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- Report -

ISIL '99 in Costa Rica 

by Bobby Yates Emory 

The International Society for Individ
ual Liberty held its 1999 conference in 
Costa Rica. The setting was a resort on 
the outskirts of San Jose (the capital). 
Three Directors of FNF attended: Rich 
Hammer (a featured speaker), Wayne 
Dawson, and Bobby Emory (Suzanne 
Sullivan accompanied Bobby). 

The main conference ran four days. 
Afterward there was a post-conference 
sightseeing tour. The tour had to be 
slightly revised because of an outbreak of 
dengue fever, but it went on. There were 
also two smaller conferences in San Jose, 
before the ISIL conference (as mentioned 
in the Foundation News Note on page 
21). 

For us the most important news was 
Rigoberto Stewart's book, Limon REAL, 
which advocates his project for Lim6n, 
being published just before the confer
ence. It was available in Spanish-the 
English edition is promised soon. 

(Concluded on page 4) 

FNF Enters a New Era 

This issue of Formulations is the last 
that will be edited and produced by 
Richard Hammer. As Rich announced in 
his letter of resignation (Formulations, 
Spring 1999), at the end of 1999 he will 
step aside as the driving force in FNF. 

Philip Jacobson has taken a leading 
role in reassigning the work that Rich 
has been doing. In four meetings this 
year, of FNF's eight-person Board, Phil 
has led sessions in which the other Di
rectors have divided up responsibility for 
tasks which Rich will drop. 

Starting with the next issue, FNF 
Senator Robert Mihaly will produce 
Formulations, doing the desktop publi
cation and getting the printing and mail
ing done. With the recent Forum, Candi 
Copas has already started her duties in 
arranging Forum facilities. Candi has 
also taken responsibility for fund rais
ing-as people on FNF's mailing list 
have surely noticed. 

FNF Member James S. Wilson, who 
is a second-year graduate student in in
formation science at UNC-Chapel Hill, 
has been assigned to an Internship with 
FNF. In this role he will work on the 
FNF web site, and help with other duties. 

Rich Hammer will continue keeping 
books as Treasurer, and in February will 
produce an Annual Report for 1999. In 
a regular meeting of the Board of Direc
tors, on 13 November 1999, the Board 
voted to give Rich the title of President 
Emeritus.I::,. 

Foundation News Notes 

• The Free Nation Foundation held its
thirteenth semiannual Forum on 16
October 1999, in Durham, N.C. The
topic was "How Do We Get There
from Here." Eleven people attended.

• The topic of the next FNF Forum will
be "Financial Systems." We solicit
papers on this topic for publication in
the upcoming Spring issue of Fonnu
lations (writers' deadline: 1 February
2000).

• FNF President Richard Hammer pre
sen�ed his paper "An Engineer's View
of Morality, Set in a Model of Life" at
the ISIL conference in Costa Rica (see
the story by Bobby Emory in the left
hand column on this page).

(Concluded on page 21) 
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Subscription or 
Membership 

Subscriptions to 
Formulations may be 
_purchased for $15 for 
four issues (one year). 
Membership in the 
Free Nation Founda
tion may be purchased 
for $30 per year. 
(Members receive: a sub
scription to Formulations. 

invitation to attend regular 
meetings of the Board of 
Directors, copies of the An
nua I Report and Bylaws, 
more inclusion in the pro
cess.) 

Send orders to the 
postal address above. 
Checks should be 
made payable to the 
Free Nation Founda
tion. Additional contri
butions are welcome. 
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Information for Authors 

We seek columns, articles, and art 
within the range of our work plan. We 
also welcome letters to the editor which 
contribute to our debate and process of 
self-education. 

Our work plan is to work within the 
community of people who already think 
of themselves as libertarian, to develop 
clear and believable descriptions of the 
critical institutions (such as those that 
provide security, both domestic and na
tional) with which we libertarians would 
propose to replace the coercive institu
tions of government. 

As a first priority we seek formula
tions on the nature of these institutions. 
These formulations could well be histori
cal accounts of institutions that served in 
earlier societies, or accounts of present 
institutions now serving in other so
cieties. 

As a second priority we seek mate
rial of general interest to libertarians, 
subject to this caveat: We are not com
plaining, we are building. We do not 
seek criticism of existing political institu
tions or persons unless the author uses 
that criticism to enlighten formulation of 
an improved institution. 

Submissions will be considered for 
publication if received by the first of the 
month preceding the month of publica
tion. So our deadlines are: February 1, 
May 1, August 1, and November 1. All 
submissions are subject to editing. 

We consider material in For

mulations to be the property of its au
thor. If you want your material copy
righted, tell us. Then we will print it with 
a copyright notice. Otherwise our de
fault policy will apply: that the material 
may be reproduced freely with credit. 

Thanks to Earnest Johnson for the photographs on pages I, 3, and 5 of this issue. 
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Why FNF? 
A Personal Expose 

by Richard 0. Hammer 

Why have I spent seven years trying 
the farfetched scheme of FNF? Level
headed peop le ask this question. 

As the new leadersh ip of FNF has 
been taking shape, we have di scussed 
what we should do in FNF. We have not 
agreed on all points. In such situations I 
think it is useful to take the "we" apart. 
It becomes worthwhile to study each 
person, ask ing "What do you want?" 

Here. assuming it might help, I wi ll 
try to answer that for myself. My readers 
must be wary of course. While I like to 
think that I can be honest, surely my ego 
may distort what I tell. 

I Like a Big Challenge 
I am exhi larated by the challenge of 

engineering a free nation. It seems to me 
that a free nation could be built, con
sc iously incorporating an engine of free 
enterprise to power whatever defense is 
needed, for the first time in history. I 
want to fee l myself to be one of the 
builders of this grand, new kind of struc
ture. For comparison I think of the 
Wright brothers , who engineered and 
flew the first powered airplane. 

Many people have pointed out to me 
that I already enjoy many liberties in the 
US. And they point out that I could 
enj oy even more liberties if I would 
modify my approach. All I have to do is : 
in vest offshore; get a passport from a 
second country; assume a low profile; 
take on some protective co loration. But 
thi s sounds berserk to me, given my love 
of the FNF big challenge. 

Do you think that the Wright brothers 
did what they did because they, person
ally, wanted to be ab le to travel faster 
from city to city? If this had been their 
goa l, I suppose wise counsel would have 
told them to invest in a better horse. But 
no . I suppose they were motivated by 
some heady dream. They saw a whole 
new frontier about to open for the first 
time . They wanted to open it, to create 
something that many people, as well as 
themselves, could enjoy. This is the way 
I feel about the free-nation challenge. 

Do We Need to Keep a Low Profile? 
Once again, I think we can see more 

clearly if we sp lit this question apart. 
Who is "we"? I do not need to keep a 
low profile, as I will explain. 

But many people who get in touch 
with FNF seem to be using protective 
coloration, and perhaps for good reason.

1 

Richard Hammer 

The state is big and nasty. People who 
decide to enjoy life in ways that the state 
deems punishable need to cover them
selves. I endorse the efforts of these 
people, who are my friends in the liber
tarian movement, to live peaceably be
hind whatever guise they find appropri
ate. But, as these people make choices 
which require a low profile, I think they 
limit their ability to contribute in FNF's 
mission of design and debate. So, apart 
from financial contributions, I think they 
cannot help much with FNF. 

I believe it is possible for FNF to be 
complete ly open. I find it easier to be 
open, and not worry about what snoops 
might discover. 

Please do not misunderstand me. I 
consider the state to be my enemy. As 
such I expect that the state might con
sider me to be its enemy. For all I know 
they watch my every move. They may 
have a bug in every room in my house. 
But that is okay with me, for these four 
reasons: 
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First, I do not have much to hide. As 
a gullib le boy growing up in Amer
ica, I grew up wanting to be Pres i
dent. Unti l recent years I thought that 
one day I might hold political office. 
Harboring this ambition, 1 have lived 
all my life with the assumption that 
anything I do might be exposed by a 
hostile press. I have chosen, almost 
uniformly, to forego any short-term 
convenience or pleasure which , if it 
were exposed, might undermine my 
long-term ambition. As such, while 
my life history is not squeaky clean, it 
is close enough that I am not worried 
about exposure. I have lived with the 
model of Gandhi: If ever the state 
throws me into jail for violating one 
of its dictates, I calculate that the 
imprisonment will embarrass the 
state more than it embarrasses me. 

Second, thanks to the founding fa
thers of the US, and to the US Consti
tution, there is still plenty of liberty in 
America. America still has a Bill of 
Rights, which even some statists af
firm. Within bounds, we can st ill 
meet and publish to refine our ideas. 

Third, if you will look at FNF's pub
lications as I suppose the CIA might 
look at them, you will see that FNF 
poses no threat to US interests. The 
end of all FNF's academic work re
ally is nothing more than a peaceful 
market transaction, probably between 
a corporation and a third-world gov
ernment. 

Fourth , to the extent that libertarian 
ideas do pose a threat to existing 
states, this truth is more powerful 
than any existing government. Ex ist
ing governments might force those 
who would publish into temporary 
hiding, but they cannot stop the truth . 

Because of these things, FNF can be 
completely open. Ludwig von Mises did 
not hide his statement showing how the 
constitution of socialism must fail. He 
published it.

2 
And FNF does not need to 

hide its statement showing how a consti-

1 Spencer H. MacCallurn, "New Countries 
and the Case For Keeping One 's Cards Close 
to One's Chest," Formulations, Vol. V, 
No. 1 (Autumn 1997) . 
2 Ludwig von Mises, Socialism. ( 1922), 
198 1, LibertyC/assics. 
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tution of liberty can succeed. We can 
publish it. 

Now many libertarians, being in the 
habit of popular persuasion, might as
sume that FNF should try to grab head
lines, since I say there is no reason for 
FNF to hide . But no. The mainstream 
media are beside the point to FNF. I 
believe that we should publish what we 
want in specialized media where our col
laborators may be found. The main
stream media will ignore us almost com
pletely, just as they ignored Mises. And 
that is fine. 3 

My plan in FNF has been to use the 
slack which still exists in the US. I can 
obey all their stinking laws and still carry 
out the FNF revolution. For me, obeying 
their stinking laws is a small price to pay 
for freedom to work toward FNF's excit
ing goa l. 

Why Don't I Seek Work in the Main
stream Libertarian Movement? 

While you are tolerating my essay 
about myself, let me add one more thread 
which may help you understand my fu
ture involvement, or lack thereof, in the 
libertarian movement. To some people it 
seems natural that I might seek a job in 
some bette r-funded libertarian think 
tank. 

But first, I am not sure I have the 
right temperament for that kind of work. 
Unless I am mistaken, virtually every 
other libertarian think tank works to 
carry the messages or°Mises and Hayek 
to the masses. Or, if not to the masses, to 
the " intellectuals" as Hayek described 
them . But in either case this work enta ils 
diluting the truth until it is thin enough 
that either the masses or the intellectuals 
will try some. Typically this work in
volves researching the effects of policies, 
discovering that voluntary solutions 
work better (surprise, surprise), and 
packaging the results in such a way that, 
hopefully, the mainstream media will 
pick them up. To me, this is like teach
ing "two plus two is four," again and 
again and again. 

And second, I suspect that the 
popular-persuasion paradigm, which is 
worked by other libertarian think tanks, 
overlooks something essential about the 
nature of the state. The state is a living 
thing.

4 
It will not sit, statically absorbing 

the force of our arguments until finally it 
crumbles under the assault. Rather, it 
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will enter the fray, actively fabricating 
arguments and building defenses . I 
doubt that the state will succumb to argu
ment. It has to be out-organized. Or at 

· least that is the paradigm I have pushed 
in FNF. 

Nonetheless, the popular-persuasion 
paradigm is worthy work. I have to 
admit that it may have a higher chance of 
success than my free-nation paradigm. 
So I am thankful that many people under
take it. But to me it seems boring and 
perhaps misguided. 

I want to work with people who join 
me in understanding, already, that two 
plus two is four . I seek collaborators in 
design more than I seek students. I am 
disposed more as an engineer than as a 
school teacher. 

As I understand history, the Wright 
brothers never argued for their design of 
an airplane in the mainstream media. It 
never came up for a vote. Similarly, 
today, designers who conceive of a way 
to maximize the preservation of liberty, 
within an organization, do not need to 
beg acceptance from intellectuals . The 
organization can be started as soon as 
resources can be gathered. It does not 
matter what the majority thinks. This is 
my dream.6 

3 "How to Handle the Press," Formulations, 
Vol. VI, No. 4 (Summer 1999). 
4 "The State Is a Form of Life, a Legitimate 
Peer in the Family of Organizations," Formu
lations, Vol. VI, No. 3 (Spring 1999). 

Richard 0. Hammer spent much of 
December 1992, writing Toward A Free 
Nation, a booklet which became the 
founding prospectus for the Free Nation 
Foundation. Now, frustrated for the 
time being in his effort to find collabora
tors in the FNF work plan, he is learning 
the Java programming language. He 
plans to find employment in e-commerce, 
and within a few years may start some 
e-business. 

ISIL Conference in Costa Rica 

(Continued from page I) 
The status of libertarian movements 

in many parts of the world was discussed. 
Many of the speakers were from Latin 
America. 

The highlight of the conference was a 
television hookup that allowed Milton 
Friedman to address us. We were able to 
ask questions. Someone asked him if he 
sta,ted income tax withholding and he 
acknowledged that he had played a pa1t. 
The main part of his speech was fairly 
libertarian and he will remain a rich re
source to use when addressing non
libertarians. For our work, his son has 
more to teach us. 

The entertainment the last night was 
great with a salsa band and dancing into 
the night. The surprise was finding out 
that Jarret Wollstein loves to dance, in
cluding Latin American dances. 

This conference was enjoyable and it 
was a delight to meet people who were so 
different and yet were dedicated to the 
same ideals . The lectures were interest
ing, the people were wonderful , the set
ting was gorgeous- but the cost was 
high. For the future , if you are looking 
for an excuse to go to the place where an 
I.S.I.L. conference will be held, then go 
for it. But if you are looking for the most 
cost-effective way to advance the move
ment, or to learn more about libertarian 
ideas, I am not sure this is it.6 
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Vigilantes of Montana 
by Thomas J. Dimsdale 

Reviewed by Roy Halliday 

Vigilantes of Montana by Thomas J. 
Dimsdale was published in book form 
1865 . It was fi rst seria lized in the Mon
tana Post, of which Mr. Dimsdale was 
the edi tor-in-chief It describes the ex
ploits of vigi lantes fro m Virginia City, 
Montana and its sister city Nevada, 
Montana fro m I 863 through 1865. It 
consists of true stories of courage and 
persistence on the part of the vigi lantes 
as they pursued, arrested, tried, and pun
ished road agents, murderers, and other 
dangerous criminals. More interesting to 
me than the stori es , which constitute 
most of the book, are the occas ional 
explanations of the rationale for the Vig
ilance Committee and the comments the 
author makes about the net resu lt of its 
activities. 

Life before the Vigilantes Organized 
Sometimes on the Ameri can frontier 

sett lers had to take the law into their own 
hands because the federal government 
had no meaningful presence there yet and 
the territorial government had not been 
created. This was not the case in Vir
ginia City and Nevada, Montana. The 
citizens of these mining towns did not 
lack government law enforcers. What 
they lacked was honest and effective law 
enforcers . They had a duly elected sher
iff and legally appointed deputy sheriffs 
to enfo rce law and order, but, unfortu
nately, the sheriff was the leader of the 
road agents and his deputies were his 
partners in crime. 

Highway robberies and murders by 
road agents and other criminals were 
common in Montana in the 1860s. Hon
est citizens lived in fear. The jury system 
used by the government courts was inef
fect ive. 

