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‘I Don’t Want
NOTHING From HIM!"’

By Carl Watner

C. V. Myers, the investment analyst, related this story about his
principled mother. “She was the most uncompromising immigrant
to ever hit the Atlantic shores. She loved to personify the govern-
ment. She called it '"HE.” She could work up a much better mad
about ‘HIM’ than she could about an 'IT.” She said, ‘Let HIM leave me
alone, I'll leave HIM alone. | don’'t want nothing from HIM, and let
HIM not ask anything from me’.”

When it came time for her to apply for her Canadian old-age pen-
sion, she balked. After long arguments, she was finally cajoled into
applying. Myers said, “We told her everyone else got it. She had
earned it. Why shouldn’t she have it?" After her death, in her
bookcase, we found a neat stack of old-age pension cheques - from
first to last - none had been cashed! She had stuck by her uncom-
promising guns. ‘I don’t want nothing from HIM, and let HIM ask
nothing from me’.”

How do voluntaryists relate to this story? Why do we have the
same attitude as Myers’ mother? In short, why is it wrong for us to
use State services and/or take anything from the State?

We take it as a given that any action which is wrong or immoral
for ong person is just as wrong for a few or many. As explained in
John l?ugsley’s article in Whole No. 28 of THE VOLUNTARYIST ("'The
Case Against T-bills and Other Thoughts on Theft”), the State is a
criminal institution and the people who comprise it are either
criminals or are acting as accessories. The use of the criminat
metaphor to describe the State is at least as old as St. Augustine
(354-439 A.D.), who pointed out that were it not for the State’s
claim to administer justice, States would be nothing but big
thieves. (“Remota justitia, quid sunt regna nisi magna latrocinia?”).

Those who accept this starting point, and agree that theft is a
coercive and thus an immoral act, would naturally have second
thoughts about dealing with a thief. How far do they have to
distance themselves from him in order to claim that they do not
sanction his act of theft? Do they become an accessory to his
crimes by trading with him? Even if a thief "gives”” away some of his
loot, how can a person acquire valid title to property which the
thief has stolen? The thief, possessing no title, can pass none. Do-
ing business with a thief should be avoided for this reason.

How does the State differ from a thief? It doesn’t! The State has
never had an honestly earned doliar in its treasury! It does
however, from time to time, offer each of us the chance to recover
some of the money it has stolen from us. Take Social Security as an
example. One of the conditions of “above ground” employment is
contributing to FICA. If we have been forced to contribute, why
shouldn’t we claim our share of the benefits when the time comes
to retire?

The crux of the problem lies in the fact that there is no way of get-
ting one’s own money back. Any money taken from you has been
spent long ago. As a consequence, any money you receive from the
State would be money that has been stolen from someone else.
Patricia Cullinane relates that the following story helped her to get
this idea across to her students.

A band of light-fingered gypsies had set up camp on the
outskirts of town. One evening they confronted you with a de-
mand for your silverware. You resist, but they threaten to slit
your throat, so you tell them where your silver is hidden.
They take it and return to their camp.

Later the next day, after having regained your composure,
you enter their campground and demand that your silver be
returned. The gypsy leader looks astounded. “But, my dear

sir, you seemed perfectly willing to give it up when our
agents called on you. We have spent it on a good and worthy
cause - we've fed our hungry band and given it to our elderly.
At any rate, you can readily see that we no longer have your
silver.”

With that he tips a melting pot so that you could see the
remnants of someone’s silver - no one could tell whose. This
explanation doesn’t satisfy you. So he sends his henchmen
out to steal another set of silverware, which he then offers to
you.

Should you accept it? Although the gypsies technically owe you
silverware, they have no right to steal a second set with which to
repay you; nor do you have a right to accept it. The title to that
silverware resides with the person from whom it was stolen. If you
accept it, you become party to the crime. Your action, while osten-
sibly an effort to recover your property, has resulted in a second
crime.

