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Does Freedom Need to Be Organized?
By Carl Watner

In a recent book review* of John Henry Mackay's THE FREEDOM
SEEKER, Murray Rothbard noted that the author became more
"passive or quietist" in his strategy over the years. This quietism,
Rothbard observed

is, I believe, a blind alley for anarchists or libertarians. If
individuals wish to improve or redeem themselves, they
should, so to speak, do so on their own time, and not bother
the rest of us. Trying to achieve social goals, such as total
freedom and private property, by this route is a task for
Sisyphus. It gets nowhere. Attaining a free society, like any
other goal, requires organization. Anarchists must organize
themselves to spread the message and to work toward their
goals in the real social world. Contact must be made with
the masses of fellow-citizens, and alliances made on the
basis of issues of common agreement with those who have
not achieved the full libertarian position, but are willing
to collaborate on more specific goals, in short, it is incum-
bent on individual anarchists to leave their self-imposed
sectarian holes and to forge out into the real world. They
should seek to move the world consciously and as rapidly
as possible, toward their cherished goals.

While Rothbard's comments are offered as an aside, volun-
taryists must challenge Rothbard on his continued insistence
that we "organize." Even without clear definitions of "quietism"
or "organization," let us note Rothbard's deprecation of self-
education and self-improvement. THE VOLUNTARYIST has con-
sistently maintained that such virtues are the prerequisites to
the achievement of spiritual freedom and physical liberty. Effec-
tive and long-lasting improvement in human affairs MUST begin
with the individual. Reform begins with the individual because
society is never better or worse than the persons who compose
it, for they in fact are it. As Frank Chodorov once put it,

The only constructive' idea that I can in all conscience ad-
vance, then, is that the individual put his trust in himself,
not in power; that he seek to better his understanding and
lift his values to a higher and still higher levels; that he
assume responsibility for his behavior and not shift his
responsibility to committees, organizations, and, above all,
a superpersonal state. Such reforms as are necessary will
come of themselves when, or if, men act as intelligent and
responsible human beings. There cannot be a 'good'
society until there are 'good men.' (emphasis added)
(ANALYSIS, July 1949.)

Bob LeFevre attributed to Rose Wilder Lane the saying that
"freedom is self-control." By this she meant that each person
must learn to control his or her self so as to not interfere with
the physical liberty of others. Freedom for all thus becomes a
by-product or derivative of self-control. As each person assumes
true self-government, there no longer is any need for any attempt
at external governing. As LeFevre wrote in his article on "The
Stoic Virtues," "if individual men can be made right, society, a
mere gathering of men, will be right of necessity." Thus, the
voluntaryist way of changing society is to concentrate upon bet-
tering the character of men and women, as individuals. We refer
to this as the "quiet" or "patient" way since it focuses on the
individual units of our social structure. As the individual units
change, the improvement of the structure will take care of itself.
Or as we have constantly observed, "if one takes care of the
means, the end will take care of itself."

The problem that we face is not really how to get rid of the
State, but rather the longer range one of how to prevent another

one from taking its place. That is why we must encourage in-
dividuals to seek self-enlightenment. There can be no backlash
from this approach. It requires patience because the feedback
loop, in ideological endeavors is a long one. We are not pointing
toward a specific goal to be reached, but rather voluntaryism,
with its emphasis on means, is simply pointing toward a direc-
tion to be taken. Whatever progress we make is to be measured
by education and character building, not violence or votes. This
is the only way that what tiny progress we may make will be per-
manent and not have to be done all over again by those who come
later.

Rothbard's insistence on "organizing" should also be criticiz-
ed on the grounds that most organizations suffer from an inner
contradiction or internal inconsistency. Generally, "when we
create a structure to achieve a public mission, more time is spent
on the structure than on the mission." Although Sam Steiger,
the Arizona politician familiar to some libertarians, made this
observation, others have noted this same tendency. For exam-
ple, historian Carroll Quigley in his book, THE EVOLUTION OF
CIVILIZATIONS, describes the practice of "every social organiza-
tion to become a vested-interest institution more concerned with
its efforts to maintain itself or advance its own interests than
to achieve the purpose that society expects it to achieve." (p.
54) As evidence, he mentions fraternities (originally intended to
promote student fellowship, but often dividing students into
competitive cliques), and the institutionalization of football
(originally intended to provide exercise for undergraduates, but
which is now one of the great spectator sports). In each case the
organization begins with a devotion to a purpose and somehow
along the way turns away from that purpose and gradually
becomes a collection of special interests. Surely libertarians are
not immune from this tendency!

