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If You Have aTool, You'll Probably Use It:
On the Evolution of Tax-Supported Schools
in Certain Parts of the United Sates

By Carl Watner
[EDITOR S NOTE: Footnotes to this article are
available at www.voluntaryist.com]

In 2008, | discovered a two-volume set of books
entitted UNIVERSAL EDUCATION IN THE SOUTH
(1936) by Charles Dabney. The author was the son of
Reverend Robert Lewis Dabney (1820- 1898), who had
been aprofessor at the Union Theological Seminary in
Richmond and wasespecialy well-known for hisattacks
on government education in 1876. Volume I, which
covered "From the Beginning to 1900," was so
fascinating that | purchased my own used copy and
began research on therise of tax-supported schooling.

Asthe sub-title of thisarticleindicates, it does not
relateto the activities of such people asHorace Mann,
Calvin Stowe, and otherswho "imported' the Prussian
model of government schoolsinto other partsof theUnited
States. That has been dealt with elsewhere, such asin
Samuel L. Blumenfeld's IS PUBLIC EDUCATION
NECESSARY ?(1981). Dabney pointsout, "theideaof
free universal education waspractically unknowninthe
countriesfromwhichtheearly settlerscame, andit devel-
oped very slowly inAmerica." [1] Wheredid thisidea
that schools should befunded by the government (inthe
Southernstates)  originate, and how didlocal Southern
governments  overcometheir citizenry'snatural reluc-
tanceto pay taxesto support them? The purpose of this
articleisto shed somelight ontheanswersto these ques-
tions, and to quote some of the rhetoric used to convince
Southernersthat taxation wasin their best interests, and
that they should rely upon governments, rather than vol-
untaryism,to direct theeducation of their children.

In early American colonia history, the formal
provision of education wasprimarily afunction reserved
to thewealthy and upper classes of society. Among the
lower classes, it wascommon for parentsand ministers
to supply therudimentsof learning. It wasnot until after
the Revolutionary War that a major societal concern
surfaced regarding education. Among the constitutions of
the original thirteen states, only North Carolina's and
Pennsylvanias mentioned the subject, authorizing the
establishment of at |east one school in each county, "with
such salariesto the masters, paid by the public.” At that
time, education was certainly not cons dered afunction of
the national government. Therewasno mention of the
subject in either the Declaration of Independence or the

federal Constitution. Here was an opportunity for

voluntaryismto haveflourished. AsDabney wrote:

A great advancein educational enterprisesof a
private and ecclesiastical character followed [the
Revolution]. The wealthy established private
schools. Academies and collegeswere started
wherever afew pupilscould begathered together

and teachersfound. A new idedl of educationwas

inthemaking, but universal education at public

cog, asapractica possibility, wasstill undreamed
of.[2]

Perhaps the first well-known personage in this
country to broach theideaof "freg’ government-provided
schooling for al studentswas Thomas Jefferson. In 1779,
he presented his"Bill for the More Genera Diffusion of
Knowledge" totheVirginiaL egidature. Thebill provided
for three years of elementary school training for al
children, richand poor (though dave childrenwould have
been excluded). Although M assachusettsclaimsto have
enacted thefirst public school law inAmericain 1647, in
New England public education was considered a
function of thechurch, whileinVirginiaand therest of the
South it was considered a function of the state. [3]
Jefferson'sview wasthat " The state must providefor the
education of al itscitizensand thisit should do through
loca agencies.” [4]

To show the progression of thisideaof "universal
education at state expense for al" over the next one
hundred years, we need to |ook no further than John B.
Minor'sINSTITUTESOF COMMONAND STATUTE
LAW, publishedin 1876. According to Minor,

There are but four modes of general education

possible- namely:

1. Every parent may be left to provide for his

children suchinstruction as he can, without the

government concerningitself therewith.

2. Thegovernment may undertaketo assist the

indigent alone, leaving therest of thecommunity

to shift for themselves.

3. Thegovernment may give partial aidtoall,

leaving each some additional expense, much or

little, to bear, in the shape of tuition fee, or
otherwise.