"No matter what may be the proof, if 
the criminal is wel l liked in the com
munity, 'Not Guilty' is almost certain 
to be the verdict of the jury, despite 
the efforts of the j udge and prosecu
tor. If the offender is a moneyed 
man, as well as a popular citizen, the 
tria l is only a farce- grave and pro
longed, it is true, but capable of only 

one termination- a verdict of acqui t
tal. " (1 3) 

Criminals gained popularity among 
prospective jurors by frequently buying 
rounds of drinks at the local saloons. But 

Roy Halliday 

this was not their only means of swaying 
jurors. Intimidation of witnesses and 
jurors was another method commonly 
employed by the criminal community . 
Anyone who dared become a witness 
against a road agent was not likely to live 
long enough to testify in court, especially 
with the long delays assoc iated with the 
governmental court proceedings. Poten
tia l witnesses were reminded that "dead 
men tell no tales ." These were not idle 
threats. The road agents had spies who 
informed them whenever anyone re
ported a robbery or a murder to the au
thorities . Survivors of highway rob
beries were often tracked down and mur
dered so they could not testify. The 
members of any jury that dared to con
vict a criminal could not expect to out
live him, even if the criminal was sen
tenced to be hanged at dawn. So crimi
nals who were gui lty beyond a doubt 
were seldom arrested, and when they 
were arrested they were genera lly acqui t
ted. 

"The chances of a j ust verdict being 
rendered is a lmost a nulli ty. Preju
dices, or selfish fear of consequences, 
and not reason, rules the illiterate, the 
lawless, and the uncivilized. These 
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latter are in large numbers in such 
p laces, and if they do right it is by 
mistake." (7 5) 

The author expressed the fee lings of 
his fe llow citizens sarcastically when he 
wrote that they "might as well have ap
plied to the Emperor of China, for re
dress or protection, as to any civil offi
cial. " (45) 

Henry Plummer, the leader of the 
road agents, was able to use his ill-gotten 
gains to make enough fr iends in Ban
nack, Montana to be fa irly elected as 
sheriff. He immediately appo inted two 
of his partners in crime, Buck Stinson 
and Ned Ray, to be his deputy sheriffs . 
Then Plummer proposed to the honest 
sheri ff of newly settled Virgin ia City, 
Montana, that he should step down and 
allow Plummer to be sheri ff of both 
cities . The sheri ff of Virgin ia City con
sented, knowing that certain death was 
his only alternative. If someone was 
foo lish enough to report a crime, Sheriff 
Plummer would inform his fe llow mur
derers about it and the reporting citizen's 
life expectancy would suddenly drop . 

"All along the route the ranchmen 
knew the road agents, but the cer
tainty of instant death in case they 
revealed what they knew enforced 
their silence, even when they were 
really des irous of giving information 
or warning." (92) 

Plummer acquired a head deputy 
named Dillingham, who was an honest 
man. Dillingham tried to warn a man 
named Dodge that Buck Stinson, Haze 
Lyons, and Charley Forbes intended to 
rob him. Dodge told the robbers about 
Di ll ingham's warning and St inson, 
Lyons, and Forbes murdered Dill ingham. 
Lyons fued first and hit Dill ingham in 
the thigh. Stinson's bu llet went over 
Dillingham's head. Forbes' shot went 
through Dillingham's chest and killed 
him within a few minutes. By prear
ranged agreement, their fr iend Deputy 
Sheriff Jack Gallagher, rushed out, con
fi scated their pistols, reloaded Stinson's 
pisto l, and arrested them. They were 
tried right away without any red tape by 
a people's court. Stinson and Lyons were 
found gui lty and sentenced to be hanged . 
Forbes was acq ui tted by a nearly unani
mous vote because he was handsome and 
he made an eloquent speech at his tr ia l, 
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and because Stinson's fu lly loaded gun 
was presented as belonging to Forbes. 
Later, Forbes bragged that he killed 
Di llingham and laughed at the softness of 
the miners who acqu itted him. Stinson 
and Lyons were brought to the gallows. 
Judge Smith was ca lled for. Lyons 
begged for mercy. Ladies in the audi
ence pleaded to save the poor young 
boys' lives. The judge ordered a new 
vote on the sentences. The people had 
two options: hang or release the con
victed murderers . The first two votes 
were inconclusive. The third vote was 
managed differently. Those who favored 
hanging marched between two men and 
those who favored release 'marched be
tween two other men. Those favoring 
release "ingeniously increased their votes 
by the simple but effectual expedient of 
passing through several times." (79) So 
the murderers were set free . 

"As a matter of course, after the fai l
ure of justice in the case of the mur
derers of Di llingham, the state of so
ciety, bad as it was, rapidly deterio
rated, unti l a man could hardly ven
ture to entertain bel ief that he was 
safe for a single day." (89) 

The Case of George Ives 
The case of George Ives began the 

vigilante movement in Montana. George 
robbed and murdered Nicholas Tbalt and 
hid his body in the sage brush where it 
froze so lid and was • discovered and 
brought into Nevada, Montana after I 0 
days. George had been seen with the 
dead man's mules and had been heard to 
say that Tbalt would never trouble any
one aga in . The citizens were so incensed 
by thi s crime that 25 men pledged mutual 
support to each other and rode out to 
capture George Ives in vio lation of the 
Magna Charta, the Bill of Rights, habeas 
corpus, and other sacred princip les of 
lega l hocus pocus. 

"Marked for slaughter by despera
does, these men staked their lives for 
the welfare of society." (I 07) 

Sheriff Plummer was sent for by 
friends of the murderer to save Ives from 
vigilante justice. Dur ing Ives' tria l his 
criminal fr iends tried to help him by 
planning methods for his escape, intimi
dat ing witnesses, making appeals to the 
sympathies of the j urors, and insisting 
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that fi ne points of the law be observed. 
But they deferred taking more drastic 
action unt il the arrival of their leader 
Sheriff Plummer. Unfortunate ly for 
George Ives, Plum mer had heard rumors 
that a large body of vigilantes was com
ing after him so Plummer, more con
cerned for hi s own safety than for the 
safety of George Ives , stayed away from 
the scene. As a result, George Ives was 
found guilty of murder and was hanged 
while vigilante guards with loaded shot
guns prevented Ives' friends from rescu
ing him. 

"At last the deed was done. The 
law-abiding among the citizens 
breathed more freely, and all felt that 
the worst man in the community was 
dead-that the neck of crime was 
broken, and that the reign of terror 
was ended." (115) 

Formation of the Vigilance Committee 
The local criminals were scared by 

Ives' execution, but soon they resumed 
their predations and tried to reestablish 
their dominance. They threatened, 
watched, and followed all the prominent 
citizens who supported the arrest and 
conviction of Ives- looking for the first 
opportunity to murder them out of sight 
of witnesses. 

But this time the criminals' tactics 
didn't work. 

"One thing was conclusively shown to 
all who witnessed the tr ial of Ives . If 
every road agent cost as much labor, 
time and money for his conviction, 
the efforts of the citizens would have, 
practically, fai led altogether. Some 
shorter, surer, and at least equally 
equitable method of procedure was to 
be fo und." (1 18-119) 

Five men in Virginia City and one 
man in Nevada, Montana simultaneously 
began organizing a Vigilance Commit
tee. Within two days they united their 
efforts . 

"Merchants, miners, mechanics and 
professional men, alike, joined in the 
movement, until, within an incredibly 
short space of time, the road agents 
and their fr iends were in a state of 
constant and we ll-grounded fear, lest 
any remarks they might make confi
dentially to an acquaintance might be 
addressed to one who was a member 

of the much-dreaded Commi ttee." 
( 12 1) 

The Vigilance Committee comprised 
nearly every good man in the territory. 
They pledged to render impatt ia l j ustice 
to all. They took time from their work, 
their leisure, and their fami lies to spend 
days tracking down dangerous crim ina ls 
through the snow in the frigid climate of 
Montana. 

"The volunteers formed a motley 
group; but there were men enough 
among them of unq uest ioned 
courage, whom no difficulty could 
deter and no danger affr ight. They 
carried, generally, a pair of revo lvers, 
a rifle or shotgun, blankets and some 
rope. Spirits were forbidden to be 
used ." ( 125) 

The vigilantes received no monetary 
compensation. 

"The smiles of an approving con
science are about all , in the shape of 
reward , that is likely to be received 
by any of them for their brilliant ser
vices." (126) 

They returned al l stolen property that 
they recovered to its rightful owners or 
their heirs. When they were unab le to 
recover stolen goods, they tried to com
pensate the victim as best they could . 
After executing a thief in front of a 
crowd of citizens: 

"Before leaving the ground, a sub
scription was opened on behalf of the 
man whose money had been sto len, 
and the whole sum missing ($400) 
was paid to him by the Comm ittee. 
This was an act of scrupulous hon
esty, probably never before para l
le led in any citizen's court in the 
world." (225-226) 

Rationa le of the Vigilantes 
Dimsdale regarded government 

courts as part of the idea l way to contro l 
crime, but like John Locke, he and the 
other good citizens of Virginia City be
lieved that the people have the right to 
take contro l when the government fails . 

"Peace and j ustice we must have, and 
it is what the citizens wi ll have in this 
community; thro ugh the courts, if 
poss ible; but peace and j usti ce are 
rights, and courts are only means to 
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an end, admittedly the very best and 
most dependable means; and if they 
fail , the people, the republic that cre
ated them, can do their work for 
them." (268) 

Dimsdale proposed this test for deter
mining when it is necessary to estab lish a 
Vigilance Committee: 

"The question of the propriety of es
tablishing a Vigilance Committee de
pends upon the answers which ought 
to be given to the following ques
tions : Is it lawful for citizens to slay 
robbers or murderers, when they 
catch them ; or ought they to wait for 
policemen where there are none, or 
put them in penitentiaries not yet 
erected?" ( 16) 

Dimsdale agrees with the answer ar-
rived at by the vigilantes: 

"Under these circumstances, it be
comes an absolute necessity that 
good, law-abid ing, and order
sustain ing men should unite for mu
tual protection, and for the salvation 
of the community." (15) 

Dimsdale defends the practice of 
hanging the criminals arrested and con
victed by the vigilantes: 

" ... nothing but severe and summary 
punishment would be of any avail to 
prevent crime, in a place where life 
and gold were so much exposed." 
(225) 

"None but extreme penalties i_nflicted 
with promptitude are of any avai l to 
quell the spirit of the desperadoes 
with whom they have to contend; 
cons iderab le numbers are required to 
cope successfu lly with the gangs of 
murderers, desperadoes and robbers 
who infest mining countries , and 
who, though faithful to no other 
bond, yet all league willingly against 
the law. (15) 

"Finally, swift and terrible retribution 
is the only preventative of crime, 
while society is organizing in the far 
West. The long delay of justice, the 
wearisome proceed ings, the remem
brance of old friendships , etc., create 
a sympathy for the offender, so 
strong as to cause hatred of the 
avenging law, instead of inspiring a 
horror of the crime. ... in affairs of 

single combats, assaults, shootings, 
stabbings, and highway robberies, 
this civil law, with its positively aw
ful expense and delay, is worse than 
useless." (I 3- 14) 

He also defends the vigilantes' policy 
of secrecy: 

"Secret they must be, in council and 
membership , or they will remain 
nearly useless for the detection of 
crime, in a country where equal facil
ities for the transmission of i_ntelli
gence are at the command of the 
criminal and the judiciary; and an 
organization on this footing is a VIG
ILANCE COMMITTEE." (15) 

Membership in the Vigilance Com-
mittee was vo luntary, but a member's 
freedom to quit was not always re
spected, especially if he chose to quit at 
a critical moment. Dimsdale relates once 
incident in which a member of a vigilante 
group that had just captured and voted to 
execute two men tried to leave before the 
sentence was carried out: 

"One of the party who had been par
ticularly lip-courageous, now began 
to weaken, and discovered that he 
should lose $2000 if he did not go 
home at once. Persuasion only paled 
his lips, and he started off. The click! 
click! click! of four guns, however, 
so far directed his fears into an even 
more personal channel , that he con
c luded to stay." (131-132) 

The vig ilantes did not attempt to cap
ture and punish every known criminal. 
Their goal was not retributive justice. 
Instead they wanted to break up the crim
inal gangs and make the territory safe. 
Their strategy was to go after the leaders 
and the most dangerous criminals and to 
arrest them, try them, and, if found 
guilty, to hang them (I) to prevent the 
criminal from continuing his life of 
crime, and (2) to set an example to deter 
other criminals . 

At the execution of John Dolan in 
1864, the executive officer of the Vigi
lance Committee "addressed the crowd, 
stating that the execution of criminals 
such as Dolan was a matter of public 
necessity, in a mining country, and that 
the safety of the community from law
lessness and outrage was the only reason 
that dictated it." (224) 
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Results of the Vigilance Committee's 
Actions 

According to Dimsdale 's reporting, 
the Vigilance Committee was an unmiti
gated success amounting to a triumph of 
good over evil. 

"Less than three years ago, this home 
of well-ordered industry, progress 
and socia l order, was a den of cut
throats and murderers. Who has ef
fected the change? The Vigilantes ; 
and there is nothing on their record 
for which an apology is either neces
sary or expedient." (268) 

Being arrested by vigi lantes was not 
equ ivalent to being found guilty and 
hanged. If the evidence was inconclu
sive, they released their prisoners-even 
when they were almost certain that their 
prisoners were morally culpable. 

"The Vigilantes rigidly abstained, in 
all cases, from inflicting the penalty 
due to crime, _without entirely satis
factory evidence of guilt." (I 65) 

"The truth is, that the Vigilance Com
mittee simply punished with death 
men unfit to live in any community, 
and that death was, usually, almost 
instantaneous, and only momentarily 
painful." (154) 

Public reaction to vigi lante justice 
was favorable. Upon hearing of the 
hanging of Jem Kelly an old miner said, 
"Served him right; he ought to have gone 
up long ago; I don't believe in whipping 
and banishing; if a fellow ain't fit to live 
here, he ain't fit to live nowhere, by 
thunder- that's so, you bet your life." 
(215) 

The law-abiding public had no fear of 
being unjustly punished by the vigi
lantes: 

"There is not now-and there never 
has been- one upright citizen in 
Montana, who has a particle of fear 
of being hanged by the Vigilance 
Committee." (250) 

Even criminals who were hanged by 
the vigilantes agreed that what the vig i
lantes did was just. The last words of 
Erastus Yager, known simply as "Red," 
just before he was hanged were, "Good
by boys; God bless you. You are on a 
good undertaking." ( 135) Aleck Carter 
after being arrested and hearing the 
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names of others hanged by the vigilantes 
said, "A ll right; not an innocent man 
hung yet." (179) When Bob Zachary 
was arrested. tried, and sentenced to 
death, he dictated a letter to his mother, 
"in which he warned his brothers and 
sisters to avoid drinking whisky, card 
playing, and bad company, which , he 
sa id, had brought him to the gallows." 
When he was about to be hanged he 
prayed to God "to forgive the Vigi lantes 
for what they were doing, for it was a 
pretty good way to clear the country 
roads of road agents." ( 185) Just before 
Bill Hunter was hanged "he shook hands 
with each of the company, and sa id that 
he did not blame them for what they were 
about to do ." (192) Just before he was 
hanged, James Brady wrote a letter to his 
daughter which included these words, "I 
have been arrested, and sentenced to be 
hanged by the Vigilance Committee. In 
one short hour I shall have gone to eter
nity . It is my own fault." (21 3) At his 
hang ing in front of five thousand people 
Brady addressed the crowd and said he 
hoped his execution would be a warning 
to others. (2 14) After his trial and con
viction for murder, John Keene got up 
and said, "All I wanted was a fair and 
just trial ; I think I have got it, and death 
is my doom; but I want time to sett le up 
my business; I am not trying to get 
away. " (239) · 

The vigilantes arrested, tried, and 
convicted men who were responsible for 
murdering 102 people. Under the laws 
and procedures enforced in the govern
mental courts these criminals probably 
would have been set free and protected 
from molestation. 

After they executed Bill Hunter on 
February 3, 1864, there was no longer 
any openly organized gang of robbers in 
the territory. (194) The execution of 
R. C. Rawley, a road agent who fled the 
territory when the vigilantes organized 
but made the mistake of returning to 
Bannack in September 1864, prevented 
the crimina l community from reorganiz
ing. 

