gospd. Refusing obediencetodvil authorities, when
their demandsare contrary to those of an upright
conscience, findsitsjudtificationinthedigtinction
between serving God and serving the political
community. ‘ Render thereforeto Caesar thethings
that are Caesar’s, and to God the thingsthat are
God's” “Wemust obey God rather thanmen.’ [8]

“Rightisright, though nobody isright, andwrongis
wrong though everyoneiswrong.”

- Msgr. Fulton Sheen, THE CATHOLIC
WORKER, May 1943.

(Note herethat the Catechismdoesnot say that citizens
aremerely permitted to disobey thecivil authority when
its demands are contrary to the moral code; rather, it
statesplainly that citizensare* obliged in conscience’
to disobey.)

Putting these two ideas together, we see that the
Catechism commands Catholics to disobey the state
when its laws run counter to those of God, but it also
explicitly commands Catholics to pay their taxes and
social security “contributions.” The necessary
implication hereisthat when the state takes money away
from peopleagainst their will, th| sisnot aviolation of
God'slaw—specifically, the 7" commandment. For,
if taxation was deemed to be aform of stealing, (and,
thus, aviolation of the 7t commandment), Catholics
would be conscience-bound to opposeit on principleand
refuseto pay taxeswhenever possible. Theunavoidable
conclusion to be drawn here is that, according to the
Catechism of the Catholic Church, it's not stealing if
the state doesit.

Theft is Theft—Even if the State Does I t

As was just seen, the Catechism of the Catholic
Church takesthe position that when people employed
by the state take property without the consent of the
owner, thisis not aform of stealing. | would like to
suggest that thisis not the position that should betaken
by a Christian church that takes the Decalogue asthe
foundation for itsmoral code. The 7! commandment is
explicitinitsprohibition of theft, and it does not make
exceptionsfor peoplewho work for the state.
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In order to see why taxation is indeed a form of
gedling, dl that isnecessary istorecognizethat all people
pay their taxestothe stateinvoluntarily. Thisistrue, quite
smply, becauseall peoplepay their taxesonly inorder to
avoid the punishmentsthat are put in place by the state
for thosewho refuseto obey. | will have several more
observationsto make about thefact that taxation istheft,
but what istruly morally relevantissmply that taxesare
paidtothe stateinvoluntarily. Theinvoluntary nature of
taxation can be seeninthevery meaning of theword. As
CharlesAdamshasnoted inthisregard:

Thesmilarity between tax collectorsand robbers

isasofoundinthebas c meaning behind theword

‘taxation,” which meansforced exaction. Taxes

arenot debts, despitethefact that wecarelesdy

refer tothem assuch. Theprincipleof fair value
received—which is the basis for a legally
enforceable debt—hasno placein atax dispute.

A tax isowed because agovernment ordersit to

bepaid. Nothing elseisrequired. [9]

It matters not, moreover, that the state claims to
provide* services’ inexchangefor themoney it extracts
fromitssubjects. Thisistrue, quitesmply, becauseif the
state must threaten its subjectswith severe penaltiesin
order to get itssubjectsto fork over their money for its
“sarvices,” thesubjectsclearly don't vauethose services
very much. Sony doesnot haveto threatenitscustomers
withlongjail sentencesinthe company of rapistsand
murderers in order to sell its newest hi-definition
televisions, because it provides aproduct that at |east
some people are voluntarily willing to purchase. The
state, on the other hand, does literally threaten to
incarcerateitssubjectsif they refuseto hand over their
money—and indeed doesincarcerate themif they fail
to pay; a measure that would be unnecessary if the
so-called “services’ it claimsto provide were actually
valued by itssubjects. It issimply not the case, in short,
that subjects of a government pay their taxes in an
attempt to purchase“ services’ that they either want or
need. AsH.L. Mencken has sardonically observedin
this respect, the intelligent man does not pay his
taxes believing that he has thereby purchased a
vauableservice.

Guard againgt fal se prophetswho cometoyouin
sheep’sclothing, but invariably areravenouswol ves.
Youwill know them by their fruits.

- Matthew 7:15-16

The intelligent man, when he pays his taxes,
certainly does not believe that heis making a
prudent and productive investment of his

money; onthe contrary, hefeelsthat heisbeing

mulcted in an excessiveamount for servicesthat,

in the main, are useless to him, and that, in

substantial part, are downright inimical to him.

