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"Voluntary" Contributions
to the National Treasury:
Where Does One Draw the Line?

By Carl Watner
Although people were arrested or imprisoned for non-payment

of taxes prior to 1913, such episodes were relatively few and far
between because there were no significant governmental levies
against property or income. However, as a result of the passage
of the income tax amendment, anyone working for his living,
today, is supposed to "contribute" 20 to 25% or more of his
income to pay federal, state, and local taxes. If one does not
"voluntarily" pay his income taxes, he could be criminally
indicted for willful failure to file and pay; his person and property
could be subject to seizure and confiscation. Such actions can
only be predicated on the premise that both one's body and
income belong to the State. If convicted, one could face a lengthy
jail term, as well as a hefty monetary fine.

Is the person who does not or will not file or pay his income
taxes really a criminal? Probably not. Generally, his income has
been honestly earned by providing a product or service for those
who choose to trade with him. Only a federal or state prosecutor
would dare to come forward with a criminal indictment (the State
having been deprived of much-needed obeisance and funds). In
short, he must accuse the would-be criminal of committing a
victimless crime, because there is no individual whom he has
physically harmed, or whose property he has trespassed aga.nst.

We have grown up in an atmosphere of State control over our
lives, and to knowingly refuse to file and pay taxes is to court
great danger. The psychological aspect of tax refusal is to wonder
when the long arm of the law will descend upon the "refuser."
Intimate business associates become shy in dealing with such
a person because they perceive his actions may snare them in
a vicious net, even if their activities are legitimate from the point
of view of the law, so-called. The objectors family becomes wary
of strangers, who might be nosy I.R.S. agents, and his wife
wonders what might become of her children, herself, and her
home in the event her husband is prosecuted. The State, through
its direction of schooling, its use of media propaganda, and its
impact on the culture around us, wages psychological warfare
against those who refuse to kowtow to its image of control and
authority.

Despite the relentless campaign to obtain voluntary
compliance with the tax laws of the State, some people have
chosen to become conscientious objectors against taxation, and
in particular, against income taxation. This latter is where some
"draw the line." It appears to them to be totally contrary to an
ethic of life-survival to support one's enemy voluntarily. By
conscientious objection, such people refer to the awareness that
taxation is theft, and therefore a wrong committed against them.
Like one who, when called upon in time of war to fight for his
country, refuses to do so because of conscientious moral or
religious scruples, these people are the ones who, when called
upon to contribute their "fair" share of income taxes, refuse to
do so out of knowledge of the evil of the State and the wrongness
of taxation.

The conscientious objector rejects the State and the income
tax for two reasons. First, he objects to their compulsory nature,
and secondly, to the odious uses to which the State employs the
money so collected. Government employees are the only group
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Cloaking The State's Dagger
By Robert Misbet

What we call political philosophy is so overladen in the West
with euphemism, panegyric, and idealization that anyone might
be forgiven for occasionally failing to remember just what this
philosophy's true subject is: the political state, unique among
major institutions in its claim of absolute power over human
lives. Euphemisms for the state drawn from kinship, religion,
nature, reason, mechanics, biology, the people, and other
essentially nonpolitical sources have been ascendant for so long
in Western history that it is downright difficult to keep in mind
that the state's origin and essential function is, as philosopher
David Hume pointed out in the 18th century, in and of force-
above all, military force. What procreation is to kinship and pro-
pitiation of gods is to religion, monopolization of power is to the
state.

There is no political order known to us in history, from ancient
Egypt to contemporary Israel, that has not originated in war, its
claimed sovereignty but an extension and ramification of what
the Romans called the imperium, absolute military command.
War is the origin of the state and, in Randolph Bourne's familiar
phrasing, is the health of the state. Modern war, grounded as
it usually is in the kinds of political and moral ideals, or claimed
ideals, which can justify almost limitless expansion of the state
at the expense of society, is very healthful indeed to any form
of state.

The essence of the state, then, is its unique possession of
sovereignty—absolute and unconditional power over all indi-
viduals and their associations and possessions within a given
area. And at the basis of the state's sovereignty is the contingent
power to use the military to compel obedience to its rule. This
is as true of democratic as of despotic states.