"The effect of the execution was mag
ical. Not another step was taken to 
organize crime in Bannack, and it has 
remained in comparative peace and 
perfect security ever since." (229) 
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The Vigilance Committee quickly rid 
Virginia City, Bannack, and the sur
rounding country of criminal gangs . 
Some of the crimina ls fled to Helena to 

·resume their activities . The cit izens of 
Helena followed the example of V irg inia 
City and organized their own Vigilance 
Committee. After the initial war against 
criminals in the v icin ity of Helena: 

"Very I ittle action was necessary on 
the part of the Vigilance Committee 
to prevent any combination of the 
enemies of law and order from exert
ing a prejudicial influence on the 
peace and good order of the cap ital ; 
in fact the organization gradually 
ceased to exercise its funct ions, and 
although in existence, its name more 
than its active exertions sufficed to 
preserve tranqui lity." (253) 

Conclusion 
If you are the type of person who 

judges actions by their resu lts, it is hard 
to deny that the vigilantes of Montana 
greatly improved conditions for their fe l
low citizens. This is the way Dimsdale 
saw it: 

" 'All's well that ends we ll ,' says the 
proverb. Peace, order and prosperity 
are the resu lt of the conduct of the 
Vigilantes ... " (267) 

I am not sure that a more pacific 
approach would have worked. As much 
as I am philosophically opposed to retri
bution, I am tempted to justify what the 
vigilantes of Montana did on the grounds 
of self-defense. The stories in this book 
provide food for thought, especially for 
anyone considering forming a free nation 
in which dealing with crime, and every
thing else, wi ll be handled exc lusively by 
the private, voluntary sector.L. 

Vigilantes of Montana: Or Popular Jus
tice in the Rocky Mountains by Thomas J. 
Dimsdale was republi shed by McGee Print
ing Company, Butte. Montana in 1950. Used 
copies may be fo und for sale at <http: // 
www.bookfinder.com>. 

Roy Halliday was a long-time friend 
of Murray and Joey Rothbard and he 
was saddened lo hear about the recent 
passing of Joey. She had always wel
comed him whenever he knocked on the 
door of their apartment in Manhattan, 
even on Sunday afternoons after she and 
Murray had been up aLL night drinking 
cocktails and playing Risk with other 
fri ends such as Leonard Liggio and Wal
ter Block. More than once she dragged 
poor Murray out of bed to entertain and 
edify him. Roy regards Murray Roth
bard as the most intelligent and knowl
edgeable person he has ever known and 
as one of the j olliest and most gracious 
of hosts. 
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Panarchy 

by P. E. de Puydt 

First published in French in the Revue Trimestrielle , Bruxelles, July 1860. 

INTRODUCTION 

by Philip Jacobson 

Some will say that the essay "Panarchy" is nothing but an obscure, 
European, anarchist tract. It is not. It is a constitution for managing the 
politica l affairs of a nation big enough to be seen on a schoolchild's 
globe- a nation with discrete borders--originally, the nation of Belgium. 

Put simply, de Puydt proposes a market for political enterprises, 
analogous to that for economic or religious enterprises. This is accom
plished by allowing each individual to change government affiliation at 
any time, as one might re-establish res idency from one state in the USA to 
another, but in de Puydt's system not requiring a phys ical change of 
res idence . This is certainly not anarchy, nor even the "Virtual Govern
ment" I personally favor- not quite. De Puydt sees the relations between 
the separate po litical entities as a federal one. "Each government ... 
wou ld stand politically related to the whole nation . . . as ... the States of 
the American Union." 

You may have heard the term "panarchy" before, or have read 
Roderick Long's comments on virtual cantons, or read mine on virtual 
government. But de Puydt's comments are the original ones- the mother 
of all panarchic systems. And his perspective, writing just before the 
American Civil War, is refreshing. He is living in the full bloom of the 
class ical liberal era. He sees his ideas as nothing more than a logical 
extension of that thought, "laissez faire, laissez passer"- which they are. 

Do not be confused by the references to long-dead Belgian politicians, 
or by the author's need to deal with the serious (in his day) controversy 
between the Monarchists and the "Republicans". Nor should the reader 
focus too much on de Puydt's statement that "It is not a matter of 
emigration . . . I have no intention of resettling the population according to 
its convictions." His words are rel evant both to those who would reform 
the ir homeland as we ll as to those who would leave to start a new nation. 
The idea of Panarchy transcends the political issues of different times and 
places. It is a formulation , a di scussion of a specific constitutional 
structure, well within even a very conservative interpretation of FNF's 
goa ls and methods. 

Whi le not as fu lly fl eshed out, de Puydt's ideas are quite comparable 
to Roderick Long's ideas about a "Virtual Canton" system, as published in 
Formulations. If you have not read Dr. Long's description of his system 
(Vol., I No. I) or his proposed constitution (Vol. I, No. 4), I suggest that 
you do so after reading de Puydt. You'll find that "Panarchy" is a close 
cousin to Long's "Virtual Canton" system (perhaps even a "grandfather"). 
While I do not think Roderick Long was directly influenced by de Puydt, 
an indirect influence seems quite possible- though great minds often 
think al ike. 

Thanks to Australian John Zube for preserving, promoting, and 
trans lat ing (with the he lp of Adrian Falk) this libertarian classic. John 
Zube has written extens ively on Panarchy and other libertarian topics . 
Mr. Zube's collection of his own and other authors' libertarian writing is 
avai lab le via highly affordab le microfiche. (John Zube, POB 52 Berrima, 
NSW, Australia, Tel (02) 48771 436. Or <http://www.acenet.com.au/ 
- jzube>) 
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I 

Preface 
A contemporary has sa id : "If the truth 

were in my hands, I should be carefu l not 
to open them ." This is perhaps the saying 
of a savant, certainly that of an egotist. 
Another has written: "The truths which 
one least likes to hear are those which 
most need to be pointed out." 

Here then are two thinkers whose 
views differ widely. I would rather agree 
with the second, although in practice his 
outlook presents difficulties. Wise men 
of a ll nations teach me that it is not 
a lways best to tell the full truth . However 
that may be, the problem is how to dis
cern the truth . Moreover, the Scriptures 
say: "Hide not your light under a bushel." 

Thus I am now confronted with a 
dilemma: I have a new theory, at least so 
I believe, and I fee l it my duty to ex
pound it. Although on the point of open
ing my hands, I hesitate ; for what innova
tor has not been persecuted a little? The 
theory itself, once published, wi ll make 
its way on its own merits, for I cons ider it 
advanced. My concern is rather for the 
author: Will he be forgiven for his idea? 

There was once a man who saved 
Athens and Greece, who, in an argument 
following a discussion, said to some bar
barian who was lifting a stick aga inst 
him : "Strike- but listen!" Antiquity 
abounds with such good examples. Th us, 
in the matter of Them istoc les, I set out 
my idea, saying to the public: "Read it to 
the end. You may stone me then if you 
please." 

However, I don't expect to be stoned. 
The barbarian I spoke of died in Sparta 
24 centuries ago, and we can all see how 
far humanity has come in 2,400 years. In 
our times ideas may be freely expressed; 
and if occasionally an innovator is at
tacked, it is not done physically, as in 
former times, but by calling him an agita
tor or utopian . Reassured by these 
thoughts I proceed resolutely to the the
sis. 
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II 

"Sirs, I am a friend of all the world." 

Sosie, a double, in Mo liere's writings. 

I have a high esteem for political 
economy and wou ld that the wor ld 
shared my opinion. This sc ience, of re
cent origin, yet already the most signifi
cant of all , is far fro m reaching fu lfil
ment. Sooner or later (I hope it is sooner) 
it will govern all things. I am justified in 
th is opinion, for it is from the works of 
the economists that I have derived the 
principle whereof I propose a new appli
cation still farther reaching and no less 
logical than all others . 

Let us first quote a few aphorisms 
whose connection will prepare the reader 
fo r what fo llows. 

"Freedom and property are directly 
connected-one favours the distribu
tion of wealth, the other makes pro
duction possib le." 

"The value of wealth depends on the 
use to which it is put." 

"The price of serv ices varies directly 
with demand and inversely with sup
ply. " 

"Division of labour multiplies 
wealth." 

"Freedom brings about competition, 
which in turn generates progress." 

Ch. de Brouchere, Principes Gener
aux Politique. 

Thus there is a need for free competi
tion, first of all between individuals, later 
internationally-freedom to invent, 
work, exchange, sell, and buy, freedom 
to price one's products-and simply no 
intervention by the State outside its spe
cial sphere. In other words: "Laissez
fa ire, laissez-passer '" 

There, in a few lines, is the bas is of 
political economy, a summary of the sci
ence without which there can be nothing 
but faulty administration and deplorable 
government. One can go further still , and 
in most cases reduce this great science to 
one fi nal formula : "Laissez-faire, laissez
passer!" 

I recognise this ; and go on to say: In 
sc ience there are no half truths. There are 
no truths which are true on the one side 
and cease to be true under another as-

page 10 

pect. The system of the universe exhibits 
a wonderful simplicity, as wonderful as 
its infallible logic. A law is true in gen
eral; on ly the circumstances are different. 

· Beings from the most noble to the low
est, from the living plant, even down to 
the mineral, show intimate simi larities in 
structure, deve lopment and composition ; 
and striking analogies link the mora l and 
material worlds. Life is an entity, matter 
is an entity; on ly the ir physical manifes
tat ions vary. The combinations are innu
merable, the particulars infinite; yet the 
general plan embraces all things. The 
feebleness of our understanding and our 
fundamentally wrong education, are 
alone responsible for the confusion of 
systems and inconsistency of ideas. Of 
two confl icting opinions there is one true 
and one false, unless both are fa lse; they 
cannot both be true. A scientifically 
demonstrated truth cannot be true here 
and false elsewhere; true, e.g. for politi
cal economy and false for politics. This 
is what I want to prove. 

ls the great law of political economy, 
the law of free competition, "laissez-fare, 
laissez-passer", app licable only to regu
late industria l and commercial affairs or, 
more scientifically, only to the produc
tion and exchange of wealth? 

Think of the economic confusion 
which this law has dispelled: the perma
nently troub led condition, the antago
nism of conflicting interests, which it has 
resolved. Are not these conditions 
equally present in the domain of politics? 
Does not the analogy indicate a similar 
remedy for both cases: "Laissez-faire, 
laissez-passer!"? 

We should realise though that there 
do exist, here and there, governments as 
liberal as human weakness actually per
mits, wrong only in assuming that all is 
for the best in the better republics. Some 
say: "This is precise ly because there is 
too much freedom" ; the others: "This is 
because there is sti ll not enough free
dom ." The truth is that there is not 
enough of the right kind of freedom, the 
fundamental freedom to choose to be 
free or not to be free, according to one's 
preference. Every man is a se lf
appointed judge, and settles this question 
accord ing to his particular tastes or 
needs. Since there abound as many opin
ions as individuals, "tot homines, tot sen
sus", one can see what confusion is 
graced by the good name of politics: The 

freedom of some denies the rights of 
others, and vice versa . The wisest and 
best of governments never functions with 
the full and free consent of all its sub
j ects. There are parties, either victorious 
or defeated; there are majorities and mi
norit ies in perpetual struggle; and the 
more confused the ir notions are, the 
more pass ionately they hold to their ide
als. Some oppress in the name of right, 
the others revo lt for the sake of liberty, to 
become oppressors in turn, as the case 
may be. 

"I see!" the reader might say. "You 
are one of those utopians who would 
construct out of many pieces a system 
wherein society would be enclosed, by 
force or consent. Nothing will do the way 
it is, and your panacea alone will save 
mankind. 1 cannot accept that!" 

But you are wrong! My problem is 
quite a general one. I differ from no one 
except on one point, namely, that I am 
open to any persuasion whatsoever ; in 
other words, I allow any of the fo rms of 
government- at least all those that have 
some adherents. 

"l do not follow you. " 
Well, allow me to go on. There is a 

general tendency to push theories too far; 
but does it fo llow that all the elements of 
such a theory must be wrong? It has been 
said that there are perversities or fool ish
ness in the exerc ise of human inte ll i
gence; but to declare one does not like 
speculative ideas and detests theories, 
would that not mean a renunciation of 
our reason ing powers? These considera
tions are not my own; they were held by 
one of the greatest thinkers of our time
Jeremy Bentham. 

Royer-Collard expressed the same 
thought with great succ inctness: "To 
hold that theory is good fo r nothing and 
that experience is the sole authority, 
means the impertinence of acting without 
knowing what one does and of speaking 
unaware of what one is talking about." 
Although nothing is perfect in human 
endeavours, at least things move towards 
an ultimate perfection; that is the law of 
progress. The laws of nature alone are 
immutab le; all legislation must be based 
on them, for they alone have the strength 
to support the structure of soc iety; but 
the structure itself is the work of 
mankind . 

Formu lations Vol. Vil, No. 2, Winter 1999- 2000 



Each generation is like a new tenant 
who, before moving in, changes things 
aro und, cleans up the facade, and adds or 
pulls down an annex, according to his 
own needs. From time to time some gen
eration more vigorous or short-sighted 
than its predecessors, pulls down the 
whole building, s leeping-out in the open 
until it is rebui lt. When, after a thousand 
privations and with enormous efforts, 
they have managed to rebuild it to a new 
plan, they are crestfa llen to find it is not 
much more comfortable than the old one. 
It is true that those who drew up the 
plans are set up in good apartments, well 
situated, warm in winter and cool in sum
mer; but the others, who had no cho ice, 
are relegated to the garrets, the base
ments or the lofts. So there are always 
enough dissenters and trouble makers, of 
whom some miss the old building, whilst 
some of the more enterprising already 
dream of another demolition. For the few 
who are satisfied there is an innumerable 
mass of objectors. We must remember 
however that a few are satisfied. The new 
edifice is indeed not faultless , but it has 
some advantages; why pull it down to
morrow, later, indeed ever, as long as it 
shelters enough tenants to keep it going? 
I myself detest the wreckers as much as 
the tyrants. If you feel your apartment is 
inadequate or too small or unhealthy, 
then change it- that is all I ask. Choose 
another place, move out quietly; but for 
heaven's sake don't blow up the who le 
house as you go. What you found unsuit
ab le might delight your neighbour. Do 
you understand my comparison? 

"Almost, but what are the conse
quences of this? To have no more revo
lutions would be fin e. I feel that nine 
times out of ten their costs outweigh their 
achievements. We prefer to keep the old 
building, but where can you accommo
date those who move out?" 

Wherever they like, this is none of 
my business. I feel that this way liberty is 
best preserved. This is the basis of my 
system: "Laissez-fa ire, laissez-passer!" 

"I think I understand: Anyone, not 
content with the government as it is, 
must look elsewhere for another. Actu
ally, there has been a choice, from the 
time of the Moroccan empire right up the 
republic of San Marino, without men
tioning all the other empires, from the 

City of London to the American Pampas. 
Is that all your theory amounts to? It is 
nothing new, I can tell you. " 

It is not a matter of emigration. "A 
man does not carry his native land on the 
soles of his shoes." As for the rest, such 
colossal expatriation is and always will 
be impracticable. The expense involved 
could not be met by all the wealth in the 
world. I have no intention of resettling 
the population according to its convic
tions, relegating Cathol ics to the Flemish 
Provinces, for example, or marking the 
liberalist frontier from Mons to Liege. I 
hope we can all go on living together 
wherever we are without this, however 
one likes but without discord, like broth
ers, each freely holding his opinions and 
submitting only to a power chosen and 
accepted by himself. 

"I do not understand this at all. " 
I am not at all surprised. My plan, my 

utopia, is apparently not the old story 
you first thought it to be; yet nothing in 
the world cou ld be simpler or more natu
ral. However, it is common know ledge 
that in government, as in mechanics, the 
simplest ideas always come last. We are 
coming to the point: One can found noth
ing lasting except on liberty. Nothing 
that already exists can maintain itself or 
operate with full efficiency without the 
free interplay of all its active parts . Oth
erwise energy is wasted, parts wear out 
rapidly, and there are, in fact , break
downs and serious accidents. Thus I de
mand, for each and every member of 
human society, freedom of association 
according to inclination and of activity 
according to aptitude. In other words, the 
absolute right to choose the political sur
roundings in which to live, and to ask for 
nothing else. For instance, suppose you 
were a republican ... 

"Me? May heaven help me!" 
Just suppose you were: Monarchy 

does not suit you- the air is too stifling 
for your lungs and your body does not 
have the free play and action your consti
tution demands. According to your pre
sent frame of mind, you are inclined to 
tear down this edifice, you and your 
friends, and to build your own in its 
place. But to do that you wou ld come up 
against all the monarchists who cling to 
their monument, and in general all those 
who do not share your convictions. Do 
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better: assemb le, declare your program, 
draw up your budget, open membership 
lists, take stock of yourself; and if nu
merous enough to bear the costs, estab
lish your republic. 

