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What We Believe And Why
By Carl Watner

(Editor's Mote: In the April issue of THE VOLUNTARYIST I asked
for suggestions for the text of a brochure suitable as a general
introduction to voluntaryist thinking. In the meantime, The
Customer Company of Benicia, Ca. (who operates the CHEAPER!
Stores) asked me to assist in the preparation of an article (serving
the same purpose) for their shopping bags. The following text
was submitted to them.

Readers and subscribers are encouraged to prepare their own
"What I Believe, ' which would entail a setting down of their own
personal philosophy. It need not be entirely political at ail-
perhaps a summation of the wisdom and reflection distilled from
their years of living and action. Please submit to THE VOLUN-
TARYIST. I would like to publish a series of these "What I Believe.)

For years we at CHEAPER! have promoted our ideas about
freedom and self-reliance. We want you to understand what we
believe and why we believe as we do.

We believe that the following principles of ownership are
self-evident:

1. Every person, by virtue of being human, owns (controls) his*
own mind, body, and actions. No other person can think with
your mind nor order you about unless you permit them to do
so; and

2. Every person owns those material things which he has made,
earned, or acquired peacefully and honestly from other people.

From these premises, it follows that
3. No person, or group of people, has the right to threaten or

use physical force against the person or property of another
because such coercive actions violate the rights of self-ownership
(see #1 above) and property ownership (see #2 above).

4. Each person has the absolute right to do with his property
what he pleases (this being what ownership means), as long as
it does not physically invade another's personal property, without
the other's consent. People can inter-relate in only two ways,
peacefully or coercively, but only the former is compatible with
the principles of ownership (see #1 and #2 above).

5. It is right to make a profit, and right to keep all you earn.
6. A pure free market is right because it is the only socio-

economic system in accord with the above precepts.
"Some Moral Implications"

7. We believe if an activity is wrong for an individual, then it
is wrong for a group of individuals. For example, majority rule
cannot legitimize taxation. If it is wrong for an individual to steal,
then it cannot be right for 51% of the voters to sanction stealing
from the 49% who oppose it.

8. We believe in the voluntary principle (that people should
interact peacefully or not at all.) Just as we must not force our
ideas of 'better' on other people, so they may not impose their
idea of better' on us.

9. We believe the superior man can only be sure of his liberty
if the inferior man is secure in his rights. We can only secure our
own liberty by preserving it for the most despicable and obnox-
ious among us, lest we set precedents that could reach us.

10. We believe that power of any sort corrupts, but political
power is especially vicious. "A good politician is about as
unthinkable as an honest burglar."

"Some Economic Implications"
11. We believe that actions have consequences; that there is

no such thing as a free lunch. Somebody always pays.
12. We believe everything that comes into existence in this

world is the product of human energy, plus natural resources

multiplied by the use of tools. Invariably, men and women will
produce more if each controls what they produce.

13. We believe the voluntary principle provides us with an
opportunity to improve our standard of living through the
benefits resulting from the division of labor. However, it does
not guarantee results. Nature will always be stingy and perverse
regardless of what kind of social structure we live under.

14. We believe taxation is theft. The State is the only social
institution which extracts its income and wealth by force. No
government possesses any magical power to create real wealth.
Whatever it has obtained, it has "taken " (stolen) from us, our
ancestors, and, unwittingly, from future generations.

15. We believe the only way to know what value people place
on things is to watch them voluntarily trade and exchange in
the unfettered marketplace.

16. We believe an individual's right to control his own life and
property does not depend on how much he earns or owns.

17. We believe the economic marketplace is all about self-
government. You govern your own life. You make choices about
what to eat, what to wear, when to get up, what job to take, how
to budget your money, where to live, and what to do in your free
time. A majority of others doesn't do this for you. By not sub-
jecting their personal lives to political decision-making, millions
of Americans are able to live together in peace and prosperity.

18. We believe all the material wealth in the world is useless
if its possessor has neither freedom of spirit nor liberty of body.

"Some Political Implications"
19. We believe that freedom and liberty are not bestowed upon

us by government. Liberty is the absence of physical coercion
among human beings and comes about naturally when no one
does anything to forcefully interfere with another. Some people
use violence toward others out of frustration because they cannot
control them, but violence never really works in the long run.

20. We believe that "the man who truly understands freedom
will always find a way to be free," because freedom is an attitude
of mind. Although a prisoner loses his liberty, he may remain
free so long as he realizes that no one can control his mind/spirit
except himself.

