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Introduction

Scientists would never be able to guide a rocket to the moon,
or even get it off the ground, if they were to ignore, or deliberately
act in contradiction to the natural laws of physics. A physician
would kill his patients, not cure them, if he were to ignore, or deli-
berately act in contradiction to the natural laws of physiology. A
building contractor would never succeed in erecting a skyscraper if
he were to ignore, or deliberately act in contradiction to the natural
physical law of stress and counterstress. This is because, as Francis
Bacon first identified, “‘nature to be commanded, must be obeyed”.

Most people however, having recognized this fact, have failed to
identify that the same principle applies to the inter-relationships of
people and to the successful living of one’s life. The natural law
which adult humans must obey if they are to live a successful life,
commensurate with their unique nature, is moral law.

~ Moral law is not, as is commonly claimed, a supernatural pheno-
" menon. It is a natural phenomenon which, if it is understood, can
provide humans with a reliable guide to proper human conduct.
This book discusses the three principles of non-sacrifice, non-aggres-
sion, and justice, by which moral law can be readily understood.

Our book demonstrates that within the social framework of
government, (politics and legality) men have unwittingly developed
an institution which, because of its deprivatory character, is not
merely an impractical institution, but is rather an institution which
threatens the very survival of the human species.

Institutions of a free market survive by offering value gains
to people who voluntarily consent to trade with them. Such trading
in a free market is conducted to the benefit of all parties contractu-
ally involved, at the expense of no one else. In contrast to this, a
government —any government—can do nothing without first depriv-
ing some individuals without their consent. If someone gains because
of a governmental action, it can only be at someone else’s expense.

When conflicts and problems arise in society, the only ultimate
answer of government is to pass a law. Hence the more problems
and the more laws there are, the greater the probability that more
of them will be broken; ergo, more crime! More crime necessitates
a greater governmental police force with greater arbitrary powers.
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Thus the logical progression to which all governments lead, is the
police state.

This does not imply there is not the necessity for agencies which
can protect and defend individuals. Quite the contrary. Indeed, we
will discuss how such agencies can, on the free market (without
government), effectively protect and defend us.

If a tree surgeon found that a certain variety of termites threatened
the survival of trees, he would not consider substituting another
variety of termites as a cure. He would remove all termites if he
wished to have healthy trees. For the same reason, man cannot cure
the social diseases prevalent throughout the world by substituting a
different variety of government. To do so is unreasonable once the
nature of government is known.

For several thousand years men have tried every form of gov-
ernment, and the destructive results litter the pages of human history.
As one student remarked to us in a discussion about government
— “they obviously don’t work!”’

This book discusses why they never have worked and never
will, and why they threaten the human race with extinction. We
believe, and have given proof to show, that peace among humans
can only occur without government, and with a rational social
structure based on natural moral law. We also believe and have
demonstrated, that social change for the better can only come about
in a non-aggressive way through the spread of rational ideas.

Richard and Ernestine Perkins
St. Thomas, Ontario
Canada
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. whoever desires liberty, should understand these vital
facts, viz: 1. That every man who puts his money in the hands
of a ‘“‘government” (so called), puts into its hands a sword
which will be used against himself, to extort more money from
him, and also to keep him in subjection to its arbitrary will.
2. That those who will take his money, without his consent, in
the first place, will use it for his further robbery and enslave-
ment, if he presumes to resist their demands in the future . . .”

From “No Treason:

The Constitution of No Authority”’
Lysander Spooner, 1808-1887
Massachusetts, U.S.A.

We dedicate this book to those having the moral courage to
help bring about a peaceful, prosperous, safe society —one which
is free from the slavery of institutionalized aggression, the anti-human
ethic of sacrifice, and the chronic state of .injustice; all of which
threaten human survival today.
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I
The Importance of Definitions and Logic

“Before I will discuss anything with you, you must define your
terms.” This statement has been attributed to the farnous author and
philosopher, Voltaire. Voltaire recognized that an important precondi-
tion for language communication is the careful definition of terms.

Most of us can think back to situations in our life when we
have been involved in a vigorous disagreement with some other
person or group. It is very likely that if we were able to study
these disagreements from the standpoint of an unprejudiced and
critical observer, we would discover that many of them (and the
resultant conflicts created by them), were altogether unnecessary.
Too often we engage in fruitless “argument” that is actually not
real argument, but is rather, a superficial difference created by the
ambiguity of meaning in words; or else the ambiguous use of words
on our part.

If humans are to successfully communicate by language, the key
words used in discussion must be properly defined. Discussions can
be endless, and common agreement in principle can never occur,
if terms remain undefined. Interestingly enough, even before real
disagreement in principle can occur, there must first have been a
common understanding on the meaning of the terms used.

If we assert, “Government is always an impractical and un-
recessary institution without which we would all be much better
off”, the reader could neither agree nor disagree before first having
an understanding of the proper meaning of the term “government”.

Occasionally one hears the idea expressed that conflicts would
disappear in the world if a common language was shared by all
countries. A brief consideration of the misunderstandings that readily
arise among people using the same tongue, should be proof enough
that this is an untenable hypothesis. Of much greater importance
to effective language communication is the valid definition of terms.
Unless this is first accomplished, further discussion may even con-
fuse the issues rather than clarify them.

It has been truly said that one’s thinking is only as good as
one’s definitions. If one’s definitions are fuzzy, incomplete, too broad
or too narrow, circular, or negative (when a positive one can be
used), the resultant ideas based on these fuzzy definitions will be
distorted. The better our definitions, the clearer and more accurate
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will be the resultant thinking process. A serious error in a definition
can invalidate the entire premise where the invalid definition is used.
Those readers who have practiced defining terms, will appreciate it
when we say that this is a very difficult and mentally taxing exer-
cise; especially if one has not studied the rules and principles which
determine valid definitions, as is taught in the science of logic. How-
ever, the rewards of acquiring this habit of defining terms, far out-
weigh the effort involved, since it results in a significantly heightened
accurate awareness of the world around us.

Without going into a detailed discussion of valid defmltlons,
there are a few simple rules we should mention for those who may
be unfamiliar with this intellectual process. The most important
single rule is, the definition must be “equivalent” or “convertible”.
The easiest way to establish equivalence is to apply the “all and
only” test. For example, if the reader defined ““government” as “an
agency which regulates human conduct”, then he must be able to
answer ‘‘yes’’ to the question, “Are all governments agencies which
regulate human conduct?”” And he must alsobe able to answer *“yes”
to the question, “‘Are governments the only agencies which regulate
human conduct?” When “‘yes” can be answered tothe “all and only”
test, the definition is neither too broad, nor too narrow, and is said
to be equivalent or convertible. In the above case, it is clear that
numerous institutions and agencies exist, other than governments,
which regulate human conduct, such as businesses and professional
or labour organizations; so this cannot be accepted as a definition
of government.

A second rule of importance is that our definition must not be
“circular’’. That is, the word which is being defined, or some varia-
tion of it, must not be repeated. For example, “Government is an
institution which governs people”’, would be unacceptable.

Thirdly, as a rule, a definition should be stated positively rather
than negatively, whenever possible. ““A government is an institution

- which does not allow people to exercise full freedom of choice to

dispose of all of their income.” This is a true statement, and is
certainly close to the definition, but nevertheless, it is not yet a defi-
nition because it does not fulfill the ““all and only” test. The Mafia
for instance, does not allow some people to exercise the full freedom
of choice in this respect. Also, the definition is stated negatively
rather than positively.

- When a definition fulfills these requirements, the result will be to
define in terms of essential characteristics. If we define properly, we
will have stated the characteristic(s) which is absolutely essential
and necessary to the existent, and without which the thing could not
exist as such. Remove the essential characteristic of anything and

| _ it would then become a different kind of a thing altogether.

Descriptive characteristics are distinguishable from essential
characteristics in that an existent of any kind would still continue
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to exist as is, or would still be itself, without the descriptive charac-
teristicc. “A human is an animal with two legs and hair on his
head” describes the human. Remove the descriptive characteristic
“hair on the head” and one would still be left with a human (as
the male co-author is becoming increasingly aware!). Remove also
the descriptive characteristic “‘two legs’, and one is still left with a
human. However, if the essential characteristic is removed from any
existent, what remains will be something else.

Suppose we define a “human” as “an animal with a capacity
to base his conduct upon his reason’”. Assuming we have properly
defined “‘reason”, (which we will do later) we can check this defi-
nition by the above rules and verify its validity. If we remove com-
pletely the essential characteristic “‘the capacity to base his conduct
upon his reason’, it would be quite impossible for what remains to
be a human. Why? Because it is absolutely essential and necessary
for any animal to possess this capacity of rationality if it is to be

~a “human”’.

Certain words have dual meanings. They can legitimately refer.

to more than one concept, but whenever such words are used, the
context of the discussion must make clear which meaning is referred
to. For example, consider the statements: Human beings create their
laws. (True.) Science has proven the existence of natural laws.
(True.) Therefore we have proof of a God or creator of these laws,
since the presence of laws implies a lawmaker. (False assumption.)

This is an example of an invalid argument created by the
ambiguous use of the term “law”. In the first sentence a statutory
law is referred to. In the second sentence natural law is referred to.
‘These are two . completely different and entirely unrelated pheno-
menon, albeit the same word ‘“law’ is used in both cases. The
result is an argument which “sounds good”, but which of course
falls apart at the seams when examined seriously. It is an example
~of an invalid argument brought about by ambiguity of meaning
of words.

In this book, a clear understanding of whatis meant by “aggres-
sion” is necessary. The term ‘“‘aggression” has a dual meaning.
For example, people often refer to a salesman as “‘aggressive”,
meaning someone who is unafraid to take steps to seek out and
earn his values and pursue his own interests. This is one meaning
of aggressive. In our discussion of aggression we refer to the other
meaning.

The concept of aggression is dependent upon the concept of
“rights”. Rights may be defined as an authorization from a valid
or moral authority, which entitles individuals to engage in actions
which are in accordance with human nature. A detailed discussion
of rights follows in chapter five.

Aggression is defined as conduct based on choice, which deprives
or threatens to deprive another person of his rightful values without

e
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his consent, and/or prevents him from engaging in rightful actions.
Aggression always violates the rights of an individual.

The most obvious example of the aggressor is the person who
starts an "unprovoked quarrel by initiating armed or physical force.
However, there are many variants to aggressive conduct besides
this one, and these are discussed later in chapter six.

The point to note here is these two meanings of aggression are
moral opposites. One meaning (the salesman), describes an individual
engaged in moral conduct; the other meaning (the bully), describes
an individual engaged in immoral conduct. One activity is proper,
right and good; the other is improper, wrong and evil. Unless one
had first validly defined the two meanings of the word “‘aggressive”,
one would, whenever using or hearing that term, have vague mental
impressions of a person engaging in conduct that was somehow
both good and evil. One would never be able to properly judge,
understand, or evaluate the moral nature of most human conduct,
simply because one’s thought processes are only as good as one’s
definitions. Actually, the salesman would be more aptly described
as “an individual with business intiative”, rather than use the term
“aggressive”’, ambiguously. But all confusion stemming from ambi-
guity of meaning is removed when terms are first defined.

What is a government? A government is an organization which
restricts moral actions of all those over whom it claims control, by
aggressively imposing certain rules of conduct, restricting free
trade, and maintaining coercive monopolies, within its arbitrary
geographic boundaries. ' _

There is no government presently in existence, which does not
possess these essential characteristics, nor has there ever been one.
True, some of the governmental aggressive rules of conduct, restric-
tions of free trade, and maintenance of coercive monopolies, vary
throughout the world. But the fact remains, that regardless of the
type of government—be it communistie, socialistic, fascist, capital-
istic, democratic or dictatorial, all share the essential characteristics
defined above.

When governments extract a portion of an individual’s labour
or income, or impose sales taxes on goods and services, they prevent

‘the individual from voluntarily trading that part of their labour or

income, with other individuals of their own choosing. When certain
governments extract taxes for the purpose of maintaining their

~monopoly on postal services, or police, or courts, they aggressively

restrict the freedom of an individual to trade, or not to trade, with
private non-government agencies for these services. If someoneclaims
his freedom of moral action is not aggressively restricted because he

~ chooses to pay taxes in order to obtain governmental postal services,

or police, or courts, his claim to choice is fallacious. The fact is, he
has no choice but to financially support these coercive monopolies.
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Notice too, that a government aggressively restricts not only the
freedom of trade between its own citizens, but it can, and more often
than not it does, impose its aggression on individuals outside its
arbitrary boundaries, by instituting tariffs and other related laws.

If an individual enters one’s home or place of business, and by
intimidation, takes a percentage of one’s income, he is immediately
recognized as an aggressor. When a member or gang belonging to
the Mafia extracts money from individuals by intimidation, they too
are immediately recognized as aggressors. The aggressive actions of
the thief or Mafia are not generally tolerated or socially accepted,
yet the only thing which distinguishes them from a government is
that governments aggress in many other areas, and against many

_ more people, even though their aggression is not recognized by the

majority. Aggression is immoral whoever does it, or regardless of
how many approve, or fail to recognize it for what is is.

Rules specifying certain types of conduct are part of most, if not
all privately owned establishments, beginning with the rules laid
down by a homeowner for those living in, or visiting the home.
The difference between these rules and governmental laws, is that
the former are rules of moral agreement, while the latter are aggres-
sively imposed rules. In every country of the world, individuals
are born info governmental aggression, so it is pointless for govern-

. mental apologists to claim that one can go elsewhere if one does

not wish to be aggressed against by government.

Few concepts have been misused and misunderstood more than
our next definition— anarchy. Historically, many conflicting mean-
ings have erroneously been attributed to the term anarchy. This is
partly the result of the inconsistencies in the thinking of some who
first espoused the idea government was evil and unnecessary. The
original word, anarchos, means ‘“without a ruler”. The term
“anarchy” means a social condition characterized by the absence
of government. An anarchist is one who believes that government

is not necessary. Yet the curious fact remains that almost everyone _

thinks that anarchy refers to a social condition characterized by
internecine conflict. There areunderstandable reasons for this mistaken
image of anarchy. The answer lies chiefly in government propa-
ganda, and partially in the conduct of some anarchists themselves.
It is only fair to observe that unfortunately there have been a few
anarchists who have acted as their own worst enemies by adopting
the terrorist tactics of the bomb thrower. These cases have been
publicized far beyond their significance. Most bomb throwers and
advocates of violence are not anarchists at all, but rather are advo-
cates of some form of government other than the one they seek to
overthrow. An example of this is the violent political activists known
as ‘the F.L.Q. (Front de Liberation du Quebec) in Canada, who
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have been wrongly described by politicians and ‘the press as

anarchists.
The term ‘“‘anarchy” does not mean a state of chaos with riot-

_ing, looting and terrorism. If that was indeed the meaning, then it

would also mean *“‘government rule”, because it is evident that
society is seldom without chaos of some sort or other, under govern-
ments. It is clearly evident also, that as governments grow more
powerful, chaos in society increases. _

There are actually a variety of reasons why the idea of rational
anarchy has not gained a mass acceptance. One reason is that
anarchists of times past have often been too vague about the way
the social structure would “operate” in the absence of a government.
Secondly, most people are rightfully concerned that society be organ-,
ized so that it is safe to livein it. However, they erroneously imagine -
an anarchistic society to be disorganized confusion and chaos, and
have therefore put aside any serious thought on the subject. Thirdly,
to conceive of a rational society requires the ability to consistently
think logically, and unfortunately few people indeed are consistent
with their logic. Fourthly, there is thecommon and mistaken assump-
tion of most people that a government, while it may not be moral,
is “necessary’’.

But another reason is the shortage of rational anarchistic litera-
ture outlining a consistent, practical ideology, with clear explanations
of the workings of a moral society. This book is designed to help
overcome this deficiency. ’

The discovery that government (at anylevel)isby nature aggres-
sive and therefore immoral, seemed so astonishing to us at first,
that we realized we had to check out and validate its truth from
first principles before accepting it fully. In doing this we found the
ancient tool of the logician, the “‘circles of logic” we call them, to
be an invaluable help. They will help thereader to easily and quickly -
judge the truth or falsity of a relationship. We hasten to add that
the reader need not have a formal acquaintance with the science of
logic to appreciate our ideas. The circles are not used in every
chapter, but we have used them, and other diagrams, in a few
places in order to help put across our ideas simply. We include a
brief explanation of them in the next few paragraphs.

“Logic circles” are simply circles around a word which are used
as an additional symbol, in geometric form, for the concept. Thus
one could represent a concept such as ‘“animals’ in the following
way.

— Animals

Figure 1
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From this we can quickly visualize that all horses are animals,
which are separate from trees, but all of which are living entities.

The reader might be tempted to ask at this point, “What has all
this got to do with the real world?’ The answer is—everything. If
man is to maintain his existence successfully, he must have a method

| .
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Animals ____ Trees of knowing right from wrong. To know right from wrong his think-
N - ing processes must be based on true premises, not false ones. How-
A , ever, thought based on true premises is insufficient by itself to en-
‘f o Figure 2 ' sure correct conclusions. These true premises must be manipulated
Sl , o mentally according to the laws of logic, or conclusions about reality

This demonstrates these two concepts are mutually exclusive X will still be false. |

An example of this occurred around 1648 A.D. when an English-
man by the name of Winstanley drew false conclusions about the
nature of property. Because the controllers of property (the kings
and the parliaments and their laws) were evil, he erroneously con-
cluded that property itself was evil. This idea was later picked up
by Proudhon, and still later by Marx. Ever since, revolutions and
bloodshed based on this false conclusion have been occurring.

i : since the circles do not touch or intersect one another. Thus we can
1 : say, all animals are excluded from the concept of trees, and vice

3 I versa. .One could not have these circles intersect one another in the
b P following manner:

|
| Animals_______ Trees A statement by Winstanley* exposes the clue to his false logic.
: f : “For surely this particular property of mine and thine hath
Figure 3 "' brought in all misery upon people . . . For first it hath both

22

Thi ) : . , occasioned people to steal from another . . .
| This would be an obvious contradiction because the shaded :
| por]tlon states that some animals are trees, and some trees are ani- This statement reveals that Winstanley recognized that stealing
| mals. We can however, represent the concept horses within the circle : was evil, and he recognized that the only thing a person could steal

R S o

of animals: ‘ was property. However, he drew the false conclusion from these
premises that property is evil. Had the logical invalidity of his con-
clusions been recognized early, the beneficial results on the course
Animals . ‘ ' » of human events is not difficult to imagine.

' With these ideas as our background and foundation, we can
Horses begin our discussion on the biologic necessity for a rational anarchist
‘ society, and the importance of rational ideas in achieving it.

Figure 4

_ By simply reading from the logic circles above, we can state:
(a) All horses are animals. .

(b) All animals are not horses.
If we further wanted to identify these relationships we could draw

the following:
: _ Living Entities
Trees O — Animals
‘ | Horses
: ? i Figure 5 * “Anarchism”; ‘George Woodcock, The World Publishing Company, Cleveland and
£ o0 ‘NewYork, 1962, pg. 47.
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prosperous society, we must build a social structurebased on natural
moral law.

~If the premises upon which society is structured are in error,
then all our attempts to achieve peace and ‘prosperity are utterly
futile. One would not expect correct results from a computer, if one
continually fed it illogical programs and contradictory data. This
is because the computer has been constructed to solve problems
logically. Why do humans construct computers to operate logically?
Because that is the only method humans have of solving problems!
We must use our faculty of reason in order to logically arrive at
correct answers, regardless of whether the problem we are dealing
with relates to business or to social conditions. However, if our
basic premises are wrong, then our attempts to solve these problems
~ will be wasted. ‘

) The basic premise upon which all societies are founded — the
premise that a government is necessary and beneficial, is wrong.
' Trying to achieve peace and prosperity on this contradictory premise
has resulted in the chronic injustice and growing repression which
we see all around us. Yet with each new injustice, we foolishly keep
applying the erroneous premise—i.e., more government aggression!
This only aggravates and compounds our problems. For example,
compare our minds to a .computer: if one feeds a well constructed
computer with contradictory programs, oneinvariably gets““garbage”’
in the output. To get good, workable results, it needs to have logical,
non-contradictory programs fed into it. Similarly, we need to feed
our minds with non-contradictory premises, and immediately discard
the erroneous premise that peace and prosperity can be achieved
through governments.

The institution of government in all forms and levels is by
nature, aggressive. Aggression contradicts man’s nature and natural
moral law, and since moral behaviour is necessary for human

survival, government is not a fit and proper organization for rational
men to support.

The term aggression should not be confused' with feelings of
hostility. One may have feelings of hostility towards others yet not
act aggressively towards them. :

The thesis of this book is: in order to achieve a peaceful and
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- It is important we recognize that in any speciesz, if p'racti?ed
consistently, deprivatory behaviour directed against its o.wp kind
will lead to species extinction. For example, it is not dlff}cult to
perceive that if blackbirds were to attempt to survive by consistently
depriving other blackbirds, instead of consuming bug§ and worms
(things of a different species), then very soon tk.le .entlre blackbn:d
species would become extinct. This is because it is c.>b'serv.able in
nature that no species can survive by constantly depriving its own
kind. Man is no exception to this; nor will natural law excuse his
error of knowledge or his ignorance.

In every country of the world, governmental activity p.as become
a socially accepted, consistently practiced form of aggressive conduct.
Government has become a sacred and unquestioned absolute, so t'o
speak, among types of human institutions. Bu? a government is
simply an organization which consistently deprives all Fhose over
whom it claims control, by aggressively imposing certain rules. of
conduct, restricting free trade, and maintaining coercive monopolies,
within its arbitrary geographic boundaries. In a nutshell, a govern-
ment is the antithesis of free enterprise—meaning free trade an,d
voluntary exchange of values; all the more threate_aning to man’s
survival since it is not yet generally recognized for what it is.

Since all forms of aggression threaten human survival, govern-
ment can never be considered practical. The glaring truth is .that
in every field in which it operates, itis a devastatingly .imprachcal,
costly, and cumbersome institution. There is nothing which .1t under-
takes that cannot be done infinitely better and less costly, with much
more variety and choice, by private competing busi?xesses. Indeed,
where government monopolies operate, there is no choice.

When a grocery chain goes on strike we do not all starve from
lack -of groceries, because there are alternative grocery stores from
which to choose. When a government postal or police strike occurs
however, we all suffer because government has forbidden — by
aggression, in the form of legality—the formation of effective fI:ee
market alternative private institutions. These alternative agencies
include competing private Security Defense Agencies* to protect us;
private competing Arbitration Agencies* which would morally m(?dl—
ate conflicting claims in justice disputes; privately owned competing
Property Registration Agencies; private competing Environr.nental
Purification Agencies; and privately owned Standards Agencies for
industrial and educational institutions, for graduate technicgl and
professional organizations. Such agencies will form the basis of a

~ rational anarchistic society.

*Credit for the terms ‘‘defense agency”” and “arbitration agency” to describe a free
market replacement of the governmental law courts and police, goes to authors MOI‘I"I’S

“and Linda Tannehill, Lansing, Michigan in their booklet, “Liberty Via the Market”,
1969, and their book, “The Market for Liberty”, 1970. Privately published.
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Since such a society will have formally discarded institutional-
ized aggression, it will have taken the necessary fundamental steps
to organize itself on-a sound moral, survival and peace-oriented
basis. It will mean an end to government and law courts, legality
and politics. It will mean an end to the profession of judges and
lawyers as we know them today, but they will be replaced with effec-
tive, moral alternatives. '

We were very surprised when during the thinking which preceded
this book, we first discovered that from any angle we viewed it,
government was clearly immoral. We were surprised to discover

that even if a government was based on a model constitution and

was theoretically composed of the most benevolently intentioned
people, democratically elected, all such people would nevertheless
be acting aggressively and immorally in their capacity as govern-
ment members, whether they were aware of it or not. This answers
the question of why it is that even the most apparently sincere poli-
tical candidates after being elected, soon prove to be essentially no
different from their political predecessors or opponents. Even more
surprising was to discover that the morality of the supposedly sacred
process of voting by secret ballot in a political election, is itself
questionable.

For the benefit of those who do not yet understand that the
most powerful forces in the world are caused by the ideas people
hold, we hasten to point out-that destruction of property is an in-
effective weapon against evil—thus it is not a moral alternative.
All that is required to overcomeevilisto. show why an idea produces
evil, and to substitute in its place an idea which produces good.

Good ideas create values; bad ones destroy values. That is why we .

do not advocate political revolution or violence intended to over-
throw governments. We advocate instead, a planned and carefully
thought out replacement of government with a moral social structure.
With the possible exception of political elections, few activities
are as socially impotent as political revolutions. They merely replace
one form of aggression with another. Political revolutionaries imagine
themselves to be radicals, but the truth is they are just the opposite.
“Radical” pertains to “going to the roots” of ~a problem—to its
cause. Those who think they can rid the world of aggression by the
use of aggression can hardly be called radical. Naive is a better
word for them. If they wish to become real radicals they can begin
by realizing that the future of the world does not necessarily lie in
the hands of the young or the old, the male sex or the female sex,
the rich or the poor, but in the hands of the idea-makers. This is
because the ultimate determiners of the conditions of human exist-
ence are human ideas.
 Has the airplane of the Wright brothers resultedin an astounding
benefit to mankind? Yes. What was the cause of it? A rational ideq
by the Wright brothers. Has insulin resulted in freeing humans from
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the misery and death caused by diabetes? Yes. What was the cau?,e
of it? A rational idea by Frederick Banting. Was the gassing of six
million Jews the most horrible slaughter in the history of mankind?
Yes. What was the cause of it? The irrational ethical idea of sacrifice
held by Hitler and his supporters. Does the question of war and
violence threaten mankind’s survival and happiness today? Yes.
What causes it? The irrational ethical idea that sacrifice is rno_ral
and that man can survive by aggression. The latter idea is institu-
tionalized in society by means of the mechanism we call legality
and takes the form of governments. The former is institutionalized
in most, if not all, religious organizations. :

Does injustice abound in the world today? Yes. What causes it?
Largely the irrational idea that justice can proceed from an institu-
tion which itself is aggressive in nature, thereby creating injustice.
Is the institution of government worthy of acceptance by men? No.
Why then are we plagued with governments? Because of the irrational
idea held by men that government is “necessary’’.

Our theories. are not political theories. They are rational theories
based on fundamental moral principles. We advocate a revolution
in moral ideas. We advocate that society organize itself upon a
consistently moral basis for survival reasons. An important ste.p
along this road is recognizing the reasons why all governments, in
all forms, are immoral, and why we unwittingly support our own
destruction and that of our grandchildren whenwe act in any manner
which attributes dignity, praise, or moral sanction to the role of the
politician or to the institution of government. We hope there will
come a time in the history of men when the role of the politician,
like the function of the witch doctor of yesteryear, is properly regarded
for what it is—archaic, primitive, and immoral. When we build a
moral society, the words ‘““politics”’ and ‘‘legality’’ will be anachron-
isms. They will be replaced by the words “morality’” and “moral
law”’.

Morality is not ‘‘something taught by sacrificial religions” —
however, it is absolutely necessary for survival and peace. Sacrificial
or aggressive conduct always threatens our survival and leaves us
worse off, even though it appears practical and its effects are not
immediately apparent to us by casual observation.

This should not be construed to mean that we advocate some
sort of pacifist philosophy. We do not. Pacifism is an immoral
philosophy. If man is to survive, he must act to prdtect and defend
himself against aggression. Man not only has a right to defend

- himself against any aggressor, he has a moral responsibility to do

50; without, of course, aggressing against others in the process.
Things are what they are. A is A. Those who claim they do not
care whether or not their statements are contradictory do not realize
the enormous gravity of their error. A contradiction is always proof
of an error. Facts are facts because they are non-contradictory.
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To knowingly integrate a contradiction into one’s intellectual values
is to commit moral suicide. It only requires one contradiction to
prove a thing to be wrong, whereas it requires many careful non-
contradictory judgments to prove something to be right. If one
observes a contradiction in one’s thinking, that is nature’s signal
to go back and rethink the issue to discover where the error lies.

For example, if the German people had known the truth of the
moral principle of non-sacrifice, they would have identified the evil-
producing ideas of Hitler long before such ideas reached the stage
of genocide. In short, they would have been able to morally judge
right from wrong and acted to prevent evil from occurring. It is a
matter of concern for us when we stop and realize ‘the frightening
fact that few people can distinguish between a potential Hitler and
a man of peace. It is precisely this ability we need in order to sur-
vive—even on the simplest level of decisions— and it is precisely
this ability and skill of judging which morality teaches us.

The first step in bringing about a condition of peace is to know
exactly the condition we wish to bring about—which means to
precisely define peace in non-contradictory terms. Peace is not the
mere absence of war—nor is it the “order” of a slave gang or a
concentration camp.

What we really mean when we talk of achieving peace is a social
condition where aggression is absent or relatively minimal; or if it
does occur, there are adequate means of dealing with it according
to the moral principle of justice. If justice is absent, man cannot
achieve a peaceful world, because it is the former which protects

- the latter, It is a contradiction to think that justice or peace can

occur under the auspices of an agency which is itself aggressive
by nature—namely government. It is also a contradiction to think
that prosperity can be achieved by sacrifice. This is why we have
entitted our book, ‘Precondition for Peace and Prosperity: Rational
Anarchy”.
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III |
Man: Aggressor-Slave or Rational Being?

Two ideas have been expounded down through the centuries, and
unfortunately, they have permeated the consciousness of the vast
majority of men. These ideas are responsible for nearly all thg
human-produced evil in the world. One idea pur.po.rts that man is
“by nature” aggressive; the other declares that it'is both a virtue
and an ethical obligation for man to *‘sacrifice” himself for ot}1er§.
The view of man brought about by these two ideas, }s that he is
essentially an aggressor-slave, The immense human misery caused
by these two mistaken ideas is difficult to overestimate. _ '

The essence of slavery is that some individuals are aggressively
coerced by others, to give up all, or part of their labour for the
benefit of others. The nature of slavery is not changed by th.e re-
moval of physical shackles if one is still, none-the-less, aggress%vely
“deprived of the fruits of one’s labour. The handcuff and clr_laln of
earlier times have merely been replaced by more subtle kinds of
aggression, namely: disguised intimidation and fraud. These have
become formally institutionalized into our society in the form of
governments. It is the erroneous concepts that man should sacrifice
and that he is “by nature” aggressive, which have caused most
people to tolerate aggressive behaviour in others. B

Sacrifice is conduct based on choice, which deprives oneself of
: a higher for a lower or non-value. Sacrifice is therefore chosen self-
§ . deprivation. At times sacrifice deprives not only oneself, but others,
8 as in the case of aggression, or negligence. .

One of the common misconceptions we have encountered in our
discussions with people on the nature of man, is this assumpt?og
£ .- that man is by nature, aggressive. Presumably, this is to “explain

0 the fact that throughout the history of man, there have always been
: some men who acted aggressively. This reasoning however, ignores
‘the fact that similarly, there have always been many nien who af:te'd

non-aggressively! Evidently many people have observed that primi-
- tive man engaged in tribal conflicts, and they observe modern man
- still engaging in warfare, and they conclude that man is by nature,
- aggressive,
,  * . Primitive man may be compared to man in his infancy; to man
- growing, learning, and expanding his knowledge. Man has.no
‘. automatic knowledge of how he should act in order to survive.
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He must discover and learn this. Notice that an infant is wholly
dependent; he kicks and screams at times, and has not yet acquired
the knowledge that two plus two equals four. Can we conclude
therefore, that man must continue to be wholly dependent; continue
to kick and scream, continue to remain in ignorance, since during
his infancy he acted that way? Even though man has, in the main,
scarcely outgrown his primitive habit of conducting warfare, even
though he has abandoned the club and replaced it with a “govern-
ment”, it. would be inconceivable to claim that aggression is the
nature of man. Why? Because the facts prove otherwise.

How can we determine the nature of anything? The nature of

- an existent is that which makes it different from all other kinds of

existents. Change or remove the nature of a thing and it no longer
is the kind of thing which it formerly was;. it becomes something
else. The nature of an entity is identified by observing its essential
characteristic; the one which is common to all and only such exis-
tents, and makes a thing the kind of thing which it is.

If an individual is chronically bad tempered, such a charac-
teristic, although a prominent and descriptive one, is not the nature
of the individual, because it is not his bad temper which makes him
the kind of thing (human), which he is. We often refer incorrectly
to someone as having a bad or good “nature”, but we really mean
“possessing good or bad personality traits”. Personality traits do
distinguish one individual’s personality from another, but the essen-
tial characteristic which distinguishes all men from all other living
entities, is the “nature” of man. It is to this we refer when we say
that man must live in accordance with his nature.

Aggression is not the nature of man. It does not make man
human! Aggression makes man anti-human. Many men act aggres-
sively, but they do so by choice, not by nature. All men are capable
of choosing non-aggression, but not all men are willing to do so.
Also, a great many are forced to support (financially) the aggressive
activities of governments.

If, as some would lead us to believe, man was aggressive by
nature, any attempt to curb his aggressiveness would be quite
futile and senseless, because it would be an attempt to force man
to act in contradiction to his nature. If man was aggressive by
nature, then aggression should be fostered, not curbed, because il
living entities survive by acting in accordance with their natures.
For example, the nature of aplantinvolvesa special process whereby
it draws its survival necessitiesfrom theearth, air, or water. Remove
this process and the plant will die. All living entities possess a nature
separate and unique from all other kinds of living entities, even
though they may share certain other characteristics or survival
necessiflies .

There is a unique nature which man does not share with any
other kind of living entity. This nature is rationality. Man is a
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rational animal. Man arrives at rationality by a specific unique
mental process. This mental process is called his reason.

Reason is the volitional action of the conceptual level of con-
sciousness when it functions to identify fundamental cause, and its
effects. If we ask “‘what is the reason for his behaviour?’ we are
attempting to determine the cause of his behaviour. _

Rationality is the capacity (latent ability) of a being, to base
his actions on his reason. Hence a human individual is a rational
being. By “man’’ we mean individual human adults, male .or f.emale.
In -considering the definition of a human, one is considering an
individual lifespan. Thus, even though a human infant is not yet
able to exercise rationality, the essential characteristic whi.ch. dis-
tinguishes him from a baby calf or infant monkey, is that individual
capacity for rationality which is being developed. _

The “nature” of a human female is the same as that of a human
male— “‘rationality”. It is only their biological procreative functions
and physical make-up which differs; their “humanness” is the same.
When this is understood by both the males and females of our

lspecies, perhaps discrimination based on sex will cease to exist.

When a man does even such a simple thing as plant, cultivate,
and eat the proper food, or build a shelter to protect himself, he. is

: acting upon his reason. There is not a human individual in exist-
ence without this essential characteristic of rationality in some degree
of development. This characteristic can become fully developed in the
adult. An infant or young child is dependent on adults for life and
early survival, but they are still human individuals. Figure 6 gives
us a clear picture of this concept.

ST

Fetus or
Embryo

Human

Person (human individual)

Man (adult male or female)

Figure 6

There is a strict causal relationship between rationality and
man’s survival. Remove man’s rationality entirely, and he would not
survive as a human. Man’s rationality involves other distinguishing
characteristics. It implies that man is a conceptual animal; he can
integrate percepts into concepts and ideas; he can generate these
- .ideas into actions and can project them by means of a volitional
" cOnsciousness.

' Since earliest times it has been man’s rationality, however
limited, that has ensured his survival. Primitive man engaged in
many irrational types of conduct. He practiced cannibalism, which
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was aggression, and he also sacrificed himself in many ways—all -

of which threatened his survival. However, it is readily observable
that even primitive man had to exercise some rationality in order
to survive. Had he consistently practiced aggression or sacrifice,

none of us would be here now, because the human species would:

have ceased to exist. Primitive man acted rationally when he fash-
ioned tools to facilitate his physical efforts, thus helping to further
his survival. He acted rationally when he discovered that he should
clothe and shelter himself to protect himself from the elements.
Through his reason he learned what was proper to eat, and what
was not. He went on to learn how to cultivate the proper foods;
bow to avoid and counteract the effects of harmful ones; how to
devise better means of transportation; he was always in search of
ways of furthering his survival. o

As man became more intelligent, he began discovering more and
more natural laws and using them as guides to his conduct. By
observing these laws of nature, he was able to discover better ways
of prolonging his existence and making it a more comfortable one.
But the most important natural law has thus far eluded the majority
of men.

Without the lénowledge and observance of natural moral law,

~his knowledge of the other natural laws will not suffice to protect
his survival. Because he has institutionalized aggression in the form

of governments, he violates moral law and mankind is brought
closer to the brink of non-survival. : '
Some may erroneously postulate that a thief is indulging in
survival conduct when he robs others. Notice however, that it is not
the thief who is furthering his own survival. He is not engaged in
survival conduct at all. He is engaged in aggression. In other words,
it is not his act of thievery which is the root cause of his continued
existence. The root cause of his physical existence is someone else’s

rational conduct. Protect the products of other people’s rationality -

from the thief and he would then be obliged, if he were to survive,
to engage himself in rational conduct. Rationality is man’s sole
means of assuring a successful continued existence. Remove this from
man and you remove the human. Consistent irrationality in any
form —theft, fraud, extortion— or sacrifice, consistently practiced,
ultimately destroys man, the human being,

It has also been suggested by some people that the clue to man’s
nature, and consequently to his behaviour patterns, is to be found
in his animal ancestry. We have discussed how the nature of an
entity is given by identifying its essential characteristic, and we
have shown that when this characteristic is removed or changed,
the nature of the entity itself changes, and it then becomes a dif-
ferent kind of thing. Studying animals for the purpose of identifying
man’s nature leads to spurious conclusions. Such studies may have
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a use in some of the biological sciences, but they have no validity
whatsoever in regards to the nature of man. .

A simple illustration is as follows: Suppose you did not kr?ow
the essential characteristics of a table. You discover that at one tfme
the table was an oak tree. You now proceed to study trees— part.l(!l.l-
larly oak trees, as a means of identifying the essential characteristic
(the nature) of tables. You may discover that both tree .jmd table
share the same basic origin. You would find that the chemical com-
ponents of both tree and table are nearly identical. There the simi-
larity ends. You could study trees for centuries. You could stu(%y
the symmetry of the branches or examine the roots. You would still
not know anything about the nature of tables!

Animals other than man, are not endowed by nature with
| rationality. They act according to their natures, on short-range
8 automatic reflexes and perception. There is however, a very impor-
tant lesson which man can learn from animals. This lesson can be
most effectivély demonstrated by relating a personal experience.
One afternoon the authors were watching a television program
which dealt with the animal kingdom. One particular. scene showed
a mother bird feeding a fledgling which had accidentally fallen into
the nest from its own nest higher up in the tree. The mother bird
fed the fledgling along with her own brood, until it was time for all
the young to spread their wings and assume responsibility for them-
selves. A remark by the commentator was made to the effect that
the mother bird had “nobly engaged in sacrifice” for the benefit of
the young stray. The implication was that men should learn the
lesson of sacrifice from the mother bird. Erroneous conclusion—
welfare, guaranteed incomes, medicare and all other types of aggres-
sively imposed self-deprivation is justified! )

Let us go back to the scene of the mother bird’s family and see
what really happened. The mother bird did not deprive herself or
ﬂ ' her own young for the fledgling-—she was not forced to accept

. the responsibilty. When all the young were ready to fly she let them
assume their own responsibility. She did not continue to hover over
: : : them and place food into their mouths. She did not attempt to
g _obtain food by taking it from other birds in order to feed the fledg-

ling, or her own brood. Notice also that all animals act to protect
_their own possessions, and that whenever one deprives another (of
its own kind), the result is often an immediate conflict, frequently
i‘.esulting in a fight to the finish. This is because it is a law of
“nature that all animals must protect what is rightfully theirs. Man,
too, must also gain and protect his values. The type of behaviour
‘which each species must engage in, in order to gain and protect
~that which is of value to them, is behaviour which is in accordance
Wlth the nature of the animal involved. In the human species, the
 thoice of this type of conduct is called morality.
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The point is, animals survive by acting in accordance with
their natures, and so do we. If we are sensible enough to recognize
this, we will realize the primary requirement of all of man’s social
institutions, is that they be designed in accordancewith man’s nature,
and structured on a moral basis. If we are perceptive, we will see
that the existence of any government or government-managed insti-
tution such as our schools, universities, libraries, water supplies,
police and law courts, all violate the primary survival requirement,
because they depend for their existence upon the institutionalized
aggression of governments; i.e., on depriving individuals of their
rightful values without their consent, as well as restricting them in
their rightful actions.