"Whereabouts? In the Pampas ?" 
No, truly not- here where you are, 

without moving. I agree that it is neces
sary, up to the present, to have the 
monarchists' consent. For the sake of my 
argument, I suppose the matter of princi
ple to be settled. Otherwise I am we ll 
aware of the difficulty of changing the 
state of affairs to the way it should be 
and must become. I s imply express my 
idea, not wishing to impose it on anyone; 
but I see nothing which might suppress it 
but the routine. 

Don't we know how bad a household 
establishment the governed and the gov
ernments make together, everywhere? 
On the civi l level we provide against 
unworkable households by legal separa
tion or divorce. I suggest an analogous 
solution for politics, without having to 
circumscribe it with formalities and pro
tective restrictions, for in politics previ
ous associations leave no children or 
physical marks . My method differs from 
unjust and tyrannical procedures fol
lowed in the past in that I have no inten
tion to do anyone violence. Those wish
ing to form the ir own pol itical schism 
may be its founders , but on one condi
tion , that is, to do so among themselves, 
within the ir group , affecting neither the 
rights not the creed of others . To achieve 
this, it is absolutely not necessary to 
subdivide the territory of the State into so 
many parts as there are known and ap
proved forms of government. As before, 
I leave everyone and everything in its 
place. I on ly demand that people make 
room for the di ssenters so that they may 
build their churches and serve the 
Almighty in their own fashion. 

"And tell me, please, how are you 
going to put this into practice?" 

This is just my strength. Are you 
aware of the methods of a civil registry 
office? It is just a matter of a new appli
cation of them. In each community a new 
office is opened, a "Bureau of Politica l 
Membership". This office would send 
every responsible citizen a declaration 
form to fill in, just as for the income tax 
or dog registration: 
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Question: What form of government 
wo uld yo u desire? Quite free ly you 
wou ld answer, monarchy, or democracy, 
or any other. 

Question: If monarchy, wou ld you 
have it absolute or moderate ... , if moder
ated, how? You would answer constitu
tional , I suppose. 

Anyway, whatever your reply, your 
answer would be entered in a register 
arranged for this purpose; and once reg
istered, unless you withdrew your decla
ration, respecting the lega l forms and 
delays, you wou ld thereby become either 
a royal subj ect or citizen of the republic . 
Thereafter you are in no way involved 
with anyone else's government- no more 
than a Prussian subj ect is with Belgian 
authorities. You would obey your own 
leaders, own laws, and own regulations. 
You wou ld pay neither more nor less, but 
morally it would be a complete ly differ
ent situation . 

Ultimately, everyone would live in 
hi s own individual po litical community, 
quite as if there were not another one 
near-nay, ten other political communi
ti es coexisting with his, each having its 
own contributors too. 

If a disagreement came about be
tween subjects of different governments, 
or between one government and a subject 
of another, it would simply be a matter of 
observing the princip les hi therto ob
served between neighbouring peaceful 
States; and if a gap were found , it could 
be filled without difficulties by human 
rights and all other possible rights. Any
thing else would be the business of com
mon courts of justice. 
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"This is a new gold mine for legal 
arguments, which would bring all 
lawyers to your side." 

I counted on this. These legal di s
· putes could and should interest a ll inhab
itants of a certain district li kewise, no 
matter what their political a llegiance is . 
Each government, in this case, would 
stand politically related to the who le na
tion, a lmost as each of the Swiss cantons, 
or better, the States of the American 
Union, stand to their federal government. 
Thus, all these fundamenta l and seem
ingly frightening questions are met with 
ready-made so lutions; jurisdiction is es
tablished over most issues and would 
present no difficulties whatsoever. 

Certainly it wi ll happen that some 
malicious spirits, incorrigible dreamers 
and unsociable natures, will not accom
modate themselves to any known form of 
government. Also there will be minori
ties too weak to cover the costs of the ir 
ideal States. So much the worse for them. 
These odd few are free to propagate their 
ideas and to recruit up to theLr full com
plement, or rather, up to the needs of 
their budget, after which all would re
solve into a matter of finance. Until then 
they will have to opt for one of the 
estab lished patterns. You must admit that 
inso lvent minorities will not cause any 
troub le. 

This is not all. The problem rarely 
arises over extreme opinions. One fights 
more often, one struggles much harder, 
for shades of colour than for the national 
flag. I have no doubt that in Belgium the 
overwhelming majority would opt for the 
flourishing institutions, a few accepted 

shortcomings notwithstanding; but 
would one be more content with their 
functioning? Do we not have two or 
three million Catholics who fo llow only 
Mr. de Theux and two or three million 
Libera ls who owe a llegiance only to 
themselves? How can they be recon
ci led?-By not trying to reconci le them 
at a ll ; by letting each party govern itself. 
Freedom should even extend to the right 
not to be free, and should include it. 

Due however to the fact that only 
shades of opinion are req uired to multi 
ply the government machinery infinitely, 
one will exert onese lf in the genera l in
terest to simplify th is machinery. One 
will apply the same cog to achieve a 
double or threefold effect. 

I shall explain myse lf: A wise and 
open ly constitutional king cou ld suit 
both Catholics and Libera ls- only the 
ministry would have to be doubled, Mr. 
de Theux fo r some, Mr. Frere-Organ for 
the others, the King for all . Who wou ld 
hinder certain gentlemen, whom I shall 
not name, if they convened to introduce 
abso lutism, letting the same prince use 
his superior wisdom and rich experience 
to manage those gentlemen's business, 
freeing them of the regretful necess ity of 
hav ing to express their opinions about 
government affa irs? Tru ly, when I th ink 
of it, I do not see why this one prince 
should not make a quite acceptable pres i
dent of an honest, moderate republic, if 
one accepts the contrary settlement. Such 
a plurality of offices should not be pro
hibited. 
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III 

"Though freedom has its 
inconvenience and pitfalls, in the long 

run it always leads to de li verance." 

M.A. Deschamps 

One of the many incomparable ad
vantages of my system is to render unim
portant, natural. and complete ly legal , 
those differences of opinion which in our 
time have brought some upright c itizens 
into disrepute. and which one has cruelly 
condemned under the name of po litica l 
apostasies. Such impatience for change 
which has been considered criminal in 
honest people, which has caused old and 
new nations to be accused of wantonness 
and ingratitude, what is it but the wi ll to 
progress? 

Furthermore. is it not strange that in 
most cases those, accused of capricious
ness and instability, are precisely those 
who are most loyal to themselves? The 
faith one wou ld like to have in one's 
party, flag, and prince, is possible if 
patty and prince are constant; but what if 
they do change, or g ive way to others 
who are not their equa ls? Suppose I had 
se lected as guide and master the best 
prince of the times, I had acquiesced to 
hi s powerful and creative will and fore
gone my personal initiative, to serve his 
gen ius. On hi s death he might be fo l
lowed, by succession, by some narrow
minded individual, full of wrong ideas, 
who li ttle by little squanders his father's 
achievement. Would you expect me to 
rema in his subject? Why? Simply be
cause he would be the direct, legitimate 
heir? Direct, I a llow; but not legitimate 
in the least, as far as I am concerned. 1 
wou ld not rebe l over this matter-I have 
sa id that I detest revo lutions- but I 
wou ld fee l injured, and entitled to 
change at the end of the contract. 
Madame de Stael once sa id to the Czar: 
"S ir, your character is your subjects' con
stitution and your conscience your guar
anty . "- "If that were so", answered 
Alexander, "I would have been merely a 
happy acc ident." These words, so lucid 
and true, completely convey my mean
ing. 

My panacea, if you will allow this 
term, is simply free competition in the 
business of government. Everyone has 
the right to look after his own welfare as 
he sees it and to obtain security under his 

own conditions. On the other hand, thi s 
means progress through contest between 
governments forced to compete for fol
lowers. True worldwide libetty is that 
which is not forced upon anyone, being 
to each just what he wants of it; it neither 
suppresses nor deceives, and is always 
subj ect to a right of appeal. To bring 
about such a libetty, there wou ld be no 
need to give up either national traditions 
or fam ily ties, no need to learn to think in 
a new language, no need at all to cross 
rivers or seas, carrying the bones of one's 
ancestors. It is simply a matter of decla
ration before one's local political com
mission, for one to move from republic 
to monarchy, from representative gov
ernment to autocracy, from oligarchy to 
democracy, or even to Mr. Proudhon's 
anarchy- without so much as removing 
one's dressing gown or slippers . 

Are you tired of the agitation in the 
forum, the hair-sp litting of the parlia
mentary tribune, or the rude kisses of the 
goddess of freedom? Are you so fed up 
with liberalism and clericalism as to 
sometimes confuse Mr. Dumortier with 
Mr. de Fre, to forget the exact difference 
between Mr. Rogier and Mr. de Decker? 
Would you like the stabil ity, the soft 
comfort, of an honest despotism? Do you 
fee l the need for a government which 
thinks for you, acts for you, sees every
thing and has a hand everywhere, and 
plays the role of deputy-providence as all 
governments like to do? You do not have 
to migrate South like the swallows in 
autumn or geese in November. All you 
desire is here, there, everywhere; enter 
your name and take your place! 

What is most admirable about this 
innovation is that it does away, for ever, 
with revo lutions, mutinies, and street 
fighting, down to the last tensions in the 
political atmosphere: Are you dissatis
fied with your government?- Change 
over to another!- Four words, a lways 
assoc iated with horror and bloodshed, 
words which all courts, high and low, 
mi litary and special, without exception, 
unanimously find guilty of inciting to 
rebellion- these four words become in
nocent, as if in the mouths of seminarists, 
and as harmless as the medicine so 
wrongly mistrusted by Mr. de Pour
ceaugnac. 

"Change over to another" means: Go 
to the Bureau for Political Membership, 
cap in hand, and ask polite ly for your 
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name to be transferred to any list you 
please. The Commissioner will put on his 
glasses, open the register, enter your de
cision, and g ive you a receipt. You take 
your leave, and the revo lution is accom
plished without spilling any more than a 
drop of ink. 

As it affects you alone, I cannot dis
agree with it. Your change affects no one 
else- that is its merit; it does not involve 
a victorious majority or a defeated mi
nority; but nothing wi ll prevent 4.6 mil
lion Belgians from fo llowing your exam
ple if they wish. The Bureau for Political 
Membership will ask the rema ining indi
viduals to declare their choice. 

What, basically, a ll preconceptions 
apart, is the function of any govern
ment?- As I have indicated above, it is 
to supply its citizens with security, in the 
widest sense of the word, under optimum 
conditions. I am well aware that on this 
point our ideas are still rather confused. 
For some people not even an army is 
protection enough against outside ene
mies; for some not even a police force , a 
security force , a royal prosecutor and all 
the honourable judges do suffice to as
sure interna l order and protect rights and 
property . Some people want a govern
ment with its hands full of we ll -paid 
positions, impressive titles, striking dec
orations, with customs at the frontiers to 
protect industry against the consumers, 
with legions of public servants to main
tain the fine arts, theatres and actresses. I 
know too of the empty slogans propa
gated by governments playing at provi
dence, such as we have mentioned be
fore. Unti l experimental freedom has 
done justice to them, 1 see no harm in 
letting them continue to the satisfaction 
of their adherents . I ask one thing only: 
Freedom of choice. 

In a nutshell : Freedom of choice , 
competition- "laissez-faire, laissez 
passer!" This marve llous dev ice, in
scribed on the banner of economic sc i
ence, wi ll one day be the princip le of the 
political world too . The expression 
"political economy" gives some foretaste 
of it and, interestingly, some people have 
already tried to change this name, for 
instance, into "social economy". The in
tuitive good sense of the people has dis
allowed this concess ion. The sc ience of 
economics is and always wi ll be the po
litical sc ience par excellence . Was it not 
the former which created the modern 
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principle of non-intervention and its slo
gan "laissez-faire, laissez passer!"? Let 
us try free competition in the business of 
government as in all other cases. 

Imagine, after the first surprise, the 
picture of a country exposed to govern
mental competition-that is to say, si
multaneously possessing as many regu
larly competing governments as have 
ever been conceived and will ever be 
invented . 

"Yes indeed, that will be a fine mess! 
Do you suppose we could extricate our
selves from such a confusion?" 

Surely, nothing is simpler to under
stand if only one applies oneself to it a 
little . Do you remember the times when 
people shouted religious opinions more 
loudly than anyone ever shouted political 
arguments? When the divine creator be
came the Lord of Hosts, the avenging 
and pitiless God in whose name blood 
flowed in rivers? Men have always tried 
to take the divine cause into their own 
hands- to make Him an accomplice of 
their own bloodthirsty passions: "Kill 
them all! God will recognize His own!" 

What has become of such implacable 
hatreds?- The progress of the human 
spirit has swept them all away, like the 
wind the dead leaves of autumn. The 
religions in whose names were set up 
stakes and instruments of torture, survive 
and live together peacefully, under the 
same laws, eating from the same budget. 
If each sect preaches only its own exce l
lence, then it achieves more than were it 
to persist in condemning its rivals. In
deed, has it not become possible in this 
obscure, unfathomable region of the con
science (what with the proselytism of 
some, the intolerance of others, the fa
naticism and ignorance of the masses), is 
it not possible to the extent that it is 
practised in half the world without resu lt
ing in unrest or violence? Moreover, par
ticularly where there are divergent 
creeds, numerous sects exist on a footing 
of comp lete lega l equality; and people 
are, in fact, more circumspect and careful 
of their moral purity and dignity than 
anywhere else. And what has become 
possible under such difficult conditions 
must be all the more possib le in the 
pure ly secular domain of politics, where 
the whole science can be expressed in 
four words: "Laissez-faire, laissez
passer!" 
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Under the present conditions a gov
ernment exists only by the exc lusion of 
some, and one party can rule only after 
splitting its opponents; a majority is al
ways harassed by a minority which is 
impatient to govern. Under such condi-
tions it is quite inevitable that the parties 
hate each other and live, if not at war, at 
least in a state of armed peace. Who is 
surprised to see that minorities intrigue 
and agitate, and that governments put 
down by force aspiring political forms 
which would be exclusive too? So soci
ety ends up composed of ambitious re
sentful men, waiting for vengeance, and 
ambitions satisfied men, complacent on 
the edge of a precipice. Erroneous princi
ples never bring about just conse
quences, and coercion never leads to 
right or truth. 

All compulsion should cease. Every 
adult c itizen should be, and remain, free 
to select from among the possible offered 
governments the one which conforms to 
his will and satisfies his personal needs; 
free not only on the day following some 
bloody revolution, but always, every
where, free to select, but not to force his 
choice on others. Then all disorder will 
cease, all fruitless struggle will be 
avoided. 

This is only one side of the questions; 
there remains another: From the moment 
when forms of goverrunent are subject to 
experimentation and free competition, 
they are bound to progress and perfect 
themselves; that is natura l law. No more 
hypocrisy, no more apparent profundities 
which contain merely a void. No more 
machinations passing for diplomatic sub
tlety. No more cowardly moves or im
propriety camouflaged as State policy. 
No more court or military intrigues de
ceitfully described as being honourable 
or in the national interest. In short, no 
more lies regarding State machinery. Ev
erything is open to scrutiny. The subjects 
making and comparing observations, the 
governors will finally see this truth of 
economics and politics, that in this world 
there is only one condition for a solid, 
lasting success, and that is, to govern 
better and more efficiently than others. 
From this moment on, forces formerly 
wasted on useless labour- on friction 
and resistance---:-will unite to bring about 
an unprecedented, almost incomprehen
sible impu lse towards the progress and 
happiness of mankind. 

"Amen! Allow me one small objec
tion. When all possible types of govern
ment have been tried everywhere pub
licly and under free competition, wha1 
will be the result? One form is sure to be 
recognised as the best, and thus finally 
everyone will choose it. This would lead 
us back to having one government for 
all, which is just where we began. 11 

Not so fast please, dear reader. Do 
you free ly admit that a ll would then be in 
harmony and that this wou ld be just as 
when we began? Your objection gives 
support to my fundamental principle, in 
so far as it expects this universa l agree
ment to be estab li shed by the simple 
expedient of "laissez-faire, laissez
passer!" 

I could seize this opportunity to de
clare you convinced- converted to my 
system- but I am not interested in half
convictions and am not looking for con
verts. No, we would not revert to having 
a single form of government, unless per
haps in the far-distant future when gov
ernmental activities will be reduced by 
common consent to the simplest form. 
We are not there yet, not anywhere near 
it. 