21. We believe that each one of us is the key to a better world.
The only person you can actually control is yourself. Light your
own candle! Labor in your own "garden, " doing your best to
present society with one improved unit. Live responsibly and
honestly, take care of yourself and your family. Don't waste your
time waiting for the other guy. If you take care of the means,
the end will take care of itself.

22. We believe common sense and reason tell us that nothing
can be right by legislative enactment if it is not already right
by nature. If the politicians direct us to do something that reason
opposes, we should defy the government. And we certainly don't
need politicians to order us to do something that our reason
would have told us to do, anyhow. This being the case, who needs
coercive government?

23. We believe that although certain goods and services are
necessary for our survival, it is not essential that they be pro-
vided by coercive political governments. However, just because
we do not advocate that governments provide these goods and
services (for example, public education) does not mean that we
are against that activity (education) itself. Just because we
recognize that people have a right to engage in certain activities
(for example, drinking alcoholic beverages) does not necessarily
mean that we endorse or participate in such activities ourselves.
What we oppose is compulsion in support of any end; what we
support is voluntaryism in all its many forms.
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Potpourri from The Editor's Desk
1. "Compulsory Social Security Numbers"

The use of identifying government numbers is "in and of itself
dehumanizing. A human being is reduced to a number. This is
like that scene in ROOTS where Kunta Kinte is whipped into giving
up his name. The analogy is exact—when Africans were unloaded
from the slave ships a numbered plate was hung around their
necks to identify them at the auction block. The Nazis used this,
too. In the camps a name was nothing—the only thing that
counted was the number tattooed on the prisoner's wrist." The
end result of our use of numbers is the same—the dehuman-
ization of man.

-Wynn Schaible in THE ANUMERALIST,
Box 2084, Morristown, PA 19404
December 1991.

2. "Tax Avoidance 1OO Years Ago"
"I'm aiming to go far West in the spring," he said. "This here

country, it's too settled-up for me. The politicians are a-swarming
in already, and ma'am if'n there's any worst pest than grass-
hoppers it surely is politicians. Why, they'll tax the lining out'n
a man's pockets to keep up these here county-seat towns! I don't
see nary use for a county, nohow. We all got along happy and
content without em.

'Teller come along and taxed me last summer. Told me I got
to put in every last least thing I had. So I put in Tom and Jerry,
my horses, at fifty dollars apiece, and my oxen yoke, Buck and
Bright, I put in at fifty, and my cow at thirty-five.

" Is that all you got?' he says. Well, I told him I'd put in five
children I reckoned was worth a dollar apiece.

" Is that all?' he says. How about your wife?' he says.
" By Mighty!' I says to him. 'She says I don't own her and I don't

aim to pay no taxes on her,' I says. And I didn't."
"Why, Mr. Edwards, it is news to us that you have a family,"

said Ma. "Mr. Ingalls said nothing of it."
"I didn't know it myself," Pa explained. "Anyway, Edwards, you

don't have to pay taxes on your wife and children.'
"He wanted a big tax list," said Mr. Edwards. "Politicians, they

take pleasure a-prying into a man's affairs and I aimed to please
em. It makes no matter. I don't aim to pay taxes. I sold the
relinquishment on my claim and in the spring when the collector
comes around I'll be gone from there. Qot no children and no
wife, no-how."

—Laura Ingalls Wilder, THE LONG WINTER,
Mew York; Harper & Row, 1940, pp. 112-113.

3. "1OO Per Cent"
They are afraid of the old

for their memory,
They are afraid of the young

for their innocence,
They are afraid of Marx,

They are afraid of
Lenin,

They are afraid of truth,
They are afraid of freedom,

They are afraid of
democracy,

They are afraid of Human
Rights Charter,

They are afraid of socialism.
So why the hell are WE

afraid of Them?
—By the punk group Plastic People of the Universe.

4. "Political Obligation"
"But there is no part of the world today in which a human being

can confidently escape from the presumption of political sub-
ordination. The state of nature may subsist, for some purposes,
between the jurisdictions of particular modern states, but
nowhere, not even in the unappropriated polar territories or the
far recesses of the great common of the oceans, is there habitable
space on earth which lies simply beyond the jurisdiction of state
power. Virtually everyone in the modern world, accordingly, is
claimed as subject to political obligation."

- John Dunn in POLITICAL THEORY TODAY,
David Held (ed.),
Stanford University Press, 1991, p. 23.

