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InTERVIEW WITH MICHAEL HUEMER, BY
Non Facies FURTUM

Michael Huemer received his BA from UC
Berkeley in 1992 and his PhD from Rutgers
University in 1998. He is presently professor
of philosophy at the University of Colorado at
Boulder. He is the author of more than 60
academic articles in ethics, epistemology,
political philosophy, and metaphysics, as well
as four amazing books that you should
definitely buy: Skepticism and the Veil of
Perception (2001), Ethical Intuitionism (2005),
The Problem of Political Authority (2013), and
Approaching Infinity (2016). As he is a very
influential libertarian philosopher active in
the Front Range area, we contacted him for an
interview and asked several questions related
to the philosophy of liberty, and to his work.

FRV: Can you outline your strongest argument
for why the state lacks legitimate authority?

MH: We don't need an argument that the
state lacks authority. We would need an
argument that the state has authority. If there's
no reason why the state would be relevantly
different from other agents, then we should
assume the state is subject to the same moral
principles as other agents.

Now, there are several philosophical theories
about why the state has authority. I discuss
the most important ones at length in The
Problem of Political Authority. But none of the
theories is any good. All of them either (a)
appeal to factually false claims, or (b) appeal
to claims that, even if true, simply would not
establish anyone's authority. An example of
(@) is the claim everybody at some time
agreed to establish a state (of course this
never happened). An example of (b) would be
the claim that a majority of people support
the state (if a majority of people want
something, that doesn't make that thing
right).

I can't fairly present all the theories of

authority, nor the problems with them, here. I
wrote a 350-page book to do that (among
other things), and all of it needs to be read to
understand the complete argument. But the
basic reason I don't believe in authority is
simply that no one has given any good reason
why the state would have authority. In brief,
no one has told me why 535 people in
Washington have the right to tell everyone
else what to do. If there was a good answer to
that, someone would probably have thought
of it by now.

FRV: What do you think is the most practical path
to achieving a stateless society?

MH: I don't know. What I am doing is trying
to get more people to understand
anarcho-capitalism, in the hope that if enough
people understand the theory and why it's a
good idea, it will eventually come about.

We could move toward anarchy gradually.
For example, we could start with local
governments outsourcing policing duties to
private security guard companies. (Of course,
there would need to be a number of
competing security companies, and an easy
mechanism for citizens to change companies.)
Similarly, courts could start referring more
cases to private arbitrators. If these
experiments went well, they could be
expanded, and the government shrunk at the
same time.

Of course, this probably would not happen
until there was much greater understanding
of and support for free markets.

I don't know whether this is the best path.
But it's one possible path that seems to me
worth considering.

FRV: You have written much on the subject of
ethical intuitionism; can you explain this idea,
and provide some examples of how applying it to
movral situations leads to the conclusion that the
state is an immoral institution?




MH: The theory holds that we have intuitive
awareness of some objective ethical truths,
and this is the basis for the rest of our
knowledge of ethics. I've written a book on
the subject (Ethical Intuitionism), as well as a
number of academic articles. You're basically
asking me, "Hey, could you summarize your
300-page book in a couple of minutes?" To
which the most accurate answer would be,
"No, I can't." There's nothing I could say in a
brief space that wouldn't be misleading. (The
book is 300 pages because there is a complex
set of ideas and arguments that require that
amount of space to fairly present.)

But I can give you some examples of the
moral problems with the state. One example
is about taxation. Suppose that I personally
decided to start "taxing" people. I go around
to people's houses demanding a cut of their
total income, which I plan to use for a charity
that I run to help the poor. I threaten to
kidnap and imprison my neighbors if they
don't give me the money. This would be
regarded as clearly wrong, and no one would
think they owed me the money. I would be
called a thief and an extortionist.

But that is like the government's behavior
when it collects taxes. The difference between
"extortion" and "taxation" is just that one is
done by a private agent, and the other is done
by the government.