The most democratic of contemporary states claims a mono-
poly of power within its borders, exclusive possession of and
control over the military and police, and the right to declare war
and peace, to conscript life and appropriate income and property,
to levy taxes, to supervise the family and even, when necessary,
the church, to grant selective entitlements, to administer justice,
and to define crime and set punishment. The political state is
the only association whose freedom to act cannot be limited by
the state. With all respect to differences among types of govern-
ment, there is not, in strict theory, any difference between the
powers available to the democratic and to the totalitarian state.
We may pride ourselves in the democracies on bills or other
expressions of individual rights against the state, but in fact they
are rights against a given government and in history and practice
have been obliterated or sharply diminished when deemed
necessary, as in the United States and other Western-democratic
powers in the two world wars.

It is not strange, then, that the history of the state should be
accompanied by the rich embroidery of euphemism. Any
institution born of war, that thrives in war, and that claims
unique absoluteness of power over all individuals within its
borders requires all the symbolic assistance it can get. Such
assistance has for a very long time been the offering of the
political clerisy. Like the church, the state must have its
defenders, rationalizers, and justifiers, its scribes and prophets.
Also like the church, the state must have its dogmas and rituals,
its feast days, its saints and martyrs, and its sacred objects.

Family
The oldest of euphemisms for the state's distinctive military

Continued on page 4



The Voluntaryist
Editor: Carl Watner

Associate Editor: Julie Watner
Subscription Information

Published bi-monthly by The Voluntaryists, P.O.
Box 1275, Qramling, SC 29348. Yearly subscriptions (six
issues) are $15 or .04 ounce or 1.244 grams of fine gold
or 4 Gold Standard units. For overseas postage, please
add $5 or y3 of the regular subscription price. Please
check the number on your mailing label to see when you
should renew. No reminders will be sent! Single back
issues are $3 each or y5 of the regular subscription price.

Potpourri From The
Editor's Desk
1. "How It Was"

"Until August 1914 a sensible, law-abiding Englishman could
pass through life and hardly notice the existence of the State
beyond the post office and the policeman. ... He could travel
abroad or leave his country forever without a passport or any
sort of official permission. He could exchange his money without
restriction or limit. He could buy goods at home. For that matter
a foreigner could spend his life in the country without permit
and without informing the police. ...

All this was changed by the impact of the Great War. ... The
state established a hold over its citizens which, though relaxed
in peace time, was never to be removed, and which the Second
World War was again to increase. The history of society and the
State merged, for the first time."

-A.J.P. Taylor, ENGLISH HISTORY: 1914-45, 1965, p.l

2. "And Now—How It Is"
As the new decade begins Americans would do well to consider

the realities of their "kinder, gentler nation" and the "land of
the free".

Are you free:
When over 50% of your hard-earned money(?) is stolen by fraud,

via taxes to support a government bureaucracy gone mad?
When you can't drive on "free"-ways or public streets without

a driver's license and vehicle registration?
When you must send your children to a government licensed

school or the State will confiscate your property or kidnap your
kids if you rebel?

When the church or religion must be "licensed ' by the State
or go underground?

When you must ask the State for permission to marry?
When you CANNOT practice "free" enterprise without being

licensed and taxed by the State?
When the State tells you when, where and how to build on your

own property and even denies you the right to "modify" unless
you ask them first?

When America has more "political" prisoners under lock and
key than most nations and are busy building "concentration
camps" to house even more?

When government knows every financial transaction you make
and your private banking records are made available to their
prying eyes WITHOUT your knowledge or consent?
(Adapted from C.B.A. BULLETIN, January, 1990)

3. "Imperialism" by Jo LaBadie (185O-1933)
I am an imperialist,
Being emperor of myself,
My ego is my empire, over which none other

may wield the scepter of rulership.
I alone am emperor in the realm of my own consciousness.
Who denies me this prerogative is a usurper;
Who takes it from me is mine enemy:
Who invades my territory deserves no kindly

consideration, put his weal in jeopardy.
This empire keeps me busy with affairs its own.
So I have no time to dabble in matters foreign

to its sphere.
No inclination to add burdens to those justly,

fairly, squarely mine own.
My empire is different than any other.
In so far as is possible mine is a self-determining entity.
And no one shall invade it but at his peril.
I am enemy of all invaders, and invaders of none.
Being at peace with every one who mind(s) his own

business and leaves mine to myself.

