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““The Production of Security”’

By Gustave de Molinari

Editor’s Note: The following excerpts are taken by permission
from a pamphlet published by The Center for Libertarian Studies
in 1977. Murray Rothbard’s ‘Preface’” explains the importance
of Molinari’s argument in both the history of libertarian theory
and economics. Apparently, the American individualist move-
ment of the 1880°s was little affected by Molinari’s ideas, though
an article appeared in the JOURNAL DES ECONOMISTES in March
1888, by Sophie Raffalovich on "“The Boston Anarchists.”” This
article, with a mention of THE JOURNAL's editor, Molinari, was
reviewed in Tucker’s paper, LIBERTY, on Sept. 28, 1888, p. 4.

Preface
By Murray Rothbard

The most “extreme’”” and consistent, as well as the longest-lived
and most prolific of the French laissez-faire economists was the
Belgian-born Gustave de Molinari (1819-1912), who edited the
JOURNAL DES ECONOMISTES for several decades. The initial ar-
ticle of the young Molinari, here translated for the first time as
“The Production of Security,” was the first presentation anywhere
in human history of what is now called “anarcho-capitalism” or
“free market anarchism.” Molinari did not use the terminology,
and probably would have balked at the name. In contrast to all
previous individualistic and near-anarchist thinkers, such as La
Boetie, Hodgskin or the young Fichte, Molinari did not base the
brunt of his argument on a moral opposition to the State. While
an ardent individualist, Molinari grounded his argument on free-
market, laissez-faire economics, and proceeded logically to ask
the question: If the free market can and should supply all other
goods and services, why not also the services of protection?

During the same year, 1849, Molinari expanded his radically
new theory into a book, LES SOIREES DE LA RUE SAINT-LAZARE,
a series of fictional dialogues between three people: the Conser-
vative (advocate of high tariffs and state monopoly privileges),
the Socialist, and the Economist (himself). The final dialogue
elaborated further on his theory of free-market protective ser-
vices. Four decades later, in his LES LOIS NATURELLES DE
L’ECONOMIE POLITIQUE (1897), Molinari was still a firm believer
in privately competitive police companies, public works com-
panies, and defense companies. Unfortunately, in his only work
to be translated into English, one of his last works, LA SOCIETE
FUTURE (THE SOCIETY OF TOMORROW, New York: G.P. Putnam’s
Sons, 1904), Molinari had partially retreated to an advocacy of
a single monopoly private defense and protection company,
rather than allowing free competition.

It is instructive to note the storm of contention that Molinari’'s
article and his SOIREES brought about in the laissez-faire
stalwarts of French economists. A meeting of the Societe
d’Economie Politique in 1849 was devoted to Molinari’'s daring
new book, the SOIREES. Charles Coquelin opined that justice
needs a “‘supreme authority,” and that no competition in any
area can exist without the supreme authority of the State. In a
similarly unsupported and a priori fulmination, Frederick Bastiat
declared that justice and security can only be guaranteed by the
State. Neither commentator bothered to engage in a critique of
Molinari’s arguments. Only Charles Dunoyer did so, complain-
ing that Molinari had been carried away by the “illusions of logic,”
and maintaining that “competition between governmental com-
panies is chimerical, because it leads to violent battles.” Dunoyer,
instead , chose to rely on the “competition” of political parties
within representative government—hardly a satisfactory liber-
tarian solution to the problem of social conflict! He also opined

that it was most prudent to leave force in the hands of the State,
“where civilization has put it”—this is from one of the great
founders of the conquest of theory of the State!

Unfortunately, this critical issue was barely treated in the
meeting, since the discussion largely centered on Dunoyer’s and
the other economists’ criticizing Molinari for going too far in at-
tacking all uses of eminent domain by the State. (See JOURNAL
DES ECONOMISTES, XXIV (Oct. 15, 1849), pp. 315-16).

