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Viadimir Bukovsky, TO CHOOSE FREEDOM, Stanford: Hoover
Institution Press, 1987. (Published originally in French and Rus-
sian in 1981.)

By Carl Watner

Voluntaryists can take heart that a book like TO CHOOSE
FREEDOM has been written. First, it is encouraging to learn that
a man with Mr. Bukovsky's ideas has survived Soviet Russia
without compromising himself, even under the most trying con-
ditions. Secondly, the author’s experiences bear out the impor-
tance of the voluntaryist insight-that power depends on the sanc-
tion and willing cooperation of the victim. This, Bukovsky's
newest book, is comprised of four lengthy essays, an Epilogue,
and two short articles forming an Appendix. The first three essays
are of a particular interest to voluntaryists.

Born at the beginning of World War 11, Vladimir Bukovsky spent
his first thirty-five years in the Soviet Union. Nearly eleven of
those years were spent in prisons, labor camps, and psychiatric
hospitals. In his first book, TO BUILD A CASTLE—MY LIFE AS A
DISSENTER, he described how his dissident philosophy was form-
ed. In numerous conversations with like-minded friends, he and
they came to the conclusion that they must resist the regime
without slowly becoming the likeness of their adversaries. To
answer violence with violence, would only multiply violence; to
answer lies with lies would never bring them closer to the truth.
Bukovsky and his group of friends realized that the answer was
to be found in the voluntaryist insight:

the great truth was that it was not rifles, not tanks, and
not atom bombs that created power, nor upon them that
power rested. Power depended upon public obedience,
upon a willingness to submit... .(C)itizens who were fed up
with terror and coercion should simply refuse to
acknowledge them. The point about dealing with the Com-
munists is that to acknowledge the reality of life they have
created and to assent to their notions means ipso facto
to become bandits, informers, hangmen, or silent ac-
complices. Power rests on nothing other than people’s con-
sent to submit, and each person who refuses to submit to
tyranny reduces it by one two-hundred-and-fifty-millionth,
whereas each who compromises only increases it. (TO
BUILD A CASTLE, pp. 33, 240)

In short, the dissidents understood that the power to rule did
not grow from the barrel of a gun. Rather, it is created by peo-
ple who are ready to comply with their ruler’'s demands. From
this, they deduced that if the people were to withdraw their com-
pliance, the authorities would be deprived of their power. Even
though the dissidents understood this, they did not expect the
Soviet regime to disband when they began their protests and non-
cooperation. Rather, they were concerned with how they would
be judged as individuals by future generations. Would they be
considered even partly responsible, for the tyranny and oppres-
sion that took place in the Soviet Union, or would they be view-
ed as individuals who by word and deed had resisted the State?
Until this time, only one group in Russia had consistently op-
posed the State. The true (Russian) Orthodox faithful did not
recognize the Soviets and considered them to be the work of the
devil. They would have nothing to do with the State. They refus-
ed to work for the Soviets, read the newspapers, listen to the
radio, touch official documents, and in the presence of public
officials and investigators, made the sign of the cross -"“out of

my sight, Beelzebub!”” They were made to suffer much because
of their beliefs, and in the few instances when they were releas-
ed from jail, they lived off what they could earn from private
individuals.

Everyone else was in one way or another “implicated in the
crimes of the regime:” everyone worked for government enter-
prises, reinforcing the system and creating its wealth. ("The Soul
of Man Under Socialism,”p. 39) Even those who philosophically
opposed the State were strengthening the system by supporting
it. Bukovsky found that there were many elaborate theories of
justification and submission, ranging from:

No man can flay a stone.

What can I do alone? (If everyone acted, so would 1.)

If I didn’t, someone else would. (And better me because
I'll do less harm.)

You must make compromises,
sacrifices...

We must live for Russia, the Communists will one day
disappear by themselves. (This argument is a favorite with
scientists and the military.)

We must live for posterity, create the eternal values of
science and culture; a trivial preoccupation with protests
merely distracts us from the main thing.