4. "More on Button Pushing"
In No. 17 (August 1985) of THE VOLUNTARYIST, I wrote an

article entitled "Button Pushing or Abdication: Which?" At that
time, I was familiar with the history of the abolition of rationing
ordinances, wage-price controls, and the introduction of a new
hard currency in Western Germany after World War II. However,
it did not occur to me to discuss that example in my article.

Ludwig Erhard (1897-1977) was probably the first and only
economist to believe in and then test the efficacy of the free
market in a war-torn, discouraged country with a government-
directed economy. On a Sunday, June 20, 1948, he told the
German people that their only "ration coupon is [now] the mark,"
and ordered that every adult receive 40 new Deutsche marks
printed in the United States. Erhard, who had been appointed
to a five-member administrative board that governed West
Germany, was criticized for acting without the prior consent of
the Allied Command, which governed Germany. He is said to have
replied to Commanding General Lucius Clay, who disapproved
of his actions (but refused to rescind them): "I did not change
the controls—this would have made advance consent necessary.
I abolished the controls."

The success of Erhard's policy is referred to as the "German
economic miracle." The country recovered economically beyond
his wildest hopes. Goods flooded the markets, prices remained
stable; eventually the Deutsche mark became convertible. Erhard
did not, however, consider the German prosperity a miracle. In
1958, he wrote that "it is the result of the honest efforts of a
whole people, who in keeping with the principles of liberty, were
given the opportunity of using personal initiative and human
energy." He concluded that "if the German example has any value
beyond the frontiers of this country, it can only be that of proving
to the world at large the blessings of both personal and economic
freedom."

Applied to the Erhard example, the thrust of my "Button
Pushing" article would have been that he should not have
adopted a policy of abolishing price controls. Rather, he should
have abdicated his official position, since the German people
were not ready for such a policy, and because Erhard, himself,
could not rightfully "force freedom upon them." Although the
German economic miracle restored prosperity to Germany, it did
not do away with all government controls over the economy, or
make Germany a long-term bastion of the free market.

No one knows what would have happened if Erhard had
resigned instead of abolishing the controls. We can safely say
that although the immediate effect of the abolition of the
controls was to make a more prosperous Germany, the long-term
results prove that the Germans were not ready to have their
freedom thrust upon them. Had Erhard and his co-administrators
resigned instead of letting him push the button, and had no one
replaced them, I do believe it is safe to conclude that individual
Germans would have thrived and survived in a voluntary society.

Ultimately, we probably don't need to worry about people being
ready for freedom. It could probably be termed a law of history
that "whenever people are able to get government off their
backs, they inevitably practice capitalism, which is not an ism,'
but an activity or pattern of human behavior." Capitalism comes
about naturally without any "authority" doing anything to make
it happen. As Julian Simon has argued, "human beings will
naturally (on balance) create more than they destroy and
consume, if they have adequate incentives to create" and are
able to guarantee protection for the fruits of their labors. IB
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"Voluntary" Contributions
to the National Treasury

Continued from page 1
of people in society that regularly and "legally" use physical
force, or its threat, to collect funds to sustain themselves.
Whether the money is spent on ends of which the conscientious
objector approves or whether the money is spent on ends of
which he disapproves, the main point is that the money has been
stolen, and therefore becomes tainted. It should be returned to
its owners. Much as many people would like to think otherwise,
the ends (whatever Congress decides to spend it on) do not justify
the means (the coercive collection of funds).

Here are three ready measures of oppression in human
societies. First, to what extent do government employees
confiscate or collect property from individuals? This question
has already been answered, by pointing out that most people
"contribute" 20%, or often significantly more, of their income

to various levels of government. Second, to what extent does one
become a criminal by minding one's own business? In a society
where the State has first claim to one's income, one becomes
a criminal by refusing to contribute to the State's upkeep, and
by refusing to supply the State with the information which it re-
quires in order to calculate the share which you allegedly owe
it. Those who in times past have refused to bear witness against
themselves, and supply personal financial data, have been found
in contempt of court and imprisoned for their obstinance. The
measure of social injustice now existing in our society is reflected
in the fact that the criminal penalties for income tax refusal are
as great, if not greater, than the penalties for assault, rape, or
murder. The third measure of oppression: to what extent does
one have to ask permission to do as one pleases with one's own
person and property? Witness the fact that, in the most "free "
country in the world, one must have a government license or per-
mit to engage in many occupations and professions, build a
house with one's own money on one's own property, drive a vehi-
cle on a road, travel abroad, or to operate almost any kind of
business. These are all signs that we live under a domineering
State that is intent on controlling and regimenting us in every
conceivable way.