From earliest primitive times, the vast majority of humans have
erroneously accepted that they are incapable of knowing what is
proper or improper human conduct. They have allowed themselves
to be moulded by the. ethics of governmental and religious power-
seekers and rulers. They have wrongly accepted the ethical view of
man as essentially the aggressor-slave. The power-seekers have been
of two camps, each seeking to dominatetheminds of men in their own
way; each trying to instill in men that they should leave essential
decision making to them, and merely do as they are told.

On the one hand, the government brand of power-seekers say
that individuals must abide by the laws of other individuals; i.e.,
the current rulers and holder of power. If we do not obey them,
they say, we will be penalized with a greater loss of values, even
to being thrown in a jail if we do not pay them whatever they
demand in taxes or labour. On the other hand, those of the sacri-

ficial ethics of religions say that individuals must abide by the laws
of fictitious Gods, and claim to be interpreters of such Gods. If we

do not obey them, they say, we will be penalized “after death”.

These two camps have a common goal—the domination of the
minds of human individuals. Many conflicts have occurred between
the two power groups in their fight over human minds. In countries
such as Russia, the governmental power-seekers have nearly elimi-
nated their competitor. In other countries the fight between these two
camps continues; in still other countries they have come to a kind
of truce—the religious camp and the government have agreed to
“share” the domination of the individual’s mind.

And yet, there are few human adults who are incapable of dis-
covering for themselves that proper human conduct is knowable
through, and only through, their reason, by which they can identify
the moral principles necessary for survival, which are derived from
natural moral law. The human conflicts which have thus far
threatened human survival will only be resolved when individuals
recognize this fact, and start acting as fully rational, fully moral
human beings. '
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~Moral Science, Ethics, o
§ and the Fundamental Moral Principles

5 ' It was Francis Bacon (1521-1626) who identified the principle
that “nature to be commanded, must be obeyed””. Bacon spread the
idea that knowledge is power, and thatitsimportance lay in what one
chooses to do with it. Bacon of course, was correct. Knowledge can
be used to create a reasonable and fully human state of existence,
or it can be used to create a living hell for people if it is used for
1 - sacrificial or aggressive purposes. '
This chapter describes the means by which we may know what
is, and what is not, proper human conduct. Since this involves a
discussion of morality, and since morality to most people means
something very subjective and irrational (chiefly because Qf the sacri-
| ficial religious ethical theories which parade as moral), we hasten to
‘make it clear that we are opposed to the “popular” and conven-
1 tional “ethics”. Natural Law—for which there is abundant evidence
1 ' _is the first cause. Since Moral Law exists as part of natural law,
we do not find it necessary to invent, or accept a God, for which
| I there is no evidence. .
" o Our criticism of sacrificial religions is based on the fact that
their concept of morality lies outside the framework of natural law.
!  Yes, they are entitled to their opinions; but they are not entitled to
' claim that sacrifice is moral, since the facts and evidence contradict
- them. However, the fact that they are wrong about morality should
not divert the reader from recognizing that a legitimate moral science
. does exist. _
L Morality, or moral behaviour refers to.the various types of
-~ conduct, open to choice, which will further man’s welfare and sur-
vival. Does man require a concept of morality? Is it necessary?
I, as we have stated, man survives by basing his conduct upon his
reason, might it not be legitimately held that the concept of ration-
‘ality is all that is needed?
We need a concept of morality for the same reason we require
cept of physiology. We would never conclude that since man
ves by his rationality, wedonotrequirea concept of physiology!
iology is the body of knowledge studying the proper functioning
s and organs and cells. Pathology is the science studying
bnormal functioning, and is only meaningful and useful to
first has a concept of physiology.
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Similarly, we require a concept of morality to determine the
kinds of conduct open to choice, which are proper to man and his
nature. Without such a body of knowledge to guide us, we have no
way of knowing if our conduct will further our survival, or threaten
it.

For example, imagine there was no body of knowledge of moral
behaviour. Suppose we had a great amount of knowledge of other
sciences like physics, optics, physiology, chemistry, mathematics,
but had no knowledge of what was right and proper conduct for
people in both their individual capacities, and in their relationships
with each other? All the knowledge of the other sciences would be of
no value without the knowledge of moral science, since we would
never know how to apply it, and our survival would be only a matter
of chance.

A classical historical example of this was Nazi Germany. The
brilliant technological and scientific achievements of Nazi Germany
in physics, medicine, mathematics, optics, biology, rocketry, and
engineering, did nothing to prevent the enslavement of a nation and
the brutal, calculated, mass murder of six to eight million Jews.
In fact, this knowledge was put to use to enslave people, rather than
liberate them. Why? Because of the absence of morality. The lack
of moral knowledge on the part of individual Germans meant they
had no guidelines to turn to enabling themto know what was proper
in individual and inter-personal behaviour. Hitler achieved his poli-
tical power through accepted political means, and politics was, and
is today, still generally regarded as a proper and legitimate form
of human conduct. Yet it is based on the absence of morality, on
the principles of sacrifice and aggression!

The condition of the technologically advanced nations of the
world today, may be compared to Nazi Germany. Their scientific
advances have in many cases, exceeded our highest expectations,
. yet the survival of the human race has never been more in jeopardy.
Why? Because of the relative absence of moral values. Governments,
like death, are erroneously regarded as an unchangeable part of the
natural order, and few people have identified their absolute immoral
basis, and the moral alternative to them.

Morality, like other scientific bodies of knowledge, is based on
natural law.

Natural Law refers to those uniform phenomena throughout
the universe, which consistently occur, independent of consciousness,
and which determine the ultimate effects of the actions of existents.
A natural law is therefore a causal phenomenon. For example, the
ultimate effect of the action of the earth upon the moon and vice
versa, is determined by the natural law of gravity. The ultimate
effect of heat upon an air body is to cause it to rise, and this effect

r
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of natural law are the laws of heatconduction, or the electro-magnetic
in the science of physics. : '

1awsl\llreluural law shorl)ﬂg not be confused with a nat.ura¥ p-rinmple.
A principle is a statement about a phenomenon, which is intended
to describe it or its relationships, in the most ft.mdarflental terms.
Natural law refers to the actual existence of certain un1forr.n pheno—
menon. The natural principle is man’s method of describing the
phenomenon and identifying it. These principles serve as a base
for subsequent knowledge. Principles can be .true or false, but the
essential characteristic of scientific principles is tl.ley endeavour to
identify truth by a logically applied process involving reason, based
on critical observation and experimentation. ‘ .

Thus, science refers to the existing graded, and systematic body
of knowledge about natural law, arrived at by a critical process of
reason, observation and/or experimentation. ' .

A very significant thing to observe about natural law is that it
occurs absolutely independent of our consciousness. Th}s means
that it exists independent of whether we choose to discover it or not;
independent of whether we even like it or not! Regarc.iles:s of what
we may choose to do with our consciousness such as wishing, evad-
ing, or even logical thinking, we cannot cha‘mge a natuFal law. We
can change many other aspects of reality which are not independent
of our consciousness, such as sending a rocket to the moo'n, bgt
we cannot change a natural law. For example, one can easﬂy see
that there is nothing anyone could do which could ever change
the law of gravity. One may not like the law of gravit.y, but Fhere
is nothing one can do to change it. If one chosec to ignore it by
jumping from a high building, one would nevertheless fall to the
ground. :

What has not been generally recognized is that the much spoken
of moral law is simply a specific part of naturql la'u?. Th.e vyhole
body of pure science is composed of individual scientific prm.mp.les,
and of these a certain sum are moral principles. A moral principle
is- a scientific principle; which is to say that it is .a known and

~ provable principle identifying natural moral law, and is therefore
~ true. Not all ethical principles are true however.

The logical relationship of moral law to natural law is shown

~ in the following diagram.

— — Natural law

Moral law

o Figure 7

is determined by the natural laws of convection. Some other examples
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Thus we see that moral law is part of natural law, but not all
natural law is moral law.

People have not generally recognized that moral science, like
other sciences such as physics and physiology, is a rationally deter-
minable science. Because of this misunderstanding, many people
mistakenly hold the view that morality is anything a person feels like
making it. Such people conclude that the study of moral behaviour
is really quite arbitrary and subjective. Further, the outright irra-
tionality which is taught by religions in the name of morality, has
convinced such people that all morality must be subjective. Many
ethical theories are (with the exception of rational ethical theories),-
subjective and arbitrary; but morality itself is not arbitrary or
subjective. :

What is man’s ultimate guide to the physical behaviour and
conduct of physical bodies? Physical natural law — which is identified
by scientific physical principles. What is man’s ultimate guide to
physiological behaviour? Physiologic natural law —which is identi-
fied by scientific physiologic principles. What is man’s ultimate
guide to proper human conduct? Natural moral law— which is
identified by scientific moral principles. _

Scientific principles, unlike hypotheses, consist of verifiable truths.
Now the popular assertion which is sometimes made at this point
in discussions of morality is: ““Oh, that’s just your opinion!”’ This
assertion fails to identify that moral principles are not merely “‘the
authors’ opinion” anymore than Newton’s first principles were merely
“Newton’s opinion”. Newton’s principles identify certain natural
law, and the essential characteristic of natural law is that it admits
to no exceptions under defined conditions. Similarly, moral principles
identify moral law, andlike allnaturallawit admits to no exceptions,

Concepts of natural law first originated several hundred years
ago with the Greek philosophy school known as the Stoics. Black
Law Dictionary (Fourth Edition), has this to say about a later
development of this concept. : :

“This expression was largely used in the philosophic specu-
lations of the Roman Jurists of the Antonine age, and was
intended to denote a system of rules and principles for the guid-
ance of human conduct, which independently of enacted law, or
of the systems peculiar to any one people, might be discovered
by the rational intelligence of man, and would be found to
grow out of, and conform to, his nature, meaning by that word,
his whole moral, mental and physical constitution . . .”’

Although the Roman Jurists recognized the existence of natural
law, and alluded to moral law as a part of natural law, what they
and subsequent societies have not yet discovered is that moral law
is the only basis and guide for proper human conduct, and that
the reliance upon (any) legality as a guide for human conduct, is
a provable anti-survival and immoral procedure for man to follow.

Moral Science, Ethics and the Fundamental Moral Principles 25

i
|
%
% While it is common today to read of the term “moral law”, to
% our knowledge, no one has ever precisely defined it.” The fact that
| moral law is something knowable through man’s own reason, appears
; , to have been unfortunately nearly completely forgotten or ignored.
If it is some sort of uniform consistent phenomenon, knowable by
' means of man’s reason, what exactly is this phenomenon? We have
. already alluded to it. '
Moral law is the uniform consistent phenomenon, observable in
nature, that man survives by acting to gain and prptect values, in
a manner which does not deprive other humans, or himself.
‘ . Without the body of knowledge and moral principles derived
‘ from this natural law, all man’s additional knowledge will not
ensure his survival. To our knowledge, it has never been cleallrly
identified that the entire science of morality consists of moral prin-
ciples derived from this phenomenon. :
 The fact that all moral principles derive from the moral law
g should not be surprising. Remember that in 1687 Sir Isaac Newton
i published his three principles of motion, and these three principles
§ are the foundation of the vast body of knowledge that physicists
call classical mechanics. It includes all that we know about statics,
g dynamics, hydrodynamics, areodynamics, theory of sound and
i wave motion, and the theory of elasticity. It is easy to forget the.
g ; startling fact that this enormous science which literally fills university = .
1 libraries, totally rests on these three simple fundamental principles!
§ B Morality implies that man is a being of volitional consciousness, .
able to know, and able to choose to engage in differing courses of
actions, some of which will lead to his betterment and survival,
and some of which will not. Since moral law is that part of natural
law which determines the ultimate survival effects of various kinds of
human conduct, it is important that humans understandit. By unde.r-
' standing it, we are thereby better able to predict and foresee certain
beneficial or harmful effects which our conscious choices and their
resultant actions in daily life, will bring about. We can thus predict-
ably create or avoid (respectively) such effects. With moral law as the
standard, we can use moral principles to guide our conduct, and
ensure that it is in harmony with nature and ourselves.
: “Because any natural law is a uniform consistent phenomenon
_the universe, moral law is no exception. It follows that there can
only.be one morality for all men, and that is the one set by nature
elf. It is inconceivable that the law of gravity, or the science of
1ysics, should vary in differing parts of the globe. It is equally
onceivable that moral law should vary in differing parts of the
~or that moral principles should be different for a Russian
or a Maori. : ‘
e “cultural” school seeks to reduce the moral to whatever is
: tomary behaviour of a group; to the habits of people as
dctermined by geography. This school holds that there can be no
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universal science of morality. Such a view is fallacious because it
is at variance with the facts. Because of the universality of moral
law, moral conduct does not alter from one society to another,
simply because customs do. To the extent one’s conduct conforms
with moral principles it is proper human conduct; to the extent it
departs from these principles one’s conduct is immoral. Hence, the
conduct of any individual can be judged according to the standard
which nature herself sets —moral law.

Social “norms”, social “custom”, “public opinion”, “geographic
location” or “statutory laws” are not guides to moral behaviour.
If seventy-five percent of a certain primitive tribal group practice
the aggressive custom of cannibalism, that fact does not make canni-
balism moral! It is still immoral. If ninety-nine percent of the people
of the so-called *‘civilized” nations practicc a more sophisticated
type of aggression through the organization called government,
that fact does not make government moral. What makes any human
institution or mode of conduct right and proper is whether it exists
in conformity with the laws of nature herself —with moral law. For
example, slavery is evil because it violates moral law —not because
it violates any given statutory or constitutional law.

It is true that any application of moral principles is contextual
and must consider all relevant facts; this is not to say however,
that the principles of morality themselves alter from one social or
geographlc group to another.

There is a difference to be noted herebetween ethics and morality.
Ethical principles lead to conduct which is allegedly desirable. Thus,
if one wishes to learn the ethics of medicine, one studies the ethical
principles of a medical association. Most ethical principles however,
are not based on moral law. Hitler for example, acted consistently
on the ethical principle of sacrifice. Hitler was a consistently ethical
man, but he was not a moral man. Ethics are usually based on
the custom or mores of certain groups, although they may also be
principles formulated by individuals. Most of the philosophers of
history taught certain ethical principles. Professional groups or asso-
ciations usually have a written code of ethics. In all cases, the pur-
pose of ethics is to produce a certain type of conduct, which is
allegedly desirable.

However, if any code of ethics is productive of conduct which
is out of conformity with moral law—to that extent it is irrational
and immoral. If ethical principles are in conformity with moral law,
they are called rational ethical principles, and such principles can
also be referred to simply as moral principles.

There are three fundamental moral principles which derive from
moral law. They are the principles of non-sacrifice, non-aggression,
and justice. These principles are dependent upon the concept “value”.

Value, in a human context may be defined as that which is in
a person’s rational self-interest. If man is to gain and protect values
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in a non-deprivatory manner, he must avoid sacrifice, aggression,
and injustice. Hence, the three principles of non-sacrifice, nontaggres-
sion, and justice form the basis of morality.

Sacrifice is essentially self deprivatory conduct. 1t may be defined
as conduct based on choice, which deprives oneself by giving up a

" higher value for a lower or non-value. -

Aggression is conduct based on choice, which deprives, or
threatens to deprive other persons of their rightful values, without
their consent, and/or restricts them in their rightful actions.

Injustice is the failure of an 1nd1v1dua1 to fulfill payment of a
debt which his actions incurred.

In any situation, sacrifice, aggression, or injustice will threaten
human survival, even though it is not recognized at the time. If
one avoids sacrifice, aggression and injustice, one will be living a
life which is fully in accordance with natural moral law.

If a person’s choice of conduct does deprive either himself or
another, justice identifies that he alone is responsible for compen-
sation to himself, or to another, for the loss of values involved.

Since values are necessary for survival, the principle of non-
sacrifice must be observed if one is to gain and protect them. Is
this being selfish? Of course it is! But popular opinion notwithstand-
ing, rational selfishness is a prime virtue because without it, one
could not survive. Further, popular opinion notwithstanding, self-
ishness does not mean clawing at others, stepping all over them
and depriving them of their values. That type of conduct is not
selfishness; it is clearly aggression!

To conclude our discussion of moral behavicur, we need to
define “‘alternative”, “‘moral alternative”, and “‘choice”. An alter-
native is a condition of existence which permits one a differing
course of human action. A moral alternative is a condition of exist-
ence which permits one a course of human action which will neither

deprive oneself, nor deprive others of their rightful values without
their consent. A choice in the broad sense is contextual, and means
~a:conscious selection, voluntarily made, from among differing things
or: courses of human actions. In a moral sense, choice refers to the
election of a course of human action, from possibilities among
~which exists a moral alternative.

%y Hence it can be seen that “choice” in a moral context, means
much more than merely a conscious selection. For if the only pos-
ible alternative actions available to men were those which either
leprived themselves, or deprived other humans of their rightful
lues without their consent, there would soonbeno human survival!
choice of immoral conduct (sacrifice or aggression) is only
ssible if there is first a selection among which exists a moral
rnative. If a human course of action is selected in the absence

on—deprlvatory alternative, then it cannot be said that one had
al choice,
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Aggression always restricts the range of moral action in those
persons against whom it is directed. If it is severe enough, it can
ultimately eliminate all such action. This is the reason we have
stated that morality is absolutely necessary for survival, because in
its absence, a human has no alternative except to deprive himself
or others, or both. In other words, aggression prevents a person
from acting in a fully human way, thus leaving him none but an
amoral course of action. In the total absence of morality, men
would cease to survive as humans.

This is the reason why we have stated that all governments strike

at the heart of morality and at the heart of man’s survival. Since a.

government consistently aggresses against individuals, it is an anti-
human form of social structure. Anything which it does, such as
building hospitals, universities, roads, etc., is only accomplished by
means of aggression. It must always rob Peter to pay Paul. This
is at once the fundamental reason for the ever increasing conflicts
in society, and the reason these conflicts cannot be resolved by
governments, or in the presence of a government. Their attempt to
resolve conflicts can only mean that one person’s benefits are achieved
by either depriving others, or oneself, or both. Hence the utter futility
in seeking governmental “solutions” to any of the problems which
plague us.

Let us now take a brief glimpse around our society to see if the
principles of survival are being implemented. What do we see? The
entire structure of our society is composed of inter-warring pressure
groups, each seeking to use the retaliatory* force of government in an

attempt to gain values, by depriving others, or themselves, or both! -

A typical example is businessmen who seek governmental protection
for their business or industry, and the consumer or competing
business is thereby deprived of their rightful values. Another example
is a labour union’s use of legality to aggressively compel some
employees to support them, or compel companies to employ or
re-employ their members who do not earn their wage. Any restriction

of an employee’s right to terminate his relationship with an employer, -

would bring down a burst of outraged indignation from a union,
and rightly so; yet many do not recognize the right of the employer
to the same choice of action!

It is clear that the basic structure of our society, far from being
based on the human survival principles of morality, is suicidally
based on just the opposite; on aggression, sacrifice, and injustice.

It does not require much thought in the face of these facts, to
conclude we must quickly set about to rectify the cause of these
problems, if we are to avoid the final penalty which awaits the
members of any species consistently acting in contradiction to natural
law.

*We refer to retaliation as an aggressive reactionto aggression, ie. the use of aggres-

sion (instead of defense) against an aggressor. A discussion of these two concepts
follow in chapter thirteen.

I 29

Individual Human Rights

T A R T

Anarchists have sometimes been described as people who cate-
gorically reject any type of authority. That is not strictly accurate.

The rational anarchist does accept an authority—the authority of
natural law. As we have discussed earlier, just as the ultimate guide

° .. to a physician’s conduct is the natural laws of physiology and
‘physics, as identified by his own consciousness, so too the rational
anarchist’s ultimate guide to his own conduct (and the evaluation

of the conduct of others) is based on natural moral law as identified

‘ by his own reason. The ultimate guide or authority is natural law.
E The only means of discovering it is the logical use of one’s own
mind. It is the causal relationships existing in nature to which the
- rational ‘anarchist appeals as his final authority. Since this is so,
and since this authority cannot be “‘reached” except by the logical
‘use of one’s mind, this logical thinking process becomes one of the
“highest values in life. The creation of a society where all men are
‘free to act on the logical judgment of their minds, without aggressing
. against others, thus becomes a major purposeforrational anarchists.

- The “authority” which the rational anarchist rejects, is the arbi-
_--trary assumed authority imposed upon him by aggression, such as
the brute force of any government — whether maintained by a majority
r by a dictatorship.

' “An authority is an ultimate guide to which one may validly
ppeal for a directive for human action.” Modern science and techno-
gical progress are based on the concept of the authority of natural
aw. - The engineer relies on it when he builds bridges, ships, air-
lanes and skyscrapers. The bio-physicist relies on it as he discovers
e.cure to a disease in his laboratory. The housewife, whether she
aware of it or not, relies on it when she does household baking.
e existence of a natural authority in the form of natural laws is
disputable fact of reality. It exists, and although it cannot ever
tered by our consciousness, it can indeed be discovered by our
iousness. One would have to deny that “existence exists” in
- to deny that natural authority exists, and such would be the
ate evasion., _

re is a natural authorization, a directive issued by nature
»l}ich occurs with the birth of every human individual.
tl»‘V?/ granted by natural law is the authority to engage in

B
]
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any actions which are in accordance with the nature of a human
individual. This relationship between natural law (in this case,
natural moral law), the nature of the person, and actions which
are in accordance with human nature, is expressed in the concept
of natural rights.

Natural individual rights may be defined as the authorization
granted by nature at birth, to engage in actions which are in accord-
ance with one’s nature.

To ask “does he have a natural right to such and such an
action”, is to ask, *‘is the action in accordance with human nature,
and can it be demonstrated in reason that this is so?’

Coincident with the concept of granting an authorization for any
action, is the concept of an entitlement. An entitlement exists whenever
a valid authorization occurs. The two concepts co-exist. The entitle-
ment is something received. The authorization is that which creates
the entitlement and differs from the entitlement in that it is something
given. But one cannot exist without the other. No one can receive
a valid entitlement without there first having existed a valid authori-
zation granting it.

With these facts in mind, we could choose then, without fear of
making the error of “circularity” in our definition, to define rights
—in this case meaning not only natural rights, but rights which
emanate from human individuals themselves—in the following
manner. :

Rights are an authorization from a valid or moral authority,
which entitles individuals to engage in actions which are in accord-
ance with human nature, .

Notwithstanding the enormous barrage of legal propaganda to
the contrary, it can be readily perceived from the foregoing, that
“rights” is exclusively a moral concept, not a legal concept.

Let us summarize. Just as nature grants us life, so too she
grants the right to life from the moment of birth. The right to life,
which is the right to engage in actions commensurate with human
nature, cannot be altered by any person or group of persons, because
it has its source in natural moral law. We can recall from the pre-
vious chapter that a unique characteristic of any natural law is
that it exists absolutely independent of our consciousness, and cannot
be altered. We can state then without fear of contradiction, that all

human individuals possess the right to life, and this basic right
exists quite independent of consciousness in the sense that as long
as an individual life exists, this basic right to engage in rational
actions exists. There is no action short of killing a person, which
can alter this natural basic right. ‘

For example, suppose that someone aggressively enters your
residence, and at the point of a gun, has you bound, gagged, and
then robs you. Does any of this change the fact that you are still
entitled to your freedom, your privacy, and your property? Not the
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slightest. These rights would still exist, even if the aggressor im-
prisoned you. ) . .

There is another type of right derived from the natural rights .
we have described above. It too, is an authorization to engage in
certain human actions and is issued by a valid moral authority.
_This time however, the authority although based on moral law, is .
not a direct authorization from natural law but is rather, issued
by a person or group of persens. This type of authority arises from,
and has its source in, moral behaviour. We refer here to the rights
of moral agreements and their derivative, the rights of contract. ‘

A contract is a recorded declaration which specifies the conditions
of a moral agreement between two or more people. The contract
protects the moral agreement by providing proof of its existence.
It is essential to the idea of a contract, that any such agreement be
arrived at without the use of aggression. The moment aggression
is introduced, any resultant agreement is not based on contract.
Quite the contrary; it becomes an agreement based on aggression,
and any claim to contractual or moral behaviour is automatically
vitiated. Hence any person or group of persons assuming authority
by means of aggression, in reality, has no moral claim to such
authority. :

- Although a contract is authorized by human individuals rathfar
~ than by natural law, all contractual behaviour is nevertheless in
- accordance with moral law. The reason this is so is because man
 “has a unique consciousness which is volitional in nature. In other
 words his consciousness is self-starting, self-steering, and self-pro-
" pelled. This characteristic is sometimes called “‘free will”’. Any moral
agreement voluntarily arrived at then, will of necessity, have been
arrived at by the free will and mutual consent of all those involved
“in"the agreement. Such agreements respect both human nature and
tural moral law.
_Hence, by means of contract, man has a tool which is virtually
mlimited in working out and protecting agreements between indi-

als for their mutual self-interest and long. term advantage. If
n-individual joins a golf club, he signs a contract of membership.
/hich gives him certain rights which are of value to him, such as
se of the club house. He in turn abides by the contractual rules
f the club, and does not go beyond these rules without expressed
sion from the directors. If one stays in a hotel, one purchases
ight to use the hotel room for a period of time. Or one may
e certain rights of use from an owner of property by under-
g-a contract with him.
Whenever man bases his actions on contract then, he engages

tful - actions.- Whenever he arbitrarily breaks a contract in
“of ‘a moral alternative to modify it by mutual consent, he
‘aggression. If one does not order one’s social relations
istent contractual or moral basis, one is left with the alter-




32 .. . Rational Anarchy

native of attempting to co-exist with others in an aggressive manner,
thus foolishly defying or ignoring natural law, rather than identi-

fying and respecting it. To the degree one does this, one flirts with

destruction. v

Does an aggressor forfeit his rights when he deprives others of
their rightful values? This question has important implications to
our ideas of what constitute a proper concept of justice and arbi-
tration agencies, both of which we will discuss later in greater detail.
Here, we must differentiate between natural rights, and rights of
moral agreement or contract. As we have mentioned, there is no
action which an aggressor can take (except perhaps taking his own
life), which can negate his natural rights. Despite the fact that by
his act of aggression he acts against his own nature, his nature
always remains that of a rational being. Itis against his nature to
aggress, but it is reasonable and just, and therefore in accordance
with his nature to adequately compensate his victim by repaying
his debt. So an aggressor does not forfeit his natural rights by
aggression.

He can however, forfeit rights which he may have obtained by
contract. For instance, suppose an individual signs a contract, or
verbally agrees to pay a certain sum of money for a car, such
agreement specifying a time limit within which the debt should be
paid. The purchaser now has the right to drive the car and he
registers ownership of it. Suppose now he arbitrarily decides not to
honour the contract and refuses to pay his debt. At that moment
he forfeits his rights to the car, and the seller now has the right to

" repossess the car in lieu of payment.

- What is the relation between morality and rights? Morality refers
to the kind of conduct an individual may choose which is in con-

formity with his nature. Rights are the authorization which entitles

him to engage in those actions. Morality and rights are both derived
from moral law. The fact that man’s survival causally depends
upon his choosing to act in a non-deprivatory manner towards his
own kind, including himself, is the basis of morality. It is a concept

which applies to man—not to infants or small children. Infants, small
. children, or the severely mentally retarded for example, do not

have a sufficiently developed faculty of reason, and may have very
limited volitional conceptual ability. As the infant approaches the
age of awareness of his surroundings, the early attributes of voli-

" tional consciousness develop. The highest of these attributes, the

faculty of reason, continues to develop into adulthood. If the indi-
vidual makes the necessary mental effort, he will further develop
his faculty of reason until his death, assuming no disease or senile
changes or accident which might incapacitate his mental faculty.

Only man may act morally; an infant however, may- act right-
fully, i.e., in proportion to his mental development —until he reaches
an age of moral maturity and responsibility. The concept of rights
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identifies that he is entitled to a freedom of action that is commen-
surate with his nature at all stages of his biological, psychological,
and rational development. The logical relationship of rights and
morality is shown below.

—— Rightful actions

Moral actions

Figure 8

We can observe from this that all cases of an individual acting
morally are examples of an individual acting rightfully, but not all
cases of a person acting rightfully are cases of moral actions, since

~ infants are not yet capable of choosing moral actions, nor are adults

“-able to act morally in the absence of a non-deprivatory alternative.

It can also be seen that the concept of individual human rights
. ~identifies that no person should be the victim of aggression from
others, regardless of age or state of psychologic or physical health.

It is apparent from the foregoing discussion that if a human,
‘civilized, social order is to be achieved, protected, and maintained,
then society must be structured in a manner which respects the con-
cept of natural rights, the rights of contract, and rights of moral

~agreement. It follows that to the extent individuals are protected

~-from aggression, their rights are respected. To the extent they lack
such protection, their rights are not respected, but are violated.
_Aggression prevents individuals from exercising their rights.

;- ~Governments, by their very existence, violate the rights of indi-
iduals. Their laws, tariffs, coercive monopolies, and taxes, all
egate the right of every individual to dispose of all of their pro-
wperty. (including  their income), in any contractual or other moral
way they choose.
This is the reason that despite the fact that hundreds of “bills

ights” have been issued in statutory law from time to time
oughout history by various governments, no government, statu-
Aaw, or constitution, ever did, nor ever could “protect” indi-
al rights. Exactly the opposite is true. This is because a
ment has no basis in contract nor in morality; it has no valid
ity over humans. We discuss this in more detail in chapter XI.
n’:the;light of the foregoing discussion, it is clear that any talk
governmental schemes which will' provide individuals with the
ight” -to an education, or the “right” to medical care, or the
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“right” to welfare, or to guaranteed incomes, is a glaring contra-
diction. In order for a government to do these things, they must
first deprive others of their rightful values, or prevent them from
engaging in rightful actions!

- There may be some who suggest that it is a contradiction to
state on the one hand that individuals have the natural right to
life, but on the other hand are not entitled to government aid to
sustain that life. The contradiction here lies with the questioner.
The natural right to life does not give one the right to engage in
aggression. Nothing does. Such queries reveal that the questioner
has been unable (or unwilling) to examine moral alternatives whereby
these benefits can be achleved without aggression; i.e., without
government.

Enormous contradictions are brought about by the misunder-
standing of the proper meaning of the term “rights”. For example,
let us examine the claim by some persons that everyone has a
natural right to food. These people will point to the pitiable plight
of hordes of starving people in the world, and at this point, they
completely turn off their thinking.

The primitive savage reacted in the same thoughtless way. “Me
need food!” “Whaaack!!!” The closest person with food was clubbed
and the food he had acquired was stolen from him. Today, few
people can bear to face the fact that their tactics could be this crude
and messy, hence the savagery has become more disguised and
sophisticated. By placing the club and gun into the hands of govern-
‘ment and letting them do the dirty work, it enables people to effec-
tively renounce all responsibility for their thoughtless and barbaric
-actions.

If we are truly concerned with the plight of starving people,
instead of reacting in a primitive, unthinking way, we should act to
~correct the cause of the problem, rather than compound it with a
barrage of primitive contradictions.

One of the common contradictions regaining momentum today,
is the worn out idea that acquiring material values is evil. The very

- people who make this assertion however, also express deep concern
for the poverty stricken; yet poverty isthe absence of material values!
If material values to these people are evil, then the ideal state of
existence should be poverty, so why do they lament the plight of
those living in abject poverty! They know very well that material
values are necessary for human survival, but because they have
chosen not to act in a thoughtful humanway to acquire these values,
they assert some mystical “‘right” to the use of aggressive force as
their means.

Thus when we ask, “does man have aright to adequate housing,
education, or health care?” we can answer that individuals have
the right to engage in any rational action in order to achieve such
things —which is to say that they have no rlght to acquire them by

aggression.
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VI
The Meaning of Aggression

Human conduct based on choice, which deprives or threatens
to deprive another person of his rightful values without his consent,
and/or prevents himfromengaging inrightful actions, is aggression.
The principle of non-aggression is derived from moral law. Since
man survives by acting in accordance with his nature to gain and
protect values, conduct which deprives him of what he has right-
fully gained or prevents him from gaining it, is a threat to his
survival. A society or a country can be considered civilized in pro-
portion to the degree that it effectively bars all forms of aggression
from human relationships, and in proportion to the degree that the
immoral ethical principle of sacrifice is rejected by its inhabitants.

All modern societies are governmental societies, and far from
barring aggression, they have institutionalized it in the form of
legality. The growth of government means the growth of institution-
alized aggression. An increase in institutionalized aggression means
a proportionate reduction in the degree of civilized, human behaviour.

- The trend to greater and more powerful government is accompanied

by two factors which constitute a major survival threat to the human
race. Firstly, it is accompanied by a corresponding reduction in the
range of moral choice. That is to say, there are less and less non-
deprivatory alternatives from which man may choose. Secondly,

"under these conditions, advances in technology become a threat

rather than a benefit to all of mankind, since they are, and will
continue to be used to deprive others or oneself. These technologic
advances will be of immense benefit to mankind in a moral society,

-since they will neither be gained by aggression, nor used for aggres-
“ sive purposes.

Since our society today is structured on the immoral principles
of sacrifice and aggression, none of us can be sure when techno-

logical gains will be used for our own destruction. Only when we

h‘ave successfully established a society which effectively ostracizes
the ethics of sacrifice and aggression will we be able to breathe

| safely from this threat.

Over the centuries, governments have been successful in distorting
and disguising the real meaning of aggression. They have achieved
by adopting the legal as the standard of human conduct, rather
than the moral. The legal term which they have substituted for
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aggression is “‘crime”. A crime is merely any conduct committed
or omitted in violation of specific government statutes, usually those
of the criminal code.

If government passed a law which declared it illegal to volun-
tarily read the works of Mark Twain,and included this in the criminal
code, then reading Mark Twain would be a crime, regardless of the
fact that no aggression is involved in such behaviour. Hence a
crime is entirely an arbitrary thing. It is only meaningful in relation
to government and statutory law. The concept “crime” depends
upon the concept of government law, and government is an aggres-

sive institution. ““Crime” then, is a concept which depends on the

existence of an aggressive institution. From the standpoint of moral
standards, it is meaningless. .

Notice the impossibility of ever knowing what a crime is! In the
U.S.S.R. it is a crime to own private property. In other western
countries such as Canada, the U.S.A., Britain and France, it is a
crime to own some types of property but not other kinds. Those
actions which constitute a crime in some countries can even be treated
as a virtue in other countries. It is clear that because the concept
of crime is meaningful only in relation to governments, there can
never be a rational standard of crime based on moral law. In a
moral society the words “crime”and “criminal”’will be replaced by
the words ‘“‘aggression” and ‘“‘aggressor”. o

The first intellectual failure of the government apologist is a
failure in basic logic. If it is wrong for an individual to aggress
~ against others by force, fraud, or intimidation, then it is also wrong
for any group of individuals to do so—even if the group is called
“government”. This means the establishing of statutory laws is not
a moral nor acceptable type of human conduct. A statutory law is
a body of ethical rules accepted by government, and enforced by its
own aggressive armed force. The nature of all such law, whether one
wishes to classify it as “constitutional” law, or “objective” law, is
that it is enforceable by its own monopolistic aggressive armed
force. Aggression is always wrong because it violates moral law
and contradicts the nature of man. _

The establishing of governmental laws can never be considered
to be a moral activity. For example, even the establishing of a
governmental statute outlawing the act of murder is not moral.
Why? Because the adjudicating and enforcing agencies (the courts
and police) are themselves maintained by aggressive means. The
end does not justify the means, and all government law is established
by aggressive means. The choice toestablish laws can never be good,
moral, or necessary, because a non-deprivatory alternativefor organ-
izing and maintaining o peaceful society exists. Equally important,
the choice to passively accept government without non-sacrificially
doing whatever one can to prevent such aggression, is the choice
to approve of evil by defaulting from denouncing it.
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The Meaning of Aggression

Some writers have attempted to define aggression as the lnltl;l-
tion of force or violence, or any substitute for force su.ch as fraud,
- put such a definition is too narrow. There are many tl.rnes when. a
man may initiate physical violence w}}ich does not constltqte agilﬁag-
sion. For example, a parent may initiate force upon a 3.roungt tc) id,
such as forcibly placing him inside a pla}y pen; yet I3e is no . eléllg
deprived of anything to which he is rlg}}tfully entitled. Qul.el et:
contrary. Similarly, a life guard may initiate even more vio en]f
force to save a drowning man; he toq is not Siepnvmg the marlltc?
anything to which he is rightfully e1.1t1t.1ed. Quite the contrary. It is
not the initiating of force per se which is nymoral. When one engages
in conduct, based on choice, which deprives or threatens t(_)} deprlye
another if his rightful values without' his conser}t, or prevents him
from engaging in rightful actions, then it becomes 1mmoral:
Aggression takes many forms apf'zlrt from the obvious ones.
There are countless ways to aggress without the presence of a gun
or a club. The most common types of aggression 1r%ch.1de.a fra}ud,
extortion, blackmail, murder, theft or stealing, and intimidation.
These classes of aggression are shown in Figure 9.

AGGRESSION_________
Theft O qubery
 Stealing O~ , ‘
Intimidation
Fraud . .
' Slavery
O / Extortion
O Rape
Murder
Arson

Figure 9 The Circle of Aggression

*All cases of human aggression have the same immoral status;
ie, conduct based on choice, which deprives or threatens to deprive
‘others of their rightful values without their consent, or restricts them
i their rightful actions. They vary only accordingto the method used.
-7 Theft deprives an individual of his rightfully acquired tangible
ralues without his voluntary consent; extortion deprives an individual
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of his rightful values by the use of physical violence; intimidation
deprives an individual of his rightful values by instilling fear; slavery

is a type of extortion and intimidation; fraud deprives by deliberately -

misrepresenting facts; stealing is theft by surreptitious means, and
robbery is open theft. ‘All these activities prevent one from acting to
dispose of one’s values in the manner of moral choice.

In each instance we can read from Figure 9:

(1) All cases of fraud are cases of aggression, but not all cases
of aggression are fraud.

(2) All cases of extortion are cases of aggression, but not all
cases of aggression are extortion, etc. :

Consider that an imposter aggresses by fraudulently misrepre-
senting himself; thus even if he has notsucceeded in obtaining money
or other tangible property, he has nevertheless deprived one of the
intangible value of a moral choice— the choice to not associate with
him had there been no fraud.

Consider that all actions of governments are aggressive; i.e., they
constitute fraud, intimidation, theft, and extortion — but because these
actions have been “legalized”, they have become socially acceptable.

Any type of aggression from petty thievery to attempted fraud,
blackmail, or murder, may be fitted into the same pattern of be-
haviour. Blackmail, for example, is a type of intimidation, Murder
is the worst type of extortion. Notice that any interpersonal conduct
may be readily identified as aggressive or non-aggressive, by exam-
ining it in full context. The following example demonstrates this,

A man driving his car on a lonely prairie road in sub-zero
weather has engine failure, He unsuccessfully tries to repair the
trouble. He walks miles and can find no farmhouse to approach
for help or shelter. Finally, hours later, at the point of complete
physical exhaustion and nearly numb from the cold, he spots a
house with smoke coming from its chimney. He walks past a sign at
the front gate which reads “Absolutely no trespassing”. He knocks
repeatedly on the door but it is obvious that no one is home. If he

remains outdoors any longer he knows he will freeze to death. He
breaks the lock on the door and enters the house. Has he aggressed?
No. Why? Because of the absence of a non-deprivatory alternative,

amoral level, in the absence of a moral choice, However, he could
not successfully continue to exist (meaning survive), if such circum-
stances consistently occurred.

