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INTERVIEW WITH
PAUL JACOB

Paul Jacob, a libertarian activist, was indicted by the Arkansas
Grand Jury on September 23, 1982 for failure to register for the draft.
Although he is the 11th person to be indicted for this offense,
Jacob's case is unique in that he is the only one the F.B.I, cannot
locate for prosecution, despite a nationwide search.

Interview by Wendy McElroy

V: Has your opinion of the libertarian movement or the
direction libertarianism needs to take changed during the
period you have lived underground?
PJ: It has solidified. It has hardened. Before I joined the
Libertarian Party (LP), I considered myself a libertarian and I
was dedicated, at least to a major degree, to political activity
such as draft resistance. I was talking to people and trying to
educate people about freedom and individualism. Someone
told me "Well, if this is so good, why don't you join the LP?"
At that moment, I couldn't think what to say, so I said "I think
I will." I was organizing before I joined the LP and my idea
then was*that the only way to stop the government was to
resist the government. In fact, the main thing I tried to get
across was that if we want to change something, we can't ac-
cept it. I have always been against people who say you can
only change things through the system. I have always felt the
exact opposite. Once you are part of the system there is
nothing to change. You would have to change yourself.

V: You are the problem?
PJ: Yes. At points after becoming a libertarian, I was more
in favor of political, electoral strategies, but as the draft issue
developed I began to see there is really no chance for 18 to 23
year olds to vote out everyone over 23.

V: Are you saying the draft is an issue which cannot be ef-
fectively approached through the electoral process?

PJ: Effectively, no. It could be made an issue electorally,
but you are not going to see major party politicians buck the
voting strength of those over 23 to satisfy those 18 to 23. If we
could somehow convince a majority of those over 23 that the
draft was wrong, then there might be some hope in the elec-
toral process to end it, but I think that is asking a little too
much. Anyway, as Carter started registration, it was clear to
me that I wasn't going to register and that the only way, the
most effective way for those of us threatened with the draft to
beat it was to resist. Since I have been underground and since
I have travelled different places, I feel more and more sure
that the way to stop government slavery in this and all other
issues is to resist it physically, personally. It is not enough to
try and convince people to think as you do. You must act on
what you think. Convincing the masses is much easier if you
have taken action yourself, if you can say "this is what I d¡d``
rather than "this is what I think."
V: I am surprised that you are not more of a cause celebre in
libertarianism as our own "fugitive from the FBI"...
PJ: lam in isolated pockets.

V: Can you speculate as to why you have not received more
support from libertarian organizations, particularly the LP?
PJ: Well, I would like to preface it by saying that quite a few
individuals and some organizations have given me support. I
think one reason is because there is a question as to whether
the LP should support people who break the law—for the life
of me I don't understand why. If we believe that taxation is
theft, that the draft is slavery—and any libertarian I call a
libertarian believes those things—then, why wouldn't we
want to support someone who decided not to be robbed or
enslaved? It seems like those are the very people we would
want to support. But the only thing that I can figure is they
want to look like a credible, all American party. When I think
of myself as all American, I think of America as a land mass. I
think they are confusing America with a national government.
They want to emulate the other political parties who obvious-
ly don't support people who break the law, but the other
political parties made those laws. So, the LP made a mistake.
They were trying to follow a path that was made by statists
rather than by libertarians.
V: One of the differences between socialism and liber-
tarianism as movements seems to be that socialists give sup-
port to movement people who are victimized by the State. Is it
simply that there is a stigma to breaking the law in liber-
tarianism which does not exist in socialism, or is there a
fuller answer?
PJ: For one thing, I think that libertarians as a group have
been less victimized than socialists or communists. There
was a time, and in many places in the United States it still is
the case, that killing a communist was a good thing to do.
Many policemen in places I have been would just as soon kill
a communist as eat breakfast. They don't necessarily feel
that way toward libertarians.
V: Are you saying that the movement has not had to evolve
to deal with this problem?
PJ: What I am saying is that although our changes are much
more radical than the changes socialists or communists
would bring—what we have today is much closer to what they
are talking about than to what we are talking about—as seen
through the media and through the image we are projecting,
we are more mainstream America. The socialists and com-
munists know good and well they are not mainstream
America and have no chance of portraying themselves that
way. They want members and no one is going to join the Com-
munist Party if, when the police start pounding down your
door and you are sent to prison, you get no support. The fact
they are such minor and victimized parties forces them to do
that. If libertarians would speak the truth, speak what is real-
ly on their minds, they would find themselves becoming more
and more the victims of State aggression. We would see more
and more FBI activity in the Party and we might be the victims
of a few wiretaps, illegal searchs, etc. Basically, we have not
attempted to portray ourselves as an opposition and we have
not used resistance to the State. We really have not accepted
that as a means to freedom.
V: The libertarian movement of the 19th Century used to ac-
cept that you opposed the State by openly refusing to obey ..
. Thoreau's On Civil Disobedience, for example. Do you think
the LP and the trend toward politics has made the movement