Hemay be convinced that apoliceforce, say, is

necessary for the protection of his life and

property, and that an army and navy safeguard
himfrom being reduced to davery by somevague
foreign kaiser, but even so heviewsthesethings
asextravagantly expensve—heseesineventhe
most essential of them an agency for making it
easier for the exploiters constituting the
government to rob him. In those exploiters
themsel ves he has no confidence whatever. He
sees them as purely predatory and useless; he
believesthat he gets no more net benefit from
their vast and costly operationsthan hegetsfrom
the money helendsto hiswife’'sbrother. They
condtituteapower that tandsover him congtantly,
ever dertfor new chancesto squeezehim. If they
could do so safely they would strip him to his
hide. If they leavehimanythingat al, itissmply
prudentialy, asafarmer |leavesahen someof her

eggs. [10]

Just astaxesarenot voluntary paymentsin returnfor
services rendered, they are also not voluntary
“contributions’ intendedto hdp*“thecommongood.” This
is a critical point, because, as was seen above, the
Catechism carelessly refersto social security taxesas
“contributions.” It is appropriate to use the term
“contribution” whenreferring to avoluntary donation to,
say, aBoy Scout candy drive. Itis, however, completely
inappropriateto usethe term to describe social security
taxes—or any other tax. Inthefirst place, aswasjust
seen, subjects are not given achoice about whether to
makethisso-caled*“contribution.” Onthecontrary, they
aresmply ordered to pay acertainamount or faceastint
injail. More often than not, moreover, the money the
state desires is ssimply deducted from the subject’s
paycheck before he hasachanceto even hold hisown
hard-earned money in hishands. The subject can hardly
besaidto havemadea“ contribution” whenhismoney is
extracted even before it makesitsway into his hands.
Thisisto say nothing of therather large number of people
who view government socia security schemesasnothing
more than inherently bankrupt Ponzi schemes on a
massive scale. It would be compl etely disingenuousto
claim that those peoplewould be making “ contributions’
to a program they despise and view as criminally
insolvent. Inlike manner, wewould hardly usetheword
“contribution” to describe tax money that isforcefully
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extracted from American Catholicsto be used for state-
funded abortions. Catholicsdo not want to voluntarily
fund abortions, but, because taxes (and, yes, socid
security payments as well) are compulsory and thus
involuntary, they have no choiceinthe matter.

It would be uselessto object at thispoint that people
do ultimately consent to taxation, at least in democracies,
becausethey aregiventheright tovote. Toview voting as
anact of consent to the state’ staxing powerswould beto
radically misinterpret what actualy happenswhen people
vote. AsA. John Smmonshas pointed out, votingisonly
an action that expresses preference—it by nomeanscan
be assumed to imply consent to taxation, or eventothe
existenceof the state:

[W]ewould do well to remember that votingis

often away not of consenting to something, but

only of expressing apreference. If thestategives
agroup of condemned prisoners the choice of
being executed by firing squad or by lethal
injection, anddl of themvotefor firing squad, we
cannot conclude from this that the prisoners
thereby consent to being executed by firing squad.

They do, of course, choose this option; they

goproveof it, but only inthesensethat they prefer

it to the other option. They consent to neither

option, despising both. Voting for acandidatein

a democratic election sometimes has a

depressingly smilar dructure. Thegtateoffersyou

achoiceamong candidates (or perhapsitis“the
people” who make the offer), and you choose
one, hoping to make the best of abad situation.

Youthereby expressa preference, approve of

that candidate (over the others), but consent to

theauthority of noone. [11]

These consderations bring usback to the definition
of stealing contained in the Catechism of the Catholic
Church. Recall that the Catechismdefinesas stealing,
(and thus proscribes as violations of the 7
commandment), those actions that usurp “another’s
property against the reasonable will of the owner.” |
havethusfar argued that taxation isnecessarily nothing
more than the usurpation of people’s property without
their consent on amassive scal e, becausetaxpayershand
over their money only in order to avoid being sent to
prison—or worse, in some cases. | have put forth
evidenceinsupport of . Augustine’ sfamousrhetorica
question, “what arekingdomsbut gangsof criminalsona
largescd €?What are crimina gangsbut petty kingdoms?”
| haveargued, in short, that taxationisstealing, andisthus
proscribed by the 7t commandment. The remainder of
this section will be devoted to two objections to the

ideathat taxation istheft that could be made using the
Catechism of the Catholic Church.