Rose Wilder Lane, in her correspondence with Jasper Crane in
THE LADY AND THE TYCOON, pointed out that people in organiza-
tions "tend to work for the existence and the expansion of the
organization rather than for the organization's purposes'." Non-
profit libertarian organizations received some of her harshest
criticisms. First of all she noted the inconsistency of advocating
free enterprise while operating on a not-for profit basis. At least
the profit motive offers an organization a measurable goal. The
emphasis is upon achievement (building a certain number of
cars, etc.). According to Mrs. Lane, groups of persons who
possess money, unrelated to the profit and loss picture, may have
a certain type of power, but they also become impotent to achieve
their goals. Many of the major changes in history have been
brought about by the "poor and powerless," people who act "not
for money, not for power, but from' a conviction of truth so
strong that it compels them to action." In defense of her thesis
she cited both the Moslem conquest of the then "civilized" world
in the 8th and 9th Centuries and the American revolution of the
18th Century. Both, in her opinion, were brought about by in-
dividuals who acted on their beliefs, rather than by people who
formed organizations to spend money for intangible purposes.
Mrs. Lane concluded that "it isn't money that moves the world;
it is faith, conviction, ardor, fanaticism in action. "

It is human ACTION that creates human history; and
human action comes from individual belief, purpose, will.
None of these can be bought. It is the individual's belief,
purpose, will that's needed. Not an organization, a suitable
staff, transportation, printing presses, expert public rela-
tions men, etc., etc., etc. IF the belief and purpose exist,
in time they will succeed. An army of principles will march
on the horizon of the world, and it will conquer.' If they do
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How Can We Do It?
By Robert LeFevre

Since I have repeatedly opposed the belief that one can advance
the cause of liberty by political action, I have been asked on
several occasions for an outline of the practical steps to be taken
outside the political arena. How do we move from where we are
to where we would like to be if we don't rely on politics?

My recommendation is based on my analysis of the nature of
man. If man is a living being endowed with the ability to make
decisions and to act on them, then the method employed to im-
prove the human situation must take that fact into account. My
analysis says that man is a self-controlling being.

How are people controlled? Each person controls himself. Each
controls his own mind and his own body. Liberty is the natural
ability of each individual to act on his own volition.

Can a person be controlled by some other method? Actually,
no. All men are subject to persuasion, argument, pleading, in-
fluence, and so on. But no one must accede to the wishes of
another. Even if a person is told to do a certain thing or die, reality
teaches us that the person can still refuse. Under certain condi-
tions, an individual may prefer to die rather than obey. Indeed,
the primary cause of the violence that men exhibit toward each
other is the direct result of their lack of ability to control each
other. If one person could control the other, there would be lit-
tle reason to interfere by physical violence.

If we seek a free society, or freedom, we must seek to establish
a human situation in which the natural power of the individual
to control himself will not be interfered with by physical violence.
In short, we seek a condition in which all men will experience
liberty.

The reason that people resort to force, or the threat of force,
in dealing with each other is that the other party does not do
what the first party wishes him to do. Force is threatened or us-
ed as a motivational, not a control factor.

When I have tried to persuade another, by all reasonable
avenues open to me, and I am still met with refusal, I have only
two possible avenues open. I can cease my efforts. Or I can
become unreasonable. I can put reason aside and resort to force
or the threat of force.

Reduced to simplicity, there are two motivational factors and
only two. Remember, you control yourself. But to get you to con-
trol yourself in a way that pleases me, requires that I (1) offer
you a gain if you comply—the carrot; or (2) offer to injure you
if you don't comply—the stick.

All political systems rely on the stick. Do as you're told, or suf-
fer. Only the market place offers gain (the carrot) as the motiva-
tional factor. A society in which each member experiences liberty
will require the abandonment of the stick method and total
reliance upon the carrot method.

Why is this necessarily true? Because the victim who ex-
periences the stick wielded by another loses some of his freedom.
Additionally, the party wielding the stick has been diverted from
his principal objectives and is wasting time and energy on
punitive matters. Thus, although he is still acting volitionally ,
the stick wielder has injured himself by choosing a secondary
rather than a primary course of action.

What if the carrot method doesn't work? The only alternative
within the context of freedom is to leave the individual alone to
his own pursuits.

With this in mind, how do we move toward greater freedom in
our society? Only by influence and persuasion, entailing the use
of reason. The moment we become frustrated and begin to rely
on force or the threat to use force (implicit in political processes),
we have abandoned our objective and to some degree are reduc-
ing the amount of freedom.

The very first requirement, then, if we sincerely wish to achieve
a greater measure of freedom, is intellectual. We must not only
establish the goal but we must understand the nature of the goal.
And we must be correct, in the sense that our definitions cor-
respond to reality; either a reality that exists or a reality that can
be brought into existence.

So far as I can determine, many libertarians have not as yet
taken this first step. While it is true that most of those who speak
up for liberty are intellectually involved, many of them are
cringing before the onslaught of the anti-intellectuals who carp
at virtually all intellectual activities.