5. "R.I.P. Sam Walton"
"In the process of making Sam Walton rich, American consu-

mers did something else: They impoverished many of his
competitors. Every dollar spent at Wal-Mart was $1.25 not spent
at Sears, Kmart, J.C. Penney or another large chain. Perhaps more
important, it was $1.50 not spent at local, small businesses.
Small businesses, unable to take advantage of Wal-Mart's
economies of scale, sought to keep Wai-Marts from their commu-
nities. The everyday low price strategy employed by Wal-Mart
would drive them out of business. But let's get cause and effect
straight: Wal-Mart never put anybody out of business. American
consumers did."

—David Laband in THE WALL STREET JOURNAL,
April 9, 1992, p. A14.

6. "Callia Rose"
My wife, Julie, and I had a difficult time picking a name for

our third child (and first daughter) who was born at home on
February 24,1992. After receiving numerous rejections from me,
Julie finally said to me, "How about Callia?" It sounded different,
and checking an unabridged dictionary, I found it was derived
from the Greek kalos meaning beautiful. Rose was chosen for
Rose Wilder Lane, friend of Bob LeFevre, author of DISCOVERY
OF FREEDOM, and daughter of Laura Ingalls Wilder (author of
the LITTLE HOUSE series). So just a day before she "arrived", we
had a name for our soon-to-be born daughter, Callia Rose Watner.

7. "Law Enforcement and Morality"
"The policing of sexual morality (or any kind, for that matter)

is always necessary, but it is best done at the only level of society
that can really do it: family, relatives, friends, associates. The
natural power of affective ties creates its own code of behavior.
We are much more afraid of disgrace in the eyes of those who
know us and love us than we are of anything the law can do.

"The law can't possibly control adultery and other vices, which
do indeed have serious and often disastrous consequences. But
they can be discouraged by social pressure, and social pressure
can only come from those people whose approval we want and
need, because their approval is hard to separate from our own
self-respect.

"Shame is more powerful than weaponry in making society
cohere, and recent experience should teach us how helpless the
state is in governing people who are beneath shame. The force
of the state can only supplement the prospect of disapproval that
keeps most of us in line. People feel shame in proportion as they
have strong social bonds; and when there are large numbers of
rootless people, there is not much anyone can do to prevent
lawlessness."

—Joseph Sobran, in "Sex, Family, and the State",
THE FREE MARKET, April 1992.
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Limited Government—
A Floral Issue?

By C.W. Anderson
"The 1980s, ' according to economist Milton Friedman,

witnessed "a sea change in the direction of public thinking about
government's ability to solve economic and social problems."
In fact, the idea of getting government off our backs became a
live issue, worldwide. Although there was little change in the size
or power of government, "(T)he prospect is bright," Friedman
observed, "but only if we continue trying to spread our ideas and
persuading ourselves, more importantly than anyone else, to be
consistent with the beliefs we profess."

This matter of beliefs and consistency leads us directly to the
vital question: Are we simply uneasy about big government in
a general way, or do we see it clearly as a real threat to individual
freedom?

Most freedom devotees share a concern about big government,
but there is very little agreement about the proper role of govern-
ment in society. Why is this so? Are there no acceptable criteria
for resolving this important issue of what government should
do and should not do? And, without visualizing an ideal role
for government, can we ever hope to approach "limited
government"?

Some people seem to want this issue resolved by majority vote.
But doesn't this mean that might makes right—that we should
just take a vote to see which gang is biggest and then let them
enforce their ideas on the rest of us? This surely is not what our
Founding Fathers had in mind nor, I am sure, is it what those
who advocate limited government really want.

It may be helpful to rephrase the question by bringing into the
center of this analysis our own personal commitment and
integrity. The question then becomes: Which functions of govern-
ment are so unquestionably proper that I, personally, would be
willing to support and enforce them? Mind you, not hire and pay
someone to collect tax money, for example, but personally force
those who oppose the law to pay their tax.

Isn't it the delegating of this unpleasant duty that has clouded
the issue of how much government we really believe in? I may
be sincere in my belief that food stamps, for example, are a
necessary government "safety net." But my religious friend who
believes that it is God's design that individuals should be
responsible—voluntarily—to help the unfortunate, and whose
experience tells him that those who are thus helped will do more
for themselves, tells me that he will not support involuntary
"charity."' Mow, back to the question: Will I force him to pay this

tax? Furthermore, can I escape this question by closing my mind
and letting my delegate perform this ugly task?