4. Thegovernment may provide, at thecommon

expense, for the complete dementary ingtruction

of dl classes, just asit providesfor the protection

of dl.[5]

Thetwo basi ¢ assumptionsembraced by theideaof
universal public schoolswere: 1) "that educationisa

(continued on page 3)
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R. C. Hoiles Revisited
[Editor’s Note: Raymond Cyrus (R. C.) Hoiles (1878-
1970) was the founder of the Freedom Chain of
newspapers. For more than 35 years, in conversations,
columns, and editorials, he stated his belief that
human beings can enjoy happier and more prosperous
lives where force and threats of force are absent from
human relations. Although he started out as a supporter
of limited government, he evolved into an able
proponent of voluntaryism. One of his pet themes was
the separation of Sate and education. For many years,
he had a standing offer of $ 500 for any school
superintendent in areas where his papers were
published. He challenged public school officials to
explain to him how State schools accorded with the
Golden Rule. He was never seriously taken up on his
offer. Hoiles also opposed the internment of Japanese-
American citizens during World War 1l. He began as a
printer’s devil and operated 20 newspapers by the time
he died. He presented a rare mixture of worldly
practicality and principle, which marked him as a
philosophical businessman. “ A man should be free to
make his own decisions,” he used to say, “ and to learn
from his mistakes and to profit when his choice was
wise and correct.” The following was reprinted from
an unsigned editorial in the Colorado Springs
GAZETTE-TELEGRAPH, July 11, 1972, p. 6-A, and is
offered to our readers in the spirit of recognizing one
of the unsung heroes of the 20th Century libertarian
movement. For further information see an article by R.
C. in THE VOLUNTARYIST, Whole No. 17 (“ Unlimited
Voluntary Exchanges,”) and “ To Thine Own Self Be
True: The Story of Raymond Cyrus Hoiles and his
Freedom Newspapers,” in Whole No. 18.]

Sincethedeath of R. C. Hoiles(head of the Freedom
Newspapersgroup), we have encountered asurprising
number of individua swho havevolunteered such remarks
as, “Well, | used to think Hoileswasall wrong with the
trend of events, I’ ve about changed my mind;” “Hoiles
wasmuch closer toredlity thanmany folksgavehim credit.
Someof hispositionsevoked emotional antagonism but
the passing of time is proving him more and more
correct;” “By God, he saw it coming. With government
taxesconsuming closeto hdf of everything produced, who
canarguewith hiswarning?’

It would have been out of character for R. C. (as

associatesand friends called him), to have said, “| told
you so,” for hismotivewas never to be proven correct,
but rather to stimulate peopleto seefor themselvesthe
consequencesof ever-expanding government.

One can go back to the days when he authored a
signed column, from about 1935 until the 1950’s, and
find repeated warnings about the approaching leviathan
date. Even prior toWorldWer 11, hecontinually explained
the dangers of government deficits, pointing out that
theinevitableresult would be expanding credit to finance
the deficitswith resulting inflation. Asmore and more
thefederal government incurred deficitsand financed
itself by, in effect, repudiating its debt with inflation,
R. C. warned that this “painless’ sleight-of-hand,
continued indefinitely, would givebirth to amonster that
could collapsethenation.

R. C.’smost controversia position related to what
he thought would be theinevitabl e (he alwaysthought
of consequencesinthelong run) effect of government
schooling the young. This was wildly distorted as
being “against teachers’ and against “people of little
means’ and an endlesslist of other emotional reactions
that begged hispoints, whichwere:

1. Thecontrol of the schoolswould inexorably drift
away from the “local control” concept to more
centralized government control as the local units
obtained funds from the larger government units. (As
the state government offers more subsidy to the local
school district, it demands more control. Then come
federal fundsand a so the control attending such grants.)
It would beillogical to concludethat once gaining this
power, it would not teach that big government is the
primary source of virtueand truthin order to perpetuate
itsdf.

2. Thefoundation of asound social order isrooted
firmly in moral and ethical education, rather than
training, and the government must by naturefollow one
of two courses: (a) neutrality because of differing
views on what is sound moral and ethical readlity; or
(b) the advocating of views which are offensive to
some individuals who are forced to submit their
children and/or pay to support such views. This
dilemmawasanswered largely by assuming astance of
neutrality which tends to produce children who have
little or no basic philosophy of life unless obtained
elsawhere. Theresult hasbeen areversal of some2,000
years of educational philosophy which held that
education was primarily for the purpose of inculcating
arational morality. Whether or not our present erais
reaping theresult of thiscould bedisputed, but thereare
more and more peoplewho sense somethingisserioudy
wrong with thegrounding of theyoung.