It is obvious that men are neither of 
the same opinion or moral attitude, nor 
as easi ly reconciled as your suppose. The 
rule of free competition is therefore the 
only possible one. One man needs excite
ment and struggle--quietness would be 
dead ly to him. Another, a dreamer and 
philosopher, is aware of the movements 
of society only in the corner of his eye
his thoughts are formed only in the most 
profound peace. One, poor, thoughtful. 
an unknown artist, needs encouragement 
and support to create his immortal work, 
a laboratory for his experiments, a block 
of marble to sculpt angels. Another, a 
powerful and spontaneous thinker, en
dures no fetters and breaks the arm that 
would guide him. For one a repub lic is 
satisfactory, with its dedication and self
denial; for another an absolute monar
chy, with its pomp and sp lendour. One, 
an orator, wou ld like a parliament; an
other, incapable of speaking ten con
nected words, wou ld have nothing to do 
with such babblers. There are strong 
spirits and weak minds, some with insa
tiable ambitions, and some who are hum
ble- happy with the small share which 
befalls them . 
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Finally, there are as many needs as 
different personalities. How could all 
these be reconcil'ed by a single form of 
government? Clearly, people would ac
cept it only in varying degrees . Some 
wou ld be content, some indifferent, some 
wou ld find faults , some would be openly 
dissatisfied, some would conspire against 
it. Whatever happens, count on human 
nature that the number satisfied would be 
smaller than the number of di ssenters . 
However perfect a government might 
be- be it absolutely perfect- there will 
always be one opposition: the people 
whose natures are imperfect, to whom 
the whole structure is incomprehensible, 
even disagreeable. In rny system the most 
extreme dissatisfaction would be similar 
to the marital dispute, with divorce as its 
final solution. 

However, under the reign of competi
tion, which government would allow it
self to be overtaken by the others in the 
race for progress? What perfection avail
ab le to one's happy neighbour would one 
refuse in one's own house? Such constant 
competition would work wonders. ln 
fact, the subjects would become models 
of perfection too . Since they will be free 
to come and go, to speak or be silent, to 
act or to leave things alone, they would 
have only themselves to blame if they 
were not completely happy. From now 
on , instead of forcing attention on oppo
sition , they will satisfy their vanity by 
assuring themselves and persuading oth
ers that their own government is the most 
perfect imaginable. Thus, between gov
ernors and governed a friendly under
standing will grow up, a mutual trust and 
ease of relationships easily understood. 

"What 1 You who are wide awake do 
seriously dream of complete harmony 
between parties and political move
ments ? You expect them to live side by 
side in the same territory without ten
sions? Without the stronger seeking to 
subdue and annex the weaker? You 
imagine that such thorough confusion 
would produce a universal language? " 

I believe in the universal language, to 
the same extent as I be lieve in the 
supreme power of freedom to bring 
about world peace. I can predict neither 
the hour nor the day of th is universal 
agreement. My idea is merely a seed in 
the wind. Will it fa ll on fertile ground or 

on the cobbled road? I can have no say in 
this . I propose nothing. 

Everything is just a matter of time. 
Who, a century ago, believed in freedom 
of conscience, and who, these days , 
would dare question it? Is it so very long 
since people scoffed at the idea of the 
Press be ing a power within the State? 
Yet now upright statesmen bow before it. 
Did you foresee this new force of public 
opinion, whose birth we have all of us 
witnessed, which, although still in its 
infancy, imposes its verdict even on em
pires? It is of utmost importance even in 
the decisions of despots. Would you not 
have laughed in the face of anyone dar
ing to predict its rise? 

"Now that you are not making con
crete proposals, we can talk about it. 
Tell me for instance how anyone is to 
recognise his own government among 
this confusion of authorities? And if one 
may at any time join this government 
and resign from that, on whom or what 
could you rely to settle the State budget 
and to maintain the list of members?" 

In the first case, I do not suggest one 
should be free to change one's govern
ment capriciously, causing it to go 
bankrupt. For this sort of contract one 
must prescribe a minimum term-say 
one year. Judging from the examples of 
France and elsewhere, I think it might 
very well be possible to support for a 
whole year the government to which one 
has subscribed. Regularly approved and 
balanced State budgets need oblige ev
eryone only to the extent found necessary 
as a result of free competition. In any 
disputes, regular courts would make de
cisions. Regarding recognition of its sub
jects, constituents, or taxpayers, would 
this really present more difficulties than 
for each church to account for its believ
ers, or each company its shareholders? 

"But you would have ten or twenty 
governments instead of one; thus, as 
many budgets and membership lists; and 
general expenses would multiply with the 
number of government departments. 11 

I do not deny the validity of this 
objection. Notice though that, due to the 
law of competition, each government 
would necessarily endeavour to become 
as simple and economical as poss ible. 
The government departments, which cost 
us (God knows!) our very eyes, would 
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reduce themse lves to bare necess it1es; 
and superfluous office-holders would 
have to give up their positions and take 
on productive work. 

This way the question would be only 
half answered, and I dislike incomplete 
so lutions. Too many governments would 
constitute an ev il and cause expenses if 
not confusion. However, once one no
tices this evil, the remedy is at hand. The 
common sense of the people would do 
justice to any irregularities, and soon 
only workable governments would be 
able to carry on. The others would die of 
exhaustion. You see, freedom is the an
swer to everything. 

"Perhaps! Do you believe that the 
existing dynasties, the prevailing majori
ties, the present corporations and ac
credited theories, would retreat and qui
etly arrange themselves behind the ban
ner of 'laissez-faire, laissez-passer'!? 
You have put it all very well that you are 
not making concrete proposals, but that 
does not get you out of the debate. 11 

Tell me first of all if you really think 
they would be so confident of themselves 
to be able always to afford to decline 
such large concessions? I myself would 
not overthrow anybody. All governments 
exist through some kind of innate power 
which they more or less ski llfully use to 
survive. From now on they have an as
sured place in my system. I do not deny 
that at first they may lose a considerable 
number of their involuntary followers; 
but without considering the chances of it 
coming about, what wonderfu l compen
sations do result from the security and 
stability of power! Less subjects, in other 
words, less taxpayers ; but for compensa
tion they wi ll have comp lete submis
sion-voluntary, moreover, for the 
whole term of the contract. No more 
compu lsion, fewer secur ity officers , 
hardly any pol ice, so ldiers- but only for 
the sake of parades, therefore only the 
especially good-looking ones. Expenses 
will decrease fast enough not to decrease 
incomes; no more loans; and no more 
financial difficulties. What has so far 
been seen only in the New World will 
become reality: Economic systems which 
at least would make men happy. What 
majority would not agree to losing the 
who le of the minority? 
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principle of non-intervention and its slo
gan "laissez-faire, laissez passer!"? Let 
us try free competition in the business of 
government as in all other cases. 

Imagine, after the first surprise, the 
picture of a country exposed to govern
mental competition- that is to say, si
multaneously possessing as many regu
larly competing governments as have 
ever been conceived and will ever be 
invented. 

"Yes indeed, that will be a fine mess! 
Do you suppose we could extricate our
selves from such a confusion?" 

Surely, nothing is simpler to under
stand if on ly one applies oneself to it a 
littl e. Do you remember the times when 
people shouted religious opinions more 
loudly than anyone ever shouted political 
arguments? When the divine creator be
came the Lord of Hosts, the avenging 
and pitiless God in whose name blood 
flowed in rivers? Men have always tried 
to take the divine cause into their own 
hands- to make Him an accomplice of 
their own bloodthirsty passions: "Ki ll 
them all! God will recognize His own!" 

What has become of such implacable 
hatreds?- The progress of the human 
spirit has swept them all away, like the 
wind the dead leaves of autumn. The 
religions in whose names were set up 
stakes and instruments of torture, survive 
and live together peacefully, under the 
same laws, eating from the same budget. 
If each sect preaches only its own excel
lence, then it achieves more than were it 
to persist in condemning its rivals. In
deed, has it not become possible in this 
obscure, unfathomable region of the con
sc ience (what with the proselytism of 
some, the intolerance of others, the fa
naticism and ignorance of the masses), is 
it not possible to the extent that it is 
practised in half the world without result
ing in unrest or vio lence? Moreover, par
ticularly where there are divergent 
creeds, numerous sects ex ist on a footing 
of complete lega l equa li ty; and people 
are, in fact, more circumspect and careful 
of their moral purity and dignity than 
anywhere else. And what has become 
possible under such difficult conditions 
must be all the more possible in the 
purely secul ar domain of politics, where 
the whole science can be expressed in 
four words: "Laissez-faire, la issez
passer!" 
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Under the present conditions a gov
ernment exists on ly by the exclusion of 
some, and one party can rule on ly after 
sp litting its opponents; a majority is al
ways harassed by a minority which is 
impatient to govern. Under such condi-
tions it is quite inevitable that the parties 
hate each other and live, if not at war, at 
least in a state of armed peace. Who is 
surprised to see that minorities intrigue 
and agitate, and that governments put 
down by force aspiring pol itical forms 
which would be exclusive too? So soci
ety ends up composed of ambitious re
sentful men, waiting for vengeance, and 
ambitions satisfied men, complacent on 
the edge of a precipice. Erroneous princi
ples never bring about just conse
quences, and coercion never leads to 
right or truth. 

All compulsion should cease. Every 
adult citizen should be, and remain, free 
to select from among the possible offered 
governments the one which conforms to 
his will and satisfies his personal needs; 
free not only on the day following some 
bloody revolution, but always, every
where, free to select, but not to force his 
choice on others. Then all disorder will 
cease, a ll fruit less struggle will be 
avoided. 

This is only one side of the questions ; 
there remains another: From the moment 
when forms of government are subject to 
experimentation and free competition, 
they are bound to progress and perfect 
themselves; that is natural law. No more 
hypocrisy, no more apparent profundities 
which contain merely a void. No more 
machinations passing for diplomatic sub
tlety. No more cowardly moves or im
propriety camouflaged as State policy. 
No more court or military intrigues de
ceitfu lly described as being honourable 
or in the national interest. In short, no 
more lies regarding State machinery. Ev
erything is open to scrutiny. The subj ects 
making and comparing observations, the 
governors wi ll finally see this truth of 
economics and politics, that in this world 
there is only one condition for a so lid, 
lasting success, and that is, to govern 
better and more efficiently than others. 
From this moment on, forces formerly 
wasted on use less labour-on friction 
and resistance-:-wi ll unite to bring about 
an unprecedented, almost incomprehen
sible impulse towards the progress and 
happiness of mankind. 

"Amen! Allow me one small objec
tion: When all possible types of govern
ment have been tried everywhere pub
licly and under free competition, what 
will be the result? One form is sure to be 
recognised as the best, and thus finally 
everyone will choose it. This would lead 
us back to having one government for 
all, which is just where we began. " 

Not so fast please, dear reader. Do 
you freely admit that all would then be in 
harmony and that this wou ld be just as 
when we began? Your objection gives 
support to my fundamental principle, in 
so far as it expects this universa l agree
ment to be established by the simple 
expedient of "laissez-faire, laissez
passer1" 

I cou ld seize this opportunity to de
clare you convinced- converted to my 
system- but I am not interested in half
convictions and am not looking for con
verts. No, we would not revert to having 
a single form of government, unless per
haps in the far-distant future when gov
ernmental activities will be reduced by 
common consent to the simplest form. 
We are not there yet, not anywhere near 
it. 

It is obvious that men are neither of 
the same opinion or moral attitude, nor 
as easi ly reconci led as your suppose. The 
ru le of free competition is therefore the 
on ly possible one. One man needs exc ite
ment and struggle-quietness wou ld be 
dead ly to him. Another, a dreamer and 
philosopher, is aware of the movements 
of society on ly in the corner of hi s eye
his thoughts are formed only in the most 
profound peace. One, poor, thoughtful. 
an unknown artist, needs encouragement 
and support to create his immortal work, 
a laboratory for his experiments, a block 
of marble to sculpt angels. Another, a 
powerful and spontaneous th inker, en
dures no fetters and breaks the arm that 
wou ld guide him. For one a repub li c is 
satisfactory, with its dedication and self
denial ; for another an absolute monar
chy, with its pomp and splendour. One, 
an orator, would like a parliament; an
other, incapable of speaking ten con
nected words, wou ld have nothing to do 
with such babblers . There are strong 
spirits and weak minds, some with insa
tiable ambitions, and some who are hum
ble- happy with the small share which 
befa lls them . 
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Libertarian Community 
of Utopia: 

One Country, 
Three Systems 

by Adrian C. Hinton 

Th is paper deve lops a politica l 
framework inside which the libertarian 
advocates of proprietary communities, 
limited government, and market anar
ch ism wou ld be able to peacefully coex
ist as a single free nation. Embellished 
with some fictional details and humorous 
e lements, I'd like to show exactly how it 
cou ld be do.ne. 

Libertarians, imagine it's 2050 . 

One Country: Utopia May Be an 
Option? 

The hypothetical country detailed is 
the Libertarian Community of Utopia 
(LCU). This free nation consists of three 
d iffering "libertarianisms"- one anar
chi st system, one minarchist system, and 
one proprietary system- merging as a 
li bertarian society for mutual economic 
benefit, tri lateral moral support, and 
gradual ideological perfection. Peace 
between these three systems is not a 
treaty or a constitut ion or a document of 
any sort, but a cond ition of permanent 
non-aggress ion between members of the 
LCU. 

Importantly, theirs is not a military 
a lliance. Because each member retains 
independent responsibility for defending 
its own territory, every citizen is guaran
teed freedom of fore ign policy, and any 
overseas intervention is done by private 
defense contractors. Since militia forces 
may be state-owned, or privately-owned, 
or armed individuals with their own 
weapons ( depending on where), the LCU 
has no central military command. In
stead, members of the LCU simply de
fend themselves , refuse to attack one 
another, and let their citizenry choose 
what overseas act ions to support. 

Libertarians all oppose the initiation 
of physical force , either by individuals or 
by governments, and libertarians all be
li eve in non-aggress ion toward others. 
T herefore, regardless of which 
"libertarianism" one be lieves in
whether anarchist, minarchist, or propri-

etary- libertarians anywhere in the LCU 
will universally keep the peace alive, and 
the three "libertarianisms" practiced in
side the LCU will be universally peaceful 
toward each other. The on ly threat 
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would come from non-libertarian outside 
forces, or else (possibly) from an inside 
force trying to use anarchism as an ex
cuse for violence; in the former case, a 
libertarian nation would have both so
phisticated technology and motivated 
volunteers enough to repel any conceiv
ab le attack. In the latter case, such 
anarcho-terrorists wou ld find themselves 
surrounded by both anarchist libertarians 
who don't believe in terrorism, and those 
non-anarchist libertarians who don't be
li eve that anarchy is an excuse for vio
lence. In basic terms, LCU would be 
enemy-proof. 

Now that I have given the reader 
some idea of how the entire free nation 
would work, allow me to provide more 
information on the "libertarianisms" one 
can find there. 

Three Systems: Inner Utopia, Outer 
Utopia, and the Proprietary States 

Each of these distinct realms came 
into existence by purely free market 
means. First, a group of rich American 
libertarians called the Libertarian Colo
nization Society (LCS) opened talks with 
an impoverished Third World country, 
offering money for an undeveloped re
gion of some 40,000 square miles. Next, 
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. the Libertarian Colonizat ion Society held 
land auctions in cyberspace, screening all 
purchasers on ideo logy. Any avowed 
anarchists received land only in Inner 
Utopia, wh ile minarch ists fro m the Lib
ertarian Party received on ly plots in 
Outer Utop ia, and members of other ide
ological groups bought tracts in the Pro
prietary States. Finally, after pompous 
ceremonies, the new country was pro
claimed to the U.S. and U.N. as the 
Libertarian Community of Utopia. 

Western observers were initially con
fused about the LCU's name. Those on 
the Right immediate ly heard some type 
of L-word used, preceding Community 
and Utopia, and thereby assumed we 
were sissy left-wing socialists. Those on 
the Left who knew about libertarianism, 
seeing us reclaim such lofty themes as 
Utopia and Community, quickly moved 
toward smearing us as ev il right-wing 
fascists. Meanwhi le, those with no real 
hatred against libertarians noticed that 
we'd fina lly achieved (with one name) 
the Left-Right fusion we'd been advocat
ing for so long. What else did we 
achieve? 

