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Statement of Purpose
Voluntaryists are advocates of non-political strategies to

achieve a free society. We reject electoral politics, in theory
and in practice, as incompatible with libertarian principles.
Governments must cloak their actions in an aura of moral
legitimacy in order to sustain their power, and political
methods invariably strengthen that legitimacy. Voluntaryists
seek instead to delegitimize the State through education,
and we advocate withdrawal of the cooperation and tacit
consent on which State power ultimately depends.

The Fundamentals of
Voluntaryism

by Carl Watner
THE VOLUNTARYIST is unique in uniting a non-State, non-

violent, free market stance with the rejection of electoral politics
and revolutionary violence. The arguments that follow here are
what I would call the pillars of voluntaryism. They are the bed-
rock, the solid foundation, of our philosophy. This presentation
is intended as a condensation or summary of the logical bases
for the voluntaryist position.

Introduction
Voluntaryism is the doctrine that all the affairs of people, both

public and private, should be carried out by individuals or their
voluntary associations. It represents a means, an end, and an
insight. Voluntaryism does not argue for the specific form that
voluntary arrangements will take; only that force be abandoned
so that individuals in society may flourish. As it is the means
which determine the end, the goal of an all voluntary society
must be sought voluntarily. People cannot be coerced into
freedom. Hence, the use of the free market, education, per-
suasion, and non-violent resistance as the primary ways to
delegitimize the State. The voluntaryist insight, that all tyranny
and government are grounded upon popular acceptance,
explains why voluntary means are sufficient to attain that end.

1. The epistemological argument
Violence is never a means to knowledge. As Isabel Paterson,

explained in her book, THE GOD OF THE MACHINE, "Mo edict or
law can impart to an individual a faculty denied him by nature.
A government order cannot mend a broken leg, but it can
command the mutilation of a sound body. It cannot bestow
intelligence, but it can forbid the use of intelligence." Or, as Baldy
Harper used to put it, "You cannot shoot a truth!" The advocate
of any form of invasive violence is in a logically precarious
situation. Coercion does not convince, nor is it any kind of
argument. William Godwin pointed out that force "is contrary
to the nature of the intellect, which cannot but be improved by
conviction and persuasion," and "if he who employs coercion
against me could mold me to his purposes by argument, no
doubt, he would. He pretends to punish me because his argument
is strong; but he really punishes me because he is weak." Violence
contains none of the energies that enhance a civilized human
society. At best, it is only capable of expanding the material
existence of a few individuals, while narrowing the opportunities
of most others.

2. The economic argument
People engage in voluntary exchanges because they anticipate
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Cultivate Your Own Garden:
No Truck with Politics

by Carl Watner
Little has appeared in these pages of late concerning the Liber-

tarian Party because I believe it is more important to focus on
the positive side of voluntaryism than to critique methodologies
which differ from our own philosophy. I believe that we need to
put our time, intelligence, and energy into that which we wish
to nurture. Criticism directed toward an erroneous view not on-
ly sometimes helps entrench the opposition, but lessens the
focus on the efforts to make voluntaryism grow. However,
remarks by Karl Hess in the pages of LIBERTARIAN PARTY HEWS
(March/April 1989) deserve some comment. In an editorial titled,
"Our Goal Is Still Liberty," Hess writes:

Ever since joining the Libertarian Party, years after
declaring myself a small "\" libertarian, I have been
concerned by the tendency of some in the party to insist
that the party is, in fact, the movement. I have been equally
concerned by the tendency of some outside of the party
to insist that the party itself is a betrayal of the movement.

My own conviction is that neither case is valid.
The reasons for that have been stated many times in

these editorial viewpoints. Rather than restate them, I want
to move past them to what I hope is a practical suggestion
to help us keep our eyes on the goal—liberty—rather than
become fixated on one or another of the widely divergent
ways of getting there.

Might we not, as individuals, make some concession to
at least the possibility of cooperating toward that main goal
even through we may disagree about a number of things
along the way (?)

I offer a statement that would at least say we were
friends: "Sharing a belief that free markets and voluntary
social arrangements can be the basis of a peaceful and
prosperous world, we members of various liberty-seeking
organizations agree, as individuals, to cooperate, share
information, and, as appropriate and practical, mutually
support, or at least not impede, our varied and often
sharply different efforts to increase individual freedom."

Without for a moment suppressing our arguments, we
might at least agree that we are headed in roughly the same
direction and probably have less to fear from one another
than from the great apparatus of state power that
surrounds us.

The assumption that we might agree "that we are headed in
roughly the same direction" is one with which I must take issue.
This is an attitude that was shared by many debaters of limited-
government and no-government during the early days of the L.P.
According to this view, all libertarians are passengers on the
same train. The only difference between the advocates of limited-
government, no-government, and the voluntaryists is that some
get off sooner than others; but all are headed toward the same
destination: liberty. However much this image might explain the
difference between limited-government and no-government
libertarians, it does not do justice to the voluntaryist view. At
most, the image that I would suggest is that libertarians (of
whatever stripe) and voluntaryists are at a common point of
departure (we all face the present statist world). But the two
groups board different trains, according to the methodology of
social change that they choose to use. Since they are using the
political means, the train of the political libertarians is travelling
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