Objection 1: People Ought to Want to Pay Taxesfor
“the Common Good”

Thefirst objectionthat could beraisedisthat taxation
isnot stealing because people ought to want to support
“thecommon good” by paying money tothe state. This
objection asks usto make agigantic leap of faith with
regard to the state; namely, that the stateisan institution
that actually actsfor “thecommongood.” Unfortunately,
thereisnot ashred of truthtothisidea. Infact, wewould
probably be closer to the mark if wewereto arguethe
reverse; namdly, that the stateisan ingtitutioninexorably
opposed to “thecommon good” of mankind.

“[N]ever before have so many Americansin
all classes of society depended so heavily on
government. (Taxes to support government
spending now consume 40 percent of atypical
American family’searnings. Put another way, the
average American family works about three
hours aday for tax collectors.)”

- John Harmon McElroy, AMERICAN BELIEFS
(1999), pp. 223-224.

In order to see why thisis the case, let us take a
closer look a how effectivethetax-funded state hasbeen
at protecting and promoting “the common good” of
mankind over just the past hundred years. During just the
last hundred yearsthe various states of theworld have
managed to accomplish thefollowing, (and, mind you,
thisisavery partid list):

® Fight two World Warsfunded through taxation that
resulted inmillionsof desths, the destruction of scoresof
citiesin Europe and Japan, and thetotal impoverishment
of many millionsof other people

® Fight scores of other, bloody inter-state and civil
warsfunded through taxation

® Murder, in cold blood, approximately 170
million of their own innocent subjects, as R.J. Rummel
hasdocumented [12]

® Enginesr, utilizing tax money, atomic weaponsthat
threaten thevery existence of human beingson Earth, and
even go sofar asto usethemoninnocent civilians

® |ncarceratetensof millionsof peoplefor either dave
labor (e.g.,intheU.S.S.R.), or for other trivial reasons
(eg., drugs,intheU.S)
® Enter into murderous agreements to limit trade
(e.g., Irag) and banned theuseof DDT inmdariadtricken
parts of the world, costing millions of lives. The
enforcement of thebansbeing funded through taxation, of
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course.
It would takeeither atruly utopian or truly historically
blind mind to think that the tax-funded state hasbeen an
instrument for “the common good” over thelast hundred
years. The Catechism defines “the common good” as
“thesum total of social conditionswhich alow people,
ether asgroupsor asindividuds, toreach their fulfillment
morefully and more easily.” [13] Unlessthe Catholic
Church thinksman findshisfulfillment in murder, itis
hard tofathomthat the state could be blindly presumedto
be an instrument of “the common good.” Moreover, it
seems hard to condemn those who, recognizing these
colossal historical facts about states in the twentieth
century, might refuseto pay thetaxesthat fund thesecrimes.
Evenif it weretrue, moreover, that people ought to
want to pay money to the statein order to promote“the
common good,” thiswould by no meansimply that the
people employed by the state have aright to take money
from peopleby forceif they do not want to pay. Indeed,
it would be agigantic non sequitur to concludethat the
state hasaright to usurp peopl €' sproperty without their
consent merely because“they ought towant to.” Aswas
just seen, the claim that peopl e ought to want to support
these murderousingtitutionsisitsalf extremey dubious,
but evenif it weretruethat the state was an instrument
solely for supporting “the common good,” how could this
bea coherent moral justificationfor threateningtojail
peoplewho chose not to pay?As Carl Watner incisively
pointsout inthisregard:
Insteed of threstening recacitrant citizenswithjail,
educatethemtotheir civic duties. Demonstrate
why they ought to contributeto their government.
Threatening them with force is not a way to
convincethem. They ought to beleft dloneand
denied whatever government servicesthey are
unwilling to pay for. And if the supporters of
government are still unableto collect enoughin
taxesto support theamount of government they
deem necessary, then they ought to dig deeper
into their own pockets. Thefact that government
isa“good cause’ isnojustification for stealing
fromor killingthosewho refuseto supportit. This
iswhat | call the Christian way of dealing with
thosewho refuseto pay. [ 14]
Theclaim that people ought to want to support the state
by no means offers a cogent moral exception to the
Decdogue sexplicit and smple proscription: “ You shdl
not steal.”
Objection 2: Only Some SatesareEvil
The second objection | wishto consider totheidea
that taxationisstealing (andisthus proscribed by the 7ih