The Voluntaryist
Subscription Information

Published bi-monthly by The Voluntaryists, P.O. Box
5836, Baltimore, Maryland 21208. Subscriptions are $10 per
year. $18 for two years. Overseas subscriptions, please add
$5 for extra postage (per year), $2.00 per issue.

Editor: Wendy McElroy
Contributing Editors: Carl Watner and

George H. Smith

more conservative?
PJ: Yes, I think that is it. In fact, at the Denver Convention,
the only one I have been to, I was surprised at how conse
vative the movement was. Ed Clark ran for President on a plat-
form of gaining credibility. Although we might be as radical
as any other group or more radical in our thoughts, it is our
actions which will be viewed by the media and other people
and our actions are not radical, except for a few cases. In
those cases, a lot of people seem to be afraid that we are go-
ing to look anti-American or communist. It is true that more
ignorant people tend to associate any type of radicalism with
communism, but on the whole I don't think this is a problem.
Most people view us as a right wing group because we are not
wiMing to take strong stands and use resistance in civil liber-
ties areas.
V: How familiar are you with the tradition of non-violent
resistance?
PJ: Not very. I have not read a whole lot about it. During high
school, I read Thoreau. I read Emerson and Thoreau together
and I tended to think Emerson was worthless and loved
Thoreau. Today, I think the left tends to use Thoreau more
than we do when, in reality, libertarian anarchists should
have a special place in their hearts for Thoreau who used the
motto: "That government which governs least governs best,"
and then turns around and takes it to its logical conclusion
which is that it governs not at all.
V: What is the best way for the libertarian movement to help
you?
PJ: There are numerous things. They should support every
form of resistance to the State. Number one priority. In other
words, they should support tax resisters, draft resisters,
those who resist regulations, drug users, prostitutes, and so
on. A lot of people in this country are victims of the law.
Others are resisting and becoming victims and they should
be our first priority. Our goal is not to take over the govern-
ment but to stop the government from oppressing people, vic-
timizing people, and we should never lose sight of that. It
would be much better to never get anyone elected and yet to
free one person from prison than to elect every official as a
libertarian and leave that one person in prison.

Also, if you have the right attitude you tend to do the right
things. Another attitude libertarians need to have is that they
shouldn't worry about what the majority of Americans think
of any particular policy. That is for the Democrats and
Republicans to worry about because they are the ones who
are in office. They are getting the majority of votes. What we
have to do continually is to say what we have to say. Social
Security is a great example. There is no way Ronald Reagan
or any Republican can come out and say he is for making
Social Security voluntary. The media would kill him and he
wou!d lose the election. He doesn't want to do that because
he sees the possibility of winning. Now, in any race the
chances of our getting 5% are not as good as the
Republicans or Democrats winning, so we shouldn't worry