As this example illustrates, the State has no way of paying back
your money except to give you money which has been stolen from
someone else. This is the primary reason that it is wrong to accept
money or other benefits from the State. Two additional reasons for
refusing State handouts are “There is no such thing as a free
lunch,” and "He who pays the piper inevitably calls the tune.”” While
acceptance of State funds or services can appear to offer relief in
the short term, the inevitable long term cost to you is that you
become more and more of a vassal of the State. In addition to the
further loss of your freedoms, you pay in the “golden coin” of your
self-respect and independence. These hidden costs are destructive
of your character and allow the State to set the conditions for the
use of that which it grants. In any proposed dealings with the State
we should consider that great pair of maxims: ‘Finem respice” and
‘Principiis obsta’ - which teach us to ‘Consider the end’ and thus
‘Resist the beginnings.’

We can easily see that the claim, “I'm only getting back part of
what I putin” - doesn’t hold up. Other common justifications for ac-
cepting State funds or services are that “Everyone else is doing it”;
and “If | don’'t, someone else will.” These assertions hardly need
answering. Suffice it to say, that the numbers involved don’t change
the principles. Hitler's henchmen used as their excuse, that if they
didn’t murder, Hitler would get others to take their places. That
may have been true, but the man who pulls the trigger is responsi-
ble for his act, regardless of how many replacements there might
be for his position.

One other argument comes up fairly frequently. When we refuse
to take State benefits, do we not strengthen the State by allowing
funds to remain in its hands? In one sense, we do - because the
State does maintain control over more resources than if we had
taken money or services from it. However, there is another, and
much more important, question to be considered, and that is What
happens to my personal integrity when | receive stolen goods?
You have no control over the State, those people who work for it, or
those who milk it for all it is worth. However, you do have control
over your own actions, and thus you alone are responsible for what
you do. This is what is meant by the maxim: “Freedom is self-
control.” Each one of us decides what we do: whether we vote or
not; whether we steal; whether we tell the truth or deal in lies;
whether we retaliate or seek forceful restitution; whether we deal
violently with our fellow man or live in harmony. Your integrity, or
lack thereof, is up to you.

Though your refusal to accept State funds may seem at times to
strengthen the State, your refusal to accept anything from the
State makes you a stronger person. It should be clear that accep-
tance of State money is not a step in the direction of either a better
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Potpourri from the Editor’s Desk

1. “’An Army of Principles’”

“An army of principles will penetrate where an army of soldiers
cannot. Neither the Channel nor the Rhine will arrest its progress. It
will march on the horizon of the world and it will conquer.” This is
the inscription on one side of Rose Wilder Lane's tombstone in a
Mansfield, Missouri cemetery.

2. ““John Doe’’

An innocent man spent 11 days in jail in West Palm Beach,
Florida because he refused to identify himself. He then had to
picket a police station to get his suitcase back.

The man, known only as John Doe to authorities, left the city on a
bus after the police finally gave in, handing over the luggage
without a required signature.

1 felt there was a principle involved here and | was not going to
waive my rights,” “Doe” said on the way to the bus station. “The
problem with Americans in general is that we’re out here
every day trying to make ends meet, and we don’t have time
to stand firm on our convictions.’”’

Doe had picketed the West Palm Beach police station three times.
As he boarded the bus he still held his placard, which read “‘Return
the suitcase now. A badge does not grant the West Palm Beach
police a license to steal property from another nor the authority to
trample upon the rights of we the people.”

Doe’s problem began when the police received a tip that a man
matching his description was carrying drugs in a suitcase on a bus.
They detained him and found nothing in his suitcase but clothes
and toothpaste and they said he could leave.

When asked to sign a jail release form, however, Doe balked,
arguing that he was innocent, and that the police had no right to
compel him to give his name.

Doe remained in the Palm Beach County jail for 11 days until a
circuit court judge ordered his release. But the police refused to
turn over the suitcase without a property release signature.

Unable to regain the suitcase, Doe began picketing, refusing to
sign the release "“John Doe.” Police finally threw in the towel and
returned the suitcase. Doe found that they had torn the lining in
the case and squeezed the toothpaste out of the tube. Police sug-
gested he file a claim with the city.