The anti-intellectuals criticize the libertarian as a person who
spends a great deal of time discussing ideas; in debating and
probing the subject. Those who are uncomfortable in this area
constantly tell me, "You've got to come up with a program of
action or we won't have any libertarians left." "We want to DO
something." "Don't give us all these theories, tell us what to do."

Another complaint is that "libertarians are completely imprac-
tical. They accept a principle or two and lose touch with the real
world. They've got to get out of their ivory towers and come to
grips with reality." "We need action!"

So libertarians are prone to get involved in politics, or they
shoot off on scores of tangents of greater or lesser merit, with
few holding the main thrust of freedom in the center of their ob-
jectives. Or as another alternative, they isolate themselves in
disgust.

Thus, I find many fine people whose major concern is oppos-
ing the I.R.S. Or I find those whose principal concern is obtain-
ing the legalization of drugs; or special laws respecting the status
of women; or justice for the American Indian. Some become
primarily concerned with repeal of income tax. Some seek to
champion the concept of atheism. Some wish to promote cer-
tain psychological theories.The bulk of those calling themselves
libertarian are pursuing their own individual ends, each more
or less worthy in itself. But who speaks up for liberty as a primary
goal? Who puts liberty at the top of his scale of values?

To move from a controlled society, taxed, regimented and
stultifying, into a great new world of human liberty requires a
revolution. But the revolution is one of thought, not of guns and
bombs. What is required is for people to think differently than
they presently do in respect to human relationships.

John Adams, after a lifetime of service first to the Colonial and
then to the early Constitutional cause, had what to me is a
remarkable insight that might apply today. In a letter to Hezekiah
riiles dated February 13, 1818, and commenting on the American
rebellion against Britain, Adams wrote: "The (American) Revolu-
tion was effected before the war commenced. The Revolution was
in the hearts and minds of the people.... This radical change in
the principles, opinions, sentiments, and affection of the peo-
ple was the real revolution...."

It took Adams a lifetime to realize that the importance of the
decades through which he had lived was not the number of bat-
tles, the casualties, the war itself, but rather the change that had
come in the way people thought; in their affections, opinions and
sentiments.

They had moved from believing in the divine right of kings to
a position in which they believed in the equal rights of man. Un-
fortunately, this great intellectual attainment was quickly lost
in a new wave of dependence upon a centralized state—not a
king, but an all-powerful state, nonetheless.

The libertarian revolution, as I see it, must achieve that same
objective. We must have a change in the sentiments, opinions,
and affections of the people themselves. How is that brought
about? Clearly, the task is one that involves education.
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The Struggle for Religious Freedom and
the Voluntaryist Tradition

By Carl Watner
Voluntaryism has played a significant part in the long strug-

gle for religious freedom in England and the United States. Since
the early 17th Century, when many of the Puritan sects
originated, the arguments for separation of Church and State
and for freedom of conscience have rested on the "voluntary prin-
ciple." The advocates of religious voluntaryism demanded that
all religions and churches should be supported by voluntary
membership and voluntary giving. They opposed taxation for the
purpose of maintaining a State religion, and resisted compulsory
attendance and membership in State churches. The opponents
of religious voluntaryism were quick to point out its radical im-
plications. If the only true church was the voluntary church, then
the only true political organization was a voluntary State.
Disestablishment of the State Church of England would inevitably
lead to a state of "religious anarchy", just as abolition of the
monarchy would lead to political anarchy. The purpose of this
article is to briefly sketch the historical connections between the
arguments for religious voluntaryism, and some of our 2Oth Cen-
tury defenses of an all voluntary society.

Even though the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution
guards against a State religion, it was not until the 1820s and
1830s that religious taxes and the last vestiges of a state church
were extirpated in many of the original thirteen states. Most of
us have probably forgotten Henry David Thoreau's clash with ec-
clesiastical law in Massachusetts, which he refers to in his lec-
ture on "Civil Disobedience" (1848). "Some years ago (1838, when
he turned twenty-one) the State met me in support of a
clergyman, whose preaching my father attended, but never I
myself. Pay/ it said, or be locked up in the jail.' I declined to
pay. But, unfortunately another man saw fit to pay it." The same
problem had plagued many Baptists, Quakers, and other
dissenters in Massachusetts.

Thoreau's parish in Concord claimed the right to tax him for
support of its church because his father had attended the parish
church, and Thoreau had been baptized into it as an infant.
Though a Massachusetts statute of 1836, declared that "no one
can be made a member of a religious society without his con-
sent in writing," Thoreau made what was known as a "certificate
bow" or request for exemption from the town clerk of Concord.
"However, at the request of the selectmen, I condescended to
make some such statement as this in writing:—Know all men
by these presents, that I, Henry Thoreau, do not wish to be regard-
ed as a member of any incorporated society whicr· ï have not join-
ed.' The State, having thus learned that I did not wish to be
regarded as a member of that church, has never made a like de-
mand on me since; though it said that it must adhere to its
original presumption that time."