The Production of Security
(Translated by J. Huston McCulloch)

There are two ways of considering society. According to some,
the development of human associations is not subject to pro-
vidential, unchangeable laws. Rather, these associations, hav-
ing originally been organized in a purely artificial manner by
primeval legislators, can later be modified or remade by other
legislators, in step with the progress of social science. In this
system the government plays a preeminent role, because it is
upon it, the custodian of the principle of authority, that the dai-
ly task of modifying and remaking society devolves.

According to others, on the contrary, society is a purely natural
fact. Like the earth on which it stands, society moves in accor-
dance with general, preexisting laws. In this system, there is no
such thing, strictly speaking, as social science; there is only
economic science, which studies the natural organism of socie-
ty and shows how this organism functions.

We propose to examine, within the latter system, the function
and natural organization of government.

THE NATURAL ORDER OF SOCIETY

In order to define and delimit the function of government, it
is first necessary to investigate the essence and object of socie-
ty itself.

What natural impulse do men obey when they combine into
society? They are obeying the impulse or, to speak more exact-
ly, the instinct of sociability. The human race is essentially
sociable. Like beavers and the higher animal species in general,
men have an instinctive inclination to live in society.

Why did this instinct come into being?

Man experiences a multitude of needs, on whose satisfaction
his happiness depends, and whose non-satisfaction entails suf-
fering. Alone and isolated, he could only provide in an in-
complete, insufficient manner for these incessant needs. The in-
stinct of sociability brings him together with similar persons, and
drives him into communication with them. Therefore, impelled
by the self-interest of the individuals thus brought together, a
certain division of labor is established, necessarily followed by
exchanges. In brief, we see an organization emerge, by means
of which man can more completely satisfy his needs than he
could living in isolation.

This natural organization is called society.

The object of society is therefore the most complete satisfac-
tion of man’s needs. The division of labor and exchange are the
means by which this is accomplished.

Among the needs of man, there is one particular type which
plays an immense role in the history of humanity, namely the
need for security.

What is this need?

Whether they live in isolation or in society, men are, above all,
interested in preserving their existence and the fruits of their
labor. If the sense of justice were universally prevalent on earth;
if, consequently, each man confined himself to laboring and ex-
changing the fruits of his labor, without wishing to endanger the
life or take away, by violence or by fraud, the fruits of other men’s
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The Myth of Political Freedom

By Carl Watner

How is it that citizens of the Soviet Russia become imbued with
the political ideas of the United States Constitution? Why are
Americans knowledgeable about the political freedoms outlin-
ed in the Constitution of the U.S.S.R.? The answer to these two
questions is relatively simple. In both countries, the concept of
the State and the Constitution plays a similar role. The particular
form they take on is of little or no consequence. The function
of both constitutions is to legitimize State rule and to socialize
the citizenry into their social and political roles. In the United
States, the Constitution guarantees certain forms of political
freedom—"particularly the idea that the ordinary people have
the right to share in the formation and conduct of government,
and to criticize and seek to change the policies of those in
power.” This encompasses the right to vote, to run for office,
to petition elected officials, the right to assemble and protest,
and the right to express opinions to those holding political of-
fice. In the Soviet Union, the constitutional superstructure
guarantees universal, equal, and direct vote by secret ballot;
broad civil and human rights of citizens, including the right to
work, rest, education, and religious freedom.

From whence do these political rights originate—whether they
be American or Soviet? In every case, they are derived from or
found to be embraced in some governmental legislation or con-
stitutional document. Political rights are not derived in-
dependently of the State; rather political freedom is something
the government grants its citizens.

The great problem of obedience—why the many obey the few,
when numerical strength is on the side of the many—has been
the subject of endless study. Any accurate appraisal of the situa-
tion recognizes that such obedience depends upon 1) the for-
mation of governmental decisions which willingly obtain the
allegiance of the governed (i.e., policies which the majority of
the governed would ordinarily follow even if there were no govern-
ment (for example, the great majority of people would not murder
or steal, even in the absence of the State)) and 2) the discovery
of political mechanisms which make possible the widest par-
ticipation in those decisions with the least possible impact.