Never protest openly; that is a provocation which mere-
ly enrages the authorities and brings suffering on the
innocent...

To protest about details is merely to expose oneself. The
thing to do is to lie low. Then when the decisive moment
comes, okay. But in the meantime, we’ll disguise ourselves.

Yes, but now is the worst possible time; my wife’s preg-
nant, my children are ill, | have to defend my thesis first,
my son’s about to go to the university...(and so on till the
end of a lifetime.)

The worse things get, the better. We must deliberately
take all the system’s idiocies to their logical and ridiculous
conclusion, until the people’s patience runs out and they
understand what is happening...

The people are silent. What gives a handful of
malcontents the right to speak out-whom do they repre-
sent, whose opinions are they expressing?...

You have to get on quietly with your career, get to the
top, and try to change things from there; you won't achieve
anything from the bottom.

You have to gain the trust of the leaders’ advisers and
teach and educate them on the quiet, there’'s no other way
of influencing the government’s course.

You protest; I'll stay out of it. Someone has to survive
to bear witness.

(“The Soul of Man Under Socialism,” p. 40)

The dissidents took the position that every one of these reasons
was simply a rationalization for collaborating with the regime.
The Soviet state didn't give a tinker’'s damn how anyone justified
his or her submission. It didn’t matter what a person thought
so long as they obeyed.

What did the dissident movement suggest as an alternative?
They agreed that it was necessary to shatter the internal excuses
by which they justified their complicity. This presupposed a core
of freedom in each individual,’’a subjective sense of right,”” as
one of the dissidents expressed it. Looking at their situation this
way, Bukovsky became conscious of his personal responsibili-
ty, “which meant, in effect, that he possessed an inner freedom,”
to decide whether or not to cooperate with the Soviets at all.
Given that he controlled himself, it followed that passivity or
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Potpourri From the Editor’s Desk

1. “You can’t shoot a truth.”

“A fundamental limit of violence is that none of us has the
power to force another person to believe or live out our truth.
We can force some people to do our will, but we can force no one
to believe in our truth. In terms of truth, violence doesn't work.
People will always believe what they choose to believe, not what
we choose for them. They will react against any truth of ours im-
posed on them.” {Jim Douglass,  But What Is The Question?”
GROUND ZERO, Fall 1987, p. 10)

2. Another Research Topic

In “War and the Birth of the Nation State,” (33 JOURNAL OF
ECONOMIC HISTORY (1973),pp. 203-221), Richard Bean notes
that military expenditures accounted for approximately six per-
cent of national income during the era of the Roman Empire. In
Medieval Europe it was only about one percent, over two percent
in the 16th Century, and averaged nine percent in the 18th Cen-
tury. “The actual figure has been about ten percent in the United
States since World War I1.”” It would be interesting to update and
extend this analysis.

3. Self-ownership: “Yourself belongs to you!”
A rap song by the Fat Boys has the following lines:
Take any path you want to
but one thing you ought-a Know
Don’t let others lead you places
you don’t want to go!
A def thing to remember
if you don’t Know what to do:
You got a right to standing tall,
Yourself belongs to you!
(from Marlo Thomas and Friends, FREE TO BE ... A FAMILY, New
York: Bantam Books, p. 126)

4. LETTERS TO JESSICA: A Child’s Guide to Freedom of Mind and
Spirit.

Robert Bissett has written a meaningful tract explaining
statism and why the State is a fabrication of the human imagina-
tion. Lesson 3, “True Faith and Allegiance—To Whom Is It Ow-
ed?” concludes with this important lesson:

I have said that wolf-men and humbugs (Bissett's
designation for politicians and bureaucrats) may force you
to do things you know to be wrong or things you would
rather not do. I have said that humbugs have claimed total
power in America just as they have all over the world. But
this is only true in the fantasy world of human government.
The truth is that no one has the power to make you do
anything. You always have a choice. It may be a very hard
choice, but you do always have a choice.