It should be noted also, that although the man in this situation
is unable to act morally, he nevertheless is still able to act ration-
ally. Why? Because if he did not come out of the cold he would most
certainly die. This leaves him with only one other alternative, albeit
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ther deprivatory one. He thus selected the least deprivatory
ano

action, and he can repay the owners for any losses which
f action, e can repay the owne .
C(-)ursaitl?ons inflicted upon them. Thus it can be said that he was
his _

i i son.
actmré: nalll)ls\f: acase would be very rare indeed. People generally

t to protect themselves from such “life and death” situatigns, since
thet . e of survival in these situations is greatly' re<.iuce 1. '
mel%l;n;bout a bum who steals and thentrys to 1ust1£y1§usl acgo::ss

is was a life and death situation? As lon
cc::xle'ﬂlrr?o%gl)uzlf(fnfldlg;t)rlilvatory) alternative is poﬂslsibltti1 forc }tlk(l)e:) St;utr}rllé
i i i aggressive, since rather than .
: e ?I;tiigzgvzs fll: acrlll}(,)se gt% deprive others. A moral alterna}tlve
i se would’ be for the bum to seek employment (of any kind)
. ord cat earn his values. It is not sufficient for him to say that
e ’tolike to work, or that he doesn’t like digging dit?hes or
o d?esn treets (if that is the only work immediately available).
CIeantlli1 ; lfe likes it or not, it is still a moral alternative, and one
vvg}}:iih ?:rould open up other alternatives.‘?l.e cho.?e to live‘ as 5111 .buml,f
thus sacrificing himself. As a resu%t (})lf satll(irlflcehwhéc?o d:g;?;zg b érgsfst
i of values necessary for survival, .e en chos ,
| ’ i morally indefendable. Whatever ’rhe. cause
| vogllfigs;rﬁsgflcf?mizlzismii seek ou}t’a maoral course of action. Digging
gitches may be his only one, nevertheless it exists as a moral alter-

“native and is honest work.

- Another common widespread myth about aggression nt;eﬁis té) Ee
. commented on. Man’s inhumanity éo me:p c}tl’?zogezr; ge;zs?;?leﬁonz
i i inherited ““instin .
¢ gﬁifmthvgg‘t;ricisdsd utfli:? t?‘lré levlgrld is in a mess because of uncon-
tfollable instincts inherited from the great apes and pre—athpe anc?;tgrs.
These authors, having observed that tht.e greatapesand o ﬂ;art anzl nals
. \}iolenﬂy kill and prey upon other species, now p-ostulate a thm n ke
. a.born killer by nature. Such authors“conveniently leaye ﬂ§3 o
ra'i,cepts‘ of instinct and aggression undefined. After observmt}g1 1'iard
- hawk preys on the mouse, the lion preys on the deer, and 11elifl e
» preys on insects, they have apparently concluded that. a e o
~ . continuous malevolent cycle of “aggression” by all animals, whi

' t lot.
- we humans must hopelessly accept as our permanen .
. These writers have fallen into the trap of confusing conduct

vahich deprive’s one’s own kind, with conduct .w}'1ich deprives e;)rllptll;e‘;
“of a differing kind. As we have mentioned, it s an observ‘tcl le )

f nature that no species can survive by consistently deprlvmg its
wn kind. It is necessary for survival, that animal.s consume thmthgs
::0f, a differing kind. Hence the hawk acts rightfully in preying on h.e
.1mouse to live, but man does not act rightfully when preying on his
wn kind to live. This is of course the compelling biological reason
v -the Institution of government should be abandoned. It is also
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the reason why the “‘inherited instinct for aggression” argument is
wrong.

It is a matter of urgent necessity that humans define and recog-
nize all forms of aggression. Once it has been validly defined, it can
easily be perceived that all governments are merely mechanisms
whereby society has formally institutionalized aggression. Having
perceived this fact, we are then in a position to see that all the many
desirable ends which we can and should bring about in the world,
such as good health, employment opportunities, high standards of
living, must be brought about in the absence of government. Our
actions at city hall, county council, or the federal, provincial or state
legislatures, far from “looking after us”, merely absolutely assures
the demise of our progeny in some succeeding generation. Like
radioactive pollution, the effects of government aggression often take
generations to show.

There may be some government officials or their apologists who
attempt to declare with the innocence of babes, that governments do
not deprive individuals, but rather “provide” them with values.
Such a claim is, like the institution these people serve, patently frau-
dulent. One cannot “provide” others with values one does not right-
fully own. By omitting to consider their actions in full context, they

~ neglect to inform that they have chosen to provide “‘benefits” to
some individuals, by preventing others from their rightful actions,
and by depriving or threatening to deprive other individuals of
values which are rightfully theirs, without their consent. Such conduct
is plainly aggressive.
' If any government official or apologist declares that they do
not choose to deprive, let them answer these questions: Why do they
intimidate the taxpayer by threatening imprisonment if he does not
~'pay up? Why is a gun ultimately aimed at any who resist govern-
ment’s orders? Why does an individual get thrown in jail if he does
not hand over part of his income to government? Why may one’s
property be confiscated at the whim of some bureaucrat? Govern-
ments’ purpose is clear; they must choose to deprive others, and
they must restrict others in engaging in rightful actions, or they
would not exist!

Since all the functions currently usurped by governments or
governmental agencies can be done better, cheaper, with much greater
choice and more practically, and without the use of aggressive force,
DO government can claim to be a moral agency.

Before leaving the subject of aggression we would like to clarify
one of the most common misconceptions held about this concept.
This misconception is expressed in questions such as: “what about
several car salesmen competing for a customer’s business? One of
these salesmen may decide to offer his car for sale at five hundred
dollars less than his competitor and thereby make the sale. In doing
so is he not aggressing against his competitors?”” Or: “Suppose
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1 people are applying for a job; when one gets the job is he
eI.agressing against the others?”

i i ' job. f them are
pot acinsider the competing candidates for a job. All o

i i ills and services in the competition
. shtfully entitled to offer their Sl.{ S D o e
18 iob. They know that since only one j g offe
for the 10 e.rson will be hired. To claim that the successfu.l cand‘ldéite
oﬂlégiessli)ng against fellow competitors sim;;;ly It)ﬁcapsbe in tim: Slairgr;
is & i lover he is the most suitable for the job, 1s :
ot O o i a job, is entitled to that job and
erson applying for a job, ' . :
at ev}c;ryhilzed! The successful candidate has not d.eprlved h1s. com
shoule (ff anything to which they are rightfully entitled. He ﬂ(;hd n;)t
e ir ri ; te, which is the only
pe deprive them of their right to compete, :
forebly titors, possessed. It is only when the
i t they all, as compe ) pen 0
entitlemtl i tually undertaken to trade his skills
’ 1 candidate has contractually ! : e
success™ ’ that he is then rightfully entitle
for the employer’s wage ‘ e
in KD i And since the wage or the jo
job and the money it pays. . '
t? ‘eﬁ‘l ili]donot belong to the other competitors, the su;:}(iessfu(l)cancil;liritﬁ
v i i ing it away from them! One
e obtained it by taking i .
c:;;dagzgfh:g’meﬂling from another if it does not rlghttf)ull.y‘ zel}lqng_ ;g
: didate has not obtained his j
. Clearly the successful candi . . j
e ‘(t)it(l)lr?rby deprizzation; rather he has obtained itby morally earning
. Osil e.. he has created the entitlement by his own morzfd actuins el:'l
. kl;lg hard to qualify himself and gain acceptanceby his employ d
| WorSimﬂarly to claim that a successful car salesrpan has aggresﬂslet
ygainst his (’:ompetitors, is to hold the contradictory p,rermse. a'
agery car salesman is rightfully entitled to every customerts ‘tk))usm:;s(i
v tomer to buy
fully persuaded a cus -
When a salesman has success . stomer to buy and
| i ith him, only then is Ae righttully
B S mers money. A inc f the unsuccessful salesmen
is customer’s money. And since none o (?, , \
h:)ssscessed the said money (nor even had a clal.m to it), ﬂ}e. successful
- galesman could not have obtained it by depfwmgfl&le:; ?h eltéuccessful
i
In the context of the above examples, ne he. :
salesman or job candidate has deprived his competitors Zf &;2181:
.- freedom to compete for the job or the sale, thus there was no agg

sion committed.
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VII
The Immorality of Sacrifice

Vying for first place in the arena of irrational ideas, is the
popular misconception that sacrifice is moral. Sacrifice -is conduct
based on choice, which deprives oneself of a higher value, for a
lower or non-value. It is deliberate self-deprivation which creates
injustice towards oneself, and may also involve depriving others of
their rightful values without their consent.

Although the idea of sacrifice has been upheld as a supreme
virtue by most religious institutions (man is his brother’s keeper),
they by no means possess a monopoly on this irrational philosophy.
Religions have been nearly wiped out in some communist countries,
yet such countries have merely replaced “‘sacrifice to God” with
“total sacrifice to Government”. Wherever the idea of sacrifice is
upheld, there is always an aggressor willing and able to cash in
on it. People who prefer to use aggression quite naturally are sup-
porters of a philosophy of sacrifice. For example, it is by pointing
out to their tax victims that an “opportunity” exists for them to
sacrifice, governments are able to dupe most individuals. People
passively accept government because they mistakenly believe it to be
moral for them to sacrifice, and they mistakenly believe that they
can do nothing to alter the situation.

Business people recognize the importance of non-sacrificial con-
duct and the making of profits in their business lives. They recognize
that if they adopted a sacrificial policy the result would logically be
losses, and the eventual non-survival of their business. They know
that if they adopt a break-even policy with no profit and no pro-
gress, the result would logically be stagnation, and eventual non-
survival. They do not in the main however, realize that the moral
principle of non-sacrifice, which works so admirably in business,
needs to be consistently applied in all spheres of human endeavour.

Because the ethic of sacrifice has been upheld as a virtue for so
long, many people unnecessarily experience feelings of guilt when
they act to non-aggressively gain values. They loathe to be called
“selfish” because of the unsavory connotation which has been deli-
berately woven into that concept. Yet it is a fact of nature that non-
aggressive and non-sacrificial behaviour is the only method of
morally increasing values, which are not only necessary, but crucially
essential to any aspect of man’s successful growth.
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Governments and religious bodies continue .to work d;llllgentéz
foster feelings of guilt in individuals who wish fo morally a
fo rdance with their natures. Unfortunately, the job of centuries
I:f z::(i)nwashing people into feeling guilty when there should be no
i n thoroughly done. o
| guﬂt’h}:: spt;(iaflciple of gnoz-sacrifice is exclusively a mor.al prinmpie.
It is derived from moral law. Because man must gain values elc;
rvive, the choice of conduct which causes value losses to ones
?u ntr:'sldictory to one’s nature and to natural moral law. .
* cOSalcrifice is a primitive custom, and the literature on the habits
of our earliest progenitors suggests that primitive man hkiy engaggi
in sacrificial acts out of his ignorance and fear of the u nowr}.t ;
llr:ob‘ably believed that in order to appease the anger of non-existen
> ds. he had to give up something of value. Actualls.r, the.lmmoral
ﬁ:‘)inc,iple of sacrifice should properly have been d1scred1t§d long
ago, along with the witch doctox.'. o d'.d ¢ nder.
In those early days, unenlightened primitive man did no
stand the cause of many phenomenon of nature, anc(i( in his 1ggor?rt1}cle
he accepted the ‘“‘explanations” of the so—cf:llled wise msn o 11e
. times. These erroneous and superstitious explanatlonsL i,kusua y
o exhorted the people to sacrifice in one way or another. e mang
other mistaken beliefs of mankind, sacrifice h.as become a :csacref
not-to-be-questioned absolute. People chal{engmg t.he goctrflinz oS

; . sacrifice in any age have always runththe rlsk of being branded a:

[ § i itors of some type or another. . :

w' A here&/ﬁegr ;izlrtr?ined closely},,pit is not difficult. to see the 1mmora11’;]3lr
of sacrifice. Clearly, anyone consistently a.ctln.g to lose Vgll:wIs v:h
eventually sustain enough losses to result in his own dea d n te
face of such an anti-life and anti-human ethic, people wl}o a Vocafi
this immoral conduct should no longer be excused. It is .long F?}?
the time when men should put aside the anti'—hl_xma.ln practices ofuue
dark ages and begin acting in accordance with their nature, as y

i ings. = ) )

s ratl(l)\jll:rlulf)epe%)ple, especially religious mystics, contradictorily hlold
that.to relinquish a given value in favour of a lower or non—hv.a }llle;
mysteriously results in the lower or non-value l?ef:c.)mmg a h%ghe
value! If an exchange of values results in the acqlfu.smon of a higher
value, then one has gained, not sacriﬁced!tA t1;':‘»pec1f1c \?hte exchange

L t result in both a gain and sacrifice at the same time.

- ganr'}‘(l)latewhich results%n a given value being replaced with a lowe'r

“-or non-value is a loss, but not all losses are incurred through-sacri-

- fice. Some losses may occur through accidental misfortune. Examples

of these are losses due to natural disaster, such as a hurricane, or

“losses due to a car accident caused by another, or when onelloses

HmOney on the stock market. The difference between any of these ‘ ossest

~-and losses incurred through sacrifice, is that the former did no

‘occur as a result of a deliberate choice to knowingly produce the
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effect of a loss. Also, when one incurs accidental losses, one usually
acts to regain these values if at all possible, and one takes protec-
tive measures, such as insurance, to prevent similar losses in the
future. However, when one chooses to deprive oneself, and such
actions result in value losses, then such conduct constitutes sacrifice
and is immoral because it contradicts moral law and man’s nature.
Sacrificial conduct is always impractical. If one knows that a specific
choice of conduct is not in one’s rational seif-interest, then it is
immoral to choose it.

Every individual is, by right of his very existence, entitled to
act in accordance with his nature; to non-aggressively pursue his
own best interest; to choose his own values; to maintain his own
life. However, because it is important to individuals that value
judgments be made wisely, and that they be accurate identifications
of reality, we will elaborate briefly on the concept of values.

Life is the source of values, but the standard for value judgments
is the individual’s “rational self-interest”. A value can be defined as
that which is in an individual’s rational self-interest.

Values exist on a ladder or hierarchy. If the actions which
humans engage in are to result in personal happiness, it becomes
crucially important that each individual learn to accurately decide
on which rung of the ladder his values actually belong. Without
this correct judgment, even though one believes oneself to be acting
on the principle of non-sacrifice, the result will be unhappiness.

For example, suppose a university student has misjudged the
hierarchical arrangement of two of his values, namely, the value of
achieving a diploma in engineering, and the value of drinking beer
with his friends for personal pleasure. If he inaccurately rates the
latter as being of higher value, he will then consistently choose to
give up his studies in favour of drinking beer with his friends. The
end result will be a catastrophe to his career, and possibly to his
health if he overindulged, and it would consequently bring him a
great deal of unhappiness.

There is a very good psychological basis for non-sacrificial
behaviour. To live a reasonable, productive and happy life, one’s
emotional reactions must not be at war with one’s intellectual value
Judgments. Psychologist Nathaniel Branden* has pointed out that
an emotion is a rapid automatic reaction to a value judgment.
Hence, although the emotions themselves cannot be altered because
they are automatic, the value judgments which bring them about
can and should be properly “programmed”. This is achieved by
first properly judging the arrangement of one’s values on one’s
ladder, and having done that, by not giving up a higher for a
lower value. The result of non-sacrificial conduct is bound to bring
about a psychological state where one’s emotions are in harmony

with one’s intellectual value judgments.
*See Branden’s writings in The Objectivist Magazine of 1966, 1967.
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It is interesting to note that if an indiviflual decei\::as hi{r?se}f
t his values, his erroneous judgments \ivﬂl al\fvays bac 1re;l 1
abo}lll' and bring him a measure of unhappiness, in that they wil
O avs roduce a contradictory psychological emotional state."Ih.ls
'always pse values are quite “objective”’, meaning that they exist in
. becauuite independently of our “subjective”” choice of them. .Indeed,
pa‘tulie qour benefit to choose them, but should we entirely fail to do
o th0 se values will continue to exist and be what they are. For
oy el the value of a balanced diet exists independent 9f whether
fexa‘&mplfla’osen by a person. If one deliberately chose to ignore the
y lls cof a balanced diet, it would still remain a value, z'n.dependent
V? 1;;; failure of consciousness to identify and choose it as such.
O’I‘his is an example of a more or less un.ivel"S'fll value; howe:ver,
many other values which can be chosen by md1v1d}1als, are l.mlquz
to the individual’s rational self-interest. Forinstance, itmay ‘be in or;
‘berson’s rational self-interest to choose the v'alue of owning a cla ,
o he would gain much pleasure from driving, and it would also
‘f)mceeldvantageous to his job. For another individual who deteste.d
diiving, frequently got car sick, and' lived within easy rea}ch oi ﬁi:
job without a car, it would be of httle.o.r no value..To ullves1 o
money in a car would probably be to sacrifice one of his real va ulz .
So it is with all values; the sacrifice of them is not onlg mz‘gb ZZ
and biologically undefendable, it is psychologzca{ly un efeﬂ
o wIill.is interesting to notice that although many people are (})lften
hesitant about expressing the idea of rational self-'mtere.st, even those
] : i i ational concern
! : who verbally deny it, must and do praqtlce this ra nal concern
o for selfl The Christian for example, may belleYe that 'he s oud acrt
fice his values and his life, as exemplified mdthe hfe ar}d ga o
Christ, but what is it that the Christian does Whep Pe gives a sun(;
of money to his dentist in exchange fpr the der;tlst.s serv1ce(zis, liar;S
perhaps a set of dentures? What doeshedo when he gives .terlll g fir
o the grocer in exchange for meat and Vegfetables? What is he omgi
w én' he pays two dollars to see a movie—when he pays s'evgira'
hundred dollars in exchange for a car? Inall these and o@gr similar
‘ z{éfivities, the Christian is practicing the ethic of noz%—sacrzfzce. He };s
: ‘tr"éi’ding'the value of his money, for certain other hzgher values. N e
s :écting exactly opposite to the sacrificial doc.t.rme he preaches
‘because he could not survive by practicing sacrifice! To be a true
lower of any sacrificial ethic, one would shortly destroy ogeself,
ce ‘one would consistently give up values. Is it any wonder then
‘many such people frequently and unneces§§rﬂy experience feel—I
s of guilt over perfectly moral trading activities. The}r emotlotl;lg
ilt is the result of the bad value judgment of upholding the e : ic
acrifice as a virtue. Because of this, they turn to the aggressive
cy of government and literally demand that this immoral ethic
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be “legally” imposed, not only upon themselves, but on others as
well.

Non-sacrificial behaviour does not mean that one should never
help other people. It does mean however, that one should never be
aggressively forced, (against one’s consent) to ‘give up one’s values
on the grounds that the aggressor will use them to “help” some
other people. '

The freedom to act in a value oriented manner, in one’s rational
self-interest, is a necessary condition for human happiness. Self-
interest means acquiring and protecting values by the moral use of
one’s mind. If one chooses to acquire things, not by the use of one’s
mind, but rather by intimidation, fraud or theft, that is not self-
interest—it is aggression. The devastating results of sacrifice lead
not only to personal losses and unhappiness to those who practice
it, but it is also the cause of conflicts and chaos in society, as well
as wars. The reason for this is that those who are unconcerned with
self, invariably substitute aggression for the moral use of their
minds. Thus the values they lose or fail to gain by their acts of
selflessness, they attempt to acquire by aggressive means. After
doing so, they attempt to excuse themselves by sanctimoniously
preaching selflessness; i.e., sacrifice,

Having established the necessity of value judgments, it is apparent
that such dictums as “judge not so that ye will not be judged” are
enormously harmful to human happiness and welfare. Indeed, con-
trary to this dictum, we have seen it is very important that people
learn to rationally judge others. It is the best method one has of
knowing the real character of persons with whom one deals, and it
can therefore avoid many irrational conflicts.

It has been frequently advocated that all that is necessary for a
peaceful world is that every one observe the ethic of the “golden
rule” of “do unto others as you would have them do unto you”.

But the golden rule falls apart because it does not specify the type
of conduct involved. Unless this is first accomplished, how can
anyone know the proper type of conduct to choose when dealing
with others? In other words the golden rule will create conflicts and
will not work, unless the type of conduct specified is moral conduct;
i.e., non-sacrificial and non-aggressive, Without this moral standard, A
could demand that B and others sacrifice to him, simply because
he is prepared to sacrifice to B and others! This type of thinking is
prevalent today! Or, for that matter, there could be an agreement
among robbers to aggress against others because they are prepared
to have others aggress against them. The twin moral principles of
non-sacrifice and non-aggression eliminates these conflicts. which
have plagued man for centuries. ‘

- Notice the conflicts which arise from government imposing their
irrational ethics on people. Their attempts tochoose values for every
individual over whom they claim control results in chaos and sacri-
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fice of the individual’s real, chosen and morally gained values.
ey individual attaining an age where he can choose petw?en
perbiid tives, ought to be free to choose his own values. Likewise,
altern;ison I’1as a right to aggressively force a decision upon another

" peding what values he should or should not relinquis}'l. ‘Only the
f:fr?; of a value should decide this. In tl.le case of chlld}‘en or a
mentally deficient adult, it is the responsibility f’f those h.avull‘gi Sngr(:t

| aggressive control over their we]fax:e who dec1de'what is ol 1 !
in their best interest. A government is an aggressive controller an’
therefore has no right to decide what is, or is not in any person’s
mtelﬁ(ifigious leaders not only counsel their members to s.acrific?,
put their many contradictions lead the.m to join fox:ces tht? thetlr
counterparts, governments, in aggressively .compel.hng ﬂ? lers to
conform to their ethics. As an example of '(hl.S, consider the av;rhin
‘some countries prohibiting certain types of busmes.ses fr.or.n opetl;ad. g
on a Sunday. This law is a direct result o.f .Cfertam.rehglougl o 1§s
using the government to enforce their sacrl.flmal ethics on others. In
essence, what they are saying to the businessman and consugler,
both of whom may deem it a value to tI:aQe Ya%ues on a Sun ay,
is: “We the government, on behalf of cer.tam 1nd1v1fiuals, aresforgmg
. ‘you to give up the values you would gain by traflmg,?n a up ay,
for the lesser value or non-value of doing other thmgs .
| If some individuals wish to engage in sacrificial conduct, ofr
-they choose activities other than trading on a Sl'mday, they are rlee

to do so; however, they are not (rino:ally entitled to aggressive .y
' s to engage in similar conduct. :

forcégglei;mentsg cgntinue to exist because the idea tl.uat they are

“‘necessary’’ is still prevalent among people. Every gain of govern-
‘ment is achieved by one of two methods; aggression or sacx:lflce.-

.- Aggression by governments, and sacrifice by individuals, both n?cur
‘a loss of values to individuals. A gain for governme‘nt' then, .1s a

- direct loss for individuals. Every loss of values to individuals is a
threat to their survival. '

" Hopefully, it will be generally recognized that governments cause
value losses. When those who now support governments cease their
support and start acting morally to gain and p.rotect their val}les,
‘the highest social value individuals can act to gain and protect».ls a
society based on moral law, meaning a non-governmental society.

To choose otherwise when one knows the alternatives yvould~b.e a
~sacrifice, and would also be the choice to support aggression against
_others. .

+ - Sacrifice then in essence, is the choice to engage in an 1mfnoral
 activity. Any deliberate attempt to not know the true meaning of
morality is sacrifice of the mind, which is the most devastating and
~destructive kind of sacrifice there is.
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VIII
The Meaning of Justice

The concept of justice has nothing whatevertodo with the concept
of legality. From beginning to end, justice is exclusively a moral
concept. It is only because the mystique of government is so preva-
lent in the mind’s of people, that most of them falsely believe justice
is “somehow” a legal-moral concept. Indeed, perhaps the greatest
obstacle to the achievement of justice, is because most people mis-
takenly think that ““legality” is a valid moral concept. It is not.

The principle of justice is derived from moral law. It revolves
around the concept of a debt. A debt is a very specific type of moral
obligation. All debts constitute a moral obligation, but not all moral
obligations constitute a debt. The authors have a moral obligation
not to rob the readers, yet we are not in debt to them.

A debt is a moral obligation to give back, or compensate for,
values which have been taken away, either by sacrifice, aggression,
or by transfer or exchange under the terms of a moral trade agree-
ment. Sacrifice incurs a debt to oneself; aggression incurs a debt to
another. An employer has a debt to his employees which he pays
to them regularly, in the form of a salary. He has taken the value
of their labour and skills, and in exchange, gives back to them, a
mutually agreed upon salary. Similarly, an employee owes a debt
to his employer to give his mutually agreed upon labour or services
in exchange for the money given him. Justice is maintained when
the employee regularly gives a mutually agreed upon amount of

service or labour, and the employer regularly pays him a mutually

agreed upon salary. )

Justice can be defined as the fulfillment of payment of a debt.

When we agree to time payments for the purchase of a car and
abide by the terms of the agreement, we act justly. When we give
to our employer, or employee, or customer, or trading partner, the
agreed upon services, materials, or labour—whichever the case—
we act justly. When we fail to do so, without gaining permission
from the other party to alter the agreement, we act unjustly. When
we take another’s values without his consent in the first place (by
aggression), we act unjustly. When we sacrifice our values, we create
injustice towards ourselves, and the responsibility for rectifying the
injustice lies within ourselves.
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Justice is based on the truth that man’s survival and welfai\re
depend upon him gaining and protecting values in a no.n-depn\‘ra-
tory way. It recognizes that behaviour by one human being, which
causally results in depriving another of his rightﬁ.ll values, creates. a
debt to the deprived person. The debt owed is exactly equal in
amount to the total value loss involved, being no more nor no less.
Further, the debt is owed by the person or persons who have caused
the value loss and by no others.

Justice restricts the responsibility of repayment to the person or
persons causing the value loss. If a person is called upon to pay a
debt, there is nothing to prevent anyone from voluntarily loaning
or giving him the money, to help him do so. This is a matter of
mercy —not justice, and it is entirely up to the individuals who wish
to help.

 Occasionally, when a charitable or benevolent person makes a
v’:éduable gift to another, or generously helps another, the recipient
sometimes uses the expression, “I am indebted to you for your
kindness or generosity””. A similar expression is heard sometimes if
a physician saves a patient’s life. The patient may be heard to say,
“I owe him my life”. In such cases as these, the term “‘debt” or
“owe” is improper. What is actually meant, and what should be
said is, “I am very grateful for your benevolence”, or “I am very
grateful for your skill because without it, I might not be alive”.
One may wish to reciprocate with a gift to the benevolent or skilled
person, but one does so out of gratefulness, not because of any debt.

- 'The traditional symbol of justice is an apothecary scale. It sym-.

" bolizes the relationship between two individuals when they have
 fulfilled the payment of any debt to each other. Thus, if the person .

represented on one side of the scale loses his rightful values because-

i the: person represented on the other side has aggressively deprived

‘him, then injustice exists.
- This concept is shown in Figure 10.

“of justice exists between A and B, because either or both of them have fulfilled
ment of any debt to each other. :
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B

(b)

A state of injustice exists between A and B, because A has not fulfilled the payment of
a debt to B. He haseither taken some of B’s values without his consent (by aggression),
or else he fails (negligently or aggressively) to abide by the terms of a moral trade
agreement between them. In either case, he has created a debt to B, resulting in the
weighting of the scales unevenly. If the injustice is to be rectified, A must fulfill the
payments of his debt by returning B’s values, or the equivalent values for the loss
or damage he has caused B. When this is done, the injustice no longer exists, and
the scales will be balanced dgain.

Whenever we use the phrase, ‘‘justice is not served”’, we mean
simply that there has been no equivalent compensation for a debt.
This is what injustice means — and this is a// that it means.

- Notice the impartial nature of justice; it applies if a value loss
is inflicted by negligence* or by aggression. In either case, justice
is fully served when the value loss has been repaid, or when the
person causing the value loss compensates the deprived person.

Sometimes one encounters the argument that government, in
allowing an individual to use its coercive monopoly services, thereby
compensates him for the taxes aggressively taken. This argument
overlooks the fact that the victim of governmental aggression is
subject to an ‘‘arbitrary payment”, therefore injustice still exists.
Furthermore, a debt is owed by government for the aggressive
restriction on one’s freedom to trade. The only way that payment
could be met and the scales of justice balanced, is for government
to cease being a government, and allow a free market to come into
existence. It can be seen from the example of the employer and
employee, the best mechanism for the maintenance of justice, is the
free voluntary exchange of values; i.e., free trade.

Now observe what justice is not. It is not the demand for an
arbitrary payment in order to punish, nor is it an arbitrary pay-
ment made by the debtor; it is not the demand for revenge or retri-
bution; it is not an excuse to provide some people with benefits

which have been aggressively obtained from others. Justice does not

mean equal distribution of values. Notice that the concept of justice,
unlike the ancient biblical concepts built on the axiom ‘“‘an eye for
an eye, and a tooth for a tooth”, is fundamentally non-aggressive

*Negligence can be defined as the failure to exercise the caution which a reasonable
person would have done in similar circumstances.
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“in nature. These ancient sacrificial concepts are based on 1:etaliation
(returning evil for evil), deprivation, retribution, and pumsltl(men.t—
rather than on defense and justice. There is no element of getting
even” in justice. It is as impartial as the law_of gravity or .the
natural moral law on which it is based. It is based” on compensation
or repayment of values because it is commensurate with the nature
of man.

Many individuals lose sight of this principle whenever large
numbers are involved. They make the error of thinking that because
one hundred million people are involved, justice must be many
times more complicated than if two individuals are involved. This
is not true and the principle remains as simple with many people
as it does with two individuals. In order to dramatize this point,
| ‘consider the following illustration.

. Imagine an island with a total population of thirty people.

;  Suppose these thirty individuals are co-existing in a moral relation-
ship with each other — each is engaged in creating or trading the
values he requires for his own life. None of the thirty are engaged
in aggression and a state of justice exists between any given indi-
vidual and any other individual or group; i.e., the scales of justice
are in balance between any two or more people. Imagine that one
of the thirty’ (whom we shall call A), is a potential tyrant. The

. justice scales between A and the remaining islanders are balanced
at this point. This is shown in Figure 11.

29 islanders Would-be tyrant
‘ [V\/“\/vl » “ )

= Figdre 11

.~ From this diagram, it can be seen that a state of justice still
_-exists between A and the remaining unsuspecting islanders. We
could draw twenty-nine diagrams with balanced scales, showing an
dividual islander on the left side of each, and the would-be tyrant
the right side if we preferred. It would symbolize the same thing.
: Our would-be tyrant now finds an arsenal of fire-arms to which
he has exclusive access and control. By the use of these fire-arms
he intimidates each of the remaining inhabitants, coercing each of
them' into paying him a percentage of the product of their work.

;now becomes an aggressor. The position of our justice scales
s now shown by Figure 12..
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29 islanders

<

Aggressor

Figure 12

The scales indicate a state of injustice exists on the island because
A has aggressively caused the remaining islanders to incur value
losses.

Instead of a single dictator, A, suppose we have three addi-
tional tyrants who have a tacit agreement with each other to engage
in aggression against the remaining islanders. Let us refer to them

as B, C, and D. The balance of the scales of justice is shown in
Figure 13

26 islanders

e

4 aggressors

Figure 13

The scales tell us that four people now owe a debt to twenty-six
islanders. Increasing the number of aggressors has increased the
injustice on the island. The scales now tip out of balance a greater
amount. The four aggressors will extort more values from the re-
maining twenty-six, than the single aggressor did from the twenty-
nine. The principle to observe is: the greater the percentage of values
taken by the ruling aggressors, the greater the injustice.

Now suppose another islander (E) meets with an accident or
illness which renders him incapable of working. The four aggressors
now increase the amount they extort from each of the remaining
twenty-five islanders, and with their additional stolen wealth they
build a hospital for E. They supply him with food, health care, and
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i rocess they act as though they are doing something
dothm}irﬁlagiz I;vith their islll-gotten wealth. What has happened now
e osition on our scales of justice? Has the aggressors’ apparent
fo the plence restored justice? Obviously, the pseudo-benevolence has
beneVQ reased‘the imbalance on the scales, because more values
ony 1}r:cd to be extracted from the remaining islanders to support
e V?ell as A, B, C, and D! The scales of justice are now more
filtazf balance than before. We say .“pseudo-lzfznevolencef’ tz[e(t_:}?;i:
the values which the tyrants have “‘given away” to E age nr}l{o  theire
to give! Their actions have the same r.noral sta?us as a ad < bex
giving away some of his loot to a crippled Chlld: The ep . O(tas ot
justify the means. The apparent good end (helpmg the unfortun
iélander) does not justify the evil means (the aggressu‘)lr(li}. for ofer

Suppose the aggressors now const?gct several bul. ings fo ther
victims of accident, illness, or disability. To do this they r.nus e
screase the amount of values they ep.(tort from the remalrélr}g ot
supporting islanders. What does this do to the scale§ o Juil in:
With every display of pseudo—benevo%ence, the aggression an i
justice is increased. The more activities the aggressors enggge 1r1,
such as establishing roads, departments of natural resources, (}par -
‘ments of internal revenue, the more the scales are tipped in avtﬁr
of injustice because more values have be.en forc1b13.7 taken f1:orn e
islanders by the aggressors, and their rightful actions are mc;eas(;
ingly aggressively restricted or prevented. The pseudo-benevo (inre
is only a device which the aggressors use to .conceal the true nalc Ltlh
of their conduct. The more conscious the islanders become of the
‘evil nature of the aggressors, the greater the chénce of revqlt ex1.sts.
It now becomes necessary for the aggressors to increase th'elr.‘ fr(:ilfl}d(.i
They must con the islanders into thinking the éggressmn is justifie
andGr:;C:::g;%s pass with a succession of aggressors. Each continues
to extort values from the increased population in the same manner

_as did their forefathers. Does the moral status of their aCﬁOI.lS- differ
_from their fore-fathers because they inherited, rather than orlgm'ated
e the aggressive institution? It does not, because the choice to contln.ue
o an ‘aggressive activity has the same moral status as the choice
to initiate it. The scales of justice are now further out of balance,
~* because even if the new aggressors do not increase the amount they
‘ éXtort from each individual, the longer they stayin power the great_er
ﬂlé,debt and injustice which accumulates. As generati.or.ls pass, not}ce
the islanders have lived and died in a state of injustice. Notice
also, it becomes absolutely imperative for the aggressors to use
very means they can (preferably means which make ther.n appear
oral), to put down any rumblings of discontent among the islanders.
Supposing now the discontent of the islanders increa.ses and. signs
a_revolt begin to occur. They are resentful of having their pro-
rty extorted. Conscious of the fact that they may be overthrown
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from their ruling positions, the aggressors now propose to the
islanders a method which they claim will reinstate justice on the
island, and be “fair” to all. They present a method whereby each
of the islanders gets an equal chancetobecome one of the aggressors
for a period of four years. The method described uses the secret
ballot, and the criterion for selection of the ruling aggressors is
“majority vote”. Does the use of the secret ballot and majority vote
bring about a state of Justice? Clearly itdoes not! It is another clever
device to fool the people into believing that the function of the ruling
aggressors is moral, because they have now given all the others
an equal chance at it. ‘ :

Most of the islanders have been fooled into accepting the process

of the secret ballot as a means of establishing a ruling aggressive -

body. By so doing they perpetrate the aggression, thereby institu-
tionalizing it. After several hundred generations have passed, it
takes little imagination to visualize the difficulty in showing the
islanders the immoral status of their conduct. With the natural death
of every islander, the chance of ever rectifying some of the injustice
is rendered impossible.

With the passage of thousands of generations, the aggressive
set-up has become formally structured into society. The name given
to it is “‘government”’; the name given to the process of establishing
this particular structure is “democracy”’.

Even though most of the islanders participate in the democratic
process, or choose not to challenge it, the nature of the aggressive
institution is not changed, nor are the actions of the voters moral.

Now let us ask an important question. Can the aggressors
administer justice through their own courts? Their function as legal
“administrators of justice’’ has no basis in morality. The impression
which they create of being an agency of Justice is brought about by
forcibly preventing other would-be moral agencies from acting in
the arbitration of disputes. There is nothing an aggressor can do
with the products of his aggression, such as coercively monopolizing
the function of arbitrating disputes, which changes the immorality
of the aggression and subsequent injustice which is brought about.

The actual pattern by which governments became established in
society need not coincide with the island example. The various
factors affecting the emergence of government from earliest times
are not relevant to our example. Whatever the pattern of their emer-
gence, in all cases governments create injustice because they are all
brought into existence and maintained by aggression. :

The injustices of past generations can never be corrected. The
injustice of the present can be partially or wholly corrected, and

the chief source of injustice of the future can be prevented. For this
to occur, man must devise a social order based consistently on the
moral principle of non-aggression, and non-sacrifice, which means
a social structure without government, based on absolute free trade,
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IX |

The -Governmental Mystique:
The Pseudo-Morality

of Legality and Democracy

o i i st countries of the world,

little children enter school in mos -
m\gc?r::; cliuring the day they stand up together, face the flag and
SO

t of oath of allegiance
. ational anthem, or repeat some sor o
| “Smtghthgt:te The children do not understand why they must dg gllls
'EI(‘)heye only .know that their teachers tell them they HX:S& :}? tend?l"
- ’ tions. 1
TN e ir parents approve of the teac.her&:, ac X
- vkvnow th‘célelrag3 completely incapable of judging moral issues Ftompfli
"? gil ?ndeed an unfortunate fact is that the vast n?aJorl YMW )
' ge;‘g ' up never being able to competently judge “tlortal lfsuié chisr
’ | it i il for them to try
: rill even be taught that it is ev1.l ) -
o ?rfjrtll(lizmt: judge. Their religions will likely admonish them, Judge
: be judged”. . ,
not, ’}‘fé }:)ilildxj*englearn nothing in reason from all this. They d(;,
B {.however absorb an attitude from it which _thrpuglglotllﬂllt lf':ltefit{ll{inaco ?
Sl 1 i ili ink critically about the ins
- "to smother their ability to thin o N ent.
E R symbolizes their governm
Pl ent. They know that the flag symb v
e 1':‘gSi(;;§1c‘)rrl1rsrlciously they absorb the feeling whué}tl ?liﬁ:tgfeegggegﬁii
Coee RPN iction, that the State \
" “accept as an intellectual convic , i b ered and
8l t, is something to be rev
- “most of them have been told about, . . e avs
‘ ttitude that just as the way
- hipped by all. They absorb the a ! .
»‘t“okrlf(-l)r(jocf pare u};lknowable, so too are the ways of the Government.

As they enter secondary school this feeling which has tpeens lzf;lrln
d in them by the State-owned c'}x*h State inf’igfém:td ;fi(;ill;nagz tem
ed in many ways. ey are at ¢

the téf;ltget};znﬂleir protec%or and is the seat of J}1st1ce. They odbslgrovsi
the monopoly governmental court system_ o.f their cquntry,dap e
them ‘erroneously accept that justice originates with, atlill is ey
spensed by, the government. Their history l?ooks fur ther 1ngular
¢ ‘idea of the sanctity of the State by teaching them the P(})Bp.t. N
ical concepts of their own particular country. In. theh ri ézd
monwealth the feeling of State worship anc% reverenceis endjcln ”

stilling in the children such political platitudes as, “the 1tgsr,1’ 37
“supremacy of parliament”, and “the mother of pa}rhamen "
of which is calculated to further confirm and convince the ¢ 1k
he paternal or maternal governmental mystique. History books
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teach them of the “glorious” wars that have been waged by their
fore-fathers to establish that which they are now compelled to revere,
worship, and submit to — *‘the sovereignty of parliament”” — or, in the
U.S.A., “the American Constitution”. All this is done without ever
defining what a government is— for after all, if that were done, the
child would doubtless enquire why he should respect and revere an
aggressive agency! 4 ‘

Indeed, one of the great psychologic mind cripplers comes into
play at this point. Psychologist, Nathaniel Branden (The Objectivist
Newsletter, July, 1964), has pointed out that the root of many
acquired emotional disorders of adulthood stem from a cognitive
disorder, and many of these stem from the individual not using his
intellectual cognitive faculty in a rational way—to think through his
own values—to arrive at his own conclusions, and then rely on his
own judgment for action. Branden points out that these people do
not ask “what is right?’ but “who is right?’ They then decide on a
basis of numbers or popular opinion. If a great many people, or
some well-known personality thinks such and such —then that must
be right! So the person arrives at a “judgment” of right and wrong,
not by the use of his rational faculty, but rather by blindly accepting
the current consensus on any subject. This process Branden has
labelled appropriately “‘social metaphysics”. In later life it results
in all sorts of tragedies for the mental health of the individual.