about infuriating 80% of the voters. We should be attracting
the 2 or 3 or 10% of the people truly against State coercion,
truly in favor of individual liberty. I think we need to keep in
mind what we are doing is right and it doesn't matter how the
majority views our actions, only that our actions are designed
to bring freedom to people who otherwise would not have it.
V: If you could resist registration publicly right now, what
would be your first priority? What is the most important thing
for public people to do?
PJ: Go to the high schools. When registration affected me I
was 20 years old which is only two years older than 18, but I
had been to college for a year. I had lived on my own, suppor-
ting myself. You are a lot older, especially if you have sup-
ported yourself, at 20 than at 18. You have been out of the
public education prison for two years and have a different
outlook. I wonder what I would have done at 18. I'm sure I
would not have registered. I don't know if I would have been
public about it and I know I would have been much more
frightened about it. So I think the main thing to do is to go to
the high schools and the 18 year olds because they are the
ones who are affected now. Get information to them. 18 year
olds have been much better than my age group about the
draft. I think it hurts to some degree that they are in public
school because they are getting the party line, so to speak.
But, at the same time, they can see the draft is slavery
because many of them see public education as slavery; they
are in it. So they definitely understand government control
and they are very receptive. It also would be a tremendous
recruiting thing to hit high school students with anti-draft
literature and just let them find out on their own at the end of
your pamphlet where it says Libertarian Party or Libertarian
Draft Group, let them find out about libertarianism that way. I
think they would be a lot more receptive to libertarianism if
they were helped by libertarians and then found out about the
ideas than if you tried to cram the whole libertarian
philosophy down their throats. Another good thing about that
age group is that, although high school teachers are statist,
college professors are much more statist, much more willing
to come out and admit it and better able to defend statism.
And I think that if we wait until students are in college for a
couple of years or out of college, they have not only been in
public schools and gotten the government line, they have
also had very intelligent people give them plausible excuses
for believing it. I think there are a million and one good
reasons to go to your high school. There is a possibility you
will be thrown out. But you won't know until you try.

V: They can't throw you off the sidewalks outside.
PJ: Right. And call the newspapers and television and let
them see that public education is not allowing diversity of
opinion to be seen by the students.

V: Newspapers don't seem to be diverse in their opin-
ions themselves. Have you approached newspapers and had
them show disinterest or hostility?
P.J. From what I have been able to gather, if I called The
Arkansas Gazette or the Arkansas Democrat for an interview,
as soon as I was through with the interview, they called the
FBI and told them I had called. If I happened to sneak into
Arkansas and go to the Gazette office to do an interview, they
called the FBI as soon as it was through or, perhaps, while it
was in progress. So, they don't necessarily expand what little
freedom of the press they have. There is not a great deal of
diversity. And one of the things I noticed was that before I
was indicted, they didn't seem to think it was tremendously
newsworthy. Once I was indicted, once the government made
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THE ETHICS OF VOTING
by George H. Smith

PART THREE
VII. Recapitulation

:n Part Two of this article I sketched a theory of institu-
tional analysis whereby individuals, filling institutional roles,
contribute unintentionally to the goals of an association (i.e.,
a designed institution). Institutional analysis does not violate
the principles of methodological individualism. On the con-
trary, anarchist theory relies on institutional analysis for its
coherence. Anarchists who defend political office-holding
and electoral voting cannot reasonably do so by opposing in-
stitutional analysis as such. Unless political libertarians are
willing to purge their vocabulary of all institutional terms
("State," "society," the "market," etc.) and all institutional
propositions (e.g., "the State is invasive per se"), then their
objections to voluntaryist arguments will reek of insincerity.

Of course, it is possible to accept institutional analysis
and yet object to its particular application in the case against
office-holding and voting. This is the only viable approach
open to political anarchists. Unfortunately, we possess no
body of libertarian theory which treats institutional analysis
in detail, so a discussion of the institutional features of
voting requires considerable preliminary groundwork. Having
discussed some procedural issues in Part One and institu-
tional analysis in Part Two, I shall now explore how institu-
tional analysis applies specifically to the State and to offices
in the State. Then I shall move from institutional analysis con-
sidered descriptively to the normative or moral implications
of institutional analysis. To what extent are those individuals
who work within an association morally and/or legally respon-
sible for the institutional products of that association? This
thorny area is undoubtedly the most complex and controver-
sial aspect of institutional analysis, yet it must be addressed
if the moral implications of electoral voting are to be flushed
out. Anarchist theory will never advance beyond a rudimen-
tary level so long as this issue remains unresolved.