Much of Thoreau's argument reflects the voluntaryist heritage
which had been the backbone of the dissenting stand. "I did not
see," he wrote of this threatened arrest for refusing to pay
religious taxes, "why the schoolmaster should be taxed to sup-
port the priest, and not the priest the schoolmaster: for I was
not the State's schoolmaster, but I supported myself by volun-
tary subscription. I did not see why the lyceum should not pre-
sent its tax-bill, and have the State to back its demand, as well
as the church. If I had known how to name them, I should then
have signed off in detail from all the societies which I never sign-
ed on to; but I did not know where to find a complete list. ' The
Eleventh Amendment to the Massachusetts State Constitution,
which was adopted in November, 1833, was supposed to abolish
compulsory support of religion, but it overlooked young men like
Thoreau, who came of age without formally presenting a cer-
tificate either signing off from their parish or attesting to their
membership in some dissenting society.

While Thoreau was protesting religious involuntaryism in
Massachusetts, his spiritual cousins in England, known as the
nonconformists, were renewing their demand for the
disestablishment of the Church of England. Following the Reform
Act of 1832, dissenters formulated a list of their major
grievances. They objected to the Church's monopoly over birth

and death registration, over marriage and burial ceremonies;
they resented their exclusion from the ancient English univer-
sities, and specially demanded relief from the church rates they
had to pay for the upkeep of parish churches which they did not
attend. In short, they were upset by all the civil and religious
penalties they suffered by not being members of the State
Church.

Some nonconformists went so far as to organize the British
Anti-State-Church Association in 1844. Edward Miall, a leading
dissenter, was the guiding light behind this organization for
many years. As editor of THE NONCONFORMIST, Miall roused
many Baptist and Congregationalists to attack the root from
which their grievances sprang. He argued that the State should
accord no special position to one church. Disestablishment
became his cry. Miall elaborated a whole political theory, volun-
taryism, on the basis that religion should always be supported
by voluntary giving and not by State aid. The voluntaryists taught
that no acceptable or effectual service could be rendered in the
spiritual realm which did not first rest on individual conviction
and individual conscience. Coerced support for the State church
was not only a violation of conscience but also resulted in a
weakened church. (Apparently, neither Miall nor any of the other
leading voluntaryists attacked the church rates on the ground
that it constituted an unjust confiscation of property.) The
association which Miall helped found changed its name in 1853
to The Society for the Liberation of Religion from State Patronage
and Control and it eventually became known as "The Liberation
Society." It existed well into the late 1800s and by then had
achieved most of its goals.

An interesting connection is to be made between Miall and early
voluntaryist political radicalism. The conviction that the chur-
ches should be free from State interference coincided with the
views of the free traders in the Anti-Corn Law League, for exam-
ple. One critic of Miall went so far as to sever his relationship
with the British Anti-State-Church Association on the ground that
it had become "a school of anarchy." The young Herbert Spencer
(1820-1903) published a series of letters in Miall's paper in 1842.
These letters were known as "On the Proper Sphere of Govern-
ment." Here the young Spencer expressed his "juvenile
radicalism" by championing the causes of the dissenters. He
defended free trade, Church disestablishment, opposition to war
and imperialism, and support of voluntary education. In a
number of instances Spencer used "the argument for religious
freedom to buttress his case for freedom in other spheres." He
wished to demonstrate that "natural rights are the foundation
of religious freedom" and he insisted that these rights should
be "extended consistently to all spheres of human activity."

It was in the United States that the voluntaryist tradition was
most widely recognized, even though not always put into con-
sistent practice. The "voluntary principle " in religion became an
axiom for nearly all Americans. This formed the underlying basis
for separation of Church and State in the United States. Foreign
observers of America during the 19th Century were particularly
struck by the religious voluntaryism practiced here. De Toc-
queville noted the vitality of the churches. James Bryce reported
that the American places of worship were usually well attended.
The most striking feature of American religious life to many Euro-
pean visitors was the legal status of the churches. "Of all the
differences between the Old World and the new," Bryce wrote,
"this is perhaps the most salient. ... All religious bodies are ab-
solutely equal before the law and unrecognized by law, except
as voluntary associations of private citizens."

By the late 19th Century, the American experience with the
separation of Church and State, embraced by the First Amend-
ment to the Constitution, meant voluntaryism in practice. Since
the government took no part in the religious life of the people,
it became the sole responsibility of the churches to attend to
such matters. The churches and their clergy realized that "the
church as a spiritual entity will be happiest and strongest when
it is left absolutely to itself." Disassociation from the government
also led to religious peace. As Bryce noted, at least half of the
internal troubles in Europe stemmed from theological dif-
ferences. However, since the State played no religious role what-
soever in America, this strife and rancor were largely avoided.
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