Again, this was not meant to imply that the
people - who manned the government school system -

Page 2

3rd Quarter 2010



were“failing” intheir job, but rather that their job just
did not include and could not by itsnatureincludethis
preeminent phase of a child's rearing. The ancients
well understood that the founding of achildinasound
morality isan almost full-time endeavor, with the most
important place the educationa process.

Further, he held it wasjust el ementary justice that
no one should be forced to support an educational
systeminwhich hedid not believe, making noditinction
between thisand forcing peopleto support areligion they
did not advocate.

Another postionwhich R. C. clungtotenacioudy was
that it wasimmoral (inthe sense of being out of harmony
with natural order) for thegovernment to tax somepeople
for thebenefit of other people. Call it welfare, subsidies,
government sanctioned or encouraged monopolies, al
these effortswerefor the purpose of “robbing Peter to
pay Paul.” These are distributions of wealth on an
involuntary basis and create consequences that in the
long run are inimical to everyone, particularly the
beneficiariesof the* booty.”

R. C.ranit by thudly: if itisimmoral for A and B,
asindividuals, to gang up on C and take hiswealth by
force, it is wrong for A and B to delegate to the
government as their agent the right to rob C and split
the loot with them. This was another way of saying
what Mr. Jefferson meant when he contended “thesame
justiceisowed fromamillion to onethat isowed from
onetoamillion.”

More and more we witness the government
becoming, as has been said, “an illusion by which
everyoneendeavorsto live at the expense of everybody
else,” one out of six civilian employees is on the
government payroll and by 1980 thisratiois supposed
todroptooneinfour.

Wherewill dl thisend?

One answer, possibly not far from the truth, is.
“Andthefal of Romewasmighty!”

But then, R. C. always held that the powers of
regeneration are unbelievably great and that
eventually men will understand the folly of forcing
their fellow-man tolabor to their advantage just because
they havethe political power to enforce such an action.

AsR. C. would say, “It took men thousands and
thousands of years to understand the folly of chattel
davery anditisgoing to take quite aspell to get people
to understand that it isjust asdisastrous, inthelong run,
to bethedaveof anal-powerful government.”

"Theworst |esson compul sory government schools
teach [itsstudents] at an early ageisthat it'sokay to

rob at gun point from othersto solveyour problems.”
- Sormy Mon, IMAGINE FREEDOM (1999), p. 47.

If You HaveaTool, You'll Probably Uselt

continued from page 1

function of the State rather than afamily or parental
obligation;" and 2) "that the Sate hastheright and power
to raise by taxation" the funds required to adequately
support the schools. [6] Some of the principal
impedi mentsto theimplementation of theseideaswere )
the general public's dislike of taxation; 2) parental
rejection of theideathat the State should beresponsible
for their offspring; and 3) the humiliation attached to the
ideathat their children would be attending "free" public
schools. (Hitherto, only the poorest of the poor would
accept government handouts.) [ 7]

Minor'sanaysisreveal sthat the opening wedge of
government involvement in education waslegislation
regarding orphansand indigent children. Althoughin both
England and its colonies it was common for wealthy
benefactors to endow charity schools for the poor,
government legidation required that the overseersof the
poor obtain an order from their county court to place
those children likely to become aburden to the parish
(such as beggars, orphans, paupers, and illegitimate
children) into apprenticeships. [8] Masterswerenot only
responsiblefor teaching their chargesatrade, but were
obligated toinstruct their apprenticesin reading, writing,
andcommonarithmetic.[9] Thehumanitarian movemert,
which advocated giving poor children an opportunity for
education, supported the idea that the State was
responsible for the education of those children whose
parentswerenot likely to attend to the matter themselves.
[10] AsEdgar Knight, another historian of public schools
in the South, observed: By the time of the American
Revolution, "thetheory wasgaining that caring for and
educating and training poor childrenwerefunctionsof the
Sate." [11]

Thomas Jefferson, however, approached universal
education from another point of view. Hisbelief wasthat
it wasthebusinessof the State to educate because afree
country required anintelligent citizenry. [12] "Enlighten
the people generally and tyranny and oppressions... will
vanish...." "If anation expectsto beignorant andfreeina
stateof civilization, it expectswhat never wasand never
will be." [13] According to Jefferson, "schools ... must
be provided by thestate" becauseto give"informationto
thepeople... isthemost certain, and the most legitimate
engineof government.” [14]