Rather than kill others in time of war as required by man-
made law, some men have refused and chose to go to
prison. No one had the power to force them to aim a rifle
and pull the trigger. The same is true for you and me. No
one can make us do anything. No one controls us, not even
God who made us... .

Little children understand they are free, too, without
anyone telling them. Patty is three years old. She is a very
nice little girl, but when I tell her to do things she puts
her hands on her hips and says: “You're not my mother.”
She means I have no authority over her. That's true for me
and all other adults. It will still be true when she grows
up. Patty was created with this truth inside of her, just as
we all were. (p.76) (Available from the author for $6 cash
at HCR 61 215A, Bonners Ferry, ldaho 83805}

5. “Harry’s War”

The anti-IRS movie video by this title is worth seeing. Beverly
Payne (portrayed by Geraldine Page), Harry’s aunt, is audited by
the Internal Revenue Service and assessed over $100,000 in back
taxes. After she dies of a heart attack in Tax Court, Harry takes
over her affairs and discovers that his newly inherited property
has been seized by the IRS. He proceeds to fight them in a
paramilitary struggle, while attempting to publicize his plight.

Funny, and often hilarious, though dealing with a serious sub-
ject, “Harry’s War’' nevertheless has a flawed thesis. The script
writer did not understand that taxation is theft, and believes that
if the IRS collected taxes in a constitutional manner no one would
have anything to grumble about and no injustice would be done.
But the story of Harry’s war against the IRS demonstrates that
all statist law, no matter how petty, has as its ultimate punish-
ment death or property confiscation, or both (should one choose
to resist). Available on VHS or Beta. It was produced in 1980, and
also stars David Ogden Stiers, Edward Herrmann,and Karen
Grassle.

6. “Threat of Bureaucratic Arrest”

“Technically, the bureaucrat never does any of the dirty work
for the prosecution of his rulings. He will eventually get a local
court and local deputy sheriff to enforce his edicts. Notice, that
if you ever resist bureaucratic ‘law’, you are not prosecuted for
resisting an inane and unconstitutional law, but for ‘defying the
court’ or ‘resisting arrest’. Separating the act of resistance from
the initial law which motivated the act is one of the slickest ways
to bring a populace into line with bureaucratic law. It also allows
Jjurists to justify harsh and serious penalties (for resisting arrest)
which wouldn’t be justifiable because of failing to get a building
permit, for example. When law becomes sacrosanct without
regard to its moral implications, then men begin to defend all
types of crimes because they are clothed in the mantle of ‘law’...

“Whenever a deputy comes to enforce a court order that is
against your religious or other philosophical convictions, instruct
him that you will only comply if he threatens your life with his
weapon drawn. This is not to indicate that you plan on threaten-
ing him, but to make local deputies feel the full personal respon-
sibility they share in being ‘lackies’ for the State, and the
ridiculousness of his enforcement of petty edicts with the threat
of force. This procedure also helps them understand that all law,
no matter how petty, has as its ultimate punishment your death
(should you choose to resist). All legislators ought to ask
themselves, before passing any law, if this law is worth Kkilling
a person who resists.” (Joel Skousen, THE SURVIVAL HOME
MANUAL, 2nd edition, 903 State Street, Hood River, Oregon
97031, $22 postpaid, p. 77)

7. “Government by Fiction: The Idea of Representation”

This article, by Edmund Morgan, originally appeared in the
Spring 1983 YALE REVIEW, pp.321-339. While Morgan does not
deprecate the concept of representative government, per se, he
makes a number of telling points regarding the evolution of
political representation and its mythical nature. In view of
Lysander Spooner’s observation that if consent means anything
it means the individual consent of each and every person sub-
Ject to governmental jurisdiction, it is interesting to read about
early Maryland history, where representatives,at first, did not
represent those who voted against them. The following
paragraphs are excerpts from Morgan’s article.

Government requires make-believe. Make believe that
the King is divine or that he can do no wrong, make believe
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