Modern States, I have argued, are designed institutions.
They did not emerge spontaneously from the unplanned coor-
dination of individuals pursuing disparate goals (such as in
social division of labor). The State resembles a business
organization; it was designed and established to achieve
specific goals, and it has developed a sophisticated division
of labor which furthers these goals.

This does not mean that all features of the modern State
are designed. Economists point out that even rigidly struc-
tured business organizations and political bureaucracies ex-
hibit signs of spontaneous order, often caused by internal
competition for positions of prestige and power. Never-
theless, there are crucial differences between undesigned
and designed institutions. Associations (designed institu-
tions) coordinate individual actions to further homogeneous
and predetermined goals. An auto factory, for instance, does
not assemble workers, allow them to do as they please, and
then accept whatever results from their unplanned interac-
tion. Associations impose a structure of internal organiza-
tion, a division of labor, to achieve particular goals. Any spon-
taneous order within the association is subordinated to these
goals.

Modern States, far from evolving spontaneously, arose
from the desire of political rulers to establish territorial
sovereignty. The State's spontaneous order occurs within
these parameters. A State cannot allow developments that

weaken its territorial sovereignty; it reacts quickly and
decisively against all threats. The spontaneous order in
society generally, on the contrary, operates under no such
constraints. Social institutions may change drastically or die
altogether without the interposition of force to prevent these
changes. A similar hands-off policy is unthinkable for States.

VIII. "Invasive Per Se": The Minarchist-Anarchist
Debate

The core of anarchism is the claim that the State is
necessarily invasive, or invasive per se. This is also the point
of contention between anarchism and minarchism. If the
basic institutional purpose of the State is one which could be
accomplished by voluntary means, then the State is not
necessarily invasive. If one were to argue (however im-
plausibly) that the institutional purpose of the State is to
deliver mail, then the fact that existing States use invasive
means (taxation and a coercive monopoly) to provide this ser-
vice would have no direct bearing on the theoretical question
of whether invasive means must be employed to accomplish
this goal. A totally voluntary mail service could be establish-
ed; and if mail delivery is the defining characteristic of the
State, then we have the theoretical possibility of a "voluntary
State." In this view, one could push for the elimination of the
invasive aspects of the current government until it is pared
down to its "proper" function of mail delivery. If we substitute
"defense of individual rights" for "mail delivery" (one is as ar-
bitrary as the other), we have the minarchist argument for the
possibility of a noninvasive State.

The anarchist rejects the argument that the basic institu-
tional purpose of the State is one which could theoretically
be achieved by voluntary means. The anarchist considers the
fundamental purpose of the State to be territorial sovereign-
ty, and this is inherently invasive. Beginning with the liber-
tarian prohibition of invasive acts, the anarchist adds the in-
sight that the State is invasive per se — i.e., it must commit
invasive acts to fulfill its basic purpose. When the nonaggres-
sion premise is applied to this view of the State, the conse-
quence is a total rejection of the State on libertarian grounds.
Thus, as I argued in Part One, anarchism is more than liber-
tarianism. Anarchism is the nonaggression axiom combined
with a particular view of the State — a view that relies on in-
stitutional analysis.

The minarchist-anarchist debate revolves around the essen-
tial (or defining) purpose of government. Minarchists
assert that the "proper" function of government is defense of
individual rights, broadly conceived (police, military, and
judicial system). But it is unclear what "proper" means here.
If it means "morally proper" —i.e., the State cannot
legitimately exceed these boundaries—then no anarchist will
disagree. No institution, by whatever name we call it, may
properly violate rights. But why the State should be the focus
of defense remains a puzzle. Minarchists must show that
States were designed (in a substantial number of cases) with
the defense of rights as a fundamental purpose. Unfortunate-
ly for them, history does not smile on this thesis. Territorial
sovereignty was clearly the purpose leading to the organiza-
tion and consolidation of modern States. This required a
monopoly of legitimized coercion to eliminate potential com-
petitors or those opposed to sovereignty altogether. The
State's monopoly on the means of coercion left it little choice
but to provide a semblance of defense for its subjects. The
provision of these "services" plays an important rcle in
legitimizing State rule (to preserve "law and order'"), without
which mass compliance would be difficult to achieve.

The anarchist thesis — that the State is invasive per še
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