A second example concerns military
intervention. What if I announced, one day,
that a certain foreign country might be
building weapons of mass destruction, and
that they had to be stopped? What if I got a
group of friends together, flew to that
country, and started shooting people and
blowing up buildings, in an effort to change
that country's government? Most would
consider my behavior wrong even if the
foreign government was really bad. I would
be labelled a terrorist and a mass murderer.

But this is like the government's behavior
when it goes to war. The chief difference
between "terrorism" and "war" is, again, that

one is done by a private agent and the other
is done by the government.

Most people judge extortion much more
harshly than taxation, and terrorism much
more harshly than war. We're failing to apply
to the state the moral standards that we apply
to everyone else. But, as my book argues, we
have no good reason for this double standard.

Notice that my argument here does not
appeal to some abstract, general moral theory,
such as utilitarianism, or ethical egoism, or
even a theory of natural rights. I am just
appealing to common sense moral
judgements about particular cases that almost
everyone would intuitively accept, regardless
of their political orientation. Whether you're a
liberal, conservative, libertarian, or
something else, you almost certainly think
extortion is wrong (when done by someone
other than a government). So that seems to
me a fair starting point for a political
argument.

FRV: What are your strongest arguments against
moral relativism?
MH: Moral relativism is commonly
understood as the view that what is right or
wrong is determined by social conventions,
by what society approves or disapproves of.
So, for instance, polygamy is wrong in our
society because it's against our customs, but it
is morally right in most primitive societies.
This view also implies that if society
approves of torturing babies for fun, then it's
morally right to torture babies for fun. It
implies that the people who lived in Nazi
Germany were right to persecute Jews, since
that was the custom of their society. And that
those citizens who tried to save the Jews were
actually acting wrongly, because they were
defying the customs of their culture. These
are absurd conclusions, and we have no
reason to believe them.




Most relativists appear to be guilty of an
embarrassingly  simple confusion: they
confuse truth with belief. Thus, they infer from
"there are different moral beliefs in different
societies" to "there are different moral truths
in different societies." The premise does not at
all support the conclusion. Once you remove
this confusion, there isn't any reason for
believing the conclusion.

FRV: Is moval relativism often used to justify state
intervention and growth?

MH: I can't recall any examples of that. In
fact, some people believe that moral
relativism  supports less  government
intervention. They reason that since there are
no objective moral truths, we shouldn't
impose our values on other people.

Of course, that's an error. If moral relativism
is true, it doesn't follow that we shouldn't
impose our values on other people. What
follows is that we should impose our values
on other people if and only if the customs of
our society support imposing our values on
other people.

FRV: Besides government, what other institutions
or practices have you determined to be immoral,
that you would like to see done away with?
MH: I think the most immoral thing our
society is doing right now is factory farming
(the source of almost all the meat you get in
stores and restaurants). It inflicts extreme
pain and suffering on animals of a sort that, if
inflicted on a human, we would certainly call
torture.

Why do I say it's the worst practice? Sheer
numbers: in one year, we kill about 40 billion
animals for food worldwide -- about six times

the entire human population of the Earth. In
just three years, we kill more animals than the
total number of humans who have ever lived.
This makes it plausible that a few years of
factory farming causes more suffering than
all the suffering human beings have ever
endured, from all causes combined, for all of
history.

For some reason, most libertarians don't
seem to care about this. But I find it hard to
see how this isn't the worst problem in the
world. You could think that human suffering
counts for a thousand times more than
animal suffering, and it would still be true
that factory farming is the worst practice in
the world by far.

FRV: For readers who are interested in reading
your work and seeing more of your ideas, which
pieces would you recommend starting with, and
how can they go about finding your writings?
MH: Search for me on Amazon. I have four
books out, all on very different topics, plus a
fifth coming in 2018. I suggest starting with
the topic you're most interested in. The
Problem of Political Authority is the most
popular, since it's about politics. I also have
some videos, interviews, and articles
available online for free.