If a young child entertains any doubts about why he must worship
the State every day in school, he soon subdues them by a process
of social metaphysics. Almost everyone that he knows seems to think
that the State is an object of worship and a benefactor, so he quickly
decides they must be right. At his age he is completely incapable of
conceiving that so many people in the world could be mistaken and
that he indeed could be right in doubting. So he quickly puts the
question out of his mind, usually for the rest of his life, and goes
about thinking of things which he finds more amenable to his reason.

In the meantime he continues to'grow. He observes that when
private aggressors rob stores and banks, it isusually the State police
who act to apprehend, arrest and incarcerate the aggressor. In the
deep recesses of his mind the early concepts of the State being the
Supreme agent of justice seem to be confirmed. It does not occur to
him now to ask why the government should possess a coercive
monopoly in such an important occupation as defense services. If he
does venture to ask such an impertinent question to the best uni-
versity minds he can find on the subject, he experiences a reply
similar to the one the authors received when we asked a philosopher
whose " judgment we mistakenly thought might be of value to us.
We were told with great indignance that * governmentis the necessary
prerequisite of a civilization”! The professor was completely non-
plussed and speechless when asked —“why?’

In the years between early school and university, the mystique
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; i iced in endless little ways. The

o governmen.t cort;iml;;ilitl(;r}i)t; el?;lt;zen the architectural features of

- youngster 1goigf§:ure§ and religious sanctuaries. Subconsciously the

e State ogvernment is an object of worship is reinforced. SubC(.m—

: ‘ifl?a thatt}%e idea is also reinforced that he must obey the State like
seousy erful God. In the same way in which he learns. that he
an af p('W:sibly understand all the horrible injustices which God
canno’ p10 has in his unknowable plan, he alsolearns that he cann(?t
supp.osedg’ e to understand all the horrible wars and other chrop;c

: PQSSII')Iy (g etrated by government. He therefore puts reason as_1de
mJustlceSdP ntli accepts the injustices. He learns that he must even

'and'(')be }ie li};e on a battlefield for government if they demand it.

b r’if}llc‘e siifﬁlarity between the State and God is everywhere. I.s not

PR 18 tector of his “creation”? So is government! Dois .1t no,t,

GOd > Rro o ith its welfare programs? Doesitnot create “rights

o “p rolect peOIL;Le Vijthough he has now reached university level, his
fo.r»’(;h .e tl:eorf)ow'verynearlyincapable of asking just why and bow an
 areosie institution can assist the welfare or protect the.: rights of

o gggreSSIVI?Ie observes that the economic condition of inflation leaves
?r?gr?; et;ld people at a disadvantage and he obsell*-\Izes. thuen;glg;;eigrr;r;t
" "“stepping in”’ and giving these'people mor{ey.1 teall{se unable to per

 ceive that such money was first aggressively G0 what they do

"He is told people are selfish and must .be forced tc; 1 Omin ey do

fot” wish to do. He is very nearly 1ncapab.le o -ea ! g -}17d‘not

th ional selfishness is his virtue, not his vice, since he could !
ﬂ:i?':zil;rfl\?vithout it! Thus the early chﬁdhood ctc')rr:lceespt}:iaosf :l;efg;z?;?s

“ment being a paternal protector who someti o d nof

" child against his will, are confirmed and deepened. He does '

51}1111;?{ Z%aout, or enquire into, the ways t.hat~ governmen‘;f tﬁxa&t;r;

and intervention is itself the chief cause of mﬂatlor.l. Evenu essarb

Sbserve this relation, by now he can mﬂilfely a{):ceptt it as a “‘nece sary

* _something which he can do no ing about. '

In ‘esc(:)omnzmicf he is taught that the great depresswnbwas ca;izcé

Byﬂlje greediness of an acquisitive society anc.l'can only be g(r)(;\; ped

again by an aggressive government con.trolhng everyone.f o I}_‘; ol

ously -absent from the State-school curricula are many o he more

ree: market oriented economic books which accurat.ely iden ; A% Tg}:)
ernmental interference as the real cause of economic chaos. ere

nly government economics. o .

WiieVer he goes, whatever he reads, the impFessmn is -ommni-

sent that the State is an object of worship. It is elevated on a

estal like other objects of religious worship, and. ev.erywherfa }11t 1sf

dé to, appear to possess a moral sanctity and dignity—which o

it does not.

~ sac

¢.*'Power and Market (Government & the Economy)”, by the free market econo-
Murray N. Rothbard.
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By now he has been told all the apparent reasons why the gov-
ernment is necessary. These “reasons” bear mentioning. He is told
that it is necessary to dispense justice properly; that it is necessary
to protect the unfortunate; that it is necessary to maintain “law”
and “order”; that it is necessary to “protect individual rights; that
it is necessary to enforce contracts; that is is necessary to protect
us from criminals in our midst and aggressor States without; or
that governments are necessary to prevent poverty — and he swallows
it because the best possible job of brain-washing has been worked
on him by most everyone with whom he has come in contact, since
the time he was born! '

Yet, to the chagrin of governments everywhere, a threatening
thing (in their eyes) rears its head every now and then, in spite of
this brain-washing. It is called rational individualism. It is the
philosophy which holds the source of the good in society is to be
found in human actions which neither in their ends or means,’
involve sacrifice or aggression. The rational individualist is thus a

- moral person, since he chooses to neither sacrifice nor aggress. His
is the moral opposite of the philosophy of governments everywhere,
which is the philosphy of collectivism. That ethical doctrine erro-
neously holds the source of the goodisto be found in human actions
which involve the sacrifice of the individual.

It is the rational individualist which governments fear more than
anything else in the world, and rightly so, because the rational

- individualist accepts truth only on the basis of his own reason and

judgment. His reason tells him that a fish cannot survive by adopt-

ing the actions of a land animal, and a land animal cannot survive

if it chose to live as a fish. His reason tells him that similarly, he

can only survive by living in accordance with his nature— and his
own nature rejects aggression. Yet he observes that aggression is
precisely the nature of the institution to which he has been forced
to pay homage. The rational individualist is the most likely of all

people to reject the entire concept of government and its mystique.

Governments are quite aware of this fact. They live in dread of
it. They know that if rational individualism gains momentum and
support from the intellectuals, it will soon filter down and gain the
support of others. The moment asignificant number of people become
aware of the immorality of government, it would be only a matter
of time before the rest of the population recognize it. With modern
methods of communication, ideas which formerly took centuries to
spread now take only weeks, months, or years. Now this would
mean that the vast bureaucracy of government would have to stop
engaging in aggressive activities and go out and (horrible thought!)

have to earn a living by morally trading their skills and labour on
the free market.

Sensing their own death knell in the philesophy of rational fh
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imdivi i overnments instigate a continuous expenditure of
mdxdlizhfir?t’hegr propagandize the myth that they are “necessary”.
lr’Ir‘lt(:eyyspend millions on “welfare” programs .apd on sl.um areas
for urban renewal in order to demonstrate their patern.ahsm. The).r
instigate old age programs with their immorally acquired money;
they pass laws so that mothers learn tf) depend on governments for
child allowance cheques, and university students are ((ilependent on
government to borrow loans in order to attend a §overnmen‘,c;
owned’’ university. Banks depend on government to “guarantee

. their loans and nearly everyone is forced to depend on g.ove.rmpent
for health insurance. The aged depend on the State for institutions
in which to live and cheques to live by.

- From cradle to grave! ' '
It is only the individualistic thinker who can perceive that all this

Q is- a desperate effort by governments to enfie.avour .to copvincingly
. pose as a moral agency. He knows that it is cruc1a1%y .1mperat1ve
for government’s survival to do this. He recogmzes that it 1-s a matter
of life or death for governments to hide, distort, ar.xd .mlsrepresent
their own true natures to the people, for once this l'S commonly
_ known, they will be rejected. No government can survive exposure
of its nature for very long because thinking people will eventually
refuse to support it. '

Politicifnz recognized this long ago. The early Kings .of Ex?g}afnd
 found they were able to both disguise the nature of their activities,
© and extract much more out of the people, by means of a represen-
 tative parliament, than they could ever hope to achieve by openly

coercing the Barons as they formerly had done! Long ago govern-
ments ‘learned they could perpetuate their mystique by developmg
a method of aggression which peopledid notrecognize as aggression.
‘They successfully achieved this when they invented the.concepts of
- legality and democratic representative so-called responsible govern-
ment.
. -Legality is the mechanism by which the mystique gf government
is coercively perpetuated; it is the specific means by whzch, the aggres-
sive power of government is institutionalized. *‘Legal” pertains to
any conduct which is declared, accepted, or not rejected by the law
courts of the land. Since the courts and the judicial system are par't
of the aggressive government monopoly, this implies that any acti-
vity is proper which government says is proper! There is no way
h‘owever, whereby a continuous aggressor can ever be expected to
be a proper judge of what is moral. There is no way by which
aggressive behaviour can be wrong for some peoplein some (private)
capacities, and be right for them if they act in other (governmental)
capacities. Yet this is the gigantic hoax which governments have
Sﬁécessfully perpetrated on the people. They have cleverly substituted
legal as the proper standard of human conduct, in place of the
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moral. To use a colloquialism, they have succeeded in pulling off
the biggest snow job in human history.

Since governments can only survive as long as the evil ethic of
sacrifice is accepted, it is crucial that they do everything to promote
it. Some governments do this chiefly via legality and democracy, as

well as by the general éncouragement of sacrificial religions. Other .

governments indoctrinate their people with, and vigorously enforce,
sacrifice to the “‘cause” or the “party”, meaning complete sacrifice
to the State. Recognizing the social metaphysical make-up of most
people, democratic governments know that if large numbers of indi-
viduals get into the act of government, people will judge its moral
status on that basis, rather than on a basis of reason. So govern-
ments elevate the concept of democracy and attribute to it all the
virtues of something moral and sacred.

But democracy is only the theory which holds that the maximum
number of people should participate in government. 7There is no
difference in principle between a dictatorship and democracy, just as
there is no difference in principle between a lone armed robber and
a gang of armed robbers. Infact, adictator is likely to be recognized
by many more people as being evil, whereas almost everyone erro-
neously accepts democracy as something good. Democracy would
have nearly everyone involved in the game of aggression. All gov-
ernments however, sanctify and permanently perpetuate the aggres-
sion through the method of legality. It is the means by which the
final mystical aura of pseudo-morality is permanently sealed on the
unsuspecting population. ‘

Now let us see the impossible contradiction which the concept of
legality imposes upon the human mind. Man must choose moral
behaviour to survive, but many things which are moral have been
outlawed and made illegal. If a man chooses such conduct he will
be penalized and would possibly be thrown in jail for it. To avoid
the aggressive penalties of the law, he must conform to the legal.
He has been compelled to base his conduct on legal principles rather
than moral principles. Instead of the simple question, “Am I acting
as a moral human being?”’ he is confronted with a maze of confusing
alternatives. Is this legal or not? Is this moral or not? Will this
statute law be upheld in the courts or not? Will this be legal or illegal
tomorrow or not? In a proper society, if a man is charged with
aggression he should have the assurance that the only issue under
consideration will be, “were my actions aggressive or not?”’ ,

Legality absolutely and permanently, prevents such a criterion.
The result of these legal contradictions is to produce such confusion
and malevolence in the mind of the average person, that he throws
up his hands in despair and says “how can any one ever know
what is right?’ He then allows government to take over this crucial
responsibility of his, which he should not delegate to anyone else.
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And that is exactly the malevolent, helpless and hopeless .attitudfa,
which all governments consciously or subconS(.:iousl'y realize th-elr
legality creates.. They know that as long as this attltude.prevalls,
the average individual will gladly concede. to them the evil powers
- which they have already assumed of telling them what to do; of
telling them what is right and what is wrong. . .
Consider the meaning of justice, and then notice what occurs in
h a court of law. Justice identifies that those who cause a Yalue loss to
others, thereby create a debt to the deprived person, which they and
rs are obliged to pay. ‘
5 "o OItllaleany law ccirt of the land, the principle which all judges mu.st
' follow consistently is not “what is moral”, but rather ‘wh'at is
" legal”. If any judge consistently made decisions on the basis of
- moral principles rather than legal principles, he would soon be
v removed from his position by the government! In fact, h.e woul.d
.;,'jresign his position as judge if he was consistently moral. A Judge is
. bound to the system —which means he is bound to support the insti-
© tution of government per se—which means he is bound to support
- an evil institution, albeit unwittingly.
: When the moral is sacrificed to the immoral it creates injustices.
Péople then demand that government should “do someth'in‘g” .to
~ rectify the injustice. More statutory laws are enacted and the injustice
is increased. That is why we observe a vast body of statutory law
P cumbering us, while simultaneously, society becomes increasingly
immoral and increasingly chaotic and violent. The basic contradiction
in any government trying to administer justice is surely clear. Gov-
ernment first obtains its possessions from individuals by the aggres-
sive: method of intimidation or extortion, which some politely call
taxation. By so doing, it creates a debt which it owes to those who
were forcibly deprived. According to the principle of justice, this debt
ould be paid back. Government should pay back all the money
has gained by intimidation, and it should also pay for additional
sses incurred by its actions. If it does this, justice will be served.
Could any government do this and still remain a government?
could not. Hence the impossibility of achieving justice in a society
vacrte. government exists. Can you imagine the police acting in a
defensive way to apprehend government officials in their governmental
acities for the immoral act of extracting taxes? They cannot!
ey, like the courts, are bound to the system. The primary function
e police is to sustain and maintain government. There is no way
S can change in a legal society. Thus the police and law courts,
0. declare themselves to be defenders of justice, are in fact among
hief agents perpetuating injustice in society.
Legality produces a vicious circle which renders the achievement
tice impossible. Just as a deadly pollution slowly poisons the
mosphere in an almost imperceptable way, so too legality slowly
early imperceptably, poisons morality. '

i
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People’s ability to judge what is right and what is wrong has
become so distorted by governments in their long, bloody, sacrificial
history, that today only the most independent thinker recognizes the
vile hypocrisy of an institution which says to people, “You must all
obey moral law. You must not rob, steal or aggress in order to
acquire property and values unless you enlist our aid, because we
governments are different—this morality does not apply to us;
therefore it is permissible for us to forcibly deprive you of your
values, and it is permissible for us to forcibly deprive others on
your behalf. It is permissible for us to act fraudulently and to inti-
midate you and others. You may not aggress, but we can!”’

Governments accept such a double standard of ethics because

it suits their aggressive purposes. Rational individuals however, will
never accept such an evil philosophy.

63

- The Root Causes of Poverty and Wealth

. Uppermost in the mind of nearly everyone today is the .problem
f poverty. Few however, have paused long enough to define what
“poverty is, and then validly identify its causes.

o Poverty is a shortage of exchangeable values.

The effects of poverty are observed easily enough. Newspapers,
gazines and television, splash the gory details (acc9mpanied by
tesque photographs of starving -children) over their pages and
reens. There are loud and vehement outbursts of indignation, e}nd
“hysterical demands that government “do something”’. The o.nly thing
government does is increase aggression, with a great display of
pseudo-benevolence. Increased aggression by government alhf,gedly
for the purpose of “doing something about poverty”, creates in 'the
nds of most people a false impression of government’s ethical
atus. “It's for a good cause” they say, never stopping to identify
many moral ways by which good causes may be aided, and tpat
overnment is not one of them. Governments are very eager to project
A image of morality; it helps disguise the part they continuously
ay in bringing about the very situation of poverty they attempt

The meaning of poverty varies greatly in the minds of people.
o-called poor person in Canada would no doubt be regarded by
people in China as extremely well off. However, it can be
pted that poverty means a shortage of exchangeable values.
alth may be defined as an abundance of exchangeable values.
Property and ownership are concepts derived directly from the
cept of rights, and therefore from moral law. To survive, i.e., to
ntinue to successfully exist as man, the individual needs to act to
and keep that which is in his rational self interest—that which
f value to him. Values are required for man’s survival—but
 what is first necessary for a value to be of benefit to an
Vidual. The benefit of values is proportionate to the control the
idual has over their use and disposal.
o clarify this fact, imagine that you have purchased an auto-
e, but for some reason, you have absolutely no control over
“and/or disposal of it. What benefit would it be? It would be
enefit! Suppose you now obtain some degree of control over
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it, to the extent that you are able to drive it to work and back. What
happens now? The value becomes of some benefit! Suppose now you
have full control over the use and disposal of the automobile. What
happens now? Clearly it becomes a maximum benefit when this
condition is met. This is why if values and wealth are to be maxi-
mized (and they must be if poverty is to be eliminated), the social
structure must allow individuals the freedom to morally control the
use and disposal of their property.

Ownership is the right of an individual to exclusively decide on the
ultimate control of the use or disposal of that which he has non-
aggressively acquired, until such timeas thatrightis non-aggressively
acquired by another. Any existentwhich is ownableis called property.

Thus the primary condition for the elimination of poverty and

the maximizing of wealth is a social structure which observes property
(or ownership) rights. The chief violator of these rights is govern-
ment. A rational social structure without government, is therefore the
first fundamental requirement to eliminate poverty. Those who would
ask, “In a free society what will happen to the poor?”’, are not
considering the problem in its full context. It will be shown that in a
moral society poverty can be eliminated, therefore the question will
not likely arise.
. Nearly all wealth is created by the human mind. An individual’s
mind belongs to no one but himself. The products of his mind, i.e.,
the values, property and wealth which he creates, are his own unless
he trades them or makes a gift of them to others.  An individual
creating a value or morally claiming an unowned value, becomes
the owner of that value.

This concept is difficult for many people to grasp. For instance,
they think that because a piece of earth did not originally belong to
“anyone”, it therefore belongs to “everyone” — whereas it was pre-
viously unowned. They g0 on to erroneously conclude that since
it did not originally belong to anyone, all the wealth which is created
from the earth belongs to everyone! They fail to see that “everyone’
did not create the wealth. Only an individual, or specific group of
persons using their individual minds, created the wealth., Such people
are the only ones having the first claim to it.

If a portion of land or area containing water is unowned, then
anyone has a right to act morally to acquire it. The ‘“someone”
who thus acts becomes the rightful owner. Others observing the now
valuable property cannot belatedly claim ownership or part-owner-
ship of it. :

A common misconception is that an individual who morally
creates wealth has somehow robbed another in the process. However,
since the wealth was non-aggressively acquired no onecould possibly
have been robbed! ' '

For example consider a private mining industry. The rocky raw
material in such an area is of little or no value, and the entire area
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is relatively non-productive until certain. men discover that wealth
- can be created out of the rocks. Vast mining areas then open up,
~ creating thousands of jobs. Former unemployed people (many 9f
" ‘them poverty-stricken) move to the area and are able to trade their

S lébour for income. This adds to their total st.ore of Yalues, thereby

" decreasing poverty. The owners of these private mines — .the men
- Who create wealth by non-aggressive means, have certainly not
robbed anyone. They have in fact provided thousands of people
with a means of morally acquiring their own Values.. Also, thousanc}s
of new products which men would not otherwise enjoy become avail-
" able, and thousands of additional jobs in many other areas are
" “created as a result of the advent of these new products.
© . Now let us suppose that a mine worker uses his morally earned
‘income to build himself a house on a piece of land which was pre-
{}iously ownerless, and upon which he has staked a claim. Somec.)ne
in poorer circumstances now comes along and states that the mine
worker had acquired the house and property by depriving blm.
Quite obviously the mine worker has deprived no one. By virtue
of his foresight and the application of his knowledge, he foresaw
the value of an unowned piece of land which could be advantageous
" to him, and he set about tobuildhis house on it. This is an example
’6f first-claimed property. Once the property has been morally claimed

‘it becomes “owned”, and no one may acquire it without the consent

; of the owner. By virtue of non-aggressively acquiring exclusive control
-over the property, one thereby acquires the right of ownership.
‘ Government-controlled resources, even when developed, have a
‘hidden adverse effect on poverty because the money used to develop °
“such industries is obtained by depriving others. In contrast to this,
- moral private enterprisers create wealth for themselves and others
without depriving anyone. Rational thinkers, free to put their ideas
fil,ito practice, create new exchangeable values.” This enables other
individuals to trade their mental and physical efforts for income,
‘thus earning new values for themselves. The moral creators of wealth
alleviate poverty. Governments actually are producers of poverty
because they can only exist by forcibly taking away values.
- We have shown that ownership is a moral concept because it
relates directly to man’s volitional nature which is value-oriented.
There is an argument abroad which underlies the “public property”
oncept, and that argument may be stated as follows: since other
reatures of nature (the animals and birds etc.) live ““freely” on this
arth, should not humans also be free to use any or all of the earth,
-and water which nature has provided for all living things?
This argument fails to identify the difference between man’s nature
L the natures of other living creatures. It also fails to differentiate
tween the relationship which man has to nature, as opposed to the
tionship other creatures have to nature. The survival necessities
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of these creatures (which are much less complex than man’s), are
found exclusively in the untouched natural resources of nature. Man
however, could not survive as a human without constantly adding
to nature and creating values which would not otherwise exist.
At best he would exist as a savage beast if he attempted to live
exclusively off the untouched products of nature, as other animals
do. He could not even exist for very long in such a manner, as he
would quickly use up all of nature’s resources. Natural resources
are not in themselves sufficient for human survival. Thus nature’s
way of providing for man is therationality with which he is endowed,

and which he must choose to use in order to improve upon other

natural values.

Ownership then, is very much in harmony with natural moral
law. If man’s survival depends upon him gaining and protecting
values, then he has the right to control values which he non-aggres-
sively acquires. Thus ownership is a necessary concept, if men are
to survive as humans.

The concept of ““public property” is a contradiction and is a chief
contributing factor to the decrease in exchangeable values, and an
increase in poverty. A group of individuals may jointly pool their
resources and acquire certain property, but they do so morally
only when they do sovoluntarily and non-aggressively. An individual
having a share in such property may decide to sell his share to
someone else. He may do so because his portion is an exchangeable
value. The property exclusively belongs only to those who volun-
tarily and non-aggressively acquired it.

~ So-called “public property” such as roads, parks, and buildings
which are controlled by government, are all immorally acquired.
The “public” have no ownership rights in regard to what they are
supposed to own. Because it is not an exchangeable value, they may
not dispose of that portion which is supposedly theirs. They may
not use it exclusively to their own advantage, and they are forced
to maintain it even if they do not ever use it! Because of the contra-
dictory nature of public property, certain individuals erroneously
believing it to be theirs, destroy it at will.

“Public property” does not fit anywhere within the concept of
ownership. Public property is property acquired and controlled by

government aggression. Government propaganda such as‘keep your

parks clean”, attempts to create the impression that this type of
property is owned by everyone in the area where the aggression was
committed. No moral individual would rob a group of people of
part of their income, purchase property with the stolen money, and
then subsequently have the gall to inform the victims that they may,
with the robber’s permission, have certain restricted access to that
property! Yet that is precisely the parallel in all “‘government’”’

property.
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What is generally regarded as “‘government property” is actually
 either still owned by individuals, such as expropriated property, or
it is ownerless, such as other property which has been purchased
" - with tax money. The latter constitutes a monetary debt owed by
- 'government to all the people who have been forced to pay taxes.
.- The fact that such property is ownerless, doesnot mean that it is open
- to just anyone’s claim, because before it can be morally acquired,

_the outstanding debt must be paid back. Claims to justice do not
necessarily give one a license to claim property which also consti-

- tutes a debt to others. One can only morally claim compensation for

.- what has been stolen from oneself. This fact appears to have been

~ overlooked by some advocates of violent occupation of government

~ ‘property.

-~ A simple example is as follows: A robber steals ten dollars from
“each of ten people. With the one hundred dollars ot stolen money he

i buys a television set. Each of the ten victims have a just claim on

" the robber for ten dollars and any other expense incurred by his

aggression, but none of them have a just claim to either destroy the

television as a means of ““getting even” with the robber, or to possess
the television and claim ownership of it before the others are offered
compensation. To do so would be to aggress against the other

- victims, whose stolen dollars also purchased the television. In this
" case, the robber may be brought to justice by having the television

sold, and the victims repaid. The TV set would then become morally

" acquired, and justice would be served.

. Because individuals are forced to pay taxes so that government
may acquire property, and because they are then constantly forced
to pay taxes to maintain it, the ever-increasing accumulation of

- - governmentally acquired property causes a steady decrease in private

. property, ownership, and exchangeable values. In this manner,

-~ Individuals are deprived of exercising the moral right of ownership

- to their entire income, which would normally add to their store of

~‘wealth, and they are also aggressively restricted in their rightful

© actions. It is clear that as government property increases, taxes must

" also increase to maintain it. Individuals of modest means are there-

fore reduced to poverty because many are unable to afford to main-

tain their own values because of the additional burden of taxes, if

“not on income, certainly on everything they purchase. The more

- wealthy are less able to invest in existing businesses or create new

industries and services, because they too are forced to pay a larger

percentage of their income to government. When the wealthy are

stricted, the poor suffer again because there are less jobs available
or them. Hence taxation aggressively deprives both the rich and
the poor. ‘

Population increase is often mentioned as a cause of poverty.
€ver; more people simply mean an increased demand for values
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XI

The Nature of Government

“But how is this legal plunder to be identified? Quite simply.
See if the law takes from some persons what belongs to them,
and gives it to other persons to whom it does not belong. See
if the law benefits one citizen at the expense of another by doing
what the citizen himself cannot do without commilting a crime.”
From Frederic Bastiat’s, “The Law”.

The nature of anything is identified in its definition, by its essential
characteristic(s). A government is an organization which consistently
restricts moral actions of all those over whom it claims control, by
aggressively imposing certain rules of conduct, restricting free trade,
and maintaining coercive monopolies, within its arbitrary geographic
‘'boundaries.

In what ways do governments aggressively impose certain rules
of conduct? By statutory laws. These vary throughout the world,
~ but in North America include such things as various forms of cen-
- sorship, restriction of certain types of entertainment, or T.V. content,
or school text book content, or drinking, smoking and drug habits;
to name but a few.

The aggressive restrictions on free trade include tariff walls, -
“quota systems, subsidies, and the granting of mionopolies to certain
businesses, and to themselves. Some of the coercive monopolies which
government arbitrarily delegate to themselves, vary according to the
type of government they are, but all governments maintain a coer-
cive monopoly on the final arbitration of justice disputes, the armed
forces, and police. ‘

The aggression of governments extends to punitive fines, im-
prisonment, and in certain cases even death, if one does not conform
‘to their laws, which are nothing more than aggressively imposed
rules of conduct.

The following discussion deals chiefly with governments which
are maintained by taxation. Taxation is the procedure adopted by a
government which compels its citizens, under threat of armed force
or imprisonment, to pay percentages of their income and property
to sustain government’s aggressive activities. Taxation is open,
naked, theft by intimidation. e
- The chief forms of aggression utilized by governments are, extor-
tion, fraud, and intimidation. Because governmental aggression has
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become socially accepted through the mechanism of legality, it creates
the illusion of differing from the aggression of common thieves and
robbers. Thus it is established in society that it is proper for govern-
ment to aggress; but not proper for an individual. Yet obviously,
this is contrary to logic. If one agrees that it is immoral for an
individual to enter a place of business and obtain services or products
from the proprietor by intimidating him or by brandishing a gun,
one should logically be committed to the view that governments are
immoral institutions.
) A group is composed of a number of individuals. If it is morally
wrong for one individual to aggress against another, then it is also
morally wrong for any group of individuals to do so—even if the
group calls itself government! The reason most people are not com-
mitted to this view is because they have not yet seen this logical
connection between private aggression and governmental aggression.
In fact, if a proponent of the former view is ever asked why he con-
siders it immoral for an individual to aggress, but not immoral for
a government, he usually replies in an incredulous tone, “‘but that’s
not aggression —we all had an equal chance to vote for our govern-
ment, didn’t we?”’

Consider what this view overlooks. Suppose an aggressor A is
one of a gang of ten aggressors. He conducts a hold-up in a place
of business and takes the proprietor’s cash. There is no doubt his
conduct is immoral, Suppose however, the gang had conducted a
vote by secret ballot before the hold-up, for the purpose of selecting
their hatchet man. Does the fact that these nine people previously
approved of the robber’s actions justify them? Does the fact that a
secret ballot was conducted make the robbery or intimidation moral?
Suppose instead of nine people in the gang, there were nine hundred
and ninety-nine. Would this Justify the robbery? Would ninety million
people justify it? It is apparent the immorality is not changed by
numbers. Governmental aggression is no different in principle from
this,

Suppose the aggressor of our example is a father and is short
of cash. Suppose also that his five children require medical and
school care. Instead of earning his money for these needs by moral
agreement, he decides to conduct the robbery to obtain it. Does his
robbery become moral simply because he needs the money? One
may possibly sympathize with the man’s misfortune, butit is obvious
that one cannot consider misfortune or need, a claim to use aggres-
sion. .

Imagine that the robber successfully obtained five million dollars
by intimidation. Later, under the false pretense of being a charitable
and benevolent person he builds a hospital in a poverty-stricken
area of the country. Does the fact that he builds a hospital which
some people have a “need” for, Justify his stealing? Does his rob-
bery now become moral? It does not. Yet this is precisely what
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| 6ccurs with all government hospitals, universities, schools, and
. institutions! .
ot govﬁlll‘gglsentwlgistsl,m;?d aggressive violence existing in society
. Thfesult frc,)m man’s failure to consistently recognize and uphold
: :today ral principle of non-aggression. For example,' pef:)ple erro-
the mlO think that taxes are moral if “only a little bit” is coel:ced
',}'ineous 3;ch person. They think a little taxes taken from each is a
e ?)mise If one adopts this view however, one mus.t ?ISO agree
""comptl};e rot;ber in our example would be moral prov1dn'1g he dl.d
gloit steal too much! One can see at a glance the absurdity of this
Vle“é vernments are engaged in aggression. They havenovalid claim
to th;) tax money or other values they exto'rt from pfeople because
-.no person or group has the right to aggression. Cert.amly, con;p;i(;:
*Imise is a useful and valid means of resolving certain typle.(s:1 o) >
-~ ‘putes—those in which the conflicting claims both have a vali 'moi‘h !
' gasis. Where they do not however, any attempt. to compr(‘)mlserall
moral with the immoral, results in total concession to the 1mrtno s
When the tax-victim who is morally <.)pp(_)sed to governmen pa?; ;
taxes under the threat of imprisonment, is he compromising z} {n;)m
principle? No. It is not a compromise when under threat oh od. g
one’s life, one hands over one’s wallet to a robbex.'. The handing
over of the wallet under such conditiops seeks‘ to insure t?at t}(l);lte
does not sustain a greater loss— one’s life. This is not .to in er, >
one sanctions the aggressor’s actions. Also, by p.rqtect.mg one :tice
one is in a position to identify the robber and bring him to t]ubein.
- Similarly, by preserving some measure of freedorr.l ]?y no S‘ltioﬁ
thrown in jail, the moral opponent of govtzn;ment is in a po
ose government’s aggressive nature. N
° b(;%t:efh?:ppointg the reader might say, “yes, I agree thatIt aggresséloor;
is wrong in any form at any time, but let’s talk sense. *tappéo‘;{ o
what the government is doing. I give my cor:,sent 'to be taxe t' ow
can it be theft or intimidation if I approve?” This a.rgumen ‘
~ basis for the fraudulent claim that a government exists because o
« overned’’.
e T(:}?;Seer:r:fstgrilg asking this question who are less ?.nnocent thatn
others. A person may, in view of a moral alternative, c.}.looshe. o
give his consent to allow another individuf‘ﬂ or group :co defp}u\tze 1rln
of his own rightful values, and proyifilng his ch01({e a ekfs tor}11 357
himself his behaviour would be sacrificial. He can bring abou 1t
own self destruction if he is stupid enough to do S0, I?ut hefz Cil}l;l;(;
“morally grant consent to the destruction or deprlvatlonfo o) Oral.
‘The moment he grants consent or approval in face of a m "
“alternative, to an organization which he knows .wﬂl deprive ever;1 2
single other individual of his rightful values w1thou.t thaIEI persoel
‘consent, he becomes a contributing cause to the aggression. (13 mi:n a);
“confesses by so doing that even if he is not yet an actual fo
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;n;ember of the aggressor gang, he is certainly a member in principle
upporter and a sympathizer. Such peopleputthe gun in the hands,

of government because with ir * ’
be overnme : out their “approval’’ the aggressors would

apologist who says that the i
' ist _ government is not aggressi i
gives his consent? Would such a person ‘‘consent” E)ghavzn gﬁ’lesx cgc hPe

ernment?
The question to ask such an individual is: would he continue to

iz;);eh:)s cozlsent? to government’s demands if they were not similarly
n otners? Let us suppose that government published a state-

ment declaring that all others (except this individual who “‘gives his

ce.rned, nothing has changed. So what exactly is it that he actually

any and all individuals,

Many people claimin i i
g to give their consent to governme
. nt reall
mean they agree such things as roads, hospitals, and schools arz

they rls}?nliot also claim to be ethically opposed to it
one gi‘e;esccf)llilssent of tlt1et governed” argument fails to identify that if
consent to anything, he does so in vi
. cC : R ew of a m
Iclix;)lcie. hT}}ere 1S no meaning to the word “consent”’ apart fl(')sﬂ
: oral ¢ 01ce.. For example there is no such thing as the victim of
t Orlrtlhg squad h(;led up against a wall for execution giving his “cohsent’e}
‘e proceedings. He has no moral choice! Simj
) e! Similar]
absolutely no moral alternatives open to a person onceyl;eﬂ::;rso:re
3 €S

The Nature of Government

75

to go to the polls and vote. The “choice’” which politicians claim

o present to the people at election time in voting for either a liberal,

gocialist, or a conservative, is a selection from among aggressors,
put it is not a moral choice at all! It is the same kind of alternative

" a man in front of a firing squad has, “choosing” whether a man in

‘a black hat or a man in a green hat will pull the trigger! Either
way he is the victim of aggression; so this is not a moral alter-

- native. The selection of voting for political parties is no different in

principle. Whichever party is elected, the voter has, by his actions,

~ closed off his, and everyone else’s moral alternatives. As long as

people permit governments to exist, it matters not if one percent, or
ninety percent of the people go out and vote; we will still have a
government aggressing against us when the election is over. If

"government is sanctioned, the only alternatives are, “vote and let a

government aggressively take our values and property; or do not
vote and let a government aggressively take our values and
property”. _
Some governmental apologist may still attempt to justify govern-
ment’s demand for taxes on the grounds that no government official
or political representative intimidates him with a gun. Let us go back
to our example of the robber, and let us suppose that he is a suave,
soft-spoken, mild-mannered man. Would it make any difference if,
instead of entering the premises with a gun, he phoned the proprietor
and gently told him to have ten percent of his receipts ready to
hand over to him the following day at four p.m.? Let us further
assume the proprietor refused to comply. The mild-mannered man
now informs the proprietor that he will have to pay more because
he did not conform to the majority vote of his gang. Finally after
the proprietor refuses all such demands, the soft-spoken robber pays
him a visit. This time another man is with him who has a gun.
They order the proprietor to appear before a committee set up by
the gang. The committee orders the man to pay or go to jail. Has
any of this changed the aggressive nature of the gang, or the nature
of the mild-mannered robber’s conduct? Not the slightest. His aggres-
sion has merely become more sophisticated and better disguised. We
have already observed that aggression takes many forms and may
be performed in numerous ways without the immediate presence of a
gun. What is clear about government and its method of extracting
taxes, is that in the final analysis, it always relys on the gun. Any-
one wishing to test this statement need only consistently refuse to
pay taxes.

In former times, governments relied more openly upon extortion.
Today their aggression is much more subile; they have learned to
rely upon intimidation and fraud. The essence of fraud is to deprive
others by deliberately misrepresenting the facts of reality. In what
way does government act fraudulently? Part of the answer to this
is related to the nature of legitimate contract. -
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A contract is a recorded declaration which specifies the conditions

‘ i fficials such as a Prime Minister, mayor,
of a moral agreement between two or more people. The basis for ify certain %Ovsz%rﬁe?éf implementing tax laws, but these people
contractual behaviour lies in the nature of man and in moral law. der.mafélé'e E:re merely “representing” the people who elected
We have seen how the human is unique among all of nature’s crea- claim y

-+ volitical office! . o s
tures because of his rationality; he is a being of volitional conscious- _  to pOhtlcsIlnmon fraudulent claim of government‘ls that it is
ness—he has free will This means that in all his human inter- LzAnOﬂle:Ocprovide order in society. This is the ancient r.ny_th gf
relationships he can choose to co-exist with others on the basis of 'essar()i’ order”. A typical modern example of the form t(ljnsn;r(lisilan
moral agreement (which is healthy and is in accordance with his oy an illustrated by the following quota.tlon from a Ca o
nature), or he can foolishly choose to ignore his own nature and akes 15 r. The London Free Press, of April 25, 1970. Under the
attempt to co-exist by the use of aggression—which is what all WSPapﬁl’%Spect for Law”’, was the following: .
governments do. A society in harmony with the volitional nature of @adngespect of law must be “one of the great concerns of ;’l
man’s consciousness is one where all human relationships are based - telligent people,” J. Allyn Taylor of _London, preesf;dent Ofmz’se—
on voluntary, non-aggressive agreements; and the contract is man’s zfé adian Chamber of Commerce said Thursday. “In a per "
means of protecting such agreements. This is the moral and scientific :"sig: society such as we havz tocciicn;Ly,l unlessb Zéfx ;;ntﬁgisgzell wee
basis for a rational anarchistic society. or law, then dear Lord nelp us,

Because a contract derives its authority from the nature of man ;2?5:?{ j.c”

and from natural moral law, it excludes an agreement between people ‘
to aggress against others. If any agreement purporting to be a
contract, turns out to be an agreement to obtain property by aggres-
sive means, then it is illegitimate and is no contract at all, It is
only an agreement among people to act as robbers. Any institution
such as government which purports to act as the representatives or
agents of “‘the people”, stands or falls on whether it is the legitimate
representative which it claims to be. Its legitimacy stands or falls on
whether it is actually based on contract or not. Since “‘the people”
means all of the individuals in a given area, such a contract (if any
existed) would require the voluntary agreement of all individuals,
and this is obviously not the case. Government does indeed involve
agreement among some people; however all such agreements are
immoral since all are agreements to aggress against others. Thus
there is not and never can be, a contractual basis for a government.