After Jefferson was elected governor of Virginiain
1776, he became personally involved in therevision of
thestate'slaws. In June 1779, thecommitteeof revision
presented thelegidlature with one hundred and twenty-
six bills, among which were some Jefferson himself had
principally written. The two most germane to our
discussion here are his "Bill for the More General
Diffusion of Knowledge" and " A Bill for Establishing
Religious Freedom.” In theformer, he proposed three
yearsof government-paid elementary schooling for all
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children, richand poor alike; college (high schools) for
those requiringamiddieleve of ingruction; andfinaly
a sate-sponsored university and library to complete
the educational edifice. Each county wasto bedivided
intowardsor districts, and the voters of each ward were
to tax themselves in order to support their own local
schools. Thisthoroughly socialist planiswhat Dabney
described as"thefirst proposa ever madefor local taxa
tionfor public schools' inAmerica. [15] Another inter-
esting aspect of Jefferson'sadvocacy washisbdlief that
thosewho could neither read nor write should be denied
state citizenship and the right to vote. [16] Although
Jefferson supported compul sory taxationto provide public
schools, "he took amoderate position on compul sory
education.” [17] Jefferson did not believeit was proper
toforceaparent to educate hischild. As Jeffersonwrote:

Itisbetter totoleratetherareinstance of aparent

refusingtolet hischild beeducated, thanto shock

thecommon fedlingsandideasby the[felonious
removal of the child from the parent's custody]

and [by the] education of theinfant against the

will of thefather. [18]

In contrast, in his bill for establishing religious
freedom Jefferson took avery libertarian position against
all the elements of a state religion. He rejected state-
licensed clergy, he refused to endorse state-approved
prayer, curriculum, textbooks, compul sory attendance
laws, and state-compel | ed financing. Onewonderswhy
Jefferson did not realize that the same principles that
apply to state religious establishments apply to state
educationa establishments. [19] For example, Jefferson
held that religion wasanaturd right of mankind, just ashe
supported the"unalienablerightsof parentsto direct the
education of their children.” [20] However, ontheissue
of public taxation to support the church and the school,
Jeffersontook contradictory positions. "Hedeclared that
'to compel aman to furnish contributionsof money for the
propagation of opinionswhich hedisbdievesissnful and
tyrannical’ and 'that even forcing him to support thisor
that teacher of hisown religiouspersuasion, isdepriving
him of the comfortableliberty of giving hiscontributions
to the particular pastor whose moralshewould makehis
pattern,'..." [21] Despitehisredlization that coercionwas
wrong inthe caseof religion, Jefferson did not recognize
that it was "unjust to take the property of one man to
educate the children of another. ... In essence Jefferson
didn't apply his own professed principles against
coercivefinancing” of rdigionwhenit came"toeducation
like he[sh]ould have." [22] Thiserror, fromits small
beginningsin Jefferson'slegidativebill, hasledtomassve
dtate-run educationa establishmentsall acrossthe United
States.

Government legid ation on the subject of thepoor and
of apprentices was based on several questionable
assumptions. Thefirst assumptionwasthat such children
were entitled to the basics of an education. If they were,

then such aservicemust beprovided by their parents,
thegovernment, or somecharitableingtitution. [23] Most
proponents of an educational entitlement thought that it
should be the responsibility of the State to provide
childrenwith schooling. Secondly, it wasassumed that no
other meansof accomplishingthisgod existed, eventhough
there was plenty of evidence that various types of
education werebeing provided under voluntaryism.

Jefferson and others after him extended the first
assumption by clamingthat all childrenhad arighttoan
education. The only question to be answered was: At
whose expense? Jefferson'sanswer wasthat the citizens
of the county or ward should betaxed to provideall the
childrenintheir loca jurisdictionwith schools. Why didn't
the church reformers, Jefferson, and others of thetime
eschew the State and depend upon voluntary efforts? The
only answer | haveisthis. the Statewasthere. Thehuman
tendency isto takethe easy way out. If the State had not
been there, those advocating schooling for theuneducated
poor would have had to 1) either organize the Statefrom
scratch; 2) diginto their own pocketsand help fund that
whichthey were advocating; or 3) organize (themselves
and in concert with others who shared their idea) the
necessary number of charity schools to provide
education for the poor. Given the existence of the State,
and its prior concern with the indigent and their
education, they took the easy way out: they advocated
taxation. Why Jefferson couldn't seethe pardlel sbetween
state provision of religion and state provision of
educationisan unexplainableanomaly. It iscomparable
to hisbeing an owner of daveswhenwritingthat "al men
arecreated equal” inthe Declaration of Independence.