This whole matter of enforcement—with all its implications of
violence—needs to be examined for its full meaning. The force
that will ultimately be legally applied to collect the tax is rarely
seen. But it is there! It resides in the government and is poten-
tially brutal. Because if a man of principle absolutely refuses to
pay—and then resists arrest by defending himself and his
property when the agents of government come to take him from
his home (which they will)—he will be dealt with violently,
probably shot! His crime will be recorded as resisting arrest, but
he will have actually lost his life because he stood by his moral
principles and refused to compromise.

The violent result of holding fast to principle causes us to
understand the true nature of government and why we should
fear it. As Qeorge Washington warned, "Government is not
reason, it is not eloquence—it is force. Like fire it is a dangerous
servant and a fearful master; neVer for a moment should it be
left to irresponsible action. '

Purely and simply then, government is organized force, it has
a monopoly on legal coercion; and it can do more than volun-
tary groups only because it can force its will on those who
disagree.

Those of us who are serious about sorting out our own ideas
about government—and being consistent in our beliefs—find
ourselves facing a chain of personal decisions:

a. Am I concerned about big government and the loss of
individual liberty? Yes? or Mo?

b. If "Yes," how do I decide whether or not I approve of specific
governmental functions and actions? Do I judge them by the
same criteria for right and wrong as I do individual actions? Yes?
or Mo?

c. If "Mo," I must face that fact that either (1) I have no standard
for judging the proper functions of government, or (2) I have
another standard which I can define. Note that (1) in effect
endorses majority rule—that is, that might makes right!

d. If, however, my answer to b. is "Yes," and assuming I under-
stand that government relies on force to function, can I, logically
or morally, approve of governmental functions that I would be
unwilling to enforce personally by using force if necessary? Yes?
or Mo?

This very personal self-assessment may fortify our understand-
ing of the true nature of government. But equally important, it
should also help us to recognize that governmental acts which
we support are really an extension of our own views and actions.

Where does all of this bring us in our concerns about govern-
ment today? What chance do we have of bringing about an
evolution—or revolution—in the way people think about the
proper role of government in society?

Keep in mind that only in the last few years have we even come
close to a consensus that government handles economic and
social problems very poorly. And recent revelations of the pitiful
conditions in the over-governed nations of Eastern Europe
confirm the validity of this consensus—the inevitable result of
a growing dependence on government is not only less freedom,
but moral and economic deterioration as well.

This awareness, then, is itself a big step forward. But emphasis
on efficiency does not get at the source of the problem—which
is governmental power. And it does not go to the heart of the
problem—which is individual, moral responsibility for those
actions of government which we support.

As long as politicians can bombard us with their platitudes
about "doing good"—and never be challenged on the immoral
means they use—the size and power of government will never
be controlled. For there can be no decline in the calls upon
government to "do something " about such things as poverty,
the homeless, the aged, and the sick until the force and violence
that must support such governmental actions are recognized —
and morally condemned.
(Editor's Note: This article is of interest for several reasons. Its
author, Chet Anderson, was instrumental in assisting Bob
LeFevre raise money in Milwaukee, Wise, in 1957, to help fund
the second year of the original Freedom School in Colorado (see
pp. 183-184 of my biography, ROBERT LeFEVRE). This article is
excerpted from a longer essay, which first appeared in a
shortened version in the February 1992, FREEDOM DAILY,
published by Jacob Hornberger's Future of Freedom Foundation,
Box 9752, Denver, CO 80209. Since the original essay had a
somewhat weaker conclusion, I wrote its author, and asked him
whether he believed that coercive government has any proper
functions at all (and if so, what were they, and how did he justify
them)? His response was as follows:

"The answer to your question, which may be only implicit in
my essay is, No." I see no possible function of government that
I would support by killing someone who refused to support it.
Your question surprised me, but as I re-read my piece I believe
I see why you ask. Although I did not state flatly that no govern-
ment could be morally justified, the series of questions I asked
lead to that answer. Now, let me back up and explain why I did
this.

"Ben Rogge once told me that he had never known anyone who
approached Baldy Harper in teaching ideas about liberty with
such a lasting impact. While both were teaching at Wabash
College, Ben was amazed at Baldy's effect on students,—how they
continued to seek his counsel. I discovered during the 20 + years
I knew him that his persuasiveness came from his unique ability
to ask thoughtful questions. I was changed from a flaming liberal
in the '40s to a sort of philosophical anarchist by facing up to
questions asked by Baldy, Leonard Read and later, Bob LeFevre.
It was Baldy who I first talked to about my series of questions
and he encouraged me to pursue this approach.
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