"It is now October 2050, and liberty 
has a new homeland Shining as a 
brilliant Randian flame in the dark
ness of sacrificial night, perhaps the 
greatest of humanity's minds will be 
persuaded to go on metaphorical 
strike. Open to all without reference 
to race or sex, with individualism 
and justice for every libertarian 
alive, ours is to be the country that 
destroys collectivism and sacrifice 
forevermore. 11 

So dec lared Anato le Pekov, Director 
of the Libe1tarian Colonization Society, 
in a speech given last week. 

Anyone in the United States with a 
self or a mind discovered that Ayn 
Rand's vision of humanity could finally 
be realized at last After eventual con
clusion of the founding auctions, there 
began a massive Libertarian exodus from 
the United States to the LCU. Arriving 
as settlers, they began to practice one of 
three spec ific forms of libertarianism. 
These differing "libertarianisms" found 
in the Libertarian Community of Utopia 
were intentionally divided as follows: 
Inner Utopia, occupying about 25% of 
the free nation's land area; Outer Utopia, 
occupying another 25% of the free na-
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tion; and the Proprietary States, which 
cover the remaining 50% of the free 
nation. 

Inner Utopia is anarchist. It has no 
government and no central authority of 
any kind, and represents the type of 
radica l libertarianism advocated by 
David Friedman and Murray Rothbard. 
The original inspiration for Inner Utopia 
came from Roderick Long, who sug
gested in a previous issue of Formula
tions ("One Nation, Two Systems: The 
Doughnut Model" in Vol. Ill , No. 4) that 
the very existence of an anarchy might 
become a rationale for non-libertarian 
states to invade and restore its "order." 
Therefore, any anarchy must be sur
rounded by the rest of a libertarian state 
with what the West would consider 
"order," such that nobody in the non
libertarian world tries to invade it. Be
cause Inner Utopia has no state qua 
state, such services as defense, security, 
and justice are all provided through 
competing private agencies. 

Outer Utopia is minarchist. The po
litical system here is the more familiar 
variety of mainstream libertarianism as
sociated with Harry Browne or Ayn 
Rand. It has both limited government 
and a minimal central authority ; in other 
words, Outer Utopia has the same essen
tial views as the Libertarian Party. Be
cause Outer Utopia has a state qua state 
providing the objective protection of in
dividual rights, the police, the courts, and 
the military are all non-competing agen
cies and government-monopoly func
tions. 

The Proprietary States are propri
etary. Each has a private government, 
owned and controlled by some group of 
libertarian idealists, plus an explicit so
cial contract defining all rights and al l 
ob ligations within that particular Propri
etary State. These systems resemble the 
fictional Utopias of Spencer MacCallum 
and J. Neil Schulman; some are Chris
tian , some are Marxist, some are Ran
dian, and some have other ideas. One of 
the Proprietary States, Liberty City, 
serves as the unofficial capitol for the 
LCU; it is a small privately-owned mi
narchy, constructed on I 00 square miles 
of ground that was not so ld in the 2050 
cyber-auctions to any outside buyers. 
Also retained by the LCS is a perimeter 
area divided into Proprietary Defense 
Zones , which are explained later on. 
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LIBERTARIAN COMMUNITY OF UTOPIA 

Anarchy and Inner Utopia 
At the very center of the LCU is 

Inner Utopia, which occupies about 
10,000 square miles inside the free na
tion . As aforementioned, the other two 
"libertarianisms" form a pair of concen
tric rings around it, conferring protection 
from non-libertarians who otherwise 
would invade anarchies. This place used 
to be a primeval mountainous forest 
roamed by weird nomadic tribes, and it 
remains stateless today. Everything is 
privately done. 

Inner Utopia is a mix of Central Park 
and Gait's Gulch . Environmental anar
chist groups patrol perhaps half of Inner 
Utopia, based from multi-storied archae
ological towns surrounded by pristine 
wilderness. Market anarchist groups 
control the other half, and have one very 
large city known simply as Laissez-Faire. 
Inner Utopia will one day be known for 
its great philosophers, who solved the 
conflict of capitali sm versus nature. 

Minarchy and Outer Utopia 
Completely surrounding Inner Utopia 

is Outer Utopia, which occupies another 
I 0,000 square miles of the free nation's 
tota l land area. Outer Utopia came into 
being after the cyber-auctions of 2050, 
when thousands of extremely disgruntled 
Libertarians in the U.S. purchased indi
vidua l tracts here and em igrated en 
masse. They unanimously created a lim
ited government with only court, secu
rity, and defense services, plus a voting 
system handled entire ly via computer 
network. Civil liberties, free enterprise, 
unrestricted speech, and unrestricted 
lifestyles are a ll guaranteed in Outer 
Utopia. 

American expatriates, including 
those previously with the Libertarian 
Party, say that apolitical immigrants 
would be most comfortable here. To 
those in Outer Utopia, playing politics is 
an immoral practice among the Earth's 
less-developed peoples. There are no 
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organized po litical parties, and also no 
full-time government officials. 

Proprietary States and Liberty City 
Completely surrounding Outer 

Utopia are the Proprietary States, which 
together compose another 20,000 square 
mi les of the free country. Owing to their 
peripheral location as well as the ir un
usual political views, the Proprietary 
States are considered the "lunatic fringe" 
of libe1tarian society. They attract only 
those people who want to join with other 
peop le of like mind and build an ideolog
ical State together, and with libertarian 
ethics, this can only be done on property 
you personally possess claim to. The 
Proprietary States offer idealistic liber
tarians the chance to practice any philos
ophy, as long as their community does 
not vio lently aggress against the other 
members of the LCU. 

Overal l, the Proprietary States have a 
fractious political environment, as some 
ideological communities fail and are pur
chased by successful ones, and also as 
new Proprietary States based on better 
ideas get started. The shifting territorial 
patchwork is not un like that of medieval 
Europe. Among the many Proprietary 
States are found: 

• Evange lion, for Protestant liber
tarians; 

• Romanum, for Catholic libertari
ans ; 

• New Jerusalem, for Jewish liber
tarians ; 

• Galt Valley, for Objectivist liber
tarians; 

• Proletarskiy, for anarcho-
communist libertarians; 

• Liberty City, for an unofficial 
capito l of sorts. 

Symbolic of the Libertarian Commu
nity of Utopia, Liberty City is an entire 
Proprietary State in itself. It is a pri
vately owned, I 00-square-mi le, capitalist 
enclave similar to Hong Kong, but even 
more libertari an. Located in the far 
south of the LCU, it is the major seaport 
of the free country, as well as an interna
tional tourist destination . Soaring 
skyscrapers provide an aesthetic back
ground for the co lossa l statue of Ayn 
Rand in the harbor, which ho lds gold 

bu llion in place ofa tab let and a fistfu l of 
do llars in place of a torch. Liberty C ity 
maintains embass ies from other countries 
and a voluntari ly financed forum for 
problems specific to the LCU; however, 
it does not govern other LCU members . 

Finally, along the outermost edge of 
the Proprietary States are the Proprietary 
Defense Zones. These are mile-wide 
strips of ground, some thirty in all, which 
tota lly encircle the free nation . Each 
contains impressive fortifications , simi
lar to the Berlin Wall in scale, which 
discourages anyone lacking air mobility 
from attacking the free nation. For the 
unlikely event that a Zone might be 
breached, smart mines along with smart 
guns wou ld be concealed behind any 
Zone's fortifications. Furthermore, each 
Zone can be resized at the discretion of 
the Libertarian Colonization Society, 
which is the actual owner of all thirty. 
Proprietary Defense Zones are named for 
a libertarian writer or novel character of 
some type, followed by the obligatory 
abbreviation : "Roth bard PDZ," 
"Danneskjold PDZ," and so forth. 
Troops from the Libertarian Defense 
Forces are stationed in each Proprietary 
Defense Zone, as explained later. 

National Politics and Utopian Identity 
Regional identity is partly overridden 

by the fact that everyone in the LCU can 
call himself or herse lf "libertarian," re
gardless of what region or what system 
he or she lives under; this particu larly 
contributes to an open-minded citizenry 
willing to discuss libertarian theory with 
anyone else in Utopia. Like objectivity 
in science, objectivity in politics is ar
rived at by competing theories, and a 
continual analysis of the issues . 

Regional competition has proven tri
laterally beneficial to the people of 
Utopia. Essentially, the three systems of 
libertarianism practiced within the LCU 
are meant to check and balance each 
other. If some people are prejudiced or 
exploitative in Outer Utopia or Inner 
Utopia, they soon feel economic boycott 
from, and mass emigration to, those of 
the Proprietary States which don't to ler
ate prejudice or exploitation. If any of 
the Proprietary States become too re
strictive of individual liberty, and de
volve to either religious fanaticisms or 
socialist dictatorships, they wi ll find res i
dents escaping to the other regions of 
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Utop ia. Given that all three systems are 
confined to a country abo ut the size of 
Ohio, and connected by superhighways , 
mobi lity is not at all a prob lem. 

The system of the LCU is thus tai lor
made for nonconformists who want to try 
their version of the ideal system. Just as 
it is much easier to vote with your feet 
than to convince 51 % of yo ur neighbors 
to agree with you, so it is a lso expected 
that you wi ll vote with your feet rather 
than try to coerce any of your neighbors 
into agreement. Because libertari ans 
also happen to be se lf-governing and 
self-defending neighbors, the idea of co
ercing other people will not be a viab le 
option for any non-libertarians, and mov
ing to a different loca le will basica lly be 
the on ly option avai lable to such people. 
There is no such action in life as "doing 
something as a co llective soc iety." 
There is only "doing something as an 
individua l person" in society, and noth
ing else. 

International Relations and Trilateral 
Defense 

Following Thomas Jefferson's axiom, 
the Libertarian Community of Utopia 
shall maintain peace, commerce, and 
honest friendships with all nations, and 
entangling all iances with none. Em
bassies are maintained by other countries 
in L iberty City, includ ing the United 
States and the LCU's immediate neigh
bors . Additional ly, ten more market
oriented countries from the United Na
tions are permitted ten-year leases of 
embassy space from the Libertarian Col
onization Society, who hold sovere ignty 
over Liberty City. Incidentally, countries 
that lose ground to others and become 
less market-oriented can be denied lease 
renewal, which subtly promotes more 
freedom! 

Although Outer Utop ia and some of 
the Proprietary States have elected offi
cia ls, the country as a whole has no 
elections at all. Each year, the Libertar
ian Colonization Society holds a tele
vised competition for the se lection of a 
"Mr. Utopia" as well as a "Ms Utopia" to 
represent the country internationa lly. To 
show politica l correctness, the j udges 
and the pageant are entire ly co-ed. To 
prevent titles from be ing monopo li zed by 
(say) European underwear mode ls, the 
LCS includes both ideologica l qualifica
tion and a residency requirement. Those 
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people who are against individualism or 
against capitali sm need not even apply. 
If se lected, both "Mr. Utopia" and "Ms 
Utopia" will tour the world as represen
tatives of Utopia. Also every year, the 
Libertarian Colonization Society wi ll ap
point ambassadors to any of the countries 
a llowed to maintain embass ies within 
Utopia. Ambassadors are to be se lected 
from among runners-up in the competi
tion. 

Foreign policy is perhaps the most 
controversial issue among libertarians 
I've associated with. Libertarians abso
lutely do not believe in attacking other 
countries first under any circumstance. 
However, there are some borderline 
cases debated inside the movement itself. 
What abo ut a statist country building up 
for a strike against the free nation, with 
its armies massing on the border some
where? What about a squad of terrorists 
disguised as mere immigrants, carrying 
concealed guns or "suitcase nukes"? 
These are problems I hope to address 
intelligently from libertarian ideology. 

The Libertarian Defense Forces are 
the Utopian equivalent of NA TO. They 
are a military force both owned and em
ployed by the Libertarian Colonization 
Society, and subject to LCS scrutiny, and 
they are available to fight for any fi
nancier in any free nation. Most of their 
time wi ll be spent on the borders of the 
LCU, stationed in Proprietary Defense 
Zones along the perimeter of the free 
nation . They are allowed to screen as 
we ll as search immigrants for any of the 
Proprietary States willing to pay for such 
a service. Should any statist nation at
tempt to invade the LCU, the Libertarian 
Defense Forces would be the first line of 
defense against any attack. (Similarly, if 
any statist nation had designs on the LCU 
and assembled armies near the border, 
the Libertarian Defense Forces could fol
low private mercenary units as the sec
ond wave of soldiers into battle. How
ever, they would be recalled to the LCU 
as soon as any combat had ceased.) 

Government defense agencies exist 
only in Outer Utopia, plus those Propri
etary States that have monopolistic gov
ernmental provision of defense. Such 
governments are absolutely held to a sin
gle policy: force only in self-defense, 
inside the LCU itse lf. This would mean 
that Outer Utopia could not send troops 
into a neighboring country, but could 
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send troops to rec laim an occupied Pro
prietary State, or to destroy some terror
ist group hiding out in Inner Utopia that 
had committed vio lent acts elsewhere. 

. These forces would be independently 
commanded by their respective govern
ments. 

Private defense agencies exist on ly in 
Inner Utopia, plus certain Proprietary 
States that contractually permit them. 
Providers of defense coverage sell this 
service just as providers of insurance 
coverage sell their service: fees for per
sonal coverage in the event of foreign 
attack. This would mean that tanks or 
aircraft would not be used except for 
training exercises or actual combat. 
Whi le it is conceivable that the Mafia or 
the Yakuza might attempt to go into 
business as a private defense agency 
somewhere inside Inner Utopia, then co
erce other people to purchase coverage 
or obey them, it is also undeniable that 
others e lsewhere in the LCU would like
wise be free to go into the business and 
destroy unethical operators . The initia
tion of force being considered an abso
lute evil under libertarianism, it is not 
likely that criminal operators would sur
vive. (Remember, private mercenaries 
from elsewhere in the LCU could gang 
up on them.) 

Private mercenary units can be 
owned by anyone in the LCU, and some
times operate overseas, as countries sur
rounding the free nation are not always 
politically stable. However, because in
dividuals cannot be drafted for public 
sacrifice or taxed for public warfare in a 
libertarian society, mercenary units are 
never carelessly used. They would be 
employed if a neighboring country 
showed signs of overthrowing a statist 
regime, and the n only in support of 
rebe ls inside the neighboring country. 
The other country could always pay them 
for garrison duty after the statist govern
ment had been utterly smashed, and then 
we libertarians might set up another free 
nation. 

Unorganized militia groups , along 
with unorgan ized libertarian individuals, 
could be found virtually everywhere in 
the free nation. With the exception of 
some Proprietary States, there would ex
ist no regulation of weapons in the LCU, 
and every one of these groups or individ
uals would possess stun-weapons or fire
weapons of some type. Trained and 

motivated , they wo uld fi ght most effec
tively in self-defense. 

Lastly, a llow me to restate the obvi
ous: libertari an decentralism. Each 
member of the LCU retains independent 
responsibi lity for its own foreign policy; 
although there may be some cases where 
multiple systems cooperate, there is no 
centra l command of them. Every citi zen 
of the LCU also reta ins freedom of for
eign policy. Thi s includes freedom to 
fight (or not to fight) in accordance with 
what he or she believes, along with free
dom to support private overseas actions 
(or oppose private overseas actions) as 
he or she dec ides. In fact , it all fo llows 
quite logica lly fro m the fo llowing para
graph: 

"The rights of every indiv idual man or 
woman alive pre-exist the institution 
of government. Un less you have 
signed a contract or undertaken a 
chosen obligation to other individu
als in accordance with free will, you 
do not have the duty to do anything 
against your will. You do not exist as 
a tax slave, as a draft slave, as a 
censorship victim, or as a sacrifice 
victim fo r the sake of the state, or for 
the sake of other people, against your 
will. You are only obligated to do 
those things you personally chose. 
and to live in accordance with your 
morality. Neither the state nor other 
people own you. " 

Those are my words, later written 
under the Colossus of Rand in Liberty 
Harbor. 6 

Adrian C. Hinton has read far too 
much libertarian and Objectivist litera
ture for his own good. When individual 
liberties are finally secured somewhere 
on Earth, he will almost certainly leave 
the United States. 
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A Response to Adrian Hinton's 
"Libertarian Community of Utopia" 

by Roy Halliday 

Th is is the kind of formu lation that we at FNF want to 
encourage. Adrian Hinton presents one possible des ign for a 
Free Nation and gives reasons to support his scheme. Mr. 
Hinton has overcome most of the statist mythology that per
vades the culture in which we live. No doubt th is is due to the 
influence of Ayn Rand's writings. 