Despite Jefferson'sadvocacy of public schools, the
ideaof universa, state-paid education did not comeabout
quickly. Educationd historiansof the South, timeandtime
again, repeat that many Southerners had a "natural
reluctanceto being taxed.” Furthermore, the historians
note that many Southernersheldtotheideathat it was
not the function of the State to educate; that education
was not conducive to good citizenship; that State
instruction wasausurpation of parental rights; and that
Negroes should never be educated. [24]. Hereare some
additionad commentaries:

Local taxation of property for the support of

community schools, entirely freeand opentorich

and poor alike, wasnot apopular measure. Two

centuries of apprenticeship and poor laws had

not developed a strong enough demand for the

new type of education to overcomethedread of

cost intaxes or to enforce the acceptance of the

principlethat the[S]tate should compe amanto

tax himself for the education of hisneighbor’s

children.[25]

Thetraditiona hatred of taxeswasuniversal
inthe South. The planterslooked upon internal
improvements [roads] as they did upon
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education, asmere excusesfor taxation, and all

taxationtothemwasevil. [ 26]

All taxes were an abomination to early
Americans and taxation for schools was
unthinkablefor theold Virginians. If therewere
tobeschoolsandindtitutionsfor learning, thefunds
for them must be provided in some other way
than through taxes on property. [27]

The provision of education by the state to
paupers expressed the prevailing idea of the
peoplethat aman's children should be educated
by himself in hisown socid status, if possible,
and that only the poor should be provided with
the elements of an education at the expense of
the [S]tate. The ruling class believed that any
extended education of themasseswould lead to
unrest, to disappointment and to what the
aristocratscaled"leveling.” Their view wasthat
the[S]tate should not interferein theeducation of
the children except when charity absolutely
demandedit. [28]

In 1872, James Killebrew was appointed
ass stant superintendent of schoolsin Tennessee.
Hissalary was paid by the Peabody Education
Fund. Thegreatest obstacl eto the establishment
of areal system of schools, declared Killebrew,
wastheoldideathat education should beleft to
private enterprise; that it waswrong to tax the
richfor theeducation of thepoor; that the[ S]tate
had no right to compel afather to educate his
children, muchlessthaseof hisneighbor; that such
procedure would tend to destroy the sense of
obligation of the citizensto thedischarge of their
duty to their children and those of their fellow
citizens.[29]

Aversion to taxation has been the great
obstacle to the schoolsin the Southern States.
Taxes are simply money paid for civilized
government. The savage aloneisexempt from
taxation. Wewereformerly taught that the best
government wasthat which levied the smallest
taxes. Thefuturewill teach that liberal taxation,
fairly levied and properly applied, isthechief mark
of acivilized people. Inthe old dayswe heard
that it was robbery to tax Brown’s property to
educate Jones children. Inthennew day noone
will question theright of the[S]tateto tax both
Brown and Jonesto develop the [ S]tate through
itschildren. [30]

It has often been said that one government
intervention leadsto another. Inthe historical casebeing
examined here, wefind thishappening. When supporters
of State education of theindigent discovered that “the
poor would rather keep their children at home[rather]
than to send them to free[ State] schoolswherethey were
branded [as] paupers,” they argued that AL L children,

not just poor children should be educated at the expense
of the State. "Thetrue policy of the Stateisto recognize
no distinction betwixt therich and the poor; to put them
all upon the samefooting; ... .” [31] In other words, if
children of poor parentswill not attend State schools,
force everyoneto attend State schoolsin order to avoid
thestigmaof * pauper’ schools.

The supporters of State-provided education had
another way of defusing the objectionto 'pauper’ schools.
AsJohnMinor obsarved: "thegovernment may give patid
aid to all" via general taxation but still make every
able-bodied father pay some of the additional cost of
educating his children. This mixed method of local
taxation and family contributions was known as the
rate-bill system. Hereishow it worked. Local school
trustees contracted with ateacher for aterm of teaching.
Attheend of theterm, "they g[alvehim an order uponthe
town superintendent for such portion of money as may
have been voted by thedistrict. ... If the public money
[wa]s not sufficient to pay the teacher's wages, the
trustees proceeded to make out a rate-bill for the
residue, charging each parent or guardian, according to
the number of days' attendance of his children." [32]
Indigent families were exempt from such additional
taxation. In New York State, during the late 1840s,
"something like 40 per cent of theresourcesof theschools
camefrom rates charged parents.” [33]

“Public school istheenemy of thefamily...”
- Carolyn Chute in Bill Kauffman, LOOK
HOMEWARD, AMERICA (2006), p. 122.