[We would like to thank Michael Huemer for his
responses and contribution to this edition of the Front
Range Voluntaryist. His ideas are valuable for their
ability to help define an objective system of morality,
and they make an excellent introduction to both a truly
logical approach to morality and to the fundamental
convictions of liberty-oriented thought. Support
another Front Range Voluntaryist and check out his
work!]
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Turee CommoN MisTakes THAT
L1BERTARIANS MAKE, ARTICLE BY JUAN
EFernanpo Carpio

[This article originally appeared in The Libertarian
Standard, but Juan has submitted it to us for
republishing. He is the author of 10 Lecciones de
Economia (que los gobiernos quisieran ocultarle; or, 10
Economic Lessons (that governments would like to hide

from you)]

While advocating for the principles of a free
society, libertarians find obstacles of all sorts.
Whether one sees it as a battle of ideas or —
better yet — a sales campaign, sometimes our
methods of persuasion and debate become a
big part of the message. Thus sometimes our
mistakes become the biggest obstacle to our
success. Let's review three very common
ones.

1. Thinking that libertarianism is “intuitive”
or “obvious”

To be sure, certain moral positions (on
stealing and murdering) are universal and
intuitive enough, but the whole edifice is
neither obvious nor easy to grasp. The
problem is, most people forget how they
learned and especially, forget their previous
ignorance. Thus, they project a light of
knowledge over their past as if they always
knew. This is easy to observe when one reads
giants like Mises and Rothbard. The second
after we absorb some keen insight of theirs,
we internalize it and begin to think it is
“obvious” and should be so to others. Well, it
isnt. We acquired it through long years of
studying dozens, sometimes hundreds, of
books. Every libertarian I know continues to
read and debate the fundamentals of
libertarianism, not only applications to
current events or history. This tells me that
libertarianism is an unfinished edifice with
many parts, even if one can sum it up in
several ways. Those essentials and

summaries will never replace the whole of
the doctrine.

2. Assuming common ground with everyone

The fundamental clash throughout human
history, Liberty vs. Power, can only be
properly understood when the basics are
properly identified. Let’s begin with liberty.
In ancient times, liberty was defined as the
ability = to  participate in  collective
decision-making and independence from
other nations. Thus, liberty was about
political participation ~ and  national
sovereignty. The individual was not the
relevant political unit. It wasn’t until the
advent of Humanism, placing the individual
at the center of political and economic
analysis that Liberty could start meaning
what us libertarians need it to mean in order
for our insights to be popular at any time and
place.

Power, on the other hand, means political
power for us. It springs from the use of force
or the threat thereof. Education, the media,
tradition and others influence human
behavior but they can be either chosen or
rejected if needed. That's why any talk of
commercial billboards or TV content having
power over society is ultimately doomed to
fail. But in the same way any talk about
“oppressive bosses” or “gender oppression”
are confusing. Bosses cannot deprive oneself
of rights, because to have a boss (as opposed
to a slave-owner, a socialist dictator, a lord or
a king) requires a contract in which one has
freely entered. Ergo, bosses implies rights and
where there are rights there is liberty, and
power is absent. A boss may be demanding,
rude, etc but as long as one has “exit”, there is
no oppression. Gender oppression strictly

means that women are denied their
(individual) political rights to personal
integrity and  property. But gender

discrimination when those rights are fully
present such as in most Western countries, on
the other hand is an exercise of others’ rights.
When men are preferred for a job over..
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.women, it's the company’s loss to deprive
itself of that talent. But in many professions
that deal with security and force, such
discrimination is not only necessary but wise.
Confusing a lack of women’s rights with an
exercise of men’s rights that we dislike is
worse than misleading: it will invite State
intervention to “fix” a non-problem. Or at
best, a problem that has to be solved (if need
be) through civil, pacific means.

Thus, power has to be understood as
political power. Its ties to cultural forms are
just that, ties.

If liberty and power have to be agreed upon
in order for the libertarian discourse to make
full sense, the same happens to the concepts
of property, contract, market, State, law and a
host of others. We cannot assume common
ground with everybody, specially in
postmodern times where every Western
concept is being nuanced and redefined by
barbarians inside the gates.