: o ’ marks is the view that the existing
: Imphcut l;:a l\g . srgzi}éi;r Is;)r?cects us from confusion and (:‘haos.
egal. .str.uc Illlis statement (which incidentally is as old as. law itself),
mtll)llécﬁl)lfrtlh that civilized order and progress in any society depend
18 ality.
uporéis‘:ggégrzrlg; aal;ll((iilf)grogr};ss do not depend upf)li i;[altll;toirgull*a(‘;vf
the social behav .
and legality. They are wholly dependen'isolf‘jvm1 the freedom to pro-
ople being based on moral agreements, erty from all forms of
tect and defend themselves a‘nd their PrOPl Y tection and defense
aooression. Contractual behaviour and moral prote ,
ﬁi\gzzeﬂieir base in natural mm;;il 1taW, aﬁgrglzer:]i‘:leﬂ?(f)gzga people
: Look at any modern industry w. B : n
narmoniously b comced o work o o et L)
d without aggression. Look at the o . moved it takes
Also, notice that should a legitimate agent decide to act aggres- hotel. If the existing legal structurg of.sozﬁg ﬁggtifions would not
sively, he and those whom herepresentscanbe held to be responsible o imagination to see that the order ntlstatlifory law. The idea that
for their actions since their identities are known or knowable. If their ter, since it is based on cc?ntract—.-ﬂil © eople clawing at each other,
identities were not knowable, they could thendo or say anything with supermarket Would‘be filled wi lﬁ)aols) it government were dis-
impunity and with complete disregard of moral law. Yet that is pre- ealing and stampeding about ,:lr; C-S implied in the myth of “law
cisely the parallel in the case of government! It has a blank cheque olved is simply absurd. Yet a} L s 1ermliairl‘:etbec&luse it is in their
on perpetual immunity from its immoral actions. It comprises a nd order”. People are orderly mlas‘f\l/fost eople realize they have a
group of people, falsely claiming to be agents of certain other people, ational self-interest to be,orde(xi' y}.l " the%wner. In a society based
who because of the secret ballot may never be identified! This clan- oral obligation not to steal an g fe se agencies would provide the
destine group whom government purports to obtain authority from, n moral principles, competing de eI;d defense of life and property.
cannot have any moral authority, because none of them can ever be edom of choice for the protection anment—which exists by aggres-
held responsible for their aggressive actions, such as extorting taxes! s absurd to even consider thatg.o:fe'r ing order (non-aggression) in
Does the reader think this too strong a statement? If so let him try n—is a proper means of -mam'atmw}%ichpeaceful—minded persons
to identify the people whom government claims is responsible for lety. To achieve the o.rder - sz)i(:lety n of aggression—not the insti-
extorting taxes from him. He will soon find he cannot hold any nt, what is required is the e uctl(t) ry laws do. It is true govern-
individual accountable for government’s aggressive activity. He may lonalizing of it, which is what statutory
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ments can compel order by means of laws, but it is the same type
of order which is compelled in a slave gang or concentration camp.
This is not the order which peaceful-minded people seek —yet that is
what they are achieving by supporting and sanctioning the concept
of government.

Next on the list of government frauds is the claim that govern-
ments are legitimate because the secret ballot was used in electing
them. Government apologists usually make the following compari-
son: Stockholders in a company may all vote at a meeting for the
board of directors by secret ballot. Even if the person for whom one

votes is not put into office, one has actually tacitly given one’s con-

sent to the fact that one will abide by the decision of the majority,
and agree to let the elected board of directors *‘run’’ the company.
Government apologists point out that even if one personally did not
choose any of the board, nevertheless all stockholdershad the chance
to vote, and the expression of the majority is what ultimately pre-
vailed. Then they point out that similarly, in an electoral vote for
government, everyone of voting age has the same chance to choose
their political candidate, and even though one does not personally
approve of the elected candidate, the same “will of the majority”
must prevail. .

The argument sounds credible unti] one thinks aboutit. It reduces
to the following syllogism. ‘

(1) The “‘rule of the majority” as expressed by secret ballot, is
a moral procedure for electing company leaders. (True.)

(2) Government leaders are elected by the “rule of the majority”’,
as expressed by secret ballot. (True.)

(3) Therefore the “‘rule of the majority” as expressed by secret
ballot, is a moral procedure for electing government leaders ( False.)

The syllogism is invalid. Its first fallacy lies in the false assump-
tion made in its premise that both a private Ccompany, and a govern-
ment, are moral agencies. This is not true; the premises are based on
error. A government can never be a moral agency, since it depends
upon aggression for its existence, It is equally clear that a company,
providing ' it does not engage in aggression, is ‘a moral agency.
A morally acting company never aggresses. In contrast to a govern-

are owned by the members of the company; the property involved

~ in taxation is not owned by government.

The second fallacy is that it uses the terms ““government leader”
and ‘“‘company leader” interchangeably. A company leader js a
leader. ‘However, a government leader is not just a leader, but is
rather, a ruler. This fallacy of confusing leaders with rulers needs

The Nature of Governinent | 79

to be discussed briefly because no parallel exists between a moral
company and a government. .

The term ‘‘leader” describes one who occupies by virtue of a
skill, first place in a specific area of human endeavour, A leadfar
then, is naturally a guide for others who chqose to participate in
that particular activity. Now while it is indisputable that many
leaders are good, and that it is always desirable to have gogd
leaders, there can never be a good leader who occupies and main-
tains his position by aggression. Rulers may be leaders, but not all
leaders are rulers. A ruler is simply an aggressive leader. ‘

A ruler is one who commands obedience, and subjects those
whom he rules to his will. One may consent to elect a leader and
agree to be guided by that leader, but if the leader is an aggress?r,
and an individual with full knowledge of the leader’s aggressive
intent nevertheless agrees to be guided by him, then such an agree-
ment can only be made among aggressors. An example of .this is
the leadership of an organization such as the Mafia (which incidently
is chiefly a by-product of government and statutory law). All the
members of such an organization are aggressors.

Government then, is not an institution of moral leadership; nor
are politicians moral leaders. Government is an aggressive ruling
body. Politicians by virtue of their office are members of that aggres-
sive ruling body. Whatever their goals when they entered the pohtlcal
arena, theirs is an agreement to aggress against others.

The third fallacy in the above argument of governments and (;on}:
panies, is the one known as “‘context switching”’. “T-o kill a man
for example, cannot be said to be either moral or immoral when
taken out of context. It is immoral to kill a man in order to rob
and steal his money; however, it cannot be said to be immoral to
kill a man in self-defense if he aggressively threatened to take your
life and left you no other alternative. Likewise, ‘“‘the W?ll of the
majority as expressed by electoral vote” is neither moral or immoral

- ‘unless the purpose and context of the voting is known. If thg purpose
of any conduct is aggression, then it is immoral. This apphes' to the
making of a profit, the shooting of a gun, voting at an.electlon 'for
a leader, or any other type of human conduct. Apply this to voting
for a board of directors and/or president of a legitimate company.
The voting by itself is neither moral nor immoral. Its moral §tatu.s
is determined by its purpose. If the purpose involves aggressmn» it
Cannot be a moral activity. In the company situation, a group of
Stoékholders all of whom have non-aggressively acquired part-
Ownership of the company decide by the consent of all its member§,
to use the secret ballot. They agree beforehand to abide by the deci-
sions of their elected leader. If they are wrong and he mlsmanaggs
their property, they are the ones who will suffer, becquse it is their
Property which is involved, If the manager or president defrauds
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others, the company can be held responsible and the stockholders
will suffer again, for they must make compensation to the injured
party.

Apply this to voting for a government. What is the purpose of
the vote? To elect a government. What is a government? It is an
agency characterized by aggression. The purpose of the vote is to
elect an aggressive agency. This is clearly an immoral use of the
secret ballot. ‘

One has every right to vote in any private moral organization,
such as a company, since oneis dispensing with one’s own property
in doing so, and the company can be held responsible if it engages
in fraudulent or other aggressive actions. Further, a company does
not aggressively impose its rules upon non-members. This is not the
case when voting for a government. Here the purpose is aggressive
‘because the voter is not merely dispensing with his own property,

but with the property of others. Equally important is the fact that .. |

unlike a company, the voter cannot be held responsible later for his
aggressive actions, or the aggressive conduct of government rulers
for whom he voted. This means that there is no mechanism left by
which just compensation to the victims of government injustice can
be achieved. '

~ 'S8till another fraudulent claim of government is their pretense to
being a benevolent institution, existing to help individuals. Govern-
ment benevolence is the same as any other aggressor who would
steal from helpless unarmed individuals and later make a display
of distributing the loot to a charitable cause. They aggress in order
to support themselves and others, and then claim benevolence in
doing so! The argument that they exist in order to help individuals:
is the alleged basis for all government programs. They claim that
the entitlement to institute these programs arises from the fact that
all men are human and are therefore entitled to such things as

~ welfare, unemployment payments, housing, hospitalization and edu-

cation. By ‘such irrational ethics we would all be within our rights
to refuse to produce or earn any material values whatsoever, since
we are entitled to them simply by virtue of being human! It is in-
credible that so many have been intimidated into holding such an
immoral and contradictory philosophy for so long!

Stolen wealth may be given by some robber to some unfortunate
or less wealthy people, and the robber may “work” very hard to
obtain his loot, but that in no way justifies the stealing. The pretense
of government to be benevolent is fraudulent since they possess no
morally earned values to distribute. Even if it could be shown that
redistribution of wealth helps the less wealthy —which it cannot—
no one may morally claim to use the misfortune of some people as
a reason. to engage in aggression. There is no such thing as an
end which justifies an immoral means. Yet, that is the hoax that
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governments (and religions which solicit goverii
succeeded in perpetrating upon people.’ R
We invite the reader to test the truth of our
any politician you care to name. Analyze what he’
and what he implies. His sole answer to the problem
aggression. That is why his approach to any pr
and sterile and should be abandoned. - BERREER AT
Another characteristic of government is the slave-master relation-
ship which prevails between itself and nearly every citizen.” A slave
is one who is compelled by intimidation and extortion to use his
life and labour for the benefit of others. It does not matter if one
is owned by one master or many. The number of masters does not
alter the fact that one is a slave. To illustrate this, imaginé you are
a Greek slave of earlier times enslaved by a single master.” The
master now sells you to a group of one hundred individuals. Are
you any less a slave? You are now compelled to give your life for
the benefit of many “others” instead of one, but you are still every
" bit a slave. In today’s context, “others’ are called “‘the public good”’
or “the general welfare”. A
The degree of slavery one lives under is not determined by how
many masters one has; it is determined rather by how much of one’s
life and labour one is coerced into giving to the service of the
- master(s). If one’s entire life is at the beck and call of others, one’s
slavery is complete. Thus nearly all individuals are in varying
degrees slaves of government. Just as aggression takes many forms
~apart from a man brandishing a gun, so too slavery takes many
forms other than that of a southern negro slave on a Virginia
Plantation in 1776, or ancient Greek slave sweating in chains and
shackles in a galley ship. Even if a modern business executive
earning eighty thousand dollars a year may not feel like a slave,
- he is still a slave because he is compelled by government intimida-
~ tion into handing over sixty percent or more of his earnings.
. It is worth mentioning that seldom is there a better slave than
“the average businessman! With few exceptions they appear to be the
“most gullible of all government slaves. Never for an instant do they
question in principle, why they should be required to morally earn
their money by production and trade, and then allow a government
O expropriate it! The most they do is object to the degree of slavery,
.e., the amount of taxation! '
Now consider the fraudulent claim that governments are “‘public
ervants”. Can a servant force those whom he purports to serve to
elinquish part of their property? Can a servant devise a system
hich aggressively compels those whom he purports to serve to obey
im? Can a servant set his own wages? Can a servant rob those
vhom he purports to serve and claim immunity from justice because
le ‘gives his master’s products to others? Can a servant demand
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that those whom he purports to serve, sacrifice themselves? Can a
~ servant force those whom he purports to serve to comply with any
wish or whim, on the grounds that he is acting on behalf of others?
Surely no one knowing the real nature of such a servant would hire
him!

For centuries all kinds of governments have used every device
they could to create an aura of legitimacy to their fraudulent role.
They have used a series of fallacious and specious arguments to
justify their existence. They have claimed they are necessary for “law
and order”. They have claimed that man is ““aggressive by nature”

and requires a coercive lawmaker to “keep him in line” and to

administer justice. They have claimed they are necessary to “protect
the under-privileged”. They have claimed they are necessary for
““the enforcement of contracts” and for the “‘defense of the country”.
They have claimed to be legitimate “‘because of the secret ballot
and majority vote”, and claimed that they exist “to serve individuals™.
| Finally, they have claimed from the time of John Locke, that govern-
ment is necessary in a “limited”” form in order to “protect individual
rights’’. This is one of the mostcontradictory of all claims by govern-
ment apologists, and we wish to deal with it briefly.

“Surely’’, some will say, “‘there must be somekind of a govern-
ment which can be a moral agency!” This thought is currently
popularized by Miss Ayn Rand’s Objectivist school of philosophy.
It holds that if a government is limited in its powers by means of
a constitution, then if can take no action whereby it initiates force
or any substitute for force, upon its citizens. It contends tha? by
this means, the government is only allowed to use its force in a
defensive (non-aggressive) way to protect individual rights. Such a
government it is held, could make no laws abridging the freedo.m
of production and trade. Is this a rational alternative to fhe 'ev1ls
of government? Is it even possible? Let us examine its implications.

If such an organization could not make laws abridging freed(?m
of production and trade, then it could no longer hold the coercive
monopoly it now possesses on the final administration of justice in

_the courts of law and police agencies. Obviously, police and judges
are every bit as much involved in trade (of their services) as other
individuals. They do get paid! The pay they receive is the product
of someone else’s production or trade, they are therefore very much
involved in a country’s economy. The legal guarantee by such an
idealized “government’” would be meaningless, because it would no
longer have a coercive monopoly on either the courts, or pol_lce
agencies. Privately owned competing defense agencies would Spr'mg
up all over the country and compete with the government pohf:e.
The only way the so-called government could stay in the police
force “business’ would be to compete on the open market with the
other organizations selling their services for defense and arbitration
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of disputes. If it did this it would become a market phenomenon,
-and a market phenomenon is not a government. '

The “limited government” apologist is to be found chiefly among
those who rank themselves as capitalists. Such people also claim
to be champions of a “free enterprise”” economic system, but in fact,

their position as capitalists very effectively prevents free enterprise!

Their failure to recognize that free enterprise can never co-exist with
any type of government, limited or otherwise, produces the many
contradictions with which capitalist businessmen are faced.

Capitalism is an economic system which operates under, and
within the confines of a government. Free enferprise on the other
hand, is an economic system of free, voluntary trade between indi-
viduals. It is a contradiction tohold thatsuch a system could operate
under, and within the confines of an institution which aggressively
controls all individuals in a given geographic area.

Not without justification, capitalists have earned themselves the
unsavory reputation for perpetuating an unjust social system through
political patronage.. This is because in the main, they have sup-
ported, rather than opposed, the principle of governmental aggres-
sion.* They have welcomed and accepted tariffs, subsidies and con-
trols which weigh in their favour. Oh yes, they object when those
controls are directed against them, but they do not oppose in prin-
ciple, all forms of governmental aggression. Such businessmen, as
well as the politicians they listen to, lack a moral view of existence.
To hold a moral view is to choose to gain and protect one’s own
values without threatening or depriving others of their rightful values
—which is a free enterprise economic system. Further, they lack the
moral courage to treat politicians of any kind for what they are—
agents of a fraudulent and unnecessary institution. They also lack
imagination. Imagine the increase in wealth to all of us if taxes at
every level, hidden or otherwise, no longer existed! It is probable
that the purchasing power would be doubled or tripled immediately,
and that poverty would shortly become a thing of the past. Imagine
the steady decrease in violence and terrorism resulting from com-
peting private security agencies, instead of the current governmental
monopoly in this area alone!

Until businessmen correct these failures, and identify the significant
differences between a free enterprise system and a capitalist system;
until they identify that a free enterprise system can never co-exist
with a government, we will continue to see a steady increase of
governmental aggression, and a steady decrease in voluntary trade.

*For a scholarly, concise summary of the dominant role of businessmen in creating
the Corporate-Liberal-Fascist State in America, read the revisionist historical essay by
Roy Childs Jr., entitled *“Big Business and The Rise of American Statism’”. Reason

‘Magazine, February and March,-197 1.
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The entire basis for the claim of the limited governmentalist can
be summed up in a single fallacious argument, which takes the form
of the following syllogism.

(1) Governments are composed of humans. (True)

(2) Humans can act morally. (True) ,

(3) Therefore governmental actions can be moral. (False conclu-
sion) ,

This is exactly parallel to the following:

(1) Robber gangs are composed of humans.

(2) Humans can act morally.

(3) Therefore robbery can be moral!

It is not difficult to understand that if members of a former
robber gang abandoned their aggression, and began acting morally,
they could no longer be referred to as a “‘robber gang”. Similarly,
it should not be difficult for those entertaining the idea that there
must be some type of moral government, to recognize that any
attempt which successfully removed the essential characteristic of
aggression from government, would leave them with something which
is not government. '

So why not start out that way in the first place?

Part II
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The Moral Alternative

When the idea of a society without government is initially con- .
sidered, a host of questions arise such as: “What about the drug .

problem— or abortion — or gambling?’ Or: “What aboutimmigration
and public health?” Or: “Who would look after roads and sewer ser-
vices?” Or: ““How would disagreements that are decided today in law
courts, be handled?”’ Or: “How aboutmarriages; education, union and
company contracts?” Or: “How would city and rural planning be
carried on?’ This chapter will briefly discuss how the basic moral
principles will apply to questions such as these, '

To all such questions, man has historically offered as an
“answer”, the impotent ideas of sacrifice and aggression, institution-
alized in the form of laws. It is not surprising that the majority of
men have not discovered how to live peaceably when we observe
that they have looked in all the wrong places for guides to human
conduct, and acted on all the wrong principles. There are three
basic principles which need to be observed in considering individual
or social problems; non-sacrifice, non-aggression, and justice. The
first is the individual criterion, and the second and third are the
minimum social criteria. Yet, structured into society, like termites in
a rotting tree, are the immoral principles of aggression and sacrifice,
both of which produce injustice.

‘Even young children find the logic of these basic moral prin-
ciples easy to appreciate. They find it perfectly natural to understand
that to survive they must gain and protect values, and that since
this applies to one’s self, it must apply to others as well. It is simple
for them to learn that when one’s conduct affects only one’s self, it
is immoral to sacrifice because sacrifice deliberately incurs a value
loss. It is simple for them to learn that when one’s conduct involves
others, one must not choose, and then act to deprive them of their
rightful values without their consent. It is simple for them to under-
stand that if they are the cause of incurring a value loss to another,
they are morally responsible to compensate that individual.

When people generaliy recognize these principles they will not be
satisfied with the irrational aggressive social structure forced upon
them today by government. They will seek a society which offers
them many moral alternatives. In a rational anarchistic society,
these alternatives will be as many as is the demand for them.
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For example, there is now, and there will continue to be

agencies of many kinds, because there is a market demand for high
standards in products and services. Professional and occupational
standard agencies will meet the demand for high quality services and
educational training in the professions and trades.

Just as it is fraud for a manufacturer to deliberately put a sixfeen

tinguishedvfrom twelve ounces. Similarly, a physician is a physician,

and that occupation can be properly distinguished from a druggist,

or plumber, or any other occupation. There need be no fear that

without government, anyone could get away with fraud. The fact

is there would be far greater protection against fraud and other typés

of aggression in ‘a moral society because in such a society, most

people will recognize the law of rationality that A is always A,

Today, many frauds go undetected, or even if detected one can often ‘

do nothing about it if the fraudulent person’s actions are legal! |

People choosing to be fraudulent today can often find a loophole in

legality. There are no loopholes in moral law, however! ‘
An important question now arises.

compel certain actions, will there not

individuals who 80 about in the pursuit of their rational self-interest?”
The answer is no, because most conflicts today are brought about
by people acting on the principles of sacrifice and aggression. When .
these principles are eliminated as standards of human
the conflicts they create will disappear.

For example, when people believe in sacrifice, the conflict imme-
diately arises from the dilemma of who will

“Without laws to aggressively
be numerous conflicts among

behaviour,

and how much! Such conflicts are not rationally resolvable because
aggression and sacrifice are not rational principles. Hence a question
such as “how much taxation?” can only produce endless unresoly-
able human conflicts. In contrast to this, when people subscribe to ‘? |
the moral principles of non-sacrifice and non-aggression, such end- -
less, unresolvable conflicts will not even arise! : |
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Regardless of colour, race, geographic location or environmental
upbringing, all men possess the same nature and all possess the
same natural right to rational actions. However, as we have noted,
this does not mean that all men are the same in other characteristics.
Quite the contrary. Every living human being possesses a separate
and unique personality. Each of us have our own particular type of
humour or the lack of it. We have very distinct preferences or dis-
likes for this or that person, depending on the special qualities one
admires or does not admire in others. These many different person-
alities can lead to conflicts; however, it is only rationality, man’s
common bond, which will avoid and resolve these conflicts. When
individuals observe the moral principles of non-sacrifice, non-aggres-
sion, and justice, the conflicts which may arise will be very few, and
if they do occur they can beresolvedto the maximum mutual advan-
tage of those concerned.

The reason why so many conflicts exist and are increasing with
such rapidity, is that the very existence of government denies indi-
viduals the exercise of their right to moral choices of actions. The
nature of the relationship which exists between two or more indi-
viduals engaged in the pursuit of their rational self-interest is that
neither aggresses, nor do they expect the other to sacrifice, nor do
they sacrifice themselves. Each deals with the other on the moral
basis of contract, or if preferred, unrecorded moral agreement.

~In-a moral society the emphasis will be on individuals gaining
and protecting values, therefore a very important and expanded
role will be played by insurance companies. This is because the
nature of insurance is to protect one against value losses. Most of
the shortcomings of the insurance industry today are caused by
restrictive legislation which ultimately prevents or hampers compe-
tition’ within the industry. When these restrictions do not prevail, the
choice of insurance services and the price selectionwill be enormously
increased. People will be able to insure anything which is a rationally
insurable value, and they will be able to do so at competitive prices.
We will discuss in a later chapter the crucial role which the insurance
industry will play in preventing inflation and protecting the rights of
individuals involved in defense and arbitration.

" A moral individual upholds the philosophy of rational self-
interest. He correctly observes that all individuals possess the same
nature and therefore the same natural rights. He recognizes the
value to be gained by voluntary collective action, but he carefully
distinguishes this from the evil of collectivism, which erroneously
teaches that it is a virtue to sacrifice.

Collectivism produces conditions which lead to minor and major
conflicts, many of which erupt into wars. When governments cease
to exist, most such conflicts willdisappear. Someforms of collectivism
(“‘nationalism”) stress that the value of an individualis derived from
the particular country he lives in, or comes from (my country, right
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or wrong). Thus, many individuals are lured into fighting wars
which are brought about by governments, for governments.

At present, individuals of different racial origins will often judge
each other not on the rational basis of each man’s particular charac-
ter or achievements, but on the completely irrational basis of racial
origin. This type of collectivism is fostered by legislation which pro-
hibits individuals from either entering, or investing their money in,
the geographic area of their choice. It is a common thing to observe
people from one country expressing hostility and resentment toward
people from a different country who have obtained employment in
their ““geographic collective domain”. This irrational attitude makes
it most difficult for some people to morally earn their values in the
geographic area of their choice.

Morally, an individual should be able to live in any geographical
area where he may non-aggressively earn his values. There is no
moral principle which declares that a man should remain in the
geographic area in which he was born, or that he should live with
others of his own colour or creed. Individuals have no choice in
where they are born or what they look like. They do have a right
to morally choose their values, and there should be no barriers
created by aggression which prevents them from locating in the area
of their choice. - o

Governmental and political boundaries would not exist in a
rational anarchistic society. However, geographic areas will be
named, not for political purposes, but for postal and property- identi-
fication.

From this arises the question, “Without a government who will
control the flood of people coming into a particular geographical
area?’ Some may imagine the country in which they reside would
be swamped by all kinds of “undesirables”. Today, because govevrn-
ments provide “‘benefits” by means of aggression, they are also
bound to use more aggression in order to control the bad effects
their immigration laws cause. Naturally, any country with a repu-
Fation for welfare schemes and handouts, will attract from among its
immigrants, some who are looking for handouts. On the other hand,
there are many hardworking individuals from other countries who
are discouraged because of the irrational collectivist philosophy
which governments foster, e.g.,“Canadafor Canadians”, or “ America
for Americans’’.

In a rational anarchistic free enterprise society, the quality of
character most predominant among immigrants will obviously be
moral integrity and responsibility for self. Such people will not
expect others to sacrifice for them; they will not expect the unearned;
and they will expect to morally earn their own way in life, free from
the aggression of others, and not imposing aggression upon' others.
They will not think the world owes them a living, or that they are
“entitled” to acquire things by using an aggressive agency such as
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government, for their ends. Hence when they emigrate to a free
trading area they will know that they must be prepared to support
themselves, therefore they will have sufficient money to tide them
ower while seeking employment. Very likely,

principles. Conversely, if the so oral principles
of non-sacrifice and 'non—aggression, they will grow upwith the proper
respect for life and property; their own as well ag others.

In a moral free enterprise society,

as many do today, ¢

and health standards, .
- Without ‘a government to screen
th

would assume responsibility. for them, .

There will be those asking, “If a society is to be non-chaotic,
there will have to be rules. Whg would make and enforce them?’
Yes, there will be rules — but they will berules of moral agreement or

)

laws which are imposed on everyone!
The rules which me
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for value gains. These will likely be spelled out by contract, If One

chooses to build g house, one would voluntarily contract with g

the owner’s obligations are to the builder. Similarly, if one chose
a particular type of educational institution,. one would enter into g
contract with a teacher or owner of the institution. The rules volun-

teacher would be,

Most of the present conflicts between labour and management
would not exist. A contract betweeen employer and each employee
would be voluntarily entered into. If a group of employees wished
to enter into an agreement with a union for the purpose of nego-

party. The facts would then be brought before an arbitrator of dis-
putes to ensure that justice prevails. : ' .
Without government’s stranglehold on industry there probably

torted economy, the high cost of living, and inflation, all result
from government draining the pocket-books of both Iabour and

is more pitiable still, when unwittingly, the one he turns to for help
(government), is the cause of his being in the quicksand in the first
place! '

accuse greedy industry of setting high prices; and greedy unions of
asking for high wages. This is a red herring to mislead the public
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into believing that both employer and employee are to “blame” for
the state of the economy, and that government is the beneficient
arbitrator. If both employer and employee would take a rational
look at the high cost of living, unemployment, and poverty, they
would see that their own actions of enlisting governmental support
for their particular favours, adds more fuel to the already almost
uncontrollable fire. ,

Every time an individual or group of individuals enlist the sup-
port of government, they immediately contribute to rising costs and
increased aggression. Governments have no source of income other
than the immoral means of taxation. Labour is in fact, paying for
legislation in favour of industry, while industry is paying for legis-
lation in favour of labour. Everyone else is coerced into paying for
both. .
Today’s conflicts involving postal workers, police, teachers, and
most garbage collectors, are inevitable because government has
aggressively prevented any effective alternatives to the institutions
which employ these people. If such people strike, the result is a further
value loss to the victims forced to pay taxes and forced to enlist
their services. In the first place the taxed persons have no choice
but-to “do business” with these governmental agencies because they
have a monopoly captive market. In the second place the taxed
persons are further penalized into losing more values whenever a
‘'strike  occurs, because it then becomes impossible to obtain any
services whatsoever from them. In the third place when the strike
is “settled”, the taxpayers are further aggressed against because the
increased wages obtained are paid by increased taxation! Such are
the unresolvable dilemmas created by institutionalized aggression.

- ‘Without laws governing abortion, marriage, drugs, gambling,

and the use of liquor, what will prevent a degeneration of society?"

Actually, it is the very presence of such laws which is chiefly respon-
sible for deteriorating morals, because the legal-aggressive-sacrificial
structure which society has adopted, increasingly places emphasis
on and encourages, irresponsibility. In fact, irresponsibility is, more
often than not, rewarded. Many are coerced into being held respon-
sible for others, while many of these “others” are not expected to
accept responsibility for their own actions. For instance, if an indi-
vidual overindulges in liquor to the point where he is no longer able
to function rationally, he is often placed in a government institution.
Everyone else is then aggressively compelled to pay for his care,
and more often than not, to pay for the high cost of compulsory
psychiatric treatments.

OR: If an unmarried girl has a child today and does not wish
to keep it, she often has no alternative but to turn to an aggressive
governmental adoption agency to take the responsibility off her
hands. Also, such a girl will often sacrifice herself because of the
social stigma attached to having an-“illegitimate” child. In order to
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f:tvoid this stigma, she may rush into a legal marriage when thé'i}‘
is no .moral base for a marriage at all. Or, she may wish to keep
- the child herself, but because of the stigma, she sacrificially gives i '

away or has ?.fl abortion. A girl may wish to have a child but not
vwsh_to enter. Into a contract of marriage, Sacrificial religious beliefg
notwithstanding, there is no moral principle which saysthat she must

have such a contract in order to have a child. Therefore, in a moral

§Qciety such a girl’s only concern would be whether or not she wag
In a position to assume full responsibility for the child. There will
be many private day-care agencies which would allow her to keep
her child as well as pursue her career, just as there will be many
private adoption agencies in the event she does not wish to keep the
child, or was incapable of doing so. :
Consider that today, unmarried men and women are legally
prevented from adopting children. A child would bring many such
people a great deal of happiness and vice versa. The pleasure they
would gain from teaching a child their own moral values, thus

but who do not wish to be married, or in the case of a woman, go
through the biological process of having a baby. : o

Bearing in mind that all individuals have a right to actions
which are in accordance with their natures, sex is a perfectly rational
bleasure if it is non-sacrificial and non-aggressive. All human rela-
tionships which do not involve sacrificial or aggressive actions, are
morm relationships. Such relationships may or may not be sexually
intimate, or may or may not include a marriage contract. That is
entirely up to the individuals concerned. Marriage laws are not only
unnecessary, but also productive of a wrong sense of what should
morally constitute a marriage. It is an exclusive relationship based
on romantic love — not on legality or sacrifice. |

A marriage contract entered into for the right reasons has the
same practical value as do other contracts. A man and woman
romantically in love and choosing to have an exclusive sex rela-
t‘ionship with each other, may wish to protect the value of that rela-
tionship as well as other values involved. For instance, either by
registration*, or otherwise, they may make it known that this is the
man or woman they have chosen to exclusively share certain values
with; they thereby convey to members of the opposite sex that.they
are not “in the market” so to speak, for similar relationships. ~

. The purpose of registering their marriage contract is to. specify

their agreements regarding property and division of responsibility
f(__)r any children of the marriage. Thus, in the event that they wish

See - Chapter XV for a more complete discussion on registration of contracts in a

rational anarchistic society.
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to terminate the relationship due to an absence of romantic love,

conflicts regarding property and the bringing up of children (if any),

will be avoided. Any couple planning to raise a family would no

doubt wish to register the marriage coniract in order to avoid need-

less conflicts and safeguard their own and their children’s welfare.

This does not mean that one should sacrifice one’s self by perpetu-
ating a marriage where no love exists. Such sacrifice invariably

imposes more hardships on the children, and unhappiness for them
as well as for the parents, than does an honest non-sacrificial
approach. :

A society based on moral principles is the only practical way of
maintaining sound human relationships, including family relation-
ships. Such a society then, far from destroying families, will im-
mensely improve and strengthen them, thus providing a much more
rational environment for children. ’ _

Today’s legal marriages are entered into through, and main-
tained by, an aggressive agency. This so-called contract is a set of
rules specified by a sacrificial religious body or aggressive govern-
mental agency. Is it any wonder that under these conditions few
marriages are morally successful? In contrast to this, a moral (non-
legal) contract of marriageisentered into and maintained by romantic
love. The purpose is not to “‘legalize” sex activities. It is the choice
to limit one’s sex activities to one human being, because that par-
ticular person of the opposite sex most closely shares one’s sense of
life and choice of values. Thus the pleasure to be gained from an
exclusive relationship with such a person exceeds by far, similar
relationships with others. Theterms of amoral agreement of marriage
are not made by sacrificial religions or aggressor governments, but
rather by the man and woman choosing to enter into a relationship,
the purpose of which is to maximize the rational self-interest and
happiness of each.

Conflicts arising from “legal” marriages increase daily. Many
women are violently demonstrating against marriage and family
life because they feel that marriage reduces them to the sole role of
chattled child-bearer. Their male counterparts feel equally discrimi-
nated against in the legal marriage relationship because at the
slightest to the gravest disagreements which may arisein the marriage,
they know that they may be legally compelled to pay huge sums of
money to the courts and lawyers and to their wives. Many avoid
this by sacrificially remaining in the legal marriage, or by shifting
the onus for legal payments to another male, the “‘co-respondent”.

Thus some men end up paying huge sums of money for the termi-
nation of their own, as well as someone else’s marriage breakdown.

Contrast this to a moral marriag'e where a contract is preferred.
Both parties formulate and agree upon the terms of the contract
before they enter into it. If they cannot agree upon that, then they
certainly have no basis for a marriage at all! If, in spite of a well
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thought out agreement the marriage ‘still fails, they will know and
ilccept the fact that the failure is not due to “social pressures’’
enforce.:d‘ legality”, or the opposite sex plotting against them bu,t
to a ml.SJudgment on their own parts. They would then term;nate
the relationship in a non-aggressive, non-sacrificial manner.
. The marriage breakdowns of today are not due to anything
inherently wrong with marriage per se, but rather, they are caused .
by. tbe sacrificial concepts of a marriage relationship taught by
rehglons,. and nearly forever aggressively imposed by legality. '

‘ Abortion laws bring about two types ofimmoral conditions The
either forbid or restrict a doctor and patient from entering‘into Z
perfectly non-aggressive agreement, or the abortion is paid for b
extortix.lg taxes from others. In the first 'place, a desperate Womar‘z
‘tr}lay risk her life by attempting to abort herself or by going to a
q1.1ack” doctor; in the second place, it encourages irresponsible
actions on the part of women if they know that others will be forced

to pay for their actions. '

Wh.at about gambling, drug, and liquor laws? Do they not pre-
vent c'rlme? It is a fact that the possibility of “crime” increases with
every increase of laws. Organized crime such as the Mafia, are chiefl
by:products of governments. It is a fact thatthe chief reason for theisr,
existence is because government exists. A good example of this is
the prohibition laws of the time of the great depression. Most of the
types of aggression which occurred in cities like Chicago, would
never have occurred if the law had not been passed. R

If an individual wishes to gamble, drink, pay for sex, or take
drugs, he may be sacrificing his physical and mental well—be;ing and
by so doing,_ he does himself an injustice. But providing he doe,s not
aggress, that is entirely his own concern. If the money is his own,

'~ no one may prevent him from spending it the way he chooses, pro-

V.lding he does not deprive, or threaten to deprive others of their
rightful values without their consent. If he causes a loss to another
then whatever debts he incurs he is obliéed to pay — but as we shali
later demonstrate, a government law is not necessary for himto do
SO. Gov.ernment laws simply prevent individuals from spending their
<1(1*'1or1ey in the manner of their choosing, thus bringing into existence

1lle.3gal”agencies which provide ways and means of catering to the
ch.01ce of individuals. Since the “illegal” consequences are all that
crime rings are obliged to avoid in today’s context, like ‘government,
'they can often get away with the consequences of many of their
1rpmoral actions. In a rational anarchistic society ““crime” would
s%mply not exist, and whatever aggression did exist would be infi-
J.mtely lfass than today. Also, individuals would not be encouraged
in sacrificial actions. Responsibility for their actions will rest solely
with themselves, unless some individual or private institution con-
tractually chooses to undertake their responsibilities. There will be
no welfare cheques, unemployment government cheques, aggressively




| 96 . . . Rational Anarchy

maintained institutions, or declarations of bankruptcy to legally let
them off the hook of morally meeting their debts. _ .
Individuals today, do not generally recognize .that th.e type o
conduct which should be scrupulously a.voidei:l!,' is sa’l,cnﬁce hang
aggression. Instead, they are taught to avoid the ““illegal” and hee
the legal, and of course, the legal is not a.mo.ral standard. s
A society based on non-aggression, Jusqce, and non—sac.rti1 ice, gﬁ
the only type of society where men may live peaceably with ea

other. Some may still choose to believe in God or Buddah. They

may wish to maintain their churches and schools. No one should
prevent them from doing so. By the same token, such people may

not force others to conform to their ethics, or pay for their activities.-

A moral society is a truly free-enterprise s.ociet)f where aggressg)ln

is effectively barred from all hﬁfnantrelgtlc:insmps and where the
1 ifice is effectively socially ostracized.

vetthIr(x) fsiaglna society, congicts will become less and less, and those
which do occur will be morally and rationally resolYal?le. ’I"he
alternatives open to choice are limited only by the restrlctlons‘ 1ml-
posed by nature herself, and such restrictions safeguard th.e sgrylvzl
of mankind. The principle of non-sacrifice protects the md1v1d_u.
against incurring value losses because values are necessary f01: hl.S
survival. The principles of non-aggression and Ju.stlce protect‘n?dl-
viduals from those who would threaten their survival be depriving
them of their values. :

XIII

Keepers of the Peace:
Moral Defense Agencies

- A society based on principles derived from moral law is not a
Utopian dream. There may always be aggressors who attempt to
maintain their existence, not by their own rationality, but by depriv-
ing others of the products of theirs, Rationalindividuals will therefore
act to protect and defend their property from such parasites. Thus
we come to the question of man’s right to protect and defend his
values, and the means by which this can be competently achieved.

The right to protect one’s values is'a fundamental natural right
derived from moral law. “ ’

Further, individuals have the right to just compensation for
values lost through the actions of those who aggress, or whose
actions cause value losses due to negligence. This is derived from
the principle of justice. . :

One of the great stumbling blocks for most people when con-
sidering a society without government, is their failure to recognize
that protection and defense, when organized on a private free market
basis, is bound to be more practical and efficient than the attempt
at such by government.

Protection is a condition of existence which prevents value losses
from occurring. Defense is rational conduct which protects oneself
against aggression.

The right to defensive actions, including defensive violence if
there is no other alternative, is restricted to the protection or regain-
ing of value losses due to’ aggression.’ Retaliation is not the same
thing as defense, nor is it a moral defense mechanism. Most people
have never questioned the concept of retaliation. They have accepted
it as a necessary and moral means of protecting their values. How-
ever, upon close examination, we can see from history,
mon usage, and by definition, that retaliation is merely
to return evil for evil, and evil is never morally justified.

Retaliation is an aggressive reaction to an actual or threatened
attack from an aggressor, which is directed against the aggressor.
The purpose of retaliation is to deprive another of his values because
he has deprived you of values; i.e., “an eye for an eye ...’ It
always results in value losses. The purpose of defense on the other
hand, is always to protect one’s own values, or prevent a permanent

value loss due to aggression. Unlike retaliation, defensive action,

from com-
attempting
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while it may or may notinvolveviolence, is always based on reason,
and therefore always includes a consideration of the cause of the
aggression. In a later chapter, we will suggesteffective defense actions
necessary to combat and prevent governmental aggression.

In a moral society, private defense agencies will be able tomaxi-
mally defend individuals and their values. Consider that even in
today’s context, privately owned security agencies do an outstanding
job of protecting the property of most of the large merchandising
companies who have contracted with them for this purpose. One
thinks of the famous Brinks and Pinkerton Companies for example,

as well as the remarkable thoroughness of private security investi- -

gators of the insurance, railroad, and hotel companies. Almost all
our industries of any size protect themselves and their property
with either hired private security officers, or theirown trained security
personnel. "

It is an established fact that violent confrontations such as riots,
as well as other disturbances which threaten innocent individuals,
occur almost - exclusively on government controlled property.
Examples of these are disturbances which occur or commence on
streets, university campuses, parks, and city or town squares. In-
variably, these confrontations result in value losses to taxpaying
individuals who are aggressively compelled to pay thepolice salaries,
as well as pay for the general maintenance of such property. Often,
additional losses are incurred because of damage to private property.

If all property were privately owned, the owners would hire
private defense agencies to protect their own property. They could
therefore prevent aggression from occurring. Under these conditions,

we would not experience the epidemic of theft, terrorism, and many.

other forms of violence which prevail today. This is because, in the
normal course of things, it is much easier and reasonable, to effec-
tively protect that which one owns. Government controlled property
is ownerless, and therefore, like a no-man’s land, it is always a
source of conflicts. :

If individuals were free to keep and protect their values, instead
of being intimidated by threatened imprisonmentinto giving a portion
to government, we would all have more than enough to afford the
services of private defense agencies to protect our own properties.
The competition prevailing among these agencies would offer us a
choice at realistic prices. In an anarchistic society, aggressors appre-
hended by these agents, would after moral arbitration, be obliged
to pay all costs created by their acts of aggression.