Thedtrugglefor and againgt therate-bill sysemranin
two directions. Parents who were assessed the extra
chargeswanted to foi st those expenses upon the Statein
theform of generd taxation upon everyone. On the other
hand, the general taxpayers, especially those without
children, wanted thefamilies of studentsto pay asmuch
asthey could. Furthermore, since the rate-bill system
required every family to pay in proportion to the
attendance of their children, there was a great
inducement for many parentsto wink at the absenceand
truancy of their children from school. [34] The final
outcome of the struggle against therate-bill systemwas
decided by theimmigrantswho crowded into thelarge
cities, suchasNew York. "They werewithout property
to be taxed, but many of them had a vote, and they
demanded education.” [35] The preponderance of the
citizenry wasinfavor of "freeelementary schoolsfor al*
and thelast stateto use therate-bill system abandoned
thismethod in 1871. [36]

Thosewho agitated to eliminate therate-bill system
advocated what they called "thefree school” idea. This
wasthe principle"that the school s should be absolutely
freetoall and supported at public and general expense.”
[37] Nolonger would individual parents be assessed for
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sending their children to alocal government school.
Taxpayerswho had no children would beforced to bear
part of theexpense of paying for theeducation of children
viagenerd taxation.

Some of the rhetoric to bring about this changeis
very interesting. In North Carolina, Calvin Henderson
Wiley was "one of the most devoted champions of
universal education our country hasever produced.” [ 38]
He promoted state legislation which authorized the
formation of districts permitting the people to tax
themselvesfor their loca schoolsif they desired to have
them. Hedso assisted infounding "Library Associations'
to help teachers collect books and establish circulating
libraries. "Out of them grew county associations to
improve the teachers, to diffuse knowledge on
educational subjects, to overcomethe prejudicesagainst
public schools, and to educate the public to tax
themselves.” [39] State officials and school
superintendents were also notorious for wanting to
expand theroleof their statesin educationa endeavors.
Asonecommentator noted: "Oneof thedutiesof ... school
officialswasto createapublic sentiment infavor of public
schools.” [40] For example, we find in Gov. Reuben
Chapman's message to the Alabama legislature of
November 18, 1849, thefollowing:

The subject of the common schoolsdeservesall

the consideration and encouragement itisinthe

power of the assembly to bestow. The whole

theory of our form of Government isbased upon

the capacity of the people. Without a general

diffusion of intelligence among them, the

machinery of aGovernment thusconstituted can

not be expected to move on successfully. The

highest and most important of all thedutiesof a

free Government is to advance the cause of

education, and guard against that decline of
liberty which resultsfrom neglecting themindsof

the people. [41]

Fifty yearslater, State School Superintendent JohnW.
Abercromie of Alabamaspeakingin 1900, said

[11f we would properly qualify our people for

citizenship [wemust] giveto counties, townships,

digtricts, and municipalitiesthe power of taxation

for educational purposes. If the people of any

county, township, district, city or towndesireto

levy atax upon their property to build aschool-
house, or to supplement the State fund, for the
purposesof educating their children, they should
havethe ... power todoit. ... Thereshould beno
limit ... to the power of the people who own
property to tax themselves for the purpose of
fitting the children of the Statefor intelligent and

patriotic citizenship. [42]

Another organization that played asignificant partin
the expans on of government schoolsinthe Southwasa
charitable trust founded in 1867, by George Peabody

(1795-1869), awedlthy Baltimorebusinessman. [43] The
purpose of the Peabody trust was to encourage and
promote schoolsin "those portions of our beloved and
common country which ... suffered ... the destructive
ravages ... of civil war." [44] Although there was no
stipulationintheorigina bequest of onemilliondallars,
the trustees of the George Peabody Educational Fund
made the decision that they would disbursefundsonly to
thosecommunitieswhichwould hdpthemsdveshy rasng
matching fundsthrough taxation. The Peabody Fund did
not giveadto privateor rdigiousschools, or toany schools
not affiliated with their State’'s system. [45] The
Reverend Barnas Searswas named general agent of the
fund and he became one of theleading agitatorsfor free
public eementary schoolsinthe South after the Civil War.
"Free school sfor the whol e peopl€" became his motto.
[46] According to Dabney. Dr. Sears "preached free
public schoolsasanecessity inademocratic government.”
[47] His stated goal wasto teach the taxpayers of the
South "that thereis no morelegitimate tax that can be
levied on property than that for the education of the
masses.” [48] Jabez Lamar Monroe Curry succeeded
Searsin 1881. "Whentold that 'the state had no right to
tax one man to educate another man's children, that it
was dangerousto educate the masses, or that to educate
apoor white or aNegro meant to makeacriminal or to
spoil alaborer',” Curry'sreply wasthat "Ignoranceisno
remedy for anything. If theStatehasarighttoliveat al, it
hasaright to educate.” [49]
Conclusion