3. Ironically, forgetting about the
importance of ideas and persuasion

Closely related to points 1 and 2, libertarians
sometimes think (oh, the irony) that ideas
stop mattering at some point. Once one has
adopted the libertarian worldview, there is a
strong temptation to make ideas disappear
and consider people who trust the State to do
X or Y as either lazy, dumb or corrupt. As a
former social-democrat, I know that isn’t so: a
myriad of political thinkers and activists have
good intentions, but just haven’t been lucky
enough to grasp the notions we hold so dear.
To be sure, most know some version of our
positions, but as any teacher can tell you that
will not suffice. Making an idea your own,
requires not only a good exposition of the
concepts but also the right mood so to
provoke a disposition to learn. Too many
libertarians wield insights as swords with a
self-righteous attitude, seeking to punish the
non-convert. As any music buff can tell you,
if you want a friend of yours to love some

rock album that we cherish, a frontal
proposition will almost never work. The
human ego being what it is, that task is better
accomplished by subtler means, making it
appear as if he discovered that band by
himself.

See, it's our attitude that which drives
people away from the ideas. If they were
intuitive, persuasion would not be needed.
But they aren’t. And if they are, then we're
two times at fault: socialist ideas then are the
counter-intuitive ones but the socialists’
persistence and ability to persuade have
brought success for them worldwide. What
gives?

“THE FUNDAMENTAL CLASH
THROUGHOUT HUMAN HISTORY, LiBerTY
Vs. POWER, CAN ONLY BE PROPERLY
UNDERSTOOD WHEN THE BASICS ARE

PROPERLY IDENTIFIED.”

In conclusion, libertarianism would benefit
largely from a recognition of how deeply the
battle of political ideas is only a special case
of the global philosophical battle over
concepts and significance. Also, it wouldn’t
hurt to remind ourselves that a worldview
such as libertarianism has to be subject to the
same principles as any other good in the
market is, even if the one for ideas is severely
hampered and set against human liberty. If
we are to succeed in such a market, we need
to remember how the good was sold to
ourselves in the first place, so we win over
the hearts and minds of our contemporaries.
Antagonizing them and assuming as obvious
what is now — thanks for 150 years of
socialist control of education — hard to grasp,
is a recipe for failure.

[Thanks for the submission, Juan. Very good stuff
to keep in mind. We hope to have you back on in a
future issue. Juan is possibly the first Austro
libertarian to dance on Karl Marx’s privately
owned entry-fee grave in London ~Mike, FRV]




Tue IMPORTANCE OF PROPERTY AND
OWNERSHIP, ARTICLE BY VERESAPIENS

“Thou Shalt Not Steal” is found almost
universally at the «core of religious
commandments and secular legal systems. The
implication of this is that property, and
property ownership, are universally considered
to be of central importance. And not just in
legal systems, but also in religions.

Why is property ownership so important that
respect for it is enshrined as a basic tenet of
Human society?

Ownership only begins to take on importance
when there is scarcity involved.

We typically don’t worry about who owns the
air we breathe. Air is obviously important, but
as long as there is plenty for everyone, and your
breathing does not reduce the amount of air
available for me to breathe, then we don’t have
to worry about who owns what air.

The easiest way to illustrate how the issue of
scarcity leads to the concept of property and
ownership is to use a typical ‘Robinson Crusoe
on a desert island” scenario.

Shipwrecked and alone on a deserted island,
Crusoe would have faced a severe scarcity of
modern supplies and tools. But he still had no
need to worry about whose property the
remaining food supplies and tools were.
Because there was no one else on the island,
there was no one whose usage of the supplies
would impact Crusoe’s usage.

It is only when another man, Friday, arrives on
the island that the issue of property might arise.
For then there might be a conflict over scarce
resources. Property rights serve as a means to
prevent conflict over scarce items.