commandment), hasto do with theideathat only some
statesact inwaysthat areevil, while othersdo not. This
objection arises in the Catechism from the idea that
authority comesfrom God, and can be exercised either
legitimetely orillegitimately:
Authority isexercised legitimately only whenit
seeksthe common good of the group concerned
andif itemploysmordly licit meansto attainit. If
rulerswereto enact unjust lawsor take measures
contrary to themoral order, such arrangements
would not bebinding in conscience. [15]

"Taxes, even when authorized by the public

[authorities], areaviolation of property ... atheft.”
- J. B. Say, TRAITE D'ECONOMIE POLITIQUE
(1841), p. 136, quoted in Edward Stringham (ed.),

ANARCHY AND THE LAW (2007), p. 394.

An gppedl to so-caled “legitimate authority” cannot,
however, offer acogent argument against theideathat
taxation is stealing. On the contrary, as | have argued
elsewhere, the appeal to authority isactually question
beggingif itisusedtojustify taxation:

Thefdlback position of Catholic socid teaching,

when confronted with these sobering factsabout

the state asanecessarily coerciveingitution, has

been to affirm that there exists a difference

between so-called ‘proper’ or ‘legitimate’
authority and wrongfully employed authority. ...

Theproblemwiththissort of argumentisthatitis

amost stupefyingly question begging. It would be

one thing to assert that God has bestowed
different giftson people, and that some men are
blessed by God withthe gift of leadership, while
othersarenat; itisquiteanother thing, however,
to deducefromthisthat somemenaregiventhe
right by God to impresstheir will ontheir less-
fortunate neighbors, take a portion of their
neighbors income by threateningtojail or kill
them if they refuse to obey, and impress their
neighborsinto military service, jury duty, or any

other servicefor that matter. [ 16]

It is important to note, moreover, that the
Catechismexplicitly assertsthat authorities may only
employ “moraly licitmeans’ to attain the common good.
Giventhis, and thefact that stealingisnot amoraly licit
meansfor Chrigians, any referenceto legitimateauthority
asajudtification for taxation isbadly question begging.
[17]

Thesmplefact of thematter isthat all modern states
derivetheir funding by threatening peoplewith harmif
they refuseto pay. And, asMurray Rothbard observed,
sncetaxationisdefinitionaly synonymouswith steding, it
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ishard to fathom that any tax-funded, self-proclaimed
ruler could besaidto be*legitimate.”

All other persons and groups in society
(except for acknowledged and sporadic
criminals such as thieves and bank robbers)
obtaintheir incomevoluntarily: either by selling
goodsor servicesto theconsuming public, or by
voluntary gift (e.g., membership in aclub or
association, bequest, or inheritance). Only the
State obtains its revenue by coercion, by
threatening dire penalties should the income
not beforthcoming. That coercionisknown as
‘taxation,” dthoughinlessregularized epochsit
wasoftenknown as‘tribute.” Taxationistheft,
purely and smply, eventhoughitistheft onagrand
and colossal scale which no acknowledged
criminascould hopeto match. [18]

“Only thelnternal Revenue Service couldinvent
the oxymoron ‘ voluntary compliance’ to promotethe

collection of federa revenueswithout coercion.”
- Jim Russell

Concluson

The purpose of thisarticleissimply to remind the
Catholic Churchthat thefoundationsfor itsethica system
lie in the Decalogue. The 7ih commandment in the
Decd ogueoffersastraightforward condemnation of the
taking of peopl€e’s property without their consent. The
commandment does not offer exceptions, suchas*You
shdl not stedl, except for old age Ponzi schemes,” or “You
shall not steal, unlessyou work for agroup that hasan
anthemandaflag.”