The State'sright to exist was certainly never called
into question by any Southerners, even those who
supported secession from the North. The idea of
"educating menfor the service of the[Statetracesback
toPlato." [50] Karl Marx embraced theideain thetenth
plank of The Communist Manifesto, which he and
Engelspublished 1848 "Freeeducationfor al childrenin
public schools.” In 1855, William Henry Ruffner, a
Virginian, pointed out that "state education is but
educational communism,” but even he and other
opponentsof government-run education never objected
on general principles to the concept of taxation. [51]
For example, Herbert Spencer in his 1842 series of
articles"OntheProper Sphereof Government” never once
guestioned the propriety or morality of forcing people
to contribute fundsto agovernment which would then
"administer justice." Coming from adissenting family,
Spencer did recognize"theinjustice of expecting mento
assist inthe maintenance of aplan of instruction which
they do not approve; and forcing them to pay towards
the expences[sic] of teaching, from which neither they
nor their children derive any benefit." [52] But
apparently Spencer had no problem with forcing mento
pay for police protection, defensefrom foreign enemies,
and the settlement of legal disputes. In short, hedid not
object to taxation when it was used to support some
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function of government which hethought necessary or of
which heapproved.

To the voluntaryist, on the other hand, the very
concept of taxationismorally wrong. Taxation istheft.
Government agents must initiate force, or thethreat of
force, uponthosewho refuseto pay. R. C. Hoiles, founder
of the Freedom Newspapers, was probably the first
libertarian in the 20th Century to oppose government
schools on the basis that they were tax-supported. He
usedto argue: if itismorally wrong for A to takemoney
from B against B'swill, thenitiswrong for A and C to
takemoney from B. Itisstill wrong if A and C associate
with hundreds of thousands of othersto rob B. Ashe
used to ask, at what point does the number of people
involvedinan act of thievery turnitintoamorally proper
activity? The answer should be obvious: awrongisa
wrong evenif everyone supportsit. [53]

In an exchange of letterson "Why Homeschool" in
1993, | wrote that the only consistent way to oppose
government schoolsisto opposethem becausethey are
tax-supported. [54] That means opposing every service
government providesbecause everything the government
does - from police protection, roads, courts, defense
against foreign enemies to schools - is paid for via
taxation. In short, that means opposing the very concept
of government itself because government could not
exist without taxation. Government violates the
property rightsof al thosefromwhomit collectstaxes. If
it gave peoplethe choiceto pay for aservice, or order
less of it, or decline its services altogether, without
suffering any punishment, then there would be no
differencein principle between suchagovernment and a
voluntary organization. Peoplecould shop for educationd
serviceswherever and however they chose. Yes, some
peoplewould remain unableto read or write, if they were
not forced to attend schools, and if their parentswere not
forced to pay for their schooling. However, it is
interesting to note that we have not overcome the
problem of illiteracy even after acentury and ahalf of
educational coercion and government schools. Onthe
other hand, we would have avoided al the ill-fated
consequencesof government in our livesand schooling.

Since voluntaryists are opposed to the use of
coercion to support governments, the question of how
government should spend itstax revenues disappears.
Most voluntaryists support education, roads, and
protection services. Itisnot these endswhich they call
into question, but rather the coercive meansused by the
Stateto providethem. Since taxation istheft, taxation
cannot legitimately be used to attain any ends. And of one
thing we can becertain: If you take care of themeans, the
end will take careof itself. If youtry toforcetheend, the
meanswill destroy and vitiate the good intentionswith
whichyou start.

There is only one way to freedom and that is by
voluntary means. All esewill fail. But neither isthereany

guaranteethat voluntaryismwill succeed. If it does, or
at least to the extent that it does, we can be assured
that it will depend on obtaining people's willing
cooperation. Compelling them to "cooperate” is not
only contradictory, but it will never work.