The structure of the property rights in this case
could take a variety of forms:

e Crusoe could maintain full ownership
rights to the scarce supplies and declare
that they are for his use only.

e Crusoe could maintain full ownership
rights to the scarce supplies and make
all of the decisions, himself, as to how
much to share them with Friday.

e Crusoe could give ownership of some
portion of the supplies to Friday, giving
Friday full control over those specific
supplies.

e Crusoe could agree to share ownership
of the supplies with Friday, based on
mutually agreed upon rules as to how
supplies would be allocated by the two
men.

e Or the scarce supplies could be
considered the property of no one, and
therefore under the control of neither
man.

The final option, above, assigning communal
rights to the supplies so that no one owns them
sounds nice. It fits nicely with the sentiment in
John Lennon’s beautiful song, “Imagine”...

“Imagine no possessions
I wonder if you can
No need for greed or hunger
A brotherhood of man
Imagine all the people
Sharing all the world”

Unfortunately, “no possessions”, meaning no
person owns or controls the property, doesn’t
mean no person makes decisions about the
property.

If neither Crusoe or Friday owns the scarce
supplies, it means that each of them can decide
what to do with them.

Crusoe, who has found ways to survive on
local foods, might want to continue to ration the
modern supplies or keep them for emergencies.
Friday might be weak and starving from the
mishap that landed him on the island, and
decide that he needs to consume the supplies
now to regain his strength.

If Friday does start to rapidly consume the
remaining supplies, what would Crusoe do? If
it starts to look like there may soon be no
supplies for him to save or ration, he may
decide he has to consume whatever he can
before Friday finishes all of it.

This scenario, which often plays out when
there is ‘community property’ (scarce resources
with no owner) has been called ‘The Tragedy of
the Commons’ by ecologist Garrett Hardin:
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“The tragedy of the commons is a dilemma arising
from the situation in which multiple individuals,
acting independently and rationally consulting their
own self-interest, will ultimately deplete a shared
limited resource, even when it is clear that it is not
in anyone’s long-term interest for this to happen.”

So, having clear ownership of resources is
important, even when the plan is for them to be
shared by everyone.

Other examples of the problem with ‘no
possessions’ are pretty easy to come up with.

Suppose strangers off the street started living
in your house? That would be okay, since there
would really be no such thing as “your” house.
Or your car. Or your money.

It's hard to imagine a functioning real-life
society with no property rights, no possessions.

John Lennon’s goal is a good one...

No need for greed or hunger
A brotherhood of man
Imagine all the people
Sharing all the world

...but possessions are not the problem.

Respect for possessions, ownership, is a core
requirement for a functioning society. And only
a functioning society could become the kind of
brotherhood of man that John Lennon
envisioned.

[Veresapiens blogs at veresapiens.org]

TRADITION As A SPONTANEOUS ORDER,
ARTICLE BY INsurLa Qur

When we think about libertarianism it is
easy to conceptualize libertarians as people
who have no care for anything higher than
themselves and are even individualistic to a
fault. If you have talked to a sufficient
amount of libertarians, chances are that you
have come across someone who makes
arguments that go completely against

common decency. This is one of the greatest
problems in libertarianism, there is a streak of
refusing to properly explain the importance
of tradition when it comes to liberty.

This is not to say that we need a war on
drugs or that we need to stone adulterers. But
rather libertarians tend to completely ignore
everything related expected social norms,
even when they are not imposed violently.
And it is easy to conceptualize norms as a
sort of restriction upon the independent will
and personal liberty of someone. But to know
why libertarians are wrong on this, we need
to apply methodological individualism to
history.

Basic libertarian theory establishes that
society is formed out of a spontaneous order.
The interests of individuals form co-operative
bonds which then create society as a concept.
This view is useful because it helps us see
society as something co-operative and
personal. The problem with libertarians is
when they deviate from this view. And that is
often the case when we come to the subject of
tradition.

We tend to ignore that tradition is similarly
formed out of co-operative individual bonds.
It's never as if a king decreed that everyone
ought to hold one another to certain moral
standards and to shun behaviours that go
against accepted morality. Obviously kings
on occasion enforced the customs of the land,
but the customs emerged spontaneously first.
Not only is society co-operative, past societies
which created tradition were similarly
co-operative, this means that the view of
society as a spontaneous order should also
apply to intergenerational exchange and past
societies.