That's unlikely - he would have to sign the claim! {from the
Associated Press, July 12, 1987)

3. Telephone Tax Refusal

The following 3~ x 5 form is one that some tax protesters use
when they deduct the federal excise tax from their long-distance
telephone bills. The tax was first imposed during World War 1, and
has been used to raise revenues for World War II, the Korean War
and the Vietnam conflict. During the late 1960’s and early ‘70’s,
many war tax resisters used this form of protest. When the phone
bill is paid, the amount of the excise tax is deducted and the
note is sent with the payment to the phone company. Today the tax
rate is 3%. Since the tax is so small, the refusal to pay is relatively
risk-free. It would cost the federal government hundreds of dollars
to collect from each protester. The phone company will probably
notify the IRS of your refusal. You may get a routine computer
notice from the IRS, but this does not always happen.

In 1971, the Federai Communications Commission decided in the
case of Martha Tranquilli (FCC 71-688, Docket 19271, FCC Reports
30 FCC 2nd, pp. 835-839) that a phone company may not discon-
nect telephone service for failure to pay the excise tax. The basis of

the FCC’'s position is that the companies are not “owed” the tax;
they are simply fortuitous tax channels for the government. When
the tax is refused, collection can only be attempted via the codified
methods, which do not include shutoff of phone service.

Some of the new long distance phone companies are not familiar
with this regulation and may certainly threaten to terminate your
service. If that occurs, all you can do is lodge a complaint with their
customer service department, providing them with information
relative to the FCC decision. The telephone company should credit
your account with the amount of nonpaid tax, so that your account
does not appear in arrears. Additional information on telephone
tax resistance may be obtained from the War Resisters League, 339
Lafayette Street, New York, New York 10012. See their manual,
GUIDE TO WAR TAX RESISTANCE.

Phone Tax Refusal

[ have deducted $ , the amount of the federal excise
tax from this bill. This refusal stems from my opposition to
the principle of taxation. Taking my earnings against my will
is theft, regardless of how many people vote for it or how the
funds are spent. This particular theft is especially offensive
because the phone tax is directly associated with preparation
for war. | cannot pay it in good conscience.

Date Phone # Signature

4. “This is (Taxpayer) Morality?’

The American Bar Association study commission on tax com-
pliance has found that “taxpayer morality must be changed to curb
cheating. ...The problem is broadscale noncompliance by millions
of small taxpayers.” The commission recommends a grass-roots
drive to “teach Americans their moral obligation to pay taxes,” as
well as blocking opportunities for evasion, improving IRS audits,
public education and assistance activities. It calls on public figures
and business, professional and civic groups to join the campaign
to reverse the moral climate. It's "a formidable assignment that
will have to be continued indefinitely,” says commission member
and former IRS chief Randolph Turner.

5. ““More IRS Horror Stories”

During 1986, several taxpayers have reported that mortgage pay-
ment checks have ended up in the hands of the IRS. Lester Thurow,
a 59 year old retired postal worker, wrote his usual mort-
gage payment check to California Federal Savings and Loan on July
2, 1986 and mailed it. The check never arrived. Somehow it was
delivered to the IRS, where the words “Internal Revenue Service”
were stamped over the name of the original payee. On July 10,
1986, the IRS deposited the check. Thurow filed suit, claiming that
altering a check was illegal. (From THE ALERT, September 1987}
6. ““The Symbiotic Trap”’

““To understand this world you must know the military
establishments of the United States and the Soviet Union
have united against the civilians of both countries.”’

John Kenneth Galbraith cites this anonymous statement by a
high State Department official in his book THE AGE OF UNCERTAIN-
TY (London: British Broadcasting Corp., 1977, p. 227). Since the
armed forces of the United States want to exist, they need
weaponry. “The weapon firms want to exist and make money; to do
this, they must produce weapons. The Soviets provide the justifica-
tion for this existence. We justify the same institutions and the
same process in the Soviet Union.” (p. 252) He calls this
“symbiotic’” because the leaders of the two super powers need one
another. If an “enemy’ didn’t exist, one would have to be invented.

‘1 Don’t Want NOTHING From HIM!"
From page 1

you or a free society. No matter how good your intentions or how
‘badly’ you might need the money, there can never be any justifica-
tion or profit in departing from principle. And while we cannot con-
trol others, the person who acts on this truth sets a powerful moral
example for his fellow humans. Though it sometimes appears that
all we can do is preserve our own integrity through our refusal to
accept State benefits, the impact this might have on others may be
greater than we think. We must stand by our principles and let the
chips fall where they may, being assured that “if one takes care of
the means, the end will take care of itself.”
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