Furthermore, Mr. Hinton demonstrates that he has the 
potential to grow beyond the limitations of Ms Rand. For one 
thing he has a sense of humor. Second he is tol erant of other 
forms of libertarianism. Third he is wi lling to learn from 
scholars such as Roderick Long. Fourth he has plenty of years 
left in which to read works by other libertarian thinkers . (As a 
fe llow be liever in individual rights and autonomy, I think Mr. 
Hinton would enjoy and benefit from the works of Lysander 
Spooner, Robert Paul Wolff, and Murray Rothbard in particu
lar.) 

Since Mr. Hinton is an inte lligent man "with a se lf or a 
mind," I predict that it won't be long before he makes contribu
tions in standard Engli sh and stops parroting Ms Rand's sty le. 
And I further predict that his conscientious adherence to the 
non-aggress ion principle wi ll lead him to consistently oppose 
the state, or in his current idiom "the state qua state. " 6 
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Foundation News Note 

(Continued from page I) 

• In San Jose, Rich Hammer attended 
two additiona l conferences, which im
mediately preceded the !SIL confer
ence. 

First, he attended a leadership work
shop, for workers in libertarian think 
tanks , which was presented by the 
Mackinac Center for Public Policy, of 
Mid land, Michigan, <http ://www. 
mackinac.org>, in conjunction with 
the Atlas Economic Research Founda
tion, of Fairfax, Virginia, <http :// 
www.atlas-fdn .org>, and INLAP, a 
Costa Rican think tank headed by 
Rigoberto Stewart <riggo@attglobal. 
net>. 

Second, Rich presented his paper "A 
State Can Be Designed to Shrink" at 
the Globa l Assembly of Decentralists
Federa li sts, which was organized by 
FNF Member John Ewbank 
<johnewbank@dffcs.org> . 6 
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R. J. Rummel's Research Shows That Freer Nations 
Are More Prosperous and Less Violent 

Libertarian scholar Rudolph J. Rum
mel, Professor Emeritus of Political 
Sc ience at the University of Hawaii , has 
written about two dozen books and more 
than I 00 profess ional articles dealing 
with the causes and conditions of collec
ti ve violence. He was a finali st for the 
1996 Nobel Peace Prize. His book 
Power Kills was nominated for the 1998 
Grawemeyer Award for Ideas Improving 
World Order. Power Kills extends, reaf
firm s, and sums up Rummel's research 
caree r. His research shows that democ
racy is a method of nonviolence and that 
power kills. Thi s is obvious to people 
with common sense, but these days noth
ing is sc ientific unless it is supported by 
lots of data. Rummel's books and arti
cles provide data and analys is that 
strongly suggest a free nation would be a 
good thing. 

Now many of Rummel's art icles and 
se lections from some of his books are 
ava il able on his web site: 

<www2 .hawaii. edu/-rummel>. 

Links to many of these a rti cles are 
included in "Free Market Alternatives to 
the State, " which can be reached from 
the FNF Home page <freenation.org>. 

Some of Rummel's most important 
conclusions are contained in his book 
The Miracle That Is Freedom: The Solu
tion to War, Violence, Genocide, and 
Poverty (Martin Institute, University of 
Idaho, 1966). The following selections 
from this book are among those included 
on his web site: 

Chapter 3 "Freedom Solves the Prob
lem of War." 

Chapter 4 "Freedom Minimizes the 
Problem of Political Violence," 
which includes data that shows : 

• The less democrati c two regimes, 
the more severe the ir wars, I 900-
1980 

• The more democratic a nation , the 
less intense its foreign violence, 
1900-1980 

page 22 

by Roy Halliday 

• The less democratic a regime, the. 
more severe its internal political 
violence, 1900-1987 

Chapter 5 "Freedom Virtua lly Elimi
nates Genocide and Mass Murder. " 

Chapter 6 "Freedom Produces 
Wealth and Prosperity," which in
cludes data that shows : 

• The more democratic a regime, the 
greater its economic growth, 195 0-
1986 

• The more democratic a regime, the 
greater its national wealth per per
son, 1950- 1986 

Chapter 7 "Freedom Promotes Social 
Justice, " which addresses the ques
tion whether freedom is mora l or 
merely useful. 

Chapter 8 "An Enl ightened Fore ign 
Poli cy," in which Rummel recom
mends a fore ign policy that promotes 
democracy. 

On War and Libertarianism 
Articles available on Rummel's web 

site show a scientifically significant cor
relation between liberty and peace. 
"Libertariani sm and Internationa l Vio
lence" shows that: 

• Re lative ly libertar ian states have no 
vio lence between themselves . 

• The more two states are libertari an, 
the less their mutual violence. 

• The more libertarian a state is, the 
less its foreign violence. 

"Libertari ani sm, Violence within 
States, and the Polarity Principle" uses 
data about all violence within states from 
1976 to 1990 to verify the propos ition 
"the more libertarian a state, the less 
intense its violence can and tends to be
come." 

"Libertarian Propositions on Vio
lence w ithin and between Nations: A 
Test Against Published Research Re
sul ts " subj ects the propos it ions li sted 
above to systematic tests aga inst the 
quantitat ive literature. 

"Freedom of the Press- A Way to 
G loba l Peace" shows that "creating a 
uni versally free press would prom ote 
universal peace." 

Rummel's speech befo re the Ameri 
can Bar Assoc iation "The Rule of Law: 
Towards Eliminating War and Demo
c ide" prov ides data fo r a utilitari an de
fe nse of freedom. We li ve in a utili ta ri an 
age in which the natura l law argument 
for individua l rights is incomprehensi ble 
to many people. Fortunately, we have 
enough data on the consequences of 
democrati c versus authoritarian and to
talitarian regimes to conc lude that demo
cratic regimes do a better job of preserv
ing human li fe . Rummel wants to explo it 
thi s fact to encourage utilitarians around 
the world to favor democracy and indi 
vidual freedom . 

On Democide 
Democide is when the state murders 

its own subj ects at a much greater rate 
than usual. Rummel is a leading author
ity on democide, and his web site con
tains a lot of info rmation about it. "War 
Isn't This Century's Biggest Killer" 
shows that "This century's total killed by 
absolutist governments fa r exceeds that 
fo r all wars, domestic and international." 

"Power Kills : Genocide and Mass 
M urder" te ll s us that approximate ly 
170,000,000 people have been murdered 
in co ld blood by their own governments 
in the 20th century. "The most killing 
was done by the Soviet Union (near 
62,000,000), the communist government 
of China is second (near 35 ,000,000) , 
fo llowed by Naz i Germany (almost 
2 1,000,000), and Nationali st China 
(some I 0,000,000) . Lesser magamurder
ers include WWII Japan, Khmer Rouge 
Cambodia, WWI Turkey, communist 
Vietnam, post WWII Poland, Pakistan, 
and communist Yugoslavia." 
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"Power Predicts Democide" shows 
that the extent to which a regime is em
powered a long a democratic to tota litar
ian dimension is a better predictor of 
mass murder than are such other fac tors 
as ethn ic, rac ial, and re lig ious d iversity, 
economic deve lopment, leve ls of educa
tions. and cultural differences. 

"The Holocaust in Comparative and 
Historica l Perspective" is the first at
tempt to fi ll the vo id in the literature that 
compares genocides and mass murders 
that have actually occurred. It compares 
genocide to other forms of mass murder 
and systematica lly attempts to assess the 
underlying cond itions and causes of 
genoc ide . 

Rummel's web site a lso includes an 
annotated bib liography of totali tari an 
mortocrac ies and megamurderers. 

On Democracy 
Rummel defi nes democracy in such a 

way that it includes some protection for 
individual rights, wh ich makes it a part ly 
libertarian system. His web site includes 
the fo llowing art icles about democratic 
regimes. 

"The Democrat ic Peace: A New 
Idea? " shows that polit ical systems are 
quantitat ive ly related to collective vio
lence and war. Empi rical research con
firm s that "those po lit ical systems that 
max imize and guarantee indi vidua l free
dom (democrac ies) are least vio lence 
prone; those that maximize the subordi
nati on of all individual behav ior to state 
contro l (totalitari an systems) the most, 
whether soc ialist or not; and wars do not 
occur between democracies ." 

"What ls the Democratic Peace? " ex
pla ins that democracy is a general 
method of nonviolence in that democra
cies do not make war on each other and 
democrac ies have the least severe for
eign vio lence and war, the least severe 
co ll ecti ve domest ic violence, and the 
least fore ign and domestic democide. 

"Democracies Are Less Warlike 
Than Other Regimes" shows that "The 
degree to which a regime is democrati c is 
inversely corre lated with the severity of 
its wars, 1900- 1987." 

"Democratization" cites empirical re
search to support the propos ition that 
democracy institut iona lizes a means of 
nonviolent conflict resolution . 

In an interview with Alberto Min
gardi in Laissez Faire City Times (Vo l. 2 
No. 3 1, August-September 1998, <www. 
zo lat imes.com/v2.3 l/rumme l.html>) , 
Rummel responded to the libertarian ar
guments against democracy: 

"Yes, there are many problems with 
democracy, but di ctatorships of all 
kinds are worse. But, looking at just 
current democrac ies and ignoring this 
compari son (as many li bertar ians 
do), many of the cri ticisms by liber
tarians are warranted. There is too 
much suppress ion of human rights 
and freedom , too much contro l over 
and intervention in the economy, too 
much dictat ion of individual behav
ior. For economic development, hu
man welfare, and individual happi
ness, the government that governs 
least governs best" 

On Human Rights 
Rummel is also a political ph iloso

pher. His artic le "Human Rights" pre
sents a utilitarian argument for human 
rights. Human rights, however poorly 
they may be defined, are very much a 
part of internat ional relations and law. 
Given this fact and the large number of 
all eged human rights that have been the 
subj ect of internationa l treat ies and 
United Nations Genera l Assembly reso
lutions, it is appropriate to ask whether 
some of these ri ghts take precedence 
over others. A consensus has emerged 
among nations that certain rights must 
not be held in abeyance whi le achieving 
other rights. Even the foremost propo-
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nents of cultural relativ ism do not argue 
that peop le shou ld be free to vio late 
these rights. Among the genera lly ac
cepted rights are the right to be free from 
piracy, rac ism, torture, summary execu
tion, slavery, starvation, and genoc ide. 

"Among those nations that least ob
serve human rights aggress ive war is 
most common, internal violence is 
greatest, and genocide and mass mur
der is most pervas ive, ofte n account
ing for millions of victims. " 

In his book The Miracle That ls 
Freedom Rummel sounds more li ke a 
proponent of natural rights than a uti li tar
ian when he writes that utili ty is not the 
only justi fication fo r believing in rights: 

"Another j ustification is that there is 
one core natural right that is self
ev ident, which is that of each ind iv id
ual to equal freedom, and that any 
other right must be a deri vation or 
spec ialization of th is right, as are the 
freedoms of re ligion, assembl y, and 
speech." 

Whether you are a libertarian for self
ish reasons, humanitarian reasons, moral 
reasons, religious reasons, or other per
sona l reasons, Rummel's research can 
provide yo u with data to support your 
pos ition.6 
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- Report -

Another New-Country Project Emerges 

In October and November of this year ( I 999), FNF has communicated with Ian 
Sawyer, a representati ve of a new, new-country proj ect. Sawyer, a long with some of his 
assoc iates , has broken away from the New Utop ia project fo llowing some disagreements 
with Lazarus Long, the leader of New Utop ia. (Twice in the past we have reported here in 
Formulations upon the New Utop ia Project, based in Tulsa, Oklahoma, <http ://www.new
utopia.com>. These artic les appeared in the Summer 1997 and Summer 1999 issues.) 

Our first contact with the new project came on 6 October 1999, when FNF Founding 
Scholar Roderick Long received the following letter. 

Letter from Ian Sawyer to Roderick Long 

Dear Mr. Long, 
Please allow me to introduce myse lf; 

other than my business profession as an 
Offshore Consultant I am on the Board 
of a new US based project development 
organisation aiming at building a self
contained and se lf-governed commer
cial/tourist/res identia l community in the 
Caribbean- a mini Hong Kong if you 
li ke. This concept has stemmed from 
my invo lvement as a Board Member of 
the New Utopia project from which I 
recently resigned when it became obvi
ous that personal differences with the 
Founder and hi s intransigence over 
seemingly insurmountable legal prob
lems concerned with the proposed loca
tion of the city-state . 

Very briefly at this stage my co l
leagues and I have put together bas ic 
proposa ls to build this commercial com
munity and have already attracted the 
interest of developers, commercial con
cerns and investors to the tune of some 
$2 billion, a lthough we are planning on 
a tota l investment of $ 10 billion over the 
5 year project plan. The original New 
Utopia concept was for a constitutional 
monarchy in international waters; ulti
mately not practical nor feasible for sev
eral reasons, so following the in-depth 
investigations I and my co lleagues had 

done fo r thi s, we have compromised and 
modified our ideas to seek a home 
within the jurisdiction of another coun
try but under the terms of an agreement 
whereby we would be virtually au
tonomous; we have already received 
tentative invitations to open negotia
tions with a number of governments. 

The purpose of this contact is there
fore to establish whether you and per
haps the Free Nation Foundation wou ld 
be interested in opening discussions 
with us with a view to sharing or pool
ing resources and knowledge/experi
ences as to the viability and likely diffi
cu lties in actually estab li shing our com
munity on either a large private island or 
a combination of private island and an 
artific ia l structure extending it outwards 
into the sea. I have hopes that should 
we be successfu l here with the first com
munity that we could seek locations in 
other parts of the world for sim ilar pro
j ects. 

If you do feel there is any common
ali ty here I would be pleased to hear 
from yo u. 

With regards, 
Jan W. Sawyer 

The project of which Ian Sawyer writes is 
an undertaking of AmBel Internati onal, a 
Nevada corporation <http ://ambel-intl. com>. 
Mr. Sawyer can be reached at 
<iws@bigfoot. com>. 
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Roderick Long forwarded Sawyer's letter to other Directors of FNF, whereupon FNF 
Pres ident Richard Hammer exchanged a few letters with Sawyer. Here is a letter that 
Richard Hammer wrote on November I 0. 

Letter from Richard Hammer to Ian Sawyer 

Dear Mr. Sawyer: 
Here I will respond to a few things 

yo u said in your October 8, letter to me. 
You sa id: 

" From what I understand, your or
gan isation has spent a consider
ab le time investigating the theoret
ical and lega l backgrounds to the 
prob lems invo lved with establish
ing a new sovere ign nation either 
in 'international' waters or within 
the legal jurisdiction of a host 
country under the terms of a bind
ing lega l agreement." 

No, I wou ld not say that the Free 
Nation Foundation has done this. 

You went on to say: 

"Current international and custom
ary law makes it near-nigh impos
sible to lega lly build any structure 
in internationa l waters without a 
defined agreement of the appropri
ate coasta l state, part icularly 
within 200 nautical miles of that 
coastal state where both EEZ and 
continenta l she lf considerations 
app ly. Outside these distance con
stra ints , avai lable sites apart, there 
are matters such as the 'Common 
Heritage of Mankind' laws to con
sider ... I presume you wo uld con
sider all thi s a fa ir conclusion?" 

Yes, I expect that your conc lusion is 
good. But my expectation is not based 
upon any study of international law. 
Rather, I have an idea of how law works, 
in a biophysical sense. Law is the way 
organizat ions, with in a group of peers, 
try to agree how they will divide any
thing of va lue within their reach, so they 
do not get into se lf- injurious confli cts. 
So of course J wo uld expect that states, 
as they create internationa l law, wou ld 
have c laimed for themselves anything 
they thought worth claiming. 

Later you asked: 

"Whilst the theoretica l and concep
tual modeling of [free-nation en
terprises] is vita l, it's the practical 
application of those theories and 
their transfer to real , viable, com
mercial projects which is what will 
enable such Free Nations to be
come actual entities . Here we are 
convinced that we have a major 
lead. 