And tradition is just intergenerational
exchange, morals and standards passed down
from the older generation to the younger
generation.  Tradition is a similarly
spontaneously emerging order, it is in no way
lesser than the order of our current era, it
would be very unwise to assume that only
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the current society is correct. And because
tradition embodies the intergenerational
transfer of countless generations, we can even
call tradition the spontaneous order of
civilization. Tradition is outside the state,
formed by the people and it should be one of
the most libertarian things.

But even though tradition is best
characterized as the spontaneous order of
civilization, it's so often rejected by
libertarians as we tend to think that we know
better than anyone before us could. Since we
live now and not in the past, we are better at
absolutely everything and have no need for
tradition, but to do so would be to ignore the
origins of tradition. The societies we live in
were built by those people from whom the
traditions that we have in our societies
originate from.

The entire process of replacing the
uncivilized man with something much better
and something much greater is facilitated by
the same people who created this tradition.
Without the wisdom of the people who
created tradition, we would not even have a
society or a civilization. These millions of
people who have lived through hardships
that we can’t even imagine have come up
with ways to deal with relationships, the self,
purpose in life and every existential question
there is.

This tradition was not born out of some
baseless desire to repress people and not let
them be themselves and it certainly is not
something that we have grown out of. Our
social progress and knowledge may be
unparalleled and we may be at the farthest
point in history where anyone has ever been,
but this does not erase the necessity to
answer fundamental existential questions.
And if there is one thing that modern society
has a problem with, it is those existential
questions.

We may have the best medicine, we may
have the best economies, we may live in
times where everyone can access all

information from home. But that does not
make us any wiser, we can’t learn wisdom
simply from thinking about it hard enough or
using scientific formulas. We have disrupted
the process of civilization by rejecting
tradition. When we come face to face with
strife and when we are challenged towards
ourselves, maybe the right thing to do is look
backward.

[Insula Qui is an independent writer. For books
and more essays visit www.insulaqui.com]

Morpor oN THE PoTomac,
ARTICLE BY JiM DaviDsoN

Special to the Front Range Voluntaryist

"Governors and their staffs went out poor and
came home rich. Tax-farmers made handsome
profits. Usurers lent money at exorbitant rates of
interest to provincials who could only meet the
tax-gatherers' demands by borrowing. Rome, in
short, was living on the proceeds of her extortions.
From an economic point of view she was a
parasitic city giving little or nothing in exchange
for what she took. In Rome herself no industries
existed except for local use. She consumed without
producing; and the only reason why she did not
completely exhaust the resources of her provinces
was that the money she had wrung from them by
her extortions went back to them in payment for
the luxuries they supplied to her and so became
available once more for a renewed extortion."

~ Cyril E. Robinson,

A History of Rome from 753 BC to AD 410,
Second Edition, 1941

The above quote may well remind you of
the extortions of the British empire or those of
the American empire. The particular passage
quoted actually refers to the Roman republic,
roughly 150 BC. Given the extent of the
power of the hereditary oligarchy that ran
their senate, the term "republic" was, by that



http://www.insulaqui.com/

time, somewhat inaccurate. About a century
later, the form of the republic would be
"swept away" by Julius Caesar and his
successors. My purpose here is not to dwell
on ancient history.

Instead, I invite you to consider Washington,
District of Columbia. The district has a rather
odd shape, given that it was originally to be a
square ten miles on a side. The Virginia
portion went away in the War Between the
States and never came back. But it is, like
ancient Rome, a parasitic city. It produces
metric tonnes of paper, and gigabytes of
regulatory idiocy. It produces tax farmers and
corporate welfare whores. It has spawned an
entire '"health care coding" profession to
match disorders and diagnoses with codes
that provide for ersatz payment. It does not,
however, produce anything of value.

For the last century, it has gotten worse and
worse. It now controls an