- If property can be more than adequately protected privately,
what then is the function of the police? The function of police is to
enforce the law; their chief role in society is not to protect individuals,
but to perpetuate and maintain the power and status of the State or
government. This means that the more reliance upon government, the
greater the chance of developing the complete Police State. The more
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property a government controls, and the more laws they create, ang
the'more personnel within its ranks, all mean greater armie; and
Pohce to maintain its control, and shield its bureaucrats from oppos-
ing political threats. The astronomical costs of government’s aggres-
sive and retaliatory forces are borne by individuals under the threat
of loss of their own freedom, if they do not pay whatever is de-
manded of them by government. Governmental police can never
protect an individual from governmental aggression such astaxation
or losses due to warring governments. : ,
For example, when government “A” threatens or attacks govern-
ment “B”, the conduct which government “B” engages in against
“A” is retaliatory action. Government “B”, while maintaining its
f%Xlstence by aggressing against those over whom it claims control
is threatened by another aggressor who is attempting to chisel in 01;
its aggressively controlled territory. Notice however, that government
f‘Bf’ already engaged in aggression, must, in order to hold off “A”
Increase its aggression against its own citizens even more, Th(’e
appar.ent show of concern for the “protection” of its citizens is neces-
sary. in order to obtain financial support and to attempt to justify
the increased taxation, as well as enlist the sympathy of its young
who will be compelled to give up their lives if government so
demands. Also, government “B” is truly concerned because the more
people and values destroyed in war, the less taxes it will be able to
collect. Another grave point of concern to government “B’ isthe
possibility of entirely losing to “A”, thus its own existence would be
.seriou.sly threatened, if not terminated altogether. Such is the manner
in .WhICh wars are fought by the innocent youths of opposing insti-
tutionalized aggressive agencies. Individuals of both sides are mere
pawns, and are “‘protected” only in so far as they are means to the
aggressors’ ends. In contrast to this, private defense agencies could
protect .people, from both governmental and non-governmental
aggression.

By what standards do governments judge each other? By legal
standards. Since the legal varies from country to country and can
never be a substitute for the moral, individuals ruled by governments
are morally disarmed and open to threats or attacks from all sides
Smce all governments institute laws which perpetuate themselves.
it is difficult for all but the morally astute to detect their veiléé
threats and stealthy attacks, from within or without.

A moral anarchistic: society would not aggressively threaten any
pther country; since it would not contain any political machihery
it would not attract outside aggressor governments or terrorisi
groups. A rational anarchistic society will consist of individuals
going about their own business, non-aggressively seeking their own
values, and pursuing their own moral goalsfor prosperity and happi-

-ness. It will attract like-minded people. Productive people and indust-

ries would not be prevented from keeping all their morally earned
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income. The capital that would be poured into a rational anarchistic
country would be almostbeyondbeliefin today’s context! The creative
and . productive minds which would seek moral refuge from the
shackles of oppression would be truly astounding. This would indeed
be the wealthiest, most productive, and most fully employed society
in the entire world. )

Having discarded the yoke of governmental aggression, indi-
viduals in a rational society will engage the services of the very
best defense agencies, to protect themselves and their values from
outside and inside aggression. They would not wish to jeopardize
the peace and justice existing throughout their land. There would be
as many defense agencies as was necessary, to adequately protect
the values and property of these individuals. These agencies would
be privately owned and operated; their personnel would be very
highly paid. The services they would offer would be the very best
because of the competition which would prevail. Most of them would
probably specialize. One agency might specialize in air defense,
another in coastal defense, and still another in armed combat. A
great many would specialize in all types of local defense and security
against individual aggressors from within the society. Without the
stranglehold of government, the defense techniques developed by
private agencies would exceed anything we now know.

Competing local defense agencies would offer protection unheard
of today for the defense of individuals and their property. Since all
property would be privately owned, it would be encumbent upon the
owners to contract with the defense agencies for protection. Since no
company could possess an aggressive monopoly, their prices will be
competitive. Compare this with the increasing costs which the indi-
vidual today is compelled to “shell out” in order to maintain the
retaliatory armed forces and police of governments — which cannot
protect him or his rights!

When wealth is desired today, it is often sought and achieved
through the immoral channels of governments by subsidy, franchise,
tariff protection, or political patronage. (It’s not ““what” you know,
but “who” you know.) None of these immoral channels would be
open in a rational anarchistic society. The most important asset
individuals or businesses can possess, especially in a society based
‘on moral principles, is their reputation. Therefore any business wish-
ing to attract customers would advertise the fact that the
people using their facilities could be assured of adequate protection
from would-be aggressors. A road company for instance, would
contract with a defense agency specializing in traffic problems and
road violations, such as violations of -the speed limits set by the
road owner. Further, it is in the road owner’s interest that incidents
of molestation or other types of aggression do not occur on-their
road. The same principle will apply to proprietors of parks, super-
markets, schools, or any other type of business or service.
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When first considering the idea of a rational anarchistic society,
some people overlook the fact that it would not be necessary for
the.rn to persona}lly contractually hire their own defense agents for all
their mapy activities. They raise such questions as, “What would
you 'do 1f. you were a stranger walking down the street of an un-
fzflmlhar mty, and were threatened by an aggressor?” If they con-
sidered the situation in full context, they would realize that they
would be walking on private property, and the owner(s) of that
property, in acting to protect their own values, would have already
contracted private security agencies to protecttheir own, as well as the
stranger’s values. For example, the road owners would have security
agents posted at quickly and easily accessible intervals. Business and
res.idential districts would likewise be protected by private defense
officers who would be more easily accessible than today’s police.
Thus, although the stranger in our example has not contracted the
services of these defense agents, the property owners have contracted
to prevent aggression from occurring within their property. And since
the stranger would not be there without an agreement to abide by
the owner’s policies, the defense agents could and would therefore,
morally act to prevent any aggression which may be directed against
the property, or against the persons using the property. This illus-
trates the *“‘cycle of protection” which exists in a moral society, and
we discuss other consequences of this in the chapter on ecology.

Protection and defense against foreign aggression would also be
the function of the defenseé agencies. Thus when a person contracts
with one of these agencies, the agency protects and defends him from
all kinds of aggression. A small defense agency operating in a remote
village may not have the necessary facilities and expertise to fight

" an invading army from a governmental area, but they would have

themselves contracted with a large defense -agency to come in, and
take the responsibility or help in the defense of their customer’s lives
and properties, if it became necessary. :

Analogically, in a small village oné may be unable to find a
certain product in the local hardware store, because the demand for
the product is so scarce. However, the hardware store owner more
often than not, knows where it can be obtained, and will get it for
his customer. It must also be remembered that in order for a foreign
army to reach a remote village area, it would have had to march
through countless other properties, including. large industrial. proper-
ties, and would therefore have encountered the massive defense
agency forces protecting these properties, from.the! moment they
entered a free market area.

Just as insurance companies, banks and other businesses co-
operate today on issues where a common interest exists, so will
competing defense agenciés co-operate in the event of a threat or
attack from outside aggression, or large scale inside aggression.
They would do so because it is in their rafional self-interest. They
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stand to lose as much or more than anyone else if organized aggres-
sion is not halted in its tracks. '

If one looks at the structure of a rational anarchistic society in
full context, the picture is quite comprehensive. Let us assume for a
moment that we are looking at one of the defense agencies who
specialize in coastal defense. Where will the bulk of thieir customers
come from? Obviously, people who own property along an exposed
coast line or adjoining ownerless ocean property, will contract with
this type of agency. These would include large industrial shipping
company properties. They would also hold contracts with inland
defense agencies. These coastal agencies will no doubtthemselves own
some coastal or ocean property at strategic points, and will therefore
be always on the lookout for invasion from thesepointsof entry.

Specialized defense such as this, will be very costly because it
necessitates high quality equipment and highly trained personnel.
How could a small property owner along the coast afford its ser-
vices? How could an agency of this kind operate efficiently and

- profitably at the same time? Let us look for a moment at the private
insurance companies of today. The service they give to the small
policy holder is of the same high quality and efficiency as that given
to a large industry, even though the small policy holder pays but a
minute fraction of what it costs a large industry. This is because
the insurance company is able to take into account its income from
large policy holders in equipping itself for good service to all its
policy holders. It needs a large and efficient operation to handle its
large customer’s business, and the large customer pays for this
efficient service. The small policy holder actually benefits from this
without being charged for many of the advantages. For instance, a

~small property owner could not possibly afford the services of a-

“modern computerized insurance company’s services, were it not for
the fact that the company had the business of large property owners.
Similarly, defense agencies will receive the bulk of their income
from businesses and industries. The cost of protection and defense
of business or industry will be written into the price and costs of
products, just as insurance costs are written into production costs
today. Thus, in purchasing consumer goods, each individual in
paying for the product, is actually helping to maintain efficient and
‘high quality defense, available to hAim at a reasonable price.

The amount charged by defense agencies would be proportionate
to the extent of the values protected. A billion dollar industry would
be charged a great deal more than a small shoe factory, but because
the market of the billion dollar industry is vastly greater than the
small shoe factory, its costs are spread over a much larger area.

An important benefit resulting from private defense, is that such
agencies will be no larger or smaller than the actual realistic demand
for them, because it will be controlled by the market, not by some
arbitrary government power, If the world is enjoying a relatively
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peaceful period, or a relatively hostile eriod, the size '

agencies will realistically and proportioxfately reflect thi: iag:.e defense

What is to prevent agencies from overstepping the bounds of
de_fensive conduct and acting aggressively? An important mechanism
ex1st.s in a moral society to protect individuals from such oceur-
rencies. The defense agent employees will be insured by a bonding
company. If they negligently or aggressively apprehend individuals
the improperly detained individual may charge the defense agent’
employee with aggression or negligence. The costs of mistakes by
defense agents will be covered by the insuring bonding company

Under these conditions, a defense company will not retain an- em:
ployee making an unreasonable number of mistakes, because the
cost of insuring such personnel would soon become prohibitive for
them. There is thus an automatic protection of individual rights as
well.as protection against “police” brutality, which cannot occur in
a legal society. '

. Further, a defense company fraudulently operating with aggres-
sive intent, would be charged with fraud from many sources. They
could be so charged by the insuring bondiﬁg companies, or by their
employees, or by any of their customers. Unlike the police of today
the defense agents will not hold a coercive monopoly, and unlike,z
t(?day, there - will be no legal condoning of certain types of aggres-
sion. A defense agent in apprehending an aggressor would, with the
necessary evidence, demand that the aggressor repay his victim in
full. In the event the alleged aggressor refuses, claiming that he is
Imnocent, he may bring the matter before an arbitrator or group of
arbitrators. (Moral arbitration will be dealt with in the next chapter.)
The aggressor, whoever he may be, is responsible for paying full

compensation for value losses and costs to the victim. In a moral

society the innocent are protected, not the guilty. The guilty, not the
innocent, pay for their aggressive actions. ’ '
Ifa proven aggressor cannot pay the debt which he has incurred
by .his aggressive actions, the alternafives will depend upon the
particular case. The aggressor may, with his victim’s consent, agree
.to pay his debt over aperiod of time. This may or may not (depend-
ing on the aggressor’s reputation), necessitate his surveillance by
the defense agency until such time as he honours his debt in full.
If an aggressor simply refused to acceptresponsibility for his actions
then he may be detained by a defense agenéy, where he would—:

under constant - surveillance — be productively employed. In such

cases, part of the aggressor’s wage would be spent for his own up-
keep, and part in repaying the debt tohis victim. When he has maxi-
mally complied with the moral principle of justice, he will be free.

It is important to understand that if an aggressor is so detained
he is not being “aggressed-against”. He is not being deprived b}i

anyone of his freedom. He deprived himself of that value when he

Sacriﬁced rationality for aggression. If a ' man chooses to jump from
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a high building breaking both legs, he too would be sacrificing the
value of freedom of locomotion.

How can we be sure thatthe majority of people would indeed con-
tract with defense agencies? Let us look again at the insurance in-
dustry. Fire insurance rates vary, not only in proportion to the
value of the property insured, but also in proportion to the risks
involved. The insurance rates are very high for a home owner who
has no adequate firefighting equipment of his own, and whose pro-
perty is inaccessible. Similarly, in a free market, insurance against
theft, fire, or vandalism would be astronomically high for anyone
failing to provide adequate protection and defense of the property.
The increased insurance rate would exceed by far, the actual cost of
contracting with a defense agency. Itisthereforereasonable to assume
that the majority of people would ensure that their lives and pro-
perties were adequately protected.

Without a doubt, because the nature of insurance is to protect
one from value losses, this industry will play an important expanded
role in a rational anarchistic society. For some other good ideas on
the subject, we recommend *‘The Market for Liberty’’, by Morris and
Linda Tannehill. ,

When first presented with the idea of private competing defense
agencies, some individuals express fear at the possibility of one of
these agencies gaining complete monopolistic control of the market.
If such were to occur they argue, this monecpolistic agency could
become aggressive ‘and use their armed force to wield arbitrary
power over all the people in a given area. This is a very rational
" fear, but those who raise the question do not recognize that precisely
such a situation exists today in the form of governments!

~ In a rational anarchistic society, such a monopoly would not be
possible, because the moment any defense company ‘“‘cornered the
"market”, or made enormously rewarding profits, thatis the indication
to other entrepreneurs that a ready demand exists for these services,
and they will therefore enter the defense service field. They will thereby
prevent monopoly control, as well as provide enhanced defense ser-
vices at better prices.

As an example of how governmental police actually create

chaos because of their aggressive monopoly, consider the violence
and chaos which occurred in the city of Montreal on October 7th,
1969, when the Montreal police went on strike. This would never
have occurred in a rational anarchistic society, becauseno one would
have an aggressive monopoly on defense. With many competing
defense agencies, the entire community would not be left undefended
in the event of a strikeby oneor more agencies. If workers in a shoe
factory today go on strike, we are not all rendered barefooted.
There are other factories producing shoes. That is because we have
moral alternatives from which to choose. If a supermarket or chain
of supermarkets go out on strike, we do not all starve. There are
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other supermarkets that one can patronize. It is the presence of
government per se, that made the Montreal situation possible. Almost
overnight the Quebec legislature imposed severe fines on the police
including imprisonment, if the walkout continued. The impossiblé
position of the police in a legal society was dramatically highlighted.
The Canadian Press printed this quotation from former Quebec
Premier, Jean Lesage, the day following the Montreal police strike,
“It’s a threat of anarchy. There is no underestimating it”. ’

In the light of the foregoing discussion, Lesage’s statement can
be seen to be as absurd as the institution of government to which
politicians generally devote most of their lives.

an—aggressive people have nothing to gain and everything to
lose if they continue to grant moral recognition and dignity to
government and politicians. If individuals today will remove their
heads from the sand, they will see that so-called government protec-
tion and defense of individual rights is a myth.

The nature of any police force isthatit is a monopoly of govern-
ment; its prime function is to sustain and perpetuate government
which is a constant target for those aggressive groups whose ter’-
rorist activities threaten all individuals. These terrorists claim that if
they and others are to be ruled by aggression, then why should
they not be the ruling aggressors! '

The creation of moral defense agencies would rid society of a
nearly universal disrespect for police — a group who are known as
“pigs” today. “The police are compelled to engage in a morally
contradictory vocation. On the one hand, they are supposed to
“protect” individuals from aggression; on the other, they are com-
pelled on penalty of imprisonment, to support government aggres-
sion! Because they are maintained by aggression, they are pro-
grammed like unthinking robots to an unquéstioned obedience and
support of government, at the expense of the individual’s rights.

The moral alternative to government police and armed forces
are many and varied, and all are more practical than the present
arrangement. In the final analysis, the moral is the practical.
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X1V

The Moral Arbitration of Disputes:
A Proper Concept of Justice

If society is to be organized on a moral basis, a social mechan-

ism must exist whereby disputes may be morally, not legally arbi- |

trated. Moral arbitration is necessary if justice is to prevail.

The legal arbitration of disputes in-today’s society is an immoral
procedure because it is aggressively imposed upon people and leaves
them no choice. Morally, individuals should have the same range of
choice about whom they wish to mediate their disputes, as they have
in selecting the kind of car they drive, or the physician to cure their
ills. Government has prevented this choice by delegating to itself a
coercive monopoly on the final arbitration of disputes.

The excuse government gives for its monopolistic control of
arbitration is: “Someone has to make the final decision in these
disputes. Without a government to do so,” they claim, “there would
be endless conflicts, and chaos would abound in society”.

- When the idea of a fully privatesociety with competing companies
specializing in all forms of defense and administration of justice is
presented to government apologists, thereisusually a classic response:
“Ah ha! What if the arbitration companies disagree? What if an indi-
vidual is charged with aggression by one such company on behalf
of a client, yet is ableto successfully reverse the decision by appealing
to another company? That is why we would need a government to
make a final decision; otherwise how would one know which agency
to -abide by? An arbitration company might be incompetent, negli-
gent, or even fraudulent. Surely other aggressors would seek out such
a company”’. ' -

It is only when one disassociates one’s mind from the restrictions
of legalistic thinking, and looks at the whole picture of a moral
society without dropping context, that one sees the above argument
is not valid. For example, regardless of the number of engineers,
the standard of judgment in the practice of the engineering profes-
sion is always based on natural physical laws. Similarly, regardless
of the number of arbitration agents in a moral society, the standard
of judgment remains the same. This standard in practice, will always
be based on theuniversal, unchangeablenatural principles of morality
which are based on moral law. '

In contrast to this, the standard of judgment in a legal society
is some changeable arbitrary statute law, or even some politically
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appointed personality, or ‘‘the ‘discretion’ of the judge”. The fina]
authority in a legal society is always based on sacrifice or aggres-
sion. The final authority in a moral society is not “who says so”,
but “what is so”. It is always based on the moral principle of
justice.

The following discussion describes a crucial mechanism, available
only through the freemarket of arational anarchistic society, whereby
the individual is fully protected from fraud, incompetence, negligence,
or bribery on the part of arbitrators. It describes how unlike a
legal society, a moral one is satisfied with no less than justice for
all. It discusses why the trial by jury, which has now become a
sacred cow of government, is not a reasonable or moral procedure
for arbitrating disputes. v

The justification offered for the trial by jury .is that a judge,
being human, can make mistakes and sentence an innocent man. It
is claimed the presence of the twelve jurors reduces this possibility.
The idea that because a man has been tried by jury, he therefore has
been dealt with justly, is simply absurd. Toclaim that such a dispute
has been morally arbitrated, is ludicrous.

In theory and practice, the trial by jury is as unreasonable a
concept as government and its law courts. Is it reasonable that an
aggressive agency use its power to grant itself an exclusive coercive
monopoly on the final arbitration -of disputes? Is it reasonable that
employees of such an aggressive agency assume authority to be
judges of what is, and what is not, a proper standard of human
conduct? If a serious illness threatens one’s life, is it reasonable. to
have someone else randomly pick the names of twelve people who
know nothing about medicine or the health sciences, and ask them
to render a judgment about one’s health? Sufely, the reasonable
course of action is to select a competent physician or practitioner of
one’s choice, and abide by his judgment. '

The same principle applies in disputes between individuals. In a
moral anarchistic society, private competing agencies with personnel
trained in the study of morality will offer their services for the arbi-
tration of disputes. The competition which will prevail will insure

‘there are as many of these agencies as there is demand for them.

They will earn their way by dispensing decisions which are just. If
they fail to do so, they will go out of business because people will
not support an incompetent arbitration agency when they have a
choice, any more than they would choose to support an incompetent
physician when they could choose a competent one. ‘
In the legal society of today, people have no choice about sup-
porting law courts. They are aggressively compelled to support a
governmental monopoly. They are deprived of a moral choice of
arbitration agents. A moral society will offer an enormous range of

- reliable arbitration services on a free market, and a large price

range to select from.
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Most of the cases heard today in courts — the enormous cost of
which taxpaying individuals are forced to bear — are disputes be-
tween government and their laws, and individuals engaged in moral
actions. Examples of this are the court cases involving failure of an
individual to comply with a tax law. These kinds of disputes will
simply not exist in a rational society, because government will not
exist. ‘

Morally, there is nothing to stop anyone from acting as an
arbiter in a dispute, as long as he is mutually selected by the dis-
putants, and they contractually agree to accept his decision as final.
Such a person may be anyone the disputants trust, such as an -
acquaintance or friend of high moral reputation, or it could be a
registered arbitration employee. (Registered companies are discussed
in the next chapter.)

An arbitrator may be selected by two ormore individuals because
of conflicting valid claims where a compromise is sought; or he may
be selected in order to solve conflicting claims, the validity of which
is not clearly established. Examples of these types of arbitration
services are as follows:

(1) “A” claims the right to use a certain car at a certain time.
“B” makes the same claim for the same car. The settling of such a
dispute must first determine who the rightful owner of the car is, and
whether or not a contract involving the use of the car is in existence.
If it is discovered that joint ownership of the car exists, but there is
no contract specifying usage, it then becomes a dispute involving a
compromise, and they jointly pay for the arbiter’s services. (2) If A
is the rightful owner of the car and has no contract with B, then B’s
claim is fraudulent, and he will be charged with costs for the arbi-
tration plus costs to A for valuable time lost due to B’s fraudulence.
(3) If neither A nor B’s claim is valid, both must share the cost of
arbitration fees, plus the cost of returning the car to the righttul
owner, plus compensation to the owner. :

In a rational society the aggressor always pays. He will not be
thrown into jail, fed, and housed at theexpense of others. An aggres-
sor causing a value loss to another is morally obliged to pay all the
costs involved. If he refuses, then he would be detained by a defence
agency where he would be obliged, under constant surveillance, to
pay for his own keep and his debts by morally earning a wage.

The longer such an individual takes to repay, the greater the debt,
since in addition to paying for his own keep and repayment to his
victim, he is also obliged to pay for the services of the defense
agency who must keep him under constant observation. In a rational
anarchistic society, few would choose to aggress; it simply would not
pay!

In cases where disputing parties could not, or would not agree
in the selection of an arbiter, the responsibility will be with the
allegedly deprived person to lay a charge of aggression or negli-
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with ﬂ1g other arbiters in order to arrive at a just decision. Since one
of the insurance bonding companies covering the original arbiters
would be obliged to pay the costs in either case, they will choose
the best arbitration company available to study the dispute and
render a decision. The arbiter who had wrongly accused an innocent
party would be covered by his insurance; thusno loss to the wrongl
accused person would occur. However, such an arbiter wouldgb}e’
.faced with higher insurance rates, plus damage to reputation. Thus
1ncompefence or negligence create such an unpleasant situat.ion fo1,‘
the arb1t?ation company that it will seldom occur, and even if it
does, the innocent are still properly protected in a manner completely

g a great deal of

_unattain able in a legal society.
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Any arbitration agency acting aggressively, such as passing
down a “fixed” judgment through bribery, could be exposed by this
free market mechanism. Even if bribery existed but could not be
immediately proven, the innocent party would later be justly com-
pensated by the insurance company, and the fraudulent arbiter
would then suffer an immediate loss. The agency would also become
the object of investigation by defense agencies representing the insur-
ance company, at the slightest hint that the operation was fraudulent
in any way.

Compare this to today’s court cases which are composed of
cumbersome legal mumble-jumble, legal precedent or no legal prece-
dent, interpretation of the law or misinterpretation of the law, all of
which are based on aggression and sacrifice.

In a rational anarchistic society, an arbiter’s standard is the con-

sistent recognition of unchanging moral principles which are derived
from natural moral law. In cases which involve the resolving of
valid conflicting claims which require a compromise, he will base
his advice on the moral principle of non-sacrifice. He will seek a
solution which will maximize the rational self-interest of all parties
concerned. In cases which require a justice decision, he will seek to
determine one fact of reality — did the alleged aggressor or negligent
person cause a value loss to another, and if so, to what extent.

In contrast to this, today’s courts are shrouded in an incompre-
hensible tangle of mysterious. goings on and legalistic language,
designed to lend it an aura of competence which in fact merely con-
fuses the individual, who never really knows for sure whether justice
is served.

. Moral arbitration agents will not resort to the use of wigs, gowns
and incomprehensible language in order to create awe and respect.
They will earn their respect morally. Nor will moral individuals be
penalized in courts because of the incompetence on the part of juries
and judges, some of whom are apparently incapable of making
simple decisions, and who resort to their “legal” entitlement to
“reserve judgment”. Such courts are a mockery of justice.

The replacement of government courts and legality with moral
arbitration agencies would dramatically reduce injustice to the mini-
mum, and increase justice to the maximum. This demonstrates
once again, that the moral is the practical. ’

XV

Human Conflict
versus
Moral Registration of Property

“‘Prevention is more practical than treatment”, is a principle
which applies to human conflicts as well as to human disease. Just
as a physician is more interested in preventing a disease, even
.though he may have at his disposal a reliable method of treating
it, so too a moral society is more interested in the prevention of
avoidable conflicts, even though they have at their disposal a reliable
and just method of arbitrating them.

Most human conflicts of significant social import involve disputes
over property and ownership. Most of these could be prevented from
occurring in the first place if a rational social mechanism existed for
the registration of property. A rational anarchistic society will possess

. such a mechanism in the form of competing private registration

companies.

In order to survive, man must be able to protect and defend his
va%ues. To do this properly in cases of conflicting claims to owner-
.Shlp, he must be able to present valid proof of his ownership. This
is the purpose of the registration of property. '

The procedure of recording an accurate and valid description of
one’s property in a form which is reproducible and available to
others, together with the method by which one acquired ownership
of i, is called property registration. '

.A moral method of property registration is an indispensable
so.<:1.al condition for the prevention and-resolution of human coﬁﬂicts
arising from property disputes. It is the means by which the identifi-
cation of ownership is established. ' |

- Registration procedures were developed by man because earlier
methods which he used to identify the boundaries or limits of his
property, proved insufficient for adequate protection. Man discovered
for .egample, that merely placing fences around his land was not
sufficient to protect his claim, because these fences could be deliber-
ately or accidentally changed. So he turned to identifying these
boundaries by survey, and then registering the survey. In this way
he had proof of ownership despite alterations in the property border’s
caused by aggression or accident.

In keeping with its aggressive nature, government has arbitrarily

_delegated to itself a coercive monopoly on the registration of property.

Thus the present method of property registration is not a moral
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procedure because one has no choice but to use government facilities
in registering. '

In a moral society, competing registration companies will specialize
like defense companies and arbitration companies. Whatever the type
of property, one will be able to reliably register it, and everyone will
have a moral choice in doing so. The market demand —rneaning
individual demand — will determine the number and variety of regis-
tration companies. They will survive in accordance with the degree
of excellence they exhibit in offering a variety of competent registra-
tion services and prices. Thefirst action of anyone claiming ownership
of previously unowned property, will be to check with a registration
company to establish the absence of any claims of ownership prior to
his. Without this check, such a claim could not be morally made.

With the variety of methods of recording and filing data by com-
puter technology available today, all such claims will be speedily
and readily processed. The registration companies will develop
business methods of co-operation with one another in the same way
and for the same reasons thatcompeting banks, insurance companies,

and credit information agencies co-operate with each other today. A
local registration company in a small town in Alaska will have

access to computerized registered information of larger agencies, and
vice versa. Thus claims may be rapidly and reliably checked regard-
less of one’s location. The speed with which these efficient businesses
will operate will mean that the delays in construction and closing of
contracts brought about by governmental red tape and statute laws,
will cease. The enormous increase in employment and wealth from
this factor alone is astonishing to contemplate. This same efficiency
will apply to the registration of all types of property, including the
following:

(1) Registration of real estate and land.

(2) Registration of births and deaths.

(3) Registration of names, or change of names.

(4) Registration of wills. :

(5) Registration of contracts. )

(6) Registration of all types of artistic and intellectual creations,
such as inventions, works of art, literature, etc.

(7) Registration of property such as one’s automobile or valuable
jewellery.

(8) Registration of standards of quality of products.

(9) Registration of standards for educational institutions of all
kinds,

(10) Registration of occupational certification.

(11) Company registration and partnership registration.

(12) Registration of intangible properties (such as routes for
aircrafts and space-ships).

(13) Registration- of marine and sub-marine property; lakes,
rivers, and navigational routes. - ' ‘
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The legal practice of “patents” will i i
anarchistic society because patents are I;r(:zrg; ulzegdalmmaz);ahor?al
grante.d to inventors for an arbitrary time, by governments IV(I)E OIieS
.there is nf)ﬂaing to prevent two people from the rights to .the sr oy
Invention if valid proof exists that each came by the idea in a o
fr.audulent way. Inventors and creators of new ideas and proc;::)clt:
tx;vlll‘l be‘ prptected much better by the moral procedure of registerin

eu"q (lzleatlon, Or any contractinvolving it, than by the use of patentsg
. so, the legal pI‘OCCdL.lI‘e of. “copyright” for literary creations Wﬂi
e replaced by the registration of such creations. Thus once a
literary creation is registered, any contract involving its reprc;duct' )
may also be registered, such as contractual agreements bet oo
authors, publishers, and purchasers. e
Pe.ople registering property would be required to sign a statement
declar}ng that any information they have provided, was to the best
of thf:lr knowledge, true. The deliberate'falsifying ’of claims would
copstltute fr'aud. Individuals buying or entering into contractual
agreements involving property, would as a matter of routine, first
seek proof of registration in order to avoid costly mistakes. o
‘ Today’s practice of legally incorporating c-ompanies is an aggres-
sive proce('iure adopted by government and it will not of coursg be
prac@ced m a moral society. The usual reasons given to 'uétif
l.egal 1ncorporation are that the members of the corporation ai'e no};
liable for its debt§, and that other people are protected from fraud
on 'the p.art of the corporation. These are excuses, not reasons, to
j.ustlfy thlS. aggressive procedure of government. The real reason’for
mcc?rporatlon is that it gives government the control of the business
or 1ndus£ry, and they thereby maintain thejr arbitrary power over
p.eop¥e. Companies operating in an unincorporated form of associa-
tion in the past have always been a threat to governmental control
and sooner or later— as history has shown —they were effective]
prevented from operating outside the legal framework. Y
If the evil of fraud in inter-company relations is to be avoided
what was required in the past and what is required today is a mora’l
z?nd therefore a practical method of registration —not legal incorpora-
t}on: .If a company wishes to protect its stockholders from personal
liability for any debts of the company which might be incurred b
‘fraudulence or negligence on the part of management, they need only
include in their registration, contracts with insuranc,e companies fo}r]
su.c}.l protection. Needless to say, the normal business losses due to
misjudgment of market conditions, or unforseen fluctuations insupply
and demand, would probably not be insured. As long as aggression
of* any type, such as fraud is avoided, and as long as negligence is
av'01ded, the investor takes the risk of making his profit or under-
going a loss, and he cannot morally expect that he should be ro-
tected against these normal failures in business. ’
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Individuals foolish enough to buy shares in an unregistered
company will hurt no one but themselves, and they deserve the
financial losses they may bring upon themselves by such sacrificial
conduct. _

The arrangement of competing registration companies would not
only protect against fraud—it would also protect individuals against
value losses caused by incompetence or negligence on the part of
these registration companies, by the mechanism we have previously
described regarding arbitration and defense companies. In the event
of value losses caused by mistaken or falsified registered information
on the part of the registration company, individuals will be protected
by bonding insurance. With every mistake the registration company
makes, it will suffer a double loss of values through damage to its
reputation and the necessity of increasing its fees due to the increased
bonding insurance rates. All registration companies will operate at a
high standard of reliability because unlike today’s governmental
monopoly of titles offices and registries, there willbe many competing
agencies from which individuals may choose. Fraud on the part of
any such agency would open it to charges of aggression from both
its customers and the insurance company. With so much to lose, few
will risk attempting the foolishness of operating a fraudulent registra-
tion agency, and those who did would quickly be dealt with in a
just manner.

Today, because government has the power to aggressively control
“all property, and because there is no competition to “keep them in
line”, a great deal of immorally acquired wealth and property can
be, and is, accumulated by those ‘‘in the know”, or with sufficient
“political pull”. None of these political wheelings and dealings could
occur in a rational anarchistic society because there would be no
political strings to pull.

Some government apologists claim that in cases whereindividuals
die leaving no will, a government law is necessary to avoid the
confusion which would occur by conflicting claims of alleged new
owners. However, in a private society, registration companies will
avoid the costly and time consuming problems set up by such con-
flicting claims, by insisting as a matter of routine business, that all
‘owners registering any property, also appoint a beneficiary so that
the property is automatically re-registered in the event of their death.

The argument and common assumption that government is
necessary to register property, is not only without realistic and

- practical foundation, it is also patently false. Just the reverse is true.
One of the essential practical preconditions for a peaceful world is
the adequate registration of property. This in turn, is prevented as
long as governments exist.
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XVI
The Education Scene

In the London Free Press, Ontario, Canada, of February 13th, .
.197 0, there appeared an article headlined *London education spend—,
Ing seen more than doubling by 1974”. A trustee of that Board of
Education had this to say: “It is completely irresponsible to vote on
plans without proper understanding, intelligently presented”’.

The plans referred to in the text of that article were of course
glans to spend money extorted from tax victims for the purpose o’f

pro.viding” education. However, that statement itself is true when
.apphed. in any context. It is completely irresponsible to vote on any
issue without proper understanding; yet millions of people the world
over cast votes sanctioning government’s use of aggression. They
cast their vote without the slightest understanding of the nature of
government!
. The more educational facilities a government provides or promises
.1ts citizens, the more benevolent it is supposed to appear. However
if one has a proper understanding of government, it is not difficuljt
to see that with every “benefit”’ provided or offered by government,
the greater the aggression it must inflict, therefore the more immoral
it becomes. Every boast of benevolence which government makes,
is in fact, a confession of its aggression. -

If individuals wish to acquire an education or provide their
children with the means of acquiring one, then morally they must
act non-aggressively to achieve these means. There is no such thing
as a right to education per se. There is only the right to act morally
in order to gain values, and having morally gained them, the right
to keep them or voluntarily trade them or give them away.

It is difficult for many people to get used to the idea that the
benefits they demand or unthinkingly accept from government, are
products of aggression. The immediate reaction of many people to
totally privately owned and operated schools is, “Do you mean we
won’t have the benefit of those lovely school buildings equipped
with the latest and most up-to-date teaching devices? And what
about government science centres, museums, and libraries? Do you
mean that our children are not entitled to all these benefits?”” The
answer to that is the same as would be given to a robber pleading
that he be allowed to keep his ill-gotten goods because without
them, he would be obliged to act morally in order to provide his
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. children with an education. Neither the robber nor anyone else is
morally entitled to use aggression as a means to an end, and there
is no way a ““State’” school education can be morally provided.

Government controlled education is aggressive on two counts.
It deprives tax victims of their right to their entire income, and it
prevents individuals from exercising their right to act morally to
acquire the education of their own choosing. It denies the very possi-
bility of moral alternatives from which to choose.

Teachers and professors have the right to trade their mental
skills for a price; however, they have no right to make a living
through or by, the use of aggression. Most teachers and professors-
today evidently have never attempted to understand the real nature
of State education. They, along with parents and students (whom we
find only slightly more excusable), consider an education per se as
a desirable benefit, then draw a mental shade as to the moral means
of acquiring one. Instead, they involve themselves in aggressive-
type conduct.

Consider how government education contributes to conflicts and

violence in society. Government, or those in government-paid posi-

tions decide what the student should learn. Minority groups object
and voice their opinions loud enough with the result that govern-
ment makes some concessions to them. Everyone gets into the act
of aggression. Religious groups want religion taught; non-religious
groups do not want religion taught. In Canada and other bilingual
areas, one group derhands separate schools for their language, and
the other group opposes them. Some religious schools demand that
atheists, agnostics, and other taxpayers support them. Students
demand all sorts of things from the State education system, and the
system makes irrational demands on them. The net result is conflict,
violence, and sometimes even bloodshed and death.

A recent contradiction suggested as an addition to the Ontario
(Canada) school curriculum is a course on morals! Admittedly, it is
highly desirable that individuals of all ages should learn about
morality; however, for a Staterun school to presume it, or any
sacrificial religious body could effectively teach such a subject is
tantamount to asking termites to teach us how to preserve trees!
Institutionalized aggression and institutionalized sacrifice produce a
decaying society, just as surely as termites produce a decaying tree.
This is why there is a crucial necessity for all schools to be private.
Whatever subjects a private school may teach, such schools will not
exist by virtue of. institutionalized aggression, therefore students will
not be ingrained with that immoral doctrine.

Out of our present-day monstrous governmental educatxonal
establishments emerge thousands of youths roaming the streets aim-
lessly, lying about in ‘‘public’” parks, and being fed and housed by
more aggression. Of the others who emerge after having completed

their education to the satisfaction of “governmental standards”, only
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a very few are capable of independent rational thinking. That small . -
percentage who have managed to maintain anuncluttered, non-statist,
rational mind, have done so independently and in spite of, not
because of, the education they receive from state schools. The majority
however, emerge with the philosophy with which they have been
indoctrinated from early childhood—a philosphy of collectivism,
sacrifice and aggression. It is this majority who, if they continue to
sanction immoral principles, will make possible the increasing num-
ber of irresponsible individuals and psychological dependents in
society.

In-a moral society, individuals may choose from a variety of
private schools, and from many private tutors. Some schools may
still possible teach irrational principles, but then no one would be
forced to support or send their children to such schools.

With sacrifice presented to the young as a virtue, and * majorlty
rule” upheld as a right to use aggression, it is not surprising that
the students have taken those principles literally and are now acting
on them. They declare themselves a majority over their teachers;
they argue that it is perfectly all right to use aggression in order to
gain whatever they feel to be beneficial to them. They have learned
their lessons well! Are not the school buildings public property they
argue? Are they not part of the public? May they not then exercise
their legal entitlement to such buildings and all other “public” parks,
roads, and beaches? May they not use them for-any purpose at any
time? When young people are indoctrinated with such non-survival
principles, is it any wonder that their actions threaten man’s surv1val
by violence and property wrecking? :

After millions of dollars of property damage was caused by
certain students at Sir George Williams University, Montreal; in
1969, there was ahue and cry from some quarters that our “material-
istic” society places a greater value on property than on human
lives. Such sentiments are of course merely an attempt to excuse
aggression. Human beings are dependent upon property for their
survival. They are dependent upon material values for survival.
If anyone imagines he could survive for even a short period of time
without material values, let him attempt to do so; he will quickly
learn their importance. It is therefore of the greatest importance that
young people be educated to have a respect for property if they are
to learn to have a respect for human lives.

Consider the number of people who, because of a mistaken con-
cept of property and ownership, conclude that they can enter any-
one’s premises and do as they like with it, since they erroneously
believe that ‘“‘everything belongs to everybody”;i.e., the concept of
“public ownership”. As long as this mistaken concept prevails, is it
any -wonder that conflicts, often resulting in bloodshed, are so preva-
lent? The teaching of the concept of public property thus results in
all sorts of tragedies today which involve aggressive violence and
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sacrifice. Public schools and State universities are not fit :institutions
by which- this trend towards terrorism can be rationally reversed.
What our young people need is an education in non-statist thinking,
a thorough groundwork in moral principles, and the proper under-
standing of why our world is in such a state of conflict. The educa-
tion of young people is not the responsibility of the State or the
“public’ — it is the responsibility of parents or guardians.

Young people threaten their own survival and welfare by relying
upon drugs. They see before them the cumulative results of a society
which is based on non-survival, and it is not a pretty sight. Many

earnestly desire to change the structure of society, but most of them-

unfortunately think they can change it by substituting another form
of aggression, or by sacrificing their health or their minds.