With thi s in mind, are there any 
ways in which the Free Nation 
Foundation or its individual mem
bers wou ld be ab le to assist us in 
both the best ways to make contact 
with the necessary senior govern
ment officials in the target coun
tries and to assist us (along with 
our own lawyers) in the prepara
tion of suitab le contractual agree
ments for us to build our commu
nity either as ( ideally) a separate 
sovereign state or as a semi
autonomous state still under the 
host country jurisdiction? There 
must be several well defined theo
retical approaches to this, which if 
coupled with the economic bene
fits our project cou ld bring to the 
host country (even if we were a 
sovere ign state under a Hong 
Kong type lease) , could g ive a 
very high probabili ty of success." 

Let me give two answers. 
First: With regard to "the best ways 

to make contact with the necessary senior 
government officials in the target coun
tries," I do not suppose that I can help 
now, because I know that I am in no 
position to start such negoti ations in 
earnest. Neither have I seen evidence 
that your organization is in such a posi
tion. 
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I would say that the ab ility to enter 
any given negotiation comes natura lly to 
one who can fulfill his half of the bar
ga in, should a bargain be struck. So I 
suppose I cou ld comfortab ly fee l my way 
into negot iations for free-nation real es
tate if I knew I were representing an 
organization that could write the check 
when the time came. But lacking that, 
what yo u need is gal l, or chutzpah. 
Chutzpah might be used to your advan
tage . But it is not my personal sty le. 

Second : With regard to "the prepara
tion of suitable contractual agreements 
for us to build our community either as 
(ideally) a separate sovereign state or as 
a sem i-autonomous state sti ll under the 
host country jurisdiction," some of us 
might be able to help you a bit. Certa inly 
I have aspired to cover this subject in 
FNF. But, anyone who reads FNF's 
work thus far , expecting to find help in 
this vein, will probably be disappointed. 
I have not succeeded in drawing out 
much good work in this subj ect. 

Nonetheless, I think of three individ
ual contributors who might offer ideas to 
yo u. These are : Roderick Long, Spencer 
Maccallum, and myse lf. Each of us 
seems to have we ll formed and definite 
opinions on particular subjects. Unfo1tu
nately, each of us seems to come from a 
place not understood by the other two, 
and FNF has never had enough coherent 
strength to fuse us in a dialog which 
produces anything approach ing consen
sus. 

As for my own preparation to g ive 
advice on contractual terms, I have opin
ions which I li ke to think are worth 
something. But these have never been 
codified into a systematic outline, ready 
to hand to someone such as yo u. 

Good luck to yo u in yo ur project. 

Sincere ly, 
Richard 0 . Hammer 

L. 
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Behavior in the Commons 

(Continued from page 28) 
have noticed that the term "common" has 
received a fair amount of usage, with a 
meaning c lose to that which I intend for 
"public space." 1 So in this artic le I wi ll 
sta rt to use "common" to mean the same 
as "public space." 

I have argued that we can understand 
the nature of property better if we think 
of choice as the fundamental uni t of 
property. We can perceive more accu
rately what is going on if we think of 
owning bundles of choices, pertaining to 
things, rather than of owning the things 
themselves. Thus, when I write about a 
private space or a common, I am refer
ring more to a bundle of cho ices than I 
am referring to a particular three
dimensional space. 

The distinguishing feature of a com
mon is the public ownersh ip of choices. 
In a common, choices are owned by no 
one, by everyone, or by some authority 
which is often absent. 

Looking closer, we can see two types 
of commons. The first type are frontiers 
not yet occupied . In frontiers not yet 
occupied there are no choices which are 
worth owning (no choices which are 
worth the effort to stake and police a 
claim) . For an example I would say that 
the tabletop in the above illustration was 
a common of this type before the water 
and sugar were deposited there. 

The second type of commons are cre
ated by acts of state. Here the choices 
are worth owning, but the state has out
lawed private ownership of these choices 
and dec lared itself to be the owner. An 
example of th is type of common is a 
street owned and po liced, if at all , by 
government. (As an aside, I have argued 
that most of the worst problems that 
beset human soc iety fester in this type of 
common.

2 
But that is not the subj ect of 

this artic le.) 
There is a tendency, I contend, for all 

choices which are worth contro lling to 
become privately owned. We living or
ganizations naturally seek our se lf
interest. We natura lly lay claim to 
choices which seem unowned and poten
tially usefu l to us. This process goes on 
in parallel with the process mentioned 
above, in which new and larger organiza
tions are continually growing. These two 
processes seem closely re lated. 
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So a common is li ke a vacuum, invit
ing contro l to enter. As private parties 
take power to make choices in commons, 
those commons become privatized. Be
cause of thi s, a common is transient. 

The example of the critters on the 
tab letop shows the natural growth of pri
vate interest and private control. Before 
the line of trade is estab li shed between 
water and sugar there is no spot on the 
tabletop which any of the critters would 
cons ider worth c laiming. But after the 
line of trade is estab li shed it becomes 
va luable to be in that line. 

How Do Libertarians Behave in the 
Commons? 

Now, in this model of life, let us 
apply what we know about libertarian 
principles to see if it can predict how 
libertarians will behave in various cir
cumstances. Suppose some of the table
top critters are libertarians. 

These libertarian critters will not 
push other critters out of the line of trade, 
to take their places in the line. That 
wou ld be aggression. They will not grab 
away any water or sugar wh ich is clearly 
the property of some other critter. That 
would be theft . Furthermore, libertarian 
critters wil l honor their contracts in trade 
(assuming these critters become fancy 
enough to have something like 
promises). 

Thus we see that our li bertarian 
friends will respect property rights which 
are already well established. But how 
will they behave in circumstances which 
are not so clear? That is, how wil l they 
behave in what remains of the common? 
Consider three situations. 

First, suppose that some tidbits of 
sugar have been left momentarily 
unattended , at a busy point a longside 
the trading chain. Suppose the place 
is not c learly within the estab lished 
realm of any critter. So, even though 
it appears that some trader just set 
these down while she was attending 
to another transaction, according to 
present ly estab lished conventions 
these tidbits do not be long to anyone. 
Libertarians can snap them up , a ll of 
them, without qualm. 

Second, cons ider a situation in which 
the terms of a trad ing relationship 
have come into flux. Imagine, for 
example, that a libertarian has a place 
in the trading cha in. The libertarian ' s 
ne ighbor in the chain starts receiving 
water in larger units from farther 
down the cha in, and would therefore 
like to revise his terms with the liber
tarian. The previous terms on ly men
tioned "units" without mentioning 
their size, because the size was as
sumed to be the o ld standard . 

Suppose th is neighbor has tried to 
meet the libertarian to arrange new 
terms, but has fa il ed at first to find 
the libertarian. The neighbor does 
not want to inconvenience the liber
tarian , whenever the libertarian might 
arrive at the location where they rou
tinely leave the units wh ich they 
trade. Suppose the neighbor decides 
to trust that he and the libertarian will 
reach some reasonable sett lement, so 
he simply leaves the larger units . 

Now, how w ill the libertarian act 
when he finds the larger units? We 
cannot predict. Accord ing to liber
tarian standards, he has no obl igation 
to reciprocate in proportion . He can, 
without qualm, treat the units which 
he has rece ived as if they were no 
larger. 

Third, consider the tab letop before 
the line of trade is ever estab lished. 
Will libertarian critters contribute to 
the effort to create the new line of 
trade? Maybe, maybe not. Libertar
ian val ues do not require any invest
ment in the future. 

Wrapping up this section, I hope you 
wil l agree with me when I conclude that 
libertarian values serve we ll to protect 
clearly estab lished property rights. But 
libertarian values, taken alone, do not 
lead li bertarians to be trustworthy in any 
commons, in any situations where doubt 
ex ists as to the exact de li neation of 
rights. 
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And, even worse, if any libertarian 
believes that libertarian va lues shou ld 
provide the only restraints on her behav
ior, then she may believe that she shou ld 
take everyth ing which is not nailed 
down, in every relationship which has 
vagueness in any of its terms. Libertari
ans va lues, if taken this way, endorse 
unrestrained pilfering. 

Something More ls Required 
Before I can wrap up my sermon 

here. I need you to leap to one more 
conclusion with me. But first let us 
review two leaps wh ich I hope you have 
already made with me: 

I. Life exists as a hierarchy of orga
nizations, with the higher organi
zations reaching and exploiting 
ever larger or more complex re
sources in the env ironment. 

2. Our best hopes for the future lie 
in our abi lity to discover the sets 
of rules which, by guiding our 
behavior as individuals, will orga
nize us so that we can exploit 
both ever-larger and ever-more
subtle reserves. 

Here is the last leap: 

When we practice neighborly be
havior (which might be taken to 
include civility, kindness, and 
even a ltruism) this increases the 
chance that we wi ll find ourselves 
included in a new chain of trade. 
This cha in might form either 
spontaneous ly or by conscious 
des ign. It wou ld bring new bene
fits to a ll its members. 

With this last leap, I am trying to 
suggest a way that new rules might be 
discovered to produce new organiza
tions. Perhaps it works this way. An act 
of neighborly behavior may communi
cate a hope for a new set of rules. Some
one choosing to act in a benevolent way 
may be saying, subconscious ly, that she 
would like behavior such as hers to be 
the norm, in circumstances such as these. 

Of course the choices of other indi
viduals would need to be coordinated. 
But if this cou ld be achieved, then the 
new set of rules would be almost estab
lished. Each individual in a new network 
could expect certain behavior from hi s 
neighbors, in predictable circumstances. 
For practical purposes, this resembles a 
network of private contracts. When this 
has happened, we cou ld say that a com
mon has been privatized. 

If this is a ll true, it simply underlines 
what your mother may have told you: If 
you are nice to people even when you do 
not have to be nice to them, then they 
will want to do more things with you in 
the future. 

Of course, I do not recommend uni
versa l and unconsidered self-sacrifice. It 
is possible to give too much. By giving 
too much you can not only injure your
se lf, but also injure the interests of any 
others who might benefit in the future 
from trading with you in full strength. 

Libertarian values spec ify a mini
mum standard by telling us the minimal 
amount of consideration which we 
should give to other people. Certainly 
this world would be a better place if 
everyone accepted libertarianism as their 
minimum. But, I preach, after we have 
achieved this minimum, and thus en
forced the property rights which already 
exist today, we need to work on building 
the relationships of the future. And, 
unless I am mistaken, libertarian values 
offer no guidance in building our future 
relat ionships . 

With a New Organization We Can 
Secure Liberty 

The present environment on Earth 
has a vast, untapped resource: the unfet
tered human spirit. A new free nation, if 
it could be organized, could release some 
of the energy in this resource. With this 
energy it could easi ly defend itself, as 
needed, from other, poorer nations, 
which cling to statism. 
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I also believe that we who want lib
erty have, among us, eas ily enough talent 
and wealth to secure such a new free 
nation. But how can the rules be 
learned? How can libertarians be orga
nized to bridge the gap, to start the flow 
in this new release of energy? 

In FNF I have been trying to start a 
think tank which I believe could catalyze 
birth of this nation. Since my effort has 
entailed the building of a new organiza
tion, it calls for extra effort, beyond what 
is required by the libertarian minimum. 
This extra effort needs to be channe led, I 
believe, by new rules which I have strug
g led to communicate. I plan to continue 
trying, in one way or another . .6 

1 
See for instance: Elinor Ostrom, Governing 

the Commons: the Evolution of Institutions 
f or Collective Action, Cambridge University 
Press, 1990. 
2 

"A Theory for Libertarianism," Formula
tions, Vol. V, No. 3 (Spring 1998) . 
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Behavior in the Commons 

If you find a wallet on a sidewalk, 
and if the wallet contains both cash and 
identification of the owner, what do you 
do? 

I have written here a number of times 
about my theory of life. This theory 
offers a framework for thinking about 
many things, including ethics, property, 
and the organizations which make up 
life. In this article I will review a few 
points, attempting to bring yo u with me 
to an important conclusion: we living 
things must invest in building new al
liances, new organizations. 

Then I will add a few new thoughts, 
about how we behave in those circum
stances where we do not find ourselves 
compelled, by libertarian principles, to 
act one way or another. I will suggest 
that libertarian principles, while useful 
for preserv ing existing property rights, 
offer no help in the essential process of 
building new organizations, whereas ci
vility and altruism (the Satan of Ayn 
Rand) do offer help in this process. 

I have tried to finish writing this par
ticular article for each of the last three 
issues of Formulations. But each time, 
day after day has slipped away as I have 
attempted to wrap it up . With each 
succeeding issue the publication date 
drew near, and I had to drop something. 

My trouble seems to be this: I am 
trying to compose a good, sti ll snapshot, 
of a theory which refuses to sit stil l. It 
grows and evo lves as I write about it. 
This time I have brought it to this stage 
by admitt ing to myself that it wi ll be 
fu zzy on the edges. 

Much of my difficulty derives, I 
think, from the lack of a vocabu lary to 
describe what I see. I suppose I could 
attempt to introduce new words. But 
rather than go through that struggle, I 
choose to use already ex isting words to 
name the things I see. Unfortunate ly, 
already ex isting words bring many mean
ings with them, inc luding meanings 
which do not belong here. So I find 
myse lf in a battle, trying to fight away 
interpretations which do not fit, so that 
one meaning which I intend will stand 
clear. 
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by Richard 0. Hammer 

About the Growth of Life 
"Organization" is one of the words 

which I use in a novel way. Life seems 
to consist of a hierarchy of organizations. 
Small organizations, such as cel ls, some
how combine to make larger organiza
tions, such as humans. Humans, and 
other organizations on this scale which 
we have named "organisms," combine in 
turn to make still larger organizations, 
such as plantations and states. 

In my view, most of the progress that 
living things make derives from the suc
cess that living things achieve in organiz
ing themselves into larger organizations. 
See the illustration with tabletop critters 
(below). This suggests how life ad
vances- through formation of new and 
larger organizations. 

Thus, it seems clear, large or com
plex patterns of energy and raw materials 
can be explo ited by numerous organiza

. tions acting together. This exploitation 
becomes possible as individual members 
of the larger organization learn the rules 

which profit them as individuals, acting 
within the larger organization. 

I propose that something like thi s 
goes on in li fe. Ever-larger organiza
tions form to help their constituents li ve 
better by tapping ever-larger features in 
the environment. We humans and the 
organizations which we have formed are 
yet far too small to tap the energy of the 
Sun and the raw material of Jupiter. But 
vast opportunity lies in that direction , 
and in other directions, for those of us 
who can organize successfully to tap as
yet-unclaimed resources. 

About the Commons 
In the past I have written a number of 

times about "public space." I chose the 
term "public space" because I want to 
use it to show a contrast with private 
space. But I do not see many clues that I 
have succeeded in communicating the 
concept I have in mind. Thinking that 
perhaps a new term will he lp , recently I 

(Continued on page 26) 

Tabletop Critters 

illustrating how organizations prosper when individuals follow simple rules 

Imagine a flat surface, perhaps a 
tabletop, upon which some tiny, perhaps 
one-celled, critters live. These critters 
need both water and sugar to live, and 
this tabletop upon which they find them
selves is basically a desert. The wind 
blows, and occasionally deposits a few 
molecules of water or sugar within 
reach . These conditions support a popu
lation of only a few thousand of these 
critters, which live near starvation, scat
tered over the tabletop. 

Now suppose that onto this tabletop 
fate places a drop of water at some spot, 
and a crumb of sugar at another spot a 
centimeter from the water. Suppose that 
this distance, a centimeter, is much fur
ther than any one of these critters can 
trave l in its entire li fet ime, but suppose 
that the critters do have abi lity to pick 
up raw materials, carry them for small 
distances, and then drop them aga in . 

This environmental pattern, the pair 
of reserves of water and sugar, looks 
like a niche ready to be exploited. If the 
critters can learn appropriate rules of 
behavior, millions of them can start to 
live in a filament of trade between the 
water and sugar. 

The critters who would make up this 
chain of trade would need to follow 
some simple rules. Such rules might be: 

I . If you see water on the left, carry it 
to the right and set it down. 

2. If you see sugar on the right, carry it 
to the left and set it down . 

3. If you get thirsty or hungry, help 
yourse lf to what you need from the 
materials that pass through your pos
sess ion . 
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