State Education Radically Wrong

continued from page 8
State provision for religion has proved aninjury to the
cause, and acurseto the people- so aState provisonfor
educationwill proveaninjury tothe causeand acurseto
thepeople.

Thelife of the Stateisin the life of itsindividual
members. Takeaway fromthehead of afamily all direct
concern in the education of hischildren; let the school
house be built for him, theteacher furnished, thewhole
routine of studiesprescribed, length of sessionand hours
of study all mapped out by commissioners, it being left to
himonly totakewhat isoffered, todrivehischildren away
from home early each morning, and to pay the tax-
gatherer when he comeround, and as certain asisthe
connection between cause and effect, his soul will be
congealed, hisinterest in hisfamily diminished, those
ennobling affectionswhich spring up spontaneoudy dong
the pathway of parental toil, will inameasurewither and
die, and those tender solicitudeswhich were meant to
divert hismind from sordid pursuits, will beturnedinto
deepen that love of money for itsown sake, which they
weredesigned to check. Hetoilsnot now to educate his
children, but to pay histaxesand accumulate afortune.
Werethe money he paysaspontaneous offering for the
good of hisfamily, hewould experience pleasure and
enlargement of heart; but heingtinctively hatesatax laid
by government, even when he can but approve the
object, and heis made aworse man by thevisit of the
sheriff. Of al taxes, that laid for an eleemosynary object
isthemost revolting because there is an instinctive
fedinginthehuman breast that charity inevery formought
to befreeand not coerced; that it ought to beindividual
and not government.

Thework of educating the entire popul ation of our
landiscertainly avast undertaking; but not asvast asthe
work of chrigtianizing thesame population. And the latter
is, in every view, the more important work. Does that
proveit to bethe business of the State?...

"A state school cannot escape being, in some
manner at least, astate church.”

- George Gardner, "Liberty, The State, and The
School," 20 LAW AND CONTEMPORARY
PROBLEMS (1955), p. 194.
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State Education Radically Wrong

By William Henry Ruffner

[Editor’s Note: The excerpts below were written
anonymously, and published in the PRESBYTERIAN
CRITIC in 1855, and were reprinted in Volume 40 of
the SOUTHERN PLANTER AND FARMER in April
1879. The author was born in 1824, and became an
advocate of government schools in his home state of
Virginia in the late 1860s. Despite his change of
opinion, his argument that “ education by the state
‘steps in between the parent and child’ severing these
tender ties” and that “ public school officials disrupt
family relationships and harm ‘family’ government” are
as true today as when he wrote them. For additional
information see Walter Javan Fraser, Jr., WILLIAM
HENRY RUFFNER: A LIBERAL (Ph.D. dissertation,
University of Tennessee, March 1970, pp. 466-472.]

Again, state education is but educational
communism. They are based both upon the same
philosophicfalacy, and areequaly opposed tothenature
of man. Whenthedirect resultsof aman’slabor areplaced
beyond hispersond control, hisgreat motiveto exertion
istakenaway, and hefedsbut littleinclination to labor at
all. All can seehow thisisinthe matter of property; why
canthey not seeitinthe matter of education?Letaman’'s
children befed and clothed by apublic provision, and
the proceedsof hislabor betaken from him and thrown

intoacommon stock; anditiseasy toimaginethat hewill

depreciate asaman, asamember of society. The same
error isseeninthe English Poor-Law system; andin all

general State provision for the ordinances of religion.

Pauperismin England growsby what itisfed upon. And
when the State providesliberally for thereligiouswants
of the people, the effect is corrupting upon the Church,

collectively andindividudly; and that justin proportion as
theprovisonisliberd. Thewholesystemiscaculated to
withdraw theincentivesto individual effort, and thusto
weaken and emaciatethe religious nature of the people.

These have becomefamiliar truthsto usinAmerica, and
weare proneto wonder at the obtusity of other nations
onthissubject. Why thenwill we shut our eyestothefact
that the wholefabric of State education rests upon the
same sort of plausible argumentation that sustainsthe
Church and State system of the Old World?They there
say that religionisindispensableto thewel l-being of the
State- and that thework of enlightening the massesistoo
great to be left to private means; ergo, the State must
undertakeit. The advocates of State education reason
exactly so; educationisindispensableto thewel | being of
the State: thework of enlightening themassesistoo great
to beleft to private means; ergo, the State must under-
takeit! If thelatter argument issound, theformer issound:
but if theformer isfalacious, thelatter isfalacioud! If a

(continued on page 7)
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