Privately owned schools and universities with the freedom to
choose one’s place of learning, would immediately bring about a
change of attitude on the part of the student. Education and school
would become a desirable goal instead of the dreaded ordeal it is

for many of them. There would be no desire to escape by means

of drugs because theirs would be a reality with which they could
competently cope; a reality fashioned for man’s successful survival;
areality which is in conformity with man’s nature. :

Many of the older generation shake their heads in bewilderment
at young people and declare that in their day, they never acted in
a rebellious manner, and yet they never had as many advantages.
They point to the affluence around them—to the ‘‘benefits’” which
governments “provide”, and they conclude that young people are a
most ungrateful bunch. Such people have not recognized that the
current world-wide unrest of youth is the logical result of the sacri-
ficial-aggressive social structure which they (the oldsters) have so
meticulously constructed.

Young people cannot be criticized if their goal is to throw off
the yoke of sacrifice and aggression which their parents and grand-
parents accepted, and still accept. Unfortunately, there are far too
few who rebel for the right reasons, or understand that ideas are
more powerful than rocks, bottles, or guns.

There is a popular myth abroad in the education scene, especi-
ally among school teachers. It is the myth that without government
there would be no educational standards. The question of standards
are discussed more fully in another chapter, but we wish to point
out the invalidity of the above opinionshere with regard to education.

Every career requires its own particular educational standards.
It is of no value to an individual wishing to become a garage
mechanic to achieve the standards of education required for. a profes-
sor of economics. However, if he wishes to become a good qualified
garage mechanic, he should seek to achieve the standards demanded
by those who will employ him. He will therefore wish to select the

’ ::
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best training from the school or tutor offering the educational stan-
dards he can afford.

The standards met by the Volkswagen manufacturers are set for
the purpose of achieving efficient and economical performance. These
standards are set as high as possible because there is a market

~demand for a high quality “economical’’ car. The standards met by

the Cadillac manufacturer are set for the purpose of achieving effi-
cient performance with luxurious comfort and high power. These
standards are set as high as possible because there is a market
demand for a high powered “expensive” car. The standards met by
Volkswagen are just as high ‘as the standards met by Cadillac —
each for the purpose for which they serve. Such standards are not
set by government, but by the demand of individuals. Educational
standards are exactly the same in principle.

In a free market there will always be a demand for educational
standards. Educational alternatives open to choice will be even
more varied than the alternatives offered in motor cars today. The
purpose of the motor car is to transport people from one place to
another. Does the driver of a motor car fail to achieve this purpose
because his choice is a Volkswagen and not a Cadillac? Does any
motor vehicle per se, achieve this purpose for the individual auto-
matically, without the effort of the driver steering it? Does an indi-
vidual desiring to reach a certain destination have the right to force
another to take him there? On the seas this type of aggression is
called piracy. In’the air it is called hi-jacking. It is just as immoral
to sanction the continued use of government as a means of forcing
some individuals to carry others to their desired educational desti-
nation.

The myth that government-provided education is necessary be-
cause without it, only the rich could afford to educate their children,
is one which governments donotwishtohave exploded. The question
to be asked is why should only the rich be able to afford to educate
their children? The answer is that in today’s context it would indeed
be difficult for many individuals to affordthe actual cost of a *‘State”
education, which is astronomically unrealistic due to government’s
incompetence; the vast finances required to pay government bureau-
crats’ salaries; the cost of gigantic concrete structures which house
them and the educational establishments; and the waste of taxpayers’
money from a seemingly endless money-tree. Also, after having a
large percentage of their income taken from them by government,
many individuals are hardpressed. Remove all taxes on income and
on goods and property; remove all government control; in fact,
remove government itself and all would have ample moral oppor-

tunities of acquiring the means necesary for the education of their
choice for themselves and their children. The cost of education would
“also be a great deal less. - '
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When rational/moral principles replace today’s sacrificial/aggres-
sive principles, individuals will very quickly learn which values to
choose. For instance, today many adults feel trapped in a certain
income bracket due to their limited education. If it is suggested to
them that they invest part of their income in gaining a higher educa-
tion (if possible, at a private institute of learning), they immediately
cry that they could never afford the tuitionfees. Many of these people
think nothing however, of investing in a new car, or a new T.V. or
freezer, or even undertaking a mortgage debt of several thousand
dollars. Yet, if they placed their values in the proper moral perspec-
tive, they would see they might be sacrificing by not investing in
themselves and their future, instead of anewcar or T.V. By achieving
a higher education, their potential earnings will increase correspond-
ingly, and they could then afford other things which are desirable.

Instead of trying to achieve things in the above manner, most
people do not even make the effort to acquire ail things morally.
They have grown accustomed to demanding that government use
force on other people, in order to provide themselves with certain
things. Such demands by individuals mean more aggressive power
for government; government therefore becomes more eager to meet
these demands. In fact, they sow the seeds of discontent for this very
purpose. In the case of education, the seed of discontent falls in the
form- of, “you are all entitled to an education”, and non-thinking
individuals take up the cry from there. Of course, sometimes the cry
boomerangs against® government, such as the prevalent student
unrest situation. But that merely affords government another oppor-
tunity to increase their aggression under the guise of maintaining
“law and order”, .

‘In a rational anarchistic society the student unrest would simply
not exist, because all schools would be privately owned. Can you
imagine anyone bombarding a supermarket or store, and demanding
a say in the running of the business because one did not approve of
the way the goods were displayed, or because one was dissatisfied
with a particular brand on the shelf, or disliked a particular clerk?
One would simply patronize another supermarket or brand or pro-
duct. Again we see the conflicts which result from the “public pro-
perty” concept. Individuals who are forced to support public schools
do not regard themselves as “‘customers” purchasing a chosen value
—and of course they are not, because theyhave no moral alternative
within a governmental framework. They wrongly regard themselves
as owners, which means that everyone wants Ais say in the running
of the schools, with government holding the reins and the whip.
Teachers are dissatisfied, students are dissatisfied, parents are dis-
satisfied, and the tax victim being forced to appease them all, is
rightfully dissatisfied.
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In a rational anarchistic society a respect for teacher and student
would be born from the knowledge that neither one nor the other
were aggressively forced into the relationship. Today, because students
and teachers find themselves in their separate roles through the
mechanism of aggression, personality clashes occur and are con-
stantly aggravated by the fact that both have no alternative but to
put up with each other, and the antagonism smolders. Practically,
psychologically, and morally speaking, privately owned schools are
vastly superior to government controlled schools. ’

There has been the suggestion that the few private schools exist-
ing today cannot successfully compete with State-run schools, and are
therefore not competent to supply the demand for education. This
statement is made completely out of context, and ignores the fact that
State schools are maintained by aggression. If the State schools were
morally competing with private schools, i.e., without their tax support,
they would quickly be driven out of the education field. Also, if the
private school instead of having to support their aggressor-competitor,
were free to invest all their income in their own schools, they would
very quickly surpass in excellence the State schools of today. Some
of them do so even with the handicap imposed on them.

In making comparisons between government and private enter-
prise it is important to remember that government is an aggressive
agency. As an example, suppose two individuals A and B enter a
car race. A is a fraud and an imposter who has managed to worm
his way into the competition. He robs B and others of some of their
income by which he is now able to afford a brand new shiny Ferrari.
He continues robbing B and others for the purpose of maintaining
his Ferrari in tip-top condition. B is a better, more competent driver,
but he can now barely afford a second-hand car-for the race due to
A’s aggression. Is it any surprise if A maintains the lead? He cannot
claim to have morally won the race, nor can he claim any right to
be in the competition in the first place!

It is in this manner that government controlled businesses and
services are operated —prominent among them, the State controlled,
State run schools.
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XVII

The Questioh of Imposters and
The Protection of Occupational Standards
in a Moral Society |

Morality - is non-sacrificial. During any transition between a
governmental and non-governmental society, rational men will not
wish to sacrifice the many existing products of their rationality.
Among the valuable assets which should be maintained and enhanced
to their maximum level, are educational standards for various
occupations.

It has been claimed by many that a society without government
would lead to chaos because in the absence of statutory law, there
would be no method of knowing whether a person purporting to be
a professional.individual, such as a teacher, physician, or osteopath
was a clever fraud or not. In latter years many of us can recall with
some amazement how often imposters have made their way into
teaching or ~counselling jobs, or have represented themselves as
physicians, even performing operations in government hospitals!

The fear of such a state of affairs is a very healthy fear, and it is

solidly based on reahty
However, the claim that practlcally anyone could cleverly mis-

“represent his occupational skills in an anarchistic society, turns out

upon careful examination, to be untrue. Unfortunately, far too many

‘people have thoughtlessly accepted this naive view. As we shall see,

the protection of occupational standards will be far more effective
in a rational anarchistic society than it is in today’s society.

How then would imposters be detected in a rational anarchistic
society? Is there any truth in the contention that they would abound
in a society without government? Before answering this, consider the
following facts.

At present, the registration of certificates of any occupation is
either the function of a government, or governmentally appointed
body, or legally empowered agency. These functions would be carried
out by property registration agencies in a moral society. One of the
important areas of this specialized business would be the area of
occupational registration. Thus, when a young man or woman
graduates from a professional college or school, the certificate received
from the school is the formal, tangible proof that they have achieved
a given level of intellectual or physical competence in the area of
chosen study. That certificate is their property. It is proof that they
have learned the basic skills required for their occupation. When a

e
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young man or woman graduates from an educational institution in
a moral society, the first thing they will wish to do is register their
certificates. As we discussed earlier, this registration would not be
completed until the property registration agency had received proof
of the validity of the credentials.

Part of the registration certificate issued to the graduate will
include his photo-portrait. When it is hung on the wall of his office,
there will be no chance of mistaken identification, and the registra-
tion company will keep duplicate copies of it.

Registration companies in any line of property registration, will
require that the registrant sign a statement affirming that the infor-
mation supplied, has not been falsified. The reissuing of such certi-
ficates, with up-to-date portraits,” will be a part of the continuing
service offered by property registration companies. The registration
certificate would also include a statement of the degrees achieved by
the graduate, as well as the name and educational rating of the
teaching institution from which he obtained his degree.

How will the schools, colleges, and various teaching institutions
be graded in regard to their educational credentials and academic
standards? The various professions and occupations will do as many
do today, but without governmental sanction. They will form volun-
tary associations composed of leaders from their teaching staffs.
The function of this association will be threefold. First, they will set
standards of educatlon for which there is a market demand. Second,
they will routmely inspect any member institutions. Thirdly, they
will grade the educational standards of these institutions accordingly.
Thus (using the professions for example), there would be a con-
tinental association of schools and colleges of engineering, optometry,
osteopathy, medicine, pharmacy, teaching, etc. Any college could then
engage the association to periodically examine its standards and rate
it. These ratings might be for example, A, B, C and possibly D for
unsatisfactory. Any teaching institution in order to remain competi-
tive, would constantly seek an A or B rating. This same system will
likely apply throughout all the independent private elementary and
secondary schools. Far from being a problem, in a moral society,
teaching and educational standards will atlastlend itself to a rational
treatment.

How will occupational fraud be detected? A patient suspecting
their physician of occupational fraud will merely phone the local

- property registration company, and for a small fee, obtain confirma-

tion of the physician’s credentials. If the physicianwas a cunning im-
poster who had cleverly copied a registration certificate and placed his
own portrait on it, the property registration companywould quickly
and easily confirm this fact. He would then be obliged to pay com-
pensation to the patient and/or registration company for any losses
which they may have incurred as a result of his fraud. It is most

unlikely that any imposter would attempt to obiain professional -
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liability insurance because he would risk certain exposure by the
insurance company, when it checked on his credentials through a
property registration agency. With so much to lose, it is not difficult
to see that very few would be foolish enough to attempt the role of
an imposter. As prev1ously shown, in a rational anarchistic society
aggression in any form would quite simply, not pay. v

It has also been suggested that withoutgovernment “just anyone”
could start a college and give low quality, quick professional courses
in the applied sciences. This argument implies that an unscrupulous
incompetent medical man for example, could set up his own college,
train people, and grant them a ““quickie” degree, for short term finan-
cial gain. Yet, in a moral scoiety that is precisely what such an
unscrupulous individual could not do! Firstly, the graduates of such
an institution would not be patronized because the community would
be well aware they were the product of a “quack” institution, which
would probably be unable to gain anykind of an educational rating.
Secondly, if a graduate attempted to hide this fact, by not hanging
a registration certificate in his office, he would be immediately suspect
by any patient. One phone call by a patient to a property registra-
tion agency would soon expose the status of the ‘graduate’ for all
to see.

One of the additional educational benefits which can be predicted
when the moral competition of a rational society is substituted for
the present impractical set-up, is a rapid acceleration of the quality
and variety of courses offered by teaching institutions. These will
advance as never before. There will be ample opportunity to broaden
the rigid and fixed training courses of our present educational insti-
tutions, and set them free to expand in accordance with the needs of
business, industry and the students themselves.

With such a variety of “educational products” to choose from,
industry will find is much easier to hire and rate personnel suitable
to its needs. Needless to say, the enormous efficiency of the whole
system, based as it will be on business principles, will mean that
education costs will be only a fraction of what it is today, thereby
raising the standard of living accordingly by aitacking poverty at its
roots. v

In short, far from allowing frauds and imposters, a rational
anarchistic society will act to effectively prevent them in a manner
which is quite impossible to achieve under a governmental-legal
society. Equally important, the problem of educational standards will,
for the first time, lend itself to a rational non-contradictory treatment.
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XVIII

EcologiCal Balance and
the Cycle of Protection
in a Private Society

Recently, powerful propaganda biased in favor of the mystique
of government, has been produced by governmental actions in level-
ling fines or threats of imprisonment against industries which are
polluting the environment. The governmental apologist is usually
quick to claim that in the absence of government, industries and
individuals would engage in these deprivatory activities atthe expense
of the rest of us. The implication is that without government, we
would soon be completely poisoned by the industrial pollution of our
atmosphere.

Admittedly, the enormous threat to ecological balance brought
about by the present state of affairs should not be underestimated.
The New York Times describes for example, how acidity in rain and
snow, caused by the noxious gases from British and German smoke-
stacks, is causing destructive results to fish and tree life in N orway.*

A series of stereotype responses to such ecological deprivations
has been occurring in various countries by various governments.
All of these responses are confined to the only action a government
can make to any problem — more laws — meanmg, more deprlvatlon
and aggression.

If one takes a calm look at our ecology problems, one sees that
a very fundamental fact is overlooked by thosewho advocate political
answers. The fact is, in the normal course of events, an individual
finds it much easier and more natural to protect things which he
owns, rather than things he does not own. With vast amounts of
property, indeed the majority of it, under the ‘arbitrary control of
governments instead of under the rightful control of individual
owners, such things as rivers, lakes and ocean areas are left in the
unknowable realm of government “public property”, andnoone may
rationally know how to protect them properly. Once this fact is
recognized, the steady deterioration of our rivers and streams and
lakes can be observed to be in a condition which has slowly built
up over a long time, because of the impossibility of defining the
ownership rights to all such ownerless “public” property. This in
turn, arises from the contradictions inherent in the concept of govern-
ment itself. Although politicians profess great concern about pollution

**“Pollution Defies Europe’s Borders”. New York Times, Jan. 10, 1970, p. 24.

-~
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problems, when one wades through all the political hysteria, it is way of examples, so that he or she may readily visualize how'
easy to observe that it is unreasonable to attempt to cure one type ~ rational anarchistic society based on moral law will solve ﬂ? a
of deprivatory conduct such as pollution, by the use of another type : problems to the benefit if all individuals, and to the detrims tese
of deprivatory conduct, namely aggression in theformof politics and . S deprival of none. ’ nt or
statute laws. It simply will not work. ' Let us begin by considering the threat to ecological imbalance
The hundreds of laws which governments are rushing through . posed by the senseless slaughter of much of today’s wild animal life
annually at an ever-increasing rate, and which politicians claim are ‘ . Consider for example the slaughter of sealsin Canada and elsewheré.
to protect the public, have the exact opposite effect. The restrictions o by trappers engaged in selling the skins to furriers. Let us conside;

by natural law, are brought into existence and imposed by aggres- : E human consumption, posed by fishermen from all countries, when
sion. Although they may limit or reduce thebad effects of such things great numbers of them manning modern fishing vessels thr ez;ten fo
as environmental pollution, these governmental actions result in : : eventually bring about the extinction of their prey.
throwing out the baby with the dirty bath water. . Would these problems arise in a moral society? They would not
The logical result of fighting pollution and ecological imbalances ‘ arise, because when society is structured in conformity with all
by government laws, even if such laws are the so-called full liability : ' nature’s laws, including moral law, it sets in motion a chain o "
laws, will be the gradual (or perhaps not so gradual) grinding to a N human actions which result in what may be termed, ‘the cycle of
stop of the necessary industrial and business concerns, upon which _ protection.” : ’ .
we depend for much, if not all of our human existence. The *‘full : How will the cycle of protection work? Remember that in such a
liability”’ laws of government can never in fact achieve full liability. society or such a world, vast areas of the oceans and ocean beds
Government itself operates impervious to the concept! As we have rivers and lakes, and the great continental sﬁelves will be owneé
demonstrated, if governments were to honour the moral concept of ! privately by individuals or companies. By way of illust;ation imagine
full liability (which derives from the moral concept of justice), they i - competing sea-farmers engaged in thé marine business (,)f raising
would immediately disband. themselves, sell all their aggressively ‘ red snapper fish for human consumption, operating profitably in
obtained possessions, and fulfill the paymentoftheirdebt to all whom : o the Gulf of Mexico or the Caribbean area. Such farming companies
they have aggressed against. | or individuals, will utilize the presently untapped marine sources of
- ‘Certain modern writers, while espousing the “full liability” con- L the world in the business of sea farming, in the same way that land
cept, advocate limited government at the same time. To do so is a , farmers raise poultry, cattle and swine, or wheat. ~ .
contradiction; and a contradiction is always proof of an error. If one , . With the efficient and rapid methods of privateregistration readily
is committed to the principle of full liability, then one is committed ' available to allindividuals, we can restassured of an orderly develop-
to the moral principle of justice. If one is committed to the principle , ment of such properties and businesses, and a respect for property
of justice, one cannot at the same time be logically committed to the and ownership rights. Indeed, the irrational conflicting legal claims
Jinstitution of government, which maintains itself by continually j of one government against another, which occur so frequently re-
aggressively depriving individuals of their values. ' garding fishing and mining and water rights, and which are always
The governmental approach is characteristically, over simplistic . a potential war threat, will not occur! ,
and superficial. It treats symptoms, not real causes. If we are to The “‘freedom of the seas” concept of today is as invalid as a
intelligently act to protect our values, including the value of a non- i, concept that holds that one man may drive his car through another
noxious environment and the value of a balanced ecology, we must man’s property, at any time, in any manner, without the owner’s
abandon the idea thatwe canflauntnature’smoral law with impunity. h permission. In the peaceful world of the future, every bit of marine
It must be observed with the same cautionand respect that any other property that is owned will have been precisely registered through a
natural law is. We must discover by rational thought, a way to property registration company. All marine traffic will be aware of
design our social structure so that all nature’s laws are observed, ' ' this and will possess ‘“‘registration maps’. Shipping companies will
including natural moral law which forbids aggression. Any “answer”’ - own ‘“‘sea roads”, that is, navigational routes which they will have
to ecological problems which is outside the moral concept of non- : registered. If any of these should pass through areas of sea farms,
aggression (in any form whatsoever), is not an answer -at all: It is it is. a relatively simple matter for the sea farmer to enclose his
not even a good palliative. , : : fish with a net or sea fence, just as a cattle farmer can erect a fence
‘In what follows, we will paint some pictures for the reader by - - to confine his cattle. These nets would also have a floor, which could
‘ ' ' ’ be set at any desired depth and anchored. They would probably

such laws place upon humans, unlike the healthy restrictions imposed : at the same time, the threat to the survival of fish life valuable for
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have gates which the sea farmer could open or close to control any
migratory actions of the sea animals which he raises.

The reader should ask himself how he would behave if he were

a sea farmer of the future, operating a red snapper sea farm of
about twenty square miles in the Caribbean area. His livelihood
would depend upon him constantly researching modern methods of
raising bigger and better red snappers, and of being able to produce
a larger supply of them thanhesells on the free market. His survival
depends upon him successfully producing red snappers, in the same
way that an ordinary cattle rancher’s livelihood depends upon him
economically producing cattle for sale, or in the same way a chicken
farmer or hog farmer must successfully raise large quantities of these
animals to sell on the open market. Under such conditions, it is
clear that the existence of red snapper will be in no more jeopardy
than the domestic cow, turkey, chicken, pig, or horse. The wholesale
extinction of fish and other species of value to humans would not
occur in a moral society, because a natural cycle of protection would
exist—a cycle which cannot be brought into existence in a govern-
mental society.
_ The red snapper sea rancher would take every precaution to
protect his fish. He would protect them from swimming into other
farmer’s property. He would quickly bring a charge of aggression
or negligence against other individuals or companies, such as a
.careless -o0il company drilling for oil in the sea nearby which may
have polluted the water and killed his fish. '

.. Baby and adult seals, as well as many other wild animals whose
fur or meat has commercial value, would be deliberately and scientif-
ically farmed on a business basis, in the same way that thousands
of chickens and turkeys are raised in farms specializing in their
production. The unreasonable killing of animals, including birds,
whose lives are of value in the ecological cycle simply would not
occur, because the property in which they lived would be privately
owned. The owners would protect them, just as domestic animals
are protected today. Whennearly all such propertyis privately owned,
there would be as much chance of reading in the newspapers of the
senseless slaughter of seals, asthereistoday of reading of a similarly
senseless slaughter of an English farmer’s dairy herd.

The ecological balance of domestic cows, horses, chickens, pigs,
and turkeys, is never threatened today. Why? Because these animals
are for the most part, privately owned and the owner in morally

- gaining and protecting his values, actually improves on the balance
of nature. He must be sure that heraises more animals than he kills,
or sells to be killed. Further, he kills his animals as humanely as
possible, and the animals, as a rule, enjoy the best of animal exist-
ences during their lifetime. . : -

~ As the truth about governmental societies become more generally
recognized, more areas of the world will become privately owned,
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- until hopefully, the irrational concept of public property will dig:
appear from the face of the earth. As this -occurs, the natural cycle

of protection we have described above in the example of the sealg
and the? red snappers, will extend itself into all areas of human
production and interest, and it will protect and conserve the ecolog-

- ical balance of both the plant world, and animal world.

Government now spends vast sums of money, obtained by
depriving others of their rightful values, in order to re-plant and
conserve forest areas. Laws are instituted governing lumbering and
paper companies. In a rational anarchistic society aggressive force
will not be necessary in order to maintain the balance of tree and
plant life. Vast forest lands which are now controlled by governments
are legally leased to the forestry industries. It is often a source of
contention as to whether these industries are doing enough to re-
plenish the areas which they deplete. If all such land were privately
owned, it would not be inthe interest of an industry to short-sightedly
sell or destroy trees without making certain that it also produces a
greater number of trees to replace them. Like the red snapper or
cattle farmer, it is in their own rational interest to scientifically study
how to prevent tree diseases; how to develop improved varieties of
trees; how to grow more trees than are destroyed; how to do so most
economically and effectively, so that they may profitably market trees
for human use. T :

Consider the following examples of how, when the governmental
concepts of “public’ property” and “public interest’” are replaced by
the moral concept of private property and rational individual self-
interest, the cycle of protection will act to protect individual rights
as well as the ecological balance of nature. In North America, the
well-known pollution of Lake Erie, one of the.large lakes in the
Great Lakes chain, has occupied the headlines of the newspapers a
great deal. Governmental apologists point with pride to legislation
by the various levels of government which will bring legal action
against individuals and companies who have polluted the lake.
They claim that “‘without governmental action, these companies would
poison us all”. Such an argument fails to identify that in a moral
society no industry would consider contaminating Lake Erie with
poisonous metals such as mercury, nor would individuals consider
dumping garbage from. their fishing boats or cottages into it, any
more than they would consider polluting an individual’s private
swimming pool. There would be no hazy area of legality to worry
about. The lake area would be owned privately, and any deliberate
pollution of it would bring an immediate charge of aggression or
negligence against the offender. -

~ "The -apparent lethargy on the part of industry to adequatel'y'

prevent pollution has been labelled “‘industrial irresponsibility’” by
goyernment, yet, it is precisely the concept of “government property”
which brings it about. For example, in a moral anarchistic society
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the area which contains Lake Erie will be privately owned. Let us
assume that some of the future private owners amalgamate into a
large registered lake company. The company’s function is to turn in
a profitable operation. It can do this by selling water for hydro
electric power, fishing, and for human consumptionand use. The only
social criterion it must apply is the moral one that in selling its
values, it does not aggress against others or negligently deprive them
of their values. The only individual criterion it must apply is that
it does not sacrifice, or it will go out of business.

‘Would anyone buy water from a polluted Lake Erie when they
could obtain the pure drinking water of their choice from other
competing companies owning other areas containing lakes and
rivers? The company would go out of business unless it protected
its values. This means it would hire or train security agents to patrol
its lake area by air, water, and land. Every small creek entering
the area would be regularly tested by the company’s own bio-chemists
and scientists —or by scientists hired by them. If pollutants were found
to be entering its lake area, the company would charge the pollut-
ing industry or individuals responsible. Consumers purchasing drink-
ing water from the lake company would have the assurance that
‘every measure for conservation of the lake is being taken, because
‘the owners of these areas in acting morally to protect their own
values, pass on these values to their customers. v
. The Lake Erie company would hire competent zoologists and
naturalists, to study, replenish, and increase the supply of fish in
the lake. Under private ownership, the quality and supply of fish
would increase considerably.

. How would this aspect of the company’s activities affect the con-

sumer? The more fish and better. quality fish in the lake, the more
fishermen would contract to purchasefishing rights from the company.
This in turn would increase the competition among the fishermen,
thus reducing the price of fish to the consumer. .

Wherever free trade exists, competition increases. Wherever.com-
petition exists, a wider range of choice, along with lower prices
become available. By using just this one example of fish, we can see
that if the consumer is able to pay less for his fish, he will have
more money to spend on other things for his pleasure and needs,
thereby stimulating increased employment in those other areas he
now chooses to trade in. This would in turn, bring about an enor-
mous increase in wealth, totally impossible in a government society.
. Regardless of what governments do to act as though they are
“protecting” or “providing”, they can only do it by aggression —
only by depriving individuals of what is rightfully theirs. Private
owners, because they non-aggressively protect what is rightfully
theirs, provide the means for others to acquire ownership of other
values, thus increasing wealth all round. S
The water in the lake will also be of value to park owners and
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for swimming. Attractive parks of all kinds would be able to cater
to the recreational demands of people. Such private parks wil co o
pete with each other, and any carelessly kept ones would soon m(;
out of business. People will not pay topatronize them when a moril
choice to patronize high quality parks exists.

Thus we see that when our entire society is organized on g
private moral basis, a causal chain reaction occurs, whereby each
owner in acting to protect his own values, also protects individual
rights, as well as the ecological balance. In our example, the Lake
Erie company protects itself from other land based industries which

' may pollute it, or from- other rivers. The owners of the river areas
in turn, must protect their property from pollution.
. How does the individual consumer protect himself from pollut-
ing industries within the land area? In a private society, industries
will, for their own protection, hire specialists to analyze and put
into production, anti-pollution programs. We have named private
competing companies whose business it is to contract with various
industries for the prevention of manufacture processes which are
ecologically harmful, Environmental Purification Companies.

A very important step towards converting to a private society
will occur when today’s government scientists begin to leave their
aggressive employer, and form their own private environmental
purification companies, and then sell their services to industry. In
a private society, for any industry to protect itself, the services of
an environmental® purification agency (E.P.A.) will become almost
as essential as insurance. ‘ o

The cost of E.P.A. services will be written into the cost of the
manufactured or produced product. In this way, those who benefit
from using the product are the ones who pay for it. In an economic
sense, those who use the product and buy it, are the people who
“cause” the industries existence. Thus if a certain type of motor car
produces effects which cumulatively bring about pollution, the buyers
and users of such cars bear a measure of responsibility, as well as -

the manufacturer. In today’s legal context, this' fact is ignored. But
in a private moral society, because manufacturers would not be
forced to pay taxes, they would have large capital reserves to draw
from; they could well afford to hire E.P.A. services. In so doing, they
will provide consumers with the knowledge that the products which
they purchase are not being manufactured at the expense of their
own, or other people’s health. Consumers in general would have a
genuine respect for the manufacturer because they would know that
since he has hired E.P.A. services, they can be assured that humans

“are not negligently or aggressively deprived of their right to naturally

pure air or water during the manufacturing process.
. In a rationalsociety, rather than government and politicians domi-
nating the news media, business, industry, and individuals engaged
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in private enterprise will occupy — by virtue of their newsworthiness
— a position of prominence in newspapers, periodicals, and on T.V.
Thus an important factor in the success or failure of an industry
will depend upon it gaining favourable publicity, and it can success-
fully achieve this by advertising the factthatthe services of an E.P.A.
have been engaged.

Now we can see that when all property is privately owned, the
causal chain of protection of values extends right down the economic
ladder to the individual consumer. Since the basic unit in society is
the individual, this demonstrates again that protection of individual
rights can only occur in an anarchistic society based upon moral
principles. E

We described in the previous chapter how staff leaders in private
teaching institutions would voluntarily form associations and set
standards of education. E.P.A. standards will be set in exactly the
same way. Thus when a product is registered, it will include a record
of the standards of anti-pollution research involved. When it is
marketed, an identifying E.P.A. mark on the label will quickly tell
the consumer that purchasing the product will not bring about pollu-
tion of the environment. Any fraud on the part of labelling would
probably leave the manufacturer liable for costs brought against him
by consumers who have purchased the product, or by the property
registration company. Under such conditions, there will beno ambig-
uous labelling as to the quality or contents of consumer products.

. Another function®of the research laboratories of E.P.A. companies
will be selling their inspection services to restaurants. It would be
automatic that most competitive restaurants would advertise an
E.P.A. sign of “quality inspection”, such as the present A.A.A.
(American Automobile Association). This would assure the customer
that a high degree of sanitation is being maintained in the preparation
and serving of food in all eating places bearing an E.P.A. symbol.
Although these businesses will not be aggressively forced to engage
the services of an E.P.A., restaurants not advertising such services
stand to lose a great deal of business, and it is questionable if, in
the face of competition, they could remain a profitable operation for
long. Unclean food pollutes the system of the human body, thus a
careless restaurateur might possibly be held morally responsible if
it could be- proved that the food he sells is contaminated. The free
market, with the standards of human conduct based on moral law,
is the best method of protection an individual can possess. In such a
free market without government, it is the natural forces of supply
and demand which weeds out the aggressive “‘get-rich-quick at the
expense of others’ type of individual.

Another type of industry which would find it in their rational
self-interest to hire E.P.A. services is the drug manufacturing industry.
Few people would wish to buy drugs, the contents of which were
unknown, unregistered, or displayed no assurance of having been
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properly researched and tested. If a manufacturer clearly registers
the contents of the drug he sells, displays'a symbol of quality such
as an E.P.A. symbol, states the purpose for which the drug is in-
tended and the dosage, he cannot be held responsible if a sacrificial
individual abuses its use and causes harm to himself, Governments
could never make enough laws to prevent irrational people from
sacrificing themselves. An example of this is that some users of
“il%egal” drugs today, have because of laws, resorted to consuming
weird mixtures of otherwise harmless drugs. And if all drugs were to
be declared illegal, they would no doubt find something else to
produce irrational, sacrificial kicks. The best way to discourage
individuals from acting in a sacrificial manner is the spread of a
rational philosophy, and the bringing into existence a society based
;mt on legality, but on moral principles which are derived from moral
aw. ‘

Occasionally the objection is raised that if all property and
natural resources were privately owned, the private owners might
not let others purchase the use of property, such as a lake. This is
a most superficial objection. Do the owners of a supermarket refuse
to sell to consumers? Can you imagine the Lake Erie company or
the red snapper company of our examples refusing to sell their
products and services? They would not survive unless they did!
Water is one of the most valuable of all natural resources; there will
always be a ma1:_ket demand for its consumption, protection and
conservation. There is no basis for the fear that the resources would
not be optimally used. Clearly, they are not optimally used now,
and they never will be until the concept of private property entirely
replaces the concept of public property. :

Throughout man’s history, his rationality has provided practical
remedies for plagues and diseases. It has provided many better ways
for protecting his survival. The only thing that now stands in his
way is his failure to recognize that his survival depends upon con-
sistent non-sacrificial and non-aggressive conduct. When he adopts
these two fundamental moral principles as his'standard and guide
to human conduct, he will then be in harmony with nature’s laws,
rather than in conflict with them as he is today. When he begins to
act in harmony with natural law, it triggers a “cycle of protection”,
the logical results of which will manifest themselves by eliminating
the serious ecological problems which threaten us today. Further, it
will enable such problems to be solved rationally, without creating
the injustice brought about by a governmental approach.




XIX

Unravelling a Chaotic
Governmental Economy:
The Prevention of Inflation

Economics is the science which studies the principles regulating
the trading relationships of people. '
The trading relationships of people are not exempt from natural
moral law. To be moral, a trading relationship must be non-sacri-
ficial and non-aggressive. Any trading relationship which consistently
observes these principles is bound to be successful and practical.
The ‘economic model which should be our guide, is the free
trading community. Instead, there is an acceleration towards less
free trade, and with it, disastrous results. For example, because of
the already existing inter-government tariff walls, problems are
created which cannot be rationally resolved by governments. If one
government raises a tariff wall, another will retaliate by doing the
'same thing, or by penalizing their tax victims further in order to
subsidize the exporting industries affected. Hence, the meetings which
‘occur between heads of States, consist of nothing more than a game
to see who can aggress againstwhomthemost, and get away with it.
A good example of this is the recent move by the United States
government. In- retaliating against other countries like Japan, it
Aimposed both a surcharge on imports, and a country-wide wage/
price control. In so doing, it has returned to the disastrous extreme
anti-free trade policies and tariff walls which triggered the great
depression in 1929. In those early years after the first world war,
the Germans were prevented from repaying their war debts because
‘the U.S. erected a tariff wall which made it impossible for Germany
to sell in the American market. Then, through the government mecha-
nism of the Federal Reserve Banking System, the U.S.A. artificially
‘manufactured paper money, which was loaned to the Germans to
“help” them pay their debts.” The result was, that over the period
from about 1920 to 1928, this excessive paper money overflowed
quite naturally onto the stock market, and artificially inflated the
value of stocks, distorting them all out of proportion.* The great
boom was bound to end in a crash — and it did. Had there been
no governmental intervention in free trade, it would never have
occurred. - :

*"“Economics and The Public Welfare”, by Benjamin M. Anderson, PhD.. This is an
excellent chronicle of the economic events between 1912 and 1940, pinpointing the disas--
trous effects of governiment intervention into the economy. o
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In taking the recent course it has, the U.S, »
invited another world depression. This time howeveiot‘l’lirggir;slilg ;
may not necessarily take the same course, but we can confiden‘tln
pr?dict that unless we promptly change our ideas about governmeng;
being necessary, it may well be an economic collapse which wil]
make the efalrly thirties look good by comparison. This is becauge
the aggressive intervention now includes price and wage controls.

When government imposes price and wage controls in a modern
.economy where billions of goods and services are being produced
it must establish an enormous snooping inspection and police tearr;
— albeit they claim to try to avoid it. The costs of paying for this
Yast l?ureaucracy must be borne by either increased taxes, deficit
financing, or the cranking out of more artificial money — all of which
led up to the current international crisis in the first place! Now what
happens? The price of goods and the wages of people are fixed.
The taxes are not; they continue to inevitablyrise. Profits are thereby
lessened daily, and the predictable results will be one business -after
another closing its doors because of declining profits. The vicious
cycle then becomes well implanted, causing a depression.

Depressions occur because of the cycle of aggression initiated by
governments! Like a cancer, if not detected early enough, the symp-
toms of government aggression will suddenly manifest themselves
when it is virtually too late. - S

Perhaps the international repercussions of the U.S. governmént’s
recent gconomic policies may be typified by the current course of
economic events in Canada. In a display of governmental dependency
sickening to behold, statist businessmen are flocking to the Canadiar’l
government at all levels. The predictable results here will be the
usual government subsidies to Canadian exporters affected by' the
embargo. The local Canadian battlecry is, “save jobs”, and ‘‘save
the economy”! This is uttered in plain view of the fact that jobs and
the’ economy are in jeopardy because of government. Subsidies and
tariffs only compound the chaotic situation and makeit more difficult
to pinpoint the real cause of economic injustice. -

When an industry receives a subsidy from government, it receives
money which has been forcibly taken away from hard-working
individuals. These tax victims now have less to spend, and therefore
economic demand for other goods and services correspondingly
dI.‘OpS. This not only deprives the tax victim, but also brings about a

wide scattering of unemployment throughout the country. Thus the
subsidized industry makes a profit at the expense and deprivation
of thousand of other individuals. Because these people are randomly
loc.ated throughout the country, the logical connection between this
unjust economic instability, and the subsidized industry is obscured.
Tariffs have exactly the same adverse effect on the economy.
Instead of being able to exercise our right to voluntary trade, we are
now forced into a “captive’” market. For example, instead of being
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able to purchase a shirt for $2 from Taiwag, we may now be forced
ay $10 for a Canadian manufactured shirt. T.hls leaves us poorer
to p$8 If we cannot afford to pay $10 for a shirt, we must sacrlf}ce
by e ;)ther value — perhaps by having less food, or poorer quality
som ing. If we do have the extra $8, it means we cannot now spend
?ous o%fxer things as we formerly did. Thus more poverty is created,
:n(én more jobs are lost through the decrease in demand 1or other
goog‘sk;ose who seriously wish to combat the endless series of govern-
mental economic crises, should be calling for free trade — not for
sures which prevent it! Consider for example, what would qccur
ir?et?le real cause of these crises — government —no longc.er existed
mong us. Imagine if those of us living in North America estab-
i hed a free trading community. Without government, there would
s no taxes on any goods, services, income, or property. We would
o de only for those things which are of value to us, and we v{(?uld
e a wide range of choice and prices because of competition.
have ine the increase of wealth, investment, and purchash}g power
IIE?C% this would bring to every individual in the free tradl’ng area!
" If the people of North America were to abgndon the idea and
actice of government, and establish a free trading area, we would
Ly ble to produce and sell products at prices far below that of otber
b a;1tries burdened with governmental aggression. Our prosperity
o 1d serve as an example to them, and they would see that the
W;)i;llciple of free trade which works so well for us, would work
them. -
equa'l[l‘g;w;ié(t);al result of the natural principles we have bee.n dl.S-
ing will be a world undivided by governmental borders — it will
et lobal free trading area. Thebenefits that will accrue to us from
‘gfisa agpproach to economics are hard to overestimate:, since the causes
of the economic problems of unemployment, inflation, poverty, and
depressions, have their roots in the existence (?f goYernments. -
" In order to accomplish this, we must first rid o.urs,elves 0! e%
idea that a government is necessary. We must also rid oursglve‘s 1o
the foolish idea that we cannot understand the fundamental princip ets
of economics. This is a myth which suits the purpose of governrnetl;l ,
pecause those who mistakenly believe it, are willing to leave the
oblems of inflation, banking, and money su.pply to an aggressl.ve
pt)vernmental monopoly, rather than to individuals and companies
" ag:: mo;l rtI;zeet first and most important value which needs .to be
Jaced on a firm non-aggressive basis as soon as possible, is the

value of money. When this occurs, inflation will disappear. In a free -

trading area, the same moral market mechanism which pro.tect.s
i;dividual rights described previously, also operates to protect l,n(_il'
viduals from the disguised robbery of inflation. To understand this,
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we should first review some basic principles involving money —the
medium of exchange. '

Without money, humans would have no means of exchanging
their values, their labour, or the products of their labour, other than
by barter. Since barter is an impractical method of exchanging
values in a civilized society, it would be sacrificial to resort to it
when there is a moral/practical mechanism on the free market.

I order for currency to work to the maximum interest of those
engaged in trade (and all people are engaged in trade), the currency
used in a given trading area should bebased on a rational standard.
If an individual purchases a hat for one dollar, it matters not if the
medium of exchange which passes from the buyer’s to the seller’s
hand is in the form of a cheque issued by a bank, or a coin or
bill issued by a minting company. What is important is that the
medium represents a known - value based on a rational standard.