The question of taxation is of profound moral
importancein the modern world. The peoplewho work
for modern states have enriched themselvesand armed
themselvesto the point where they have becomeapro-
found menaceto the very existence of the Earth and the
people who occupy it. Their riches are acquired by
taking money and property away fromordinary people,
without their consent, and by threateningtojail themif
they refuseto pay. Itisof novaueto either Catholicsor
people generaly, for the Catholic Church to turn a
romantic eyetoward the state wishing and hoping that it
will become an agent for “the common good,” while
modern states continueto rob and murder their way into
the history books. The Christian virtue of prudencein
fact demandsthat weview theworld for what itis, with
clear visonand hopeful resolve.

Itisalso of no valueto the world for the Catholic
Churchtotry totrivializethe moral question of taxation
by comparing it to abortion, and concluding that, since

murder isworse than stealing, we must first deal with
abortion before turning to taxation. As Saint Bernardino
of Sennanotedinastory about &. Francisof Assig, the
sheer magnitude of theft in this world makes it a
paramount concern of Chrigtians:

Oneday, asSaint Franciswastraveling througha

city, ademon-possessed person gppeared infront
of him and asked: “What istheworst sininthe

world?’ Saint Francisanswered that homicideis

theworst. But the demon replied that therewas

onesin still worsethan homicide. Saint Francis

then commanded: “By God'svirtue, tell mewhich

sin is worse than homicide!” And the devil

answered that having goods that belong to

someone else is a sin worse than homicide

becauseit isthissin which sendsmore peopleto

hell than any other. [19]
Taxation occurs on such a massive magnitude in the
modernworld that it is perhapsthe most consequential
mora question of our time. Andthe Catholic Church, if it
wishesto remainfaithful to Jesus admonishment that we
obey the commandments, must cometo recognlzethat
taxation is stealing, and is thus proscribed by the 7t

commandment. V]
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Spending Other People’s Money:
A Simple Explanation
July 21, 2008

Mr. Ernest S. Christian, Executive Director
Center for Strategic Tax Reform

800 Connecticut Avenue NW # 705
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Mr. Christian:

In looking over some old WALL STREET
JOURNALS, | recently came across your article,
“Stupidity and the State,” (June 7-8, 2008, p. A9). You
cite examplesof waste, |0ss, inconsistent policies, and
inadequate balancing of costsvs. benefits, and conclude
that *“Washington never learnsfromitsmistakes.”

I would like to offer asimple explanation of why
agentsof the State act thisway.

Thelarge mgority of government revenues comes
from taxation of one sort or another. Taxes are a
compulsory levy upon the citizens of a government.
Generally, if youdon't pay, you either endupinjail or
haveyour property confiscated, or both.

Consequently, when government officia sdisbursethe
taxescollected, they are* spending other people’ smoney,”
which the government revenue agents have coercively
collected. Inshort, taxes collected represent stolen money.

How careful would you be if you had nearly
unlimited accessto other people’'s money, to spend as
you pleased?Bothindividudly and ingtitutionally, nearly
every connection between cost and consequence,

between responsibility and authority, and between
ownership and stewardship are broken when the
government “ collects’ taxes and then spends someone
else’'smoney onitsown projects.

When Coca Cola markets a new product, and the
product failsto achieve customer acceptance, wedon't
call its attempt “stupid.” We simply observe that the
product could not secure enough voluntary acceptance
on the part of customers to survive. As you know
government programsdon’t operate thisway because
taxes, not voluntary payment, aretheir essence.

You probably disagree, but | concludethat the State
will awaysremain stupid solong asit isan organization
that survivesby using coercion. Stupidity and abuse of
power areinherent initsform, which is dependent on
taxation. Spending other people’'smoney without their
permissionis clearly aviolation of the commandment
“thou shall not stedl.” Why arewe, asasociety, soblind
that wedon’t recognize the obvious?

Sincerdly,

Carl Watner

“[W]hen any body of men have the power of
collecting money from the people, and to be
accountableto nobody for it, and have at the same
time power to makewar or peace, then that body of
men having that power once established, havethe
peopleunder the greatest bondagethat it ispossible
toexpress.”

- A Lover of Liberty in the Providence,
RI GAZETTE, Jan 25, 1783. Quoted in RHODE
ISLAND HISTORY (1949), p. 8
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