The "burden of proof argument demonstrates how the
government oppresses "its" citizenry. It wants you to prove that
you don't owe any taxes, rather then having to positively prove
that you do. It is their position that the burden is on you to either
file and pay, or to prove why that is unnecessary. In either case,
all the collection agents have to do is sit back and wait for their
obedient slaves to fill their coffers. If this doesn't happen, then
the State which fails to inculcate such obedience is faced with
a fundamental challenge to its existence. Its agents must either
initiate coercion to collect revenue, or the State must begin the
process of "withering away', which would ultimately bankrupt a
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"Don't expect much out of me till June, sir—I work the first
five months of the year just to pay my taxes."

private group of people. When faced with this threat of shriveling
up from loss of revenue or using coercion and its threat to sustain
their income, the State has always historically flexed its muscles
and jailed resisters—to demonstrate, first, that it means
business, and second, to bully the majority into subservience
by demonstrating what happens to those who chose to resist.

The State is a criminal and anti-social institution because its
agents must initiate violence against peaceful people, and
confiscate their property, and/or place them in jail for refusal
to acknowledge its jurisdiction. The difference between private
groups of people and the State is that no matter how influential
or wealthy the former become, they never have the legal right
to require you to deal with them. Those who see no gain from
dealing in the market place, refrain from doing so, and are left
alone. It is no crime to be a hermit. State power, however, is of
a different character. As "citizens" we find ourselves living in
a geographic area where defense services (police, army, and
coµrts), and some social services (for example, first-class mail
delivery, monetary legal tender laws) are coercively monopolized
by the government. Whether or not we wish to be bound by its
laws or patronize its monopoly services, we are forced to do so.
There is no "right to ignore the State," as Herbert Spencer so
eloquently argued.

The case for conscientious objection to the State rests on the
basic moral premise that it is wrong for anyone to engage in
aggression against non-aggressors. People, so long as they harm
no one else, should be left alone. The State, and its agents, must
always violate this precept, or else cease being a State. Since
there are only two ways of inter-relating with other people in
society—either voluntarily or coercively—State agents and
people who support the State are faced with a dilemma. Do they
act as accessories to the crimes of coercion, extortion, and theft,
or do they distance themselves from the State; the former—by
resigning their official positions, and the latter by refusing to
pay taxes? Conscientious objectors to taxation, like Henry David
Thoreau, have already answered this question. They will not be
compelled, even under the direct threat or use of force, to bear
witness against themselves, or to acquiesce in payment of their
taxes, so-called. They do not wish to be accused of complicity
in government crimes, whether against themselves or others.

The first three centuries of the Christian church's existence,
when Christians were opposed to war and other forms of violence,
illustrate the origins of conscientious objection to State power.
The Christian opposition to war expanded into denial of the
Tightness of all coercive action on the part of the civil power,
and thus arose that form of conscientious objection which is
being discussed here. It may be identified as voluntaryist in
nature, characterized by political non-participation, objection
to the State, and taxation. Its manifestations are the refusal to
serve or deal with the government in any way: the refusal to vote,
to hold political office, volunteer information, pay taxes, etc.

Another historical form of conscientious objection was
exhibited during the era of State-imposed religions. Those whose
beliefs differed from the State's orthodoxy had to go
underground, flee the country, or convert (at least cosmetically)
in order to survive. The history of the Society of Friends (the
Quakers) from its origins in 17th Century England is an example
of a people persecuted for conscience's sake, yet who ultimately
prevailed. From 1647, when George Fox began his public
ministry, until the passage of the Toleration Act of 1689, the
Quakers were subject to almost continuous persecution. It was
not until the early 1800s, that they were no longer imprisoned
for nonpayment of taxes to the Anglican church and that their
complete religious freedom was recognized.

The spirit of truth which inspires the conscientious objector
demands a unity of means and ends. Conscientious objection
to taxation is derived from voluntaryism, which itself is means-
oriented because of its concern for non-coercion. What the
voluntaryist objects to about the State is the means it uses (its
ultimate resort to violence and coercion). Although certain
government goods and services may be essential, it is by no
means necessary that they be provided by the State. The
objection is against the means, against the methods of State
power, regardless of what ends State power is used for.
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