Just as it is not necessary that all cheques be issued by one
aggressive monopoly bank, it is likewise not necessary that bills
and coins be issued by one aggressively controlled governmental
agency. What is important is that the medium of exchange be solidly
based on an acceptable commodity for which the “paper” or coin
can be exchanged on demand at its market value.

The true free market value of any commodity can never be
known while a government is permitted to control the economy;
i.e., while governments exist.

There is no mdre of a necessity for a government to hoard gold
and churn out paper money and coins, than there is for a government
to aggressively hoard leather and churn out shoes. Gold is a com-

~modity in its own right, with a market value which can only be

rationally determined in a free market. Therefore, ‘it is only when
money based on gold, or any other practical standard, is allowed a
free market, that its real value can be rationally determined. Because
it is impossible to know the free market value of anything where
governments exist, the economy is subject to detrimental fluctuations
with every move government makes. No one can ever be sure just
when taxes will increase, or when restrictions willbe placed on a com-
modity, or when incentives for production will be taken away, or if
a freeze on prices and wages will occur, or if some political pressure
group will demand wages disproportionate to the market value of
labour. In fact, the true value of labour itself cannot be known.
Thus individuals and their trading activities are thrown into confu-
sion.

In truth, the chaotic, unknowable, unpredictable variables of an
economy under government control, has been the chief cause of
most economic crises and collapses in the history of mankind. This
is so because governments are not rational, and their attempt to
“regulate’’the economy produces chaos. Their aggressive control of
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the economy is maintained by their legal monopoly on the produc-
tion and manufacture of the monetary medium of exchange, and by
the laws they institute regulating this medium and the trade involved.
Money therefore, instead of maintaining a realistic value, is subject
to flux at any bureaucrat’s whim — as are investments.

The following discussion illustrates the free trading principles
related to the proper use of money, and the detrimental effects of
government interferences in the free market. Let us suppose that a
group of people reside in a given area. Each possess certain values
which they wish to trade for other values. They find that barter is
time consuming and disadvantageous, since the values A wishes to
trade with B, B does not want; however, the value B wants, C has;
but C does not want B’s! Therefore they decide to use money as a
medium of exchange. Now if A’s money is one tenth ounce of gold
per unit, while the others decide to use other commodities for money,
quite obviously they will be no further ahead, as clearly, A is not
~about to exchange his gold which is a precious metal, for a commo-

dity of a lesser value. The only way they can exchange values non-
sacrificially and practically, is to establish a common medium, the
value of which is also set by the supply and demand of the free
~market. Thus when A and B offer their money on the free market
‘as a medium of exchange, the market (which is the choice of indi-
viduals) selects gold as its standard because of its durability and
other qualities which make it the most suitable for the purpose. Other
types of money offeréd on the free marketwere not accepted and were
thus driven out of the market as a money commodity. Our model
community can now proceed to trade in a non-sacrificial manner.
The community grows and people are earning and exchanging
units of gold. Many wish to keep their gold in a safe place or invest
it by lending to others. They also wish to engage the services of an

~ agent who will coin their money to a uniform size and weight, making
it still easier for trading. Thus, because there is a market demand
for such services, banks and minting companies come into existence.

Lending is in itself, a trade of values. The lender actually sells
the use of his money for a fee. The borrower gains because he did
not have the necessary funds (capital) with which to establish his
business or purchase a house, and the lender gains because his
money has morally earned him additional values.

~ The banks earn their income by charging a fee for the service
of keeping their customers’ money in a safe place. They also earn
a fee when they act as agent for those who wish to lend money.
Thus on a contractual basis, the bank lends out the depositor’s
money and pays him a percentage of the additional money earned
on the loan. This is known as “interest”. For example, if a customer
wishes to deposit his money for lending purposes, the bank may
contract with the borrower to lend the money at 8% interest, half of
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which he pays to the depositor and the other half he keeps as his
own fee for acting as agent. -

The question may arise as to why anyone would engage the
services of a bank to lend his money, when he could approach the
borrower himself and earn the entire 8% interest. Of course ahyone
could do this, but thelender mustfind someone who wishes to borrow

-the exact amount of money he wishes to lend. For most people,
this would be too time consuming to be practical. Since the bank has
contracts with several depositors to lend their money, they can accom-
modate borrowers requiring large, small or odd amounts; that is to
say, they have access to the market. - ‘

The banker, if he is to operate non-fraudulently, must only lend
out money which he has earned in profits from fees, plus the amount
of money which has been deposited in his bank for the purpose of
lending. He must at all times have gold in his bank, equivalent to
all money deposited. Thus if A deposits 100 gold coins and tells the
banker that he wishes it placed in an account upon which he rhay
draw at any time, the banker cannot morally use that depositor’s
money for lending purposes, since it is not his to lend, and he has
no agreement with the owner to lend it. On the other hand, deposi-
tors having a “savings” account and knowing that they will not
need to draw on their account for say six months or a year or
more, rather than pay a fee for its safe keeping, will agree to let
the banker act as agent. The banker could then lend or invest this
money for the hgreed upon period of time, at a specific rate of
interest. ‘ ' o

Now because large numbers of gold coins arerather cumbersome
to carry about in one’s pocket or wallet, the banks offer yet another
service. They issue customers with a paper substitute called cheques
similar to the Bank-Card Cheques of many North American banks
today, or with bills. Thus if A has 1000 gold coins in his account,
he may use its equivalent worth of cheques or bills. But the banker
is still morally obliged to keep in his vault, gold equivalent in
weight to A’s gold coins because that is actually what A has in his
bank. The cheques are merely a convenient method of transporting
large sums of money upon one’s person. They protect against loss
which may otherwise occur due to a hole in one’s pocket or a thief
making off with one’s money. R

The economy described above progresses rapidly and success-
fully under this non-aggressive, non-sacrificial mechanism. Prices of
goods and services are determined by the supply and demand of all
the individuals in the community, and a self-regulated balance is
maintained."
~Now suppose a powerful group of aggressors take over the com-

‘munity and gain control of the banks, either physically or by aggres-

sively imposing certain laws on them. They then declare themselves
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to have complete control over the population, over their production
of values, the manufacture of money, and its circulation. What
happens now? The aggressors start demanding a portion of every
individual’s wage, and people nowhavelessto spend. The aggressors
demand and get a portion of everyone’s money in the form of taxes
on income and on all goods and services. Thus the price of goods
rises in an attempt to compensate for thisloss. The economy becomes
unbalanced as people are no longer able to trade freely. The aggres-
sors demand that the community support them, even though they
themselves are non-producers and non-earners, contributing nothing
but chaos and distortion to the economy. Theytax and spend money
without the slightest regard for the natural principles of supply and
demand. They distort the free market by their total disregard for the
principle of free and voluntary trade, and instead demand that the
individuals constantly supply them with money and other values.
They abandon usage of gold coins and start making their own
paper money and coins which cannot be redeemed for gold. This
~leaves people at a loss to know what their money is really worth.
Even if the aggressors pretend that their paper money is based on
gold, this claim is fraudulent since if all the holders of paper money
and cheap coins asked for its equivalent in gold, they either could
not obtain it at all, or if they did, it would be a watered down,
distorted, unrealistic value.

Now, can anyone hold that such an aggressor is necessary in
order to regulate the economy and the market? The very term
“market” refers to a state of trade determined solely by supply and
demand. Government economists have claimed that government
control of the economy is necessary since the ““free market-system”
has proven not to work. What free market-system? A free market-
system has never been permitted to work because of governmental
interference and aggression! What has not worked, and what these
economists are desperately trying to cover up, is the colossal failure
of any and every economic system which operates under a govern-
ment. A government controlled market is a contradiction, since an
economy controlled by aggression cannever reflect anatural standard
of supply and demand. Governments create an unnatural, inflationary
economy. In order to pay their parasitical salaries, build gigantic
monuments, and finance their never-ending welfare schemes, they
increase the volume of money and credit out of all proportion to the
value of goods. This inflationary activity reduces the value of the
monetary unit, thus the cost of living rises, hurting not only the
rich, but even more so, the poor. This is the chief cause of inflation
and poverty. It also reduces the value of past savings; an example
is the plight of the pensioner today. It encourages irresponsibility,
penalizes thrift and effort, creates untold injustices, and corrupts the
entire economic social structure.

o
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As the effects of governments’ activities become more and more
apparent, they engage in more and more aggressive activities in an
attempt to “cover up” the results of their meddling in the economy.
They drag red herring after red herring across the trail, and produce
scape-goat after scape-goat. They scream that greedy industries,
business and professional people, as well as inconsiderate labour,
do not have the “public interest”” at heart. Unfortunately, most
newspaper editors, apparently incapable of contributing original
creative thought to social problems, monotonously write editorial
after editorial about the non-existent “public interest”. The majority
of them are duped allies of government. Their insistence on laws
and “the public interest” as a means of creating order in society,
simply adds fuel to the fires of aggression used by governments to
harm individuals. '

Why have people taken so long to identify the evils wrought
upon mankind and his economy by governments? Because they have
never taken the time and theefforttolook beneath the sheep’s clothing
with which governments adorn themselves. When they do, they will
see a ravenous man-eating monster which has been piece by piece,
devouring human values with impunity. S

Today, banks have become so entangled with governmental
bureaucracy that their function and purpose has become quite ob-
scured. If our economy collapses, and it surely will unless govern-
ments are replaced with a moral structure, then banks with whom
we have in good faith placed our values, will be of little or no help.
Because they have accepted governmental backing, which is worth
no more than the paper upon which it is written, they ' too will
collapse. :

It is therefore imperative that private institutions such as banks,
be released from the stranglehold of governmental laws. They, or
other private institutions will then be ableto offer an issue of currency
based on the recognizable and acceptable standard of gold, or other
precious metal. This non-governmental medium of exchange would
become circulated throughout the land. In this way, individuals could
establish a rational medium of exchange by which they can continue
to engage in trade, with as little disruption as possible, when govern-
ment money is worthless, and government itself is disbanded. -

Of course, if there is an ounce of moral responsibility left in
politicians, they will recognize the effects of their aggressive govern-
mental actions. They will set about to immediately disband them-

- selves from politics — if they choose to be moral.

Now the old question once again arises. “Who will prevent fraud
on the part of banks or private minters?” Because the purpose of
insurance is to protect individuals from value losses, the moral
mechanism of the free market will again act to prevent fraud or
negligence on the part of banks, or private minters. How will this

_work? Few people would choose to keep their money in a bank
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uncovered by total insurance when a choice is made available to
them. An insurance company can only contract to insure what the
bank actually has, and what the bank actually has are values
belonging to individuals, plus their own profits.

Suppose an individual called up an insurance company and
stated that he wished to insure a valuable painting which had been
left in his care, when in fact he had no such painting. Would any
insurance company insure a non-existent item? Obviously, it would
only insure upon proper proof thattheitemdid in fact exist, and was
in the insurer’s possession. Similarly, insurance companies will not
insure banks without proof they have the money they claim to have.
This is the reason why inflation cannot existin a rational anarchistic
society. The banks could not ‘‘create” credit in excess of actual
produced values, nor could they arbitrarily circulate “‘paper money”
for which there is no equivalent gold in their reserves.

Since money is a medium of exchanging goods and services,
it must represent existing goods and available services. It cannot
represent something which does not exist, or which cannot be brought
into existence. Therefore, the increase of money disproportionate to
the increase of exchangeable goods and. services is fraudulent, and

- this is what always occurs in a governmental economy. The penalty
is an inflationary, chaotic economy.

How can the supply and increase of moneybe kept proportionate
to existing and newly created goods and services? If a banker has
$1,000 in gold reserves, either from his own profits, from his depo-
sitors’ savings accounts, or both, he may lend that $1,000 in the
form- of credit. Let us suppose the borrower is issued with cheques

“up to the amount of $1,000, which isthe extent of his credit. He uses-

the credit to pay ten other people $100 each for newly created
commodities (new goods or services). The ten people in turn, deposit
all or part of their earned $100 in the bank. At the time the loan
is 'issued, the banker must increase his reserves of gold by buying
the equivalent amount from the minter. Thus, the banker’s gold
reserve is increased proportionately to the increased newly created
production. For every new loan from his bank, the banker buys
the equivalent in gold from thefree market miner/minter. In this way,
money is always matched with produced goods and services, and
fraudulence, with its resultant inflationary effects, is avoided.

If two or more banks are involved, the principle remains the
same. The only difference is that the bankers agree to frequently
“clear” their accounts with each other in order to keep track of their
own reserves.

Inflation is the disproportionate increase in the volume of money
and credit in relation to the volume of goods and services; also, in
relation to gold reserves." -

Only a government, which hides its true nature under the cloak
of legality, could get away with such fraud. A rational anarchistic
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society would quickly penalize any private bank attempting such a
distortion of the economy. If the credit they loaned exceeded the
amount they had on hand in their savings accounts plus their own
profits, the insurance company would not insure this additional
amount because it is “false” money having no redeemable value.
It does not exist, and the banker acts fraudulently if he loans money
which in fact, does not exist. Hence the banker would be unable to
advertise that his loans are 100% insured. In a free trading com-
munity, people would be well aware of this, and therefore, any
banks not advertising that its entire reserves are one hundred per-

- cent insured, would quickly go out of business —that is, if they were

able to attract any business in the first place without such coverage.
Why would depositors choose to do business with such a bank when
they know they may lose their money, and when they have many
moral banks to choose from which guarantee them protection? .

Because individuals would be free from taxation, they would
have much more money to spend, and the purchasing power of their
money would be greater. There would be no excessive demand for
credit. But even if excessive demands by consumers for credit (which
belps produce inflation in a legal society) were to occur, the banks
could not grant loans in excess of reserves. Thus the problem of
inflation would not arise in a moral society.

When the idea permeates society that government is by nature
aggressive; that 1tdepr1ves them of their values; that it creates poverty;
that it produces economic and moral chaos; individuals will no
longer sanction its existence. A slow butsteady disbanding of govern-
ment will occur. Thus will begin the task for which human indivi-
duals are admirably equipped; the task of creating a free trading
community.

There is nothing mysterious about economics, although govern-
ments and their apologists would have us believe so. That is because
their brand of economics consists of a tangled web of aggression.
If the principles upon which society is based are non-sacrificial and
non-aggressive, it matters not if there are twenty people trading with
one another, or two hundred million; the results are bound to be
successful.
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XX

Towards New Moral Horizons

We have observed how the science of morality is an accurately
determinable science involving basic principles derived from natural
laws, as all sciences are. We demonstrated thatbecause of this, moral
law like any natural law such as gravity, does not vary from one
geographic location to another. Three basic fundamental principles
of morality were developed, so that in order for individuals to
know if they are living morally or not, they need only apply these
principles. Firstly, they need only be sure that they do not sacrifice
themselves or their values. Secondly, they need only be sure they
do not aggress against others, or by acts of negligence, cause them
to lose values which are rightfully theirs. Thirdly, if they are the
cause of a value loss, they need to equivalently compensate the
deprived person as much as is humanly possible.

There is nothing complicated about understanding why it is
imperative for humans to cease supporting institutionalized aggres-
sion and the ethic of sacrifice. The fact that nearly everyone in the
past has accepted sacrifice as a virtue and aggression as a social
standard, does not alter the immoral status of such conduct; nor
does it alter the fact that when men violate natural law they are
penalized by natural law. The evidence of this is all around in the
form of conflicts, wars, chaos, and violence.

The fact that man possesses a consciousness of his own does
not alter the fact that each man is an integral part of existence;
each is subject to the laws of nature. Since “society’ is nothing but
a name for all individuals in a geographic area, a successful and
healthy society can only come about if there are first successful and
morally healthy individuals. Individuals, if they areto maximize their
welfare and succeed as humans, must base their conduct consistently
on moral law. This does not mean that those electing to do so will
never make mistakes. It does mean however, that they are always
in a position to recognize and correct them by going back to basic
moral principles and checking out where they went wrong.

In previous chapters we outlined the principles by which such
necessary services as defense, arbitration of disputes, property regis-
tration, education, and banking may be organized in a rational
anarchistic society. We indicated some moral/practical methods by
which individuals may protect themselves from fraud. There are no
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limits to man’s ingenuity in solving these problems save the limits
set by nature’s laws. The purpose of our particular illustrations
was to show that there are indeed, moral alternatives to institution-
alized aggression.

~ There are some other services now controlled by government
which we have not elaborated upon. Some of these include roads,

- sewage disposal, urban and rural planning and zoning, and fire

prevention services. It is beyond the scope of this book to enter into
a complete and detailed discussion ofeach ofthem. The reader should
remember that all of them can be competently handled by competing
private agencies to the gain of every individual, and without aggres-
sion which deprives individuals of their morally earned values.

Before bringing our case for rational anarchytoa close however,
and for the benefit of those who find difficulty in applying principles,

we will briefly suggest moral alternatives to some of these services

which are presently operating by means of aggression.

Many people when first exposed to the idea of rational anarchy,
immediately and unthinkingly jump to the erroneous conclusion that
some people would drive on the left side of the road, others on the
right, and before weknow itwewould all be lying dead, strewn along
the highways and byways. This of courseisas absurd as to say that
it is the presence of government which preventsus from all committing
suicide.

Roads wouldsbe privately owned and maintained by business
concerns. When one goes to a movie theatre or concert hall or place
of business, one conducts oneself in accordance with the rules set
forth by the owner of thetheatre or business. If there is a no-smoking
sign, one refrains from smoking. If one does not wish to comply
with such regulations, one is free to go elsewhere.- Most movie theatres
today designate a certain area where its customers may smoke and
at the same time not aggravate other non-smoking customers. This
is because satisfied customers are necessary for the success of their
business. Similarly, road owners will be in business to morally earn
their living and make a profit. The rules of their roads will be set
in order to maintain efficient service and maximum goodwill of
customers. They will establish speed limits and traffic regulations.
They will issue contracts for varying periods of time based on the
driver’s ability, competence, and willingness to comply with the

regulations. They will, naturally, establish tests of driving skills

before issuing a contract. They would have written into their contract
a stipulation for insurance coverage. '

- Today, even if one does not drive a motor vehicle, one is never-
theless forced by taxation, to pay for the maintenance and building
of new roads. o

 When roads are privately owned, there will very likely be a
wide choice of contracts based on the driver’s needs. A seventy year
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old lady requiring the use of a car only once or twice a week to
obtain groceries or visit in the neighbourhood, will probably be
able to contract for a license at a greatly reduced fee to cover her
limited needs. On the other hand, a travelling salesman would want
an across-the-country license, or one which covers alarger geographic
area. Variety in contracts such asthesecould be identified by different
coloured or marked plates. People who are non-aggressively walking
along a city road from one point to another would not be charged
a pedestrian fee any more than one is charged for walking non-
aggressively through a supermarket or store, even if one does not
buy anything. Owners of highways would most likely, instead of
issuing contracts to all their customers, collect a toll from those who
infrequently use their highway.

* Road owners would contract with highly trained defense agents
to patrol their roads and ensure that no one violates the rules of
the road. It is not difficult to imagine that roads will be kept in A-1
condition under private ownership, and thataccidents aswell as hold-
ups or molestation would be practically nil.

In our discussions on institutions run by aggressive means, we
find that hospitals, like schools, have come to be regarded by most
.people as something to which everyone is “somehow’ entitled! Hospi-
tals are organizations offering a particular service to individuals.
This service, like any other, is not a gift of nature, or of govern-
~ ments. Hospitals do not have any special dispensation from moral
law allowing them to indulge in aggression with impunity. In order
to be operated on a moral basis, hospitals must be operated on a
non-aggressive basis, i.e., without government.

Many professional people such as optometrists and dentists, as
well as business people, invest in the purchase or rental of the equip-
ment necessary in the execution of their practices. Physicians and
surgeons, for the most part, simply walk into a hospital and have
at their disposal, the latest equipment provided by means of aggres-
sion. The fact that physicians and hospitals sell life-sustaining services
does not excuse them from aggression. Supermarkets for that matter,
also sell life-sustaining services and products, and they do not rely
on aggression. One would die if one did not eat the proper food,
yet a governmental monopoly in the food business is not the proper
means of avoiding starvation. Why then should medical care and
hospital services be any different? In a moral society, hospitals may
be owned and operated by physicians and surgeons or by any other
investors. Like schools, there will be a greatmany smaller specialized
hospitals, all competing for quality and servicé. Because of competi-
tion, the cost of these services would be far less than today.

There will be no law preventing individuals from forming asso-
ciations for the purpose of raising money, either by lotteries or by
advertising, for hospital care for the mentally or physically disabled,
or for the education of certain children, or any other charitable
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cause. Individuals contributing to charity would have to assume
the responsibility of checking the validity of the organizer’s cause.
A good way of doing this is to ensure that people collecting funds
for charity register their organization with a property registration
agency. The complete purpose and nature of the organization will
then be known. Thus, the chances of frauds taking advantage of the
ill-informed or naive is practically nil, since if such was to occur, a
charge of fraud against them could be made. However, the necessity
for the multitude of charitable organizations which exist today would
be greatly reduced, since a rational anarchistic society would provide
ample means for most individuals to accept responsibility for them-
selves. ‘ : '

Insurance companies will offer many types of protection policies
for medical and hospital expenses. Without government, the cost of
such insurance will be within everyone’s reach because of the compe-
tition existing within the industry.

What about urban and rural planning? The main concern about
planning stems from a fear often expressed by: “You wouldn’t want
a factory or pig-pen as a neighbour when you have invested thou-
sands of dollars in a house, would you?” There is less chance of
that occurring in a rational society than today. Governments do not
recognize rights of ownership, therefore at the whimof a politician or
government ‘“‘planner”, an area can be designated as an industrial
zone, or any other zone they feel like creating. The property which
is expropriated for these purposes could be your neighbour’s, or
your own, . ' :

Individuals wishing a ‘“‘planned” area will have many moral
opportunities for achieving this end. Developers and private architects
as well as any group of individuals, by forming registered companies
could buy areas for the specific development of residential, factory,
or business type construction. Since such areas would be owned by
these individuals, they may institute any plans which they think
would protect their investment. Developers could register their plans
at a property registration agency. They would include all specifica-
tions about the use and purpose for which the property is intended.
Anyone buying into a registered residential area would do so with
the clear knowledge that he is fully protected by the terms of a
registered contract. Individuals choosing to buy homes in areas
which have not registered their plan or where no contract with other
residents existed, would do so at their own risk. They cannot use
aggression in order to force a neighbour to submit to their plan.

Considering the large investment which the average individual
makes in a home, it is questionable if private planners and develop-
ment companies could stay in business without making registration

- a routine business procedure. They would employ the best architects
“available. Their plans would include contractual arrangements cover-

ing among other things, roads, sidewalks (if any), and sewage dis-
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posal. With the restrictive controls of government no longer possible,
such competing companies would cater to market demands and we
would be assured of both practical and beautiful cities in the future.

Because insurance protection is such an important factor, speci-
fications for building standards may have to meet not only the
buyer’s approval, but also the insurance company’s approval. It is
unlikely that an insurance company would insure a house for $30,000
when it was worth only $15,000 due to shoddy type construction, or
if it was a bad fire risk due to poor. electrical wiring.

Farmers will be free from aggressive restrictions and will have

full control of their property.- They, like any other business, will

cater to market demands, and like other businesses, they will seek
their markets morally. If an individual decides to go into the service
station business and chooses an area already well supplied with
such businesses, he knows full well that in order to successfully com-
pete, he must offer better service at lower prices. There is always a
ready market for greater value. In the same way, farmers must
gauge their markets wisely, without the use of aggression.

Farmers in certain areas today, have become one of the most
aggressive of all pressure groups. They use government legislation
to close off “unfavourable’ competition; e.g., the Tobacco Marketing
Board of Ontario, Canada. Many farmers demand subsidies, and in
Ontario, some have been known to threaten manufacturers of milk
products who buy cheaper elsewhere. All of these aggressive activities
force the cost of livingup with h1gher priced products due to protected
markets and increased taxes, which subsidize lack of business
initiative.

- If a person wishes to farm but has no knowledge of the market
or business, then he must morally seek the advice or counsel of
~ persons skilled in the business of farming. And he must protect him-
self with insurance against loss due to natural causes. But he cannot
use the excuse that because food is such a basic commodity he can
therefore institute governmental (or other) aggression to art1f1c1ally
raise its prices..

Today’s dissenting students would have no cause for violence
in a rational anarchistic society. A choice of schools will be theirs.
Today’s dissenting teachers will have no cause for mass strikes.
They will earn their salaries by contractual agreements with parents,
students, or private school owners; notby agreementswith an aggres-
sive agency. Today’s police will not be placed in the conflicting
position of having to “protect” an aggressor government. They will
not be forced to accept conditions of employment imposed upon
them by an aggressive agency, They will have many competing

_ defence agencies from which to choose. Postal workers similarly,

will have many competing postal companies from which to choose.
Judges will not be placed in today’s predicament of having to rule
in favour of the legal instead of the moral. If they wish to pursue

R

Towards New Moral Horizons : 149

a career as arbitrator of disputes, they will have every moral oppor-
tunity for doing so. Lawyers will not be able to obtain their fees by
advising clients on ‘‘legal” matters. If they wish to act as advisers,
they will have many moral opportunities to do so by representing
clients in matters of moral agreement or contract. Feminists will
have no cause to storm buildings and .stage marches, protesting
abortion or other discriminating laws against them: The matter of
abortion will be a private contractual arrangement between the woman
concerned and the doctor she chooses. Such women will make their
own financial arrangements. They may not aggress against others
for the purpose of obtaining abortions or day-care for their children.

Today, pressure groups use governmental aggression to impose -

their likes and dislikes upon other individuals. These people act as
“censors” by dictating what people should watch on television, what
books they should read, or what type of entertainment they should
choose. This is allegedly done in the ‘“‘public interest”. Since ‘“‘the
public”” means all persons, each person has the right to non-aggres-
sively act to gain, that which is in his own interest. The mythical
public interest concept creates numerous conflicts. In a rational
anarchistic society, these conflicts will not occur since all property —
including books, art, places of entertainment, parks, roads, etc. —will
be privately owned. If a particular type of entertainment is offensive
to one’s particular taste, then one would simply not patronize such a
place; one is not forced to participate, watch, or listen, and there will
be many other places of entertainment which will cater to one’s own
taste. If a particular park permits the playing of music which one
finds offensive to the ear, then one would simply patronize the park
offering quiet relaxation.

Those people claiming to be “broad-minded”” and expounding

the cliche of “do your own thing”, should rémember that they will -

be able to do any non-aggressive thing within their own property,
or with the specific agreement of the owners of other properties. The
sympathizers of today’s hippies should remember that tolerance of
the life style of others should not include tolerance of aggression.
Neither the hippy, nor the ultra conservative type individual, has any
right to use aggression to force others to conform to their likes and
dislikes, or to support them in it.

The reason for what is apparently an endless sequence of war
after war, and conflict after conflict, is because there has never been
a society which was based consistently on moral principles. This is
why these conflicts have never been resolved, and cannot be résolved
under government. All wars are fought over degrees of aggression

-and degrees of sacrifice. Such is the hopelessness of relying on
.governments and the philosophy of aggression and sacrifice.

In the transitory period from governments to rational anarchy

- and peace, we must bear in mind the principle -of non-sacrifice and

the protection of values. Bomb throwing and wanton destruction of
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property is an irrational retaliatory activity. All government con-
trolled property represents values which were taken from individuals
by means of taxation. Thereisaclaimto justice which all tax victims
have on government, but there is nothing to be gained and every-
thing to lose by destroying such property.

For those of our readers who have already identified the real
nature of government, and have already rejected its sacrificial and
aggressive philosophy, we make a special plea. Itis important to our
moral goal for a peaceful, non-aggressive, and prosperous society,
that we do not get carried away by the erroneous idea of the “‘right
to retaliation”. We have no such right; but we do have a right to
defensively -— meaning rationally — protect our values. We must re-
cognize that although the actions of government are just as immoral
as the actions of a lone robber, and while the purpose of defending
ourselves and our values is the sameinboth cases, the type of action
necessary to achieve this end is not necessarily the same.

If a lone robber attacks an individual, the victim’s defensive
action may well be a forceful, violent response, directed against the
robber’s physical person, Such defensive force is appropriate because
the victim of the aggression can rationally expect to either halt the
robber in his aggressive act, or regain any losses which the robber
may have succeeded in depriving him. of. However, the cause of
governmental aggression goes far beyond the politicians and govern-
ment employees. It is embedded in the irrational ideas held by
millions of government supporters, as well as the millions of apathetic
unthinking individuals who passively accept government. These are
the people who put the gun into the hands of the government, and
therefore these are the people who must be reached and mentally
disarmed. When we accomplish this, we will also physically disarm
government.

How can property which is now controlled by government. be
converted to private ownership? Was it not acquired with money
extorted from tax victims? How then can these victims of taxation
regain their values? '

At first glance, these questions seem to be unresolvable without a
great deal of confusion and claims by everyone for their fair share.
It must be remembered that all money spent on welfare is impossible
to recover since it has been spent by welfare recipients. Also, expro-
priated property is still morally owned, and the rightful owners
might simply choose to regain control of it. The only recoverable
values then, are those existing in the real estate, buildings, and their
surrounding property, and the goods and shackles so to speak. Now
this type of property will have a determinable value on the free
market, thus individuals, groups of individuals, or companies wishing
to acquire such property, may advertise this factin the area in which
the property is located, along with their bid price. The highest bidder
will advertise to former tax victims of the area, his intent to reimburse
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them as justly as possible. When he has done this, he }will morally
own the property and he can then register it with a private registra-
tion company. We say “former tax victims of the area” because this
would be the most practical and the fairest way of redistribution.
Schools for instance, are paid for from taxes collected within a

specific area. It can be assumed that property such as roads and
postal buildings, which are controlled by federal levels of govern-

‘ment, were constructed with money proportionate to the taxes col-

lected from incomes in the areas in which the properties are located.

For instance, a sparsely populated area would have fewer roads,

and fewer and smaller governmental buildings which would become
converted into private property; thus the money to be distributed
would be less, and there would be fewer victims of taxation to be
reimbursed. :

The currency used will be the new non-governmental medium of
exchange described in the previous chapter. Thus, individuals who
are now part of government and have access to government paper
money, could not use it to acquire such property.

Why would it be necessary for individuals gaining ownership of
property formerly controlied by government, to distribute to former
tax victims the market value of the property? Because such property
does not possess the same status as other unowned property. For
example, suppose a car has been purchased by a robber with money
fraudulently extracted or .stolen from a number of people. One of
the deprived persons, knowing the circumstances of the car’s status,
wishes to morally acquire it for himself. However, he is unable to
get the robber to return the car to the vendor and return the money
to himself and the other victims. The only way he can morally
acquire the car under these circumstances, is to distribute as justly
as possible to the other deprived persons, the current market value
of the car. Thus, in converting government property to private
ownership, the confusion and chaos which some people believe to be
inevitable, need not occur. Sacrifice is riever inevitable, and always
avoidable.

Although it is not possible for each tax v1ct1m to acqulre former
government controlled property, it must be remembered that in
addition: to money paid to them by the new owners, they will be
immediately more wealthy, because henceforth, they will have their
entire income to spend as they choose. Also, the cost of living will
be considerably reduced due to a free enterprise market economy.
Individuals will have ample opportunities for increasing their wealth
by investing in these many new businesses. Also, they will not run
the risk of losing all their money by foolishly undertaking to run
such things as postal services, hydro-electric, and lake companies,
‘about which they know nothing.

Books could, and no doubt will be written about other moral
means by which government controlled property may be converted
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to private ownership. We have outlined some of the principles by
which this can be non-sacrificially accomplished. However, the first
step to be taken is for individuals to cease giving moral sanction
to government; to cease soliciting government’s aid; to demand a
release of such things as postalservices, schools, and other businesses
from the aggressive monopoly they have today. Private competing
schools, banks, and postal services, ‘as well as arbitration, defense,
and registration services, to name a few, could immediately start
operating effectively. S _ :

As the idea of a rational non-governmental society spreads, laws
will become both unacceptable and non-enforceable, and will be
replaced by moral agreements. When this occurs, free enterprise
agencies will gradually replace the coercive government monopolies.
If politicians refuse to desist in their aggression, people will then have

to. protect their values from government by organizing a tax strike.

No government could survive such a strike: However, before a strike
could be non-sacrificially carried through, it is necessary that the
idea of rational anarchy thoroughly permeate the culture. The dis-

“banding of government will then follow in an orderly way, without

bringing about unnecessary value losses to anyone.

Those who reject good ideas, or choose not to act on them, often
use the excuse the ideas will never work unless “everybody” changed
their ideas at the same time. These people have not considered that

.ideas originate with individuals, and only individuals can accept

and change them. “Everybody” is not one lump of mind that can
switch from a bad to a good. idea in one fell swoop. Did the Wright
brothers discard their good idea of the airplane on the basis that it
would not work unless “everybody” first agreed and accepted the
idea? Quite obviously if they, or any possessor of good ideas held

_this view, we would still be in the caves waiting for “everybody” to

make the first move.

‘A good idea works for individuals whether others immediately
accept it-or not. The idea and acceptance by an individual of non-
sacrifice and non-aggression not only works in a very personal way,
but it also works to the advantage of every other individual with
whom one comes in contact. An individual who does not sacrifice,
gains values for himself, thus he has more values to trade with
others. An individual who does not aggress, does not deprive others
of their rightful values, or restrict them in their rightful actions.

The reader may ask why we have in the main, concentrated on
western democratic governments when there are more aggressive-
type governments such as exist in the communist block countries.
Some may even suggest that we are better off in the west when
compared to other countries. This is.only to say that the individual
who gets robbed of one hundred dollars is better off than one who
gets robbed of one thousand dollars. We do not go about patting
the back of the thief who steals the one hundred dollars and applaud

Towards New Moral Horizons

him for not stealing one thousand. Such foolishness is 4 coy
of encouraging the thief in his acts of aggression. =~ * e

All governments are aggressive by nature; some more
others. The point is, the longer they stay around, the more ag e
they become. The more they aresanctioned, themore their ag'gress n -
increases. The more aggression exists, the greater the .thréaf “ S
human survival. : S

Because of the mystique, most people do not recognize govern-
ments’ creeping paralysis over humans until it is virtually too late.
Becduse they have been so brainwashed in the ethic of sacrifice and
aggression, they are not even aware when they partake in activities
leading to their own destruction. Henceweread in “The Rise and Fall
of the Third Reich” by thehistorian W. L. Shirer (page 320), that the
overwhelming number of Germans in the early nineteen thirties did
not object to having their freedom taken away from them. Shirer
registers surprise in noting that on the contrary, the German people
enthusiastically supported the collectivistic racist programs of Hitler
which later destroyed them! To those recognizing the power of ideas
in human affairs, this enthusiasm of the German people is not the
slightest bit surprising. Nor is it surprising to witness people today
enthusiastically supporting their own collectivistic governmental pro-
grams, since the same ideological conditions which ultimately caused
the rise of the Third Reich, prevail today throughout the worlc{. o

The ideological foundations for' Hitler began over two thousand
years préviously, with the Statist ideas of Plato. vThese ideas were
passed on to the Christian Church which modified them, and about
one hundred years prior to Hitler, they re-emerged in the contra-
dictory philosophy of Frederick Hegel. Hegel repeated Plato’s theme
of the supremacy of the State over the individual. He, like Plato,
preached a ringing denunciation and denial of the individual, and ‘he
taught the doctrine of the absolute glorification of the State. These
ideas of the supremacy and primacy of the group, later found their
expression in those two fanatics of German racism, A. Gobineau and
the Englishman, H. S. Chamberlain. The latter has been described
as the spiritual founder of the Third Reich. Hitler merely became the
physical embodiment of the two evil ideas of sacrifice and aggression,
both of which have been taughtfor over two thousand years or more.

One of the most common and popular slogans which Hitler
expounded was ‘“‘the common good before self”’, and he taught the
highest virtue of the true German was to sacrifice to the embodiment
of the State and community. Yet exactly the same ideas are taught
today in North America, with the minor change that the government
is a democracy rather than a dictatorship.

Consider that just as Plato’s idealized State had a ministry of
‘propaganda, so too did Hitler’s, and so too do all modern govern-
ments in one form or another. Just as Plato’s State had a ministry
of censorship, so too did Hitler’s Third Reich, and so do all modern
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States censor in various ways and degrees and in ever increasing
amounts. Just as Plato’s State denied absolutely the rights of the
individual, so too did Hitler’s, and so too do all governments,
despite their pretense to ““protect’ rights. Just as Plato taught that
man is automatically driven by his baser components, so too did
Hitler. And so too do all modern governments, supported by the
churches, teach that man is evil by nature (born in sin or aggressive
by nature) and therefore requires a coercive lawmaker to force him
to act in a specific manner.

From Plato to present day governments, one can easily observe
history repeating itself. This is because the irrational idea of sacrifice
has dominated man’s ethics and has not been generally identified
by the average person to be the evil which it is.

Many governments today would not use Hitler’s methods since
these have now been exposed. The methods now being used are more
sophisticated and less likely to be immediately recognized. But once
again, because the philosphy of sacrifice is unfortunately still upheld,
the people of western governments are already duped by the magic
words of “‘sacrifice for the public good and for the glory of your
country”’.

In what form will the North American police state of the future
appear, if not checked? It will take the form of total control of the
individual by the government — but not necessarily in the open
terrorist tactics of the German Stormtrooper. It will likely appear in
the form of the Computerized Police State. It will, more and more
resemble the society of George Orwell’s “1984”’, or Aldous Huxley’s
“Brave New World”. As each problem andcrisisis ‘“‘met” by govern-
mental laws, the individual’s rights and privacy are gradually and
imperceptably eroded. First a law legalizing telephone tapping in
selected cases will appear. Then telephonetapping maybe used by the
government on any citizen, without their knowledge, in the name of
the “public interest”. Then our personal mail will become subject
to arbitrary scrutiny. Then laws will creep in authorizing arbitrary
search powers by police for the purpose of “maintaining law and
order”. Fingerprinted identification cards will be issued to all indi-
viduals. The information which all will be compelled to supply will
be automatically filed, controlled, and kept up to date by computer.

Consider the enormous costs of maintaining such a computerized
system of enslavement. Taxation will skyrocket, and with it an
increased bureaucracy and an increased police state with increased
powers to ensure that no one escapes the watchful eye of computer-
ized government. Used for such purposes, the computer offers the
possibility of the most complete and most efficient enslavement of
man, far surpassing in effectiveness the crude barbed wire of less
sophisticated governmental aggression. Along with this it can be
predicted that governments will use mind controlling drugs to mani-
pulate the consciousness of individuals.
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These frightening possibilities, some of which are already in
existence, cannot be stopped by violence intended to overthrow
governments. Without the generally accepted ideas of rational anarchy,
such violence will only urge most individuals to call for more and
stronger police and stronger governments, which means more aggres-
sion. When the good ideas of rational anarchy are accepted, it will
be recognized that violence is not necessary. Institutionalized aggres-
sion will be stopped once and for all when people generally realize
that sacrifice and aggression in any form never solves a problem,
but that its very existence represents the failure to solve problems.

This is why our appeal for rational anarchy is aimed chieﬂy
at the individuals of western societies. We hope that there is still
time enough before these governments gain complete control of
every individual’s life; before individuals become totally dehumanized,
psychological dependents; before our economy collapses; and in short,
while it is still possible to spread rational ideas and foster the emer-
gence of a moral society — one based on the three principles of
non-sacrifice,- non-aggression and justice. The violation of these
principles results in what we have today — endless conflicts, chaos,
violence, poverty, pollution, and increased governmental aggression.
This is because natural law makes no exception for human error of
knowledge, ignorance,or accident.

A rational anarchistic society is one which is in harmony with
human nature and natural law; thus its logical result is peace,
prosperity, and happiness for human individuals.