The myth of political freedom is tied to the second of these
points. If people think that their activities influence the outcome
of elections, of policy-making, etc. they are complacent in ac-
cepting the outcome. Many commentators have noted that this
is essentially a process of co-optation, in which the governed
falsely imagine that their input is desired, valued, and necessary;
whenin fact the actors themselves are being deluded. The ap-
pearances do not match the reality. The appearance is that
political freedom gives power to the people to direct their own
political destiny, when in reality they are being manipulated by
a system which has been designed to minimize the effects of their
input, insulate the decision-making process from those on the
street, etc. Elections are among the primary mechanisms by
which governments regulate mass political control and main-
tain their own authority.

Voluntaryists realize that political freedom is no freedom at
all. The term “political freedom” is actually self-contradictory.
Politics and freedom do not mix. Political rights do not exist in

the state of nature because—there—there is no politics. The on-
ly legitimate meaning of the terms freedom or liberty refer to
spiritual freedom (the ability and power of each individual to ex-
ercise self-control over him or her self) and physical liberty (the
absence of coercive, physical molestation to one’s carcass and
one’s physical property). Neither of these concepts allow for any
intermeddling of coercion (politics) and voluntaryism.

The only true freedom and liberty are the rights to own pro-
perty and control it one’s self. One does not need a State in order
to do this or to guarantee that property rights be protected. Such
ownership rights are not created or granted by the State. They
necessarily precede the State and are superior to it. In fact, every
State by its very existence negates the primacy of property rights
because they gain their revenues by means of taxation rather
than via voluntaryism on the free market.

So the next time you hear the much touted expression,
“political freedom’ —beware! Political freedom is hazardous to
your health.

Being An Individual

In order to truly be an individual, one must claim his or her
inherent birthright to be happy and free. It means taking respon-
sibility for one’s own condition, as opposed to blaming external
forces; be that force a government, an unforgiving deity or a
negative childhood. To do otherwise is to relinquish control to
other people.

Just a few definitions of individualism:

Being an individual means realizing that the universe is im-
personal. We are not ‘chosen’ by some cosmic force to spread
any gospel — not even, could it exist, that of individualism. We
make our choices and live by the results.

Being an individual means having the self assurance to give
to others without fear of ego loss. It means placing enough value
on the self — one’s own and others’ — to be a positive influence
in the lives of others.

Being an individual means not having to be ‘right’. It means
allowing others the same freedom to believe as they choose. It
means judging for yourself, but not requiring that others live
by your judgement. Individuals are not leaders, save by example.

Being an individual means not subscribing to a packaged
‘philosophy’ solely for the validation of selfhood. Individuals are
not followers, nor do they become cannon fodder in someone
else’s jihad.

Being an individual means accepting one’s personal limita-
tions. It means evaluating one’s goals in the light of that which
is possible.

Being an individual means growing beyond any ‘need’ for
approval from others. One’s own cautious, thinking approval is
both necessary and sufficient before taking an action.

Being an individual means taking charge of your own
physical, emotional and mental well-being. It is the knowledge
that another can not have power over you without your consent,
implicit or explicit.

Being an individual means being open to a variety of ideas
without being threatened. I am what I think. If I think only one
thing, then 1 am only one thing.

Being an individual means giving up attempts to control
others, whether by initiation of force, the threat thereof, or by
manipulation of mind.

Being an individual means not using anger toward exter-
nal conditions as an excuse to endanger oneself or others.

Being an individual means using creativity and intelligence
to solve problems, and allowing others to do the same.

Being an individual means that one accepts that one is alone
responsible for one’s life, the condition of it, and the defense of
it. You alone have the capability and creativity to make your life
fulfilling, happy and productive.

Being an individual means valuing the thinking mind,
regardless of the color of skin, personal habits, or species in
which it may be packaged.

Being an individual means that one serves one’s own ends,
and that one requires no-one to serve aught but their own ends.
When one’s own needs are met, then one may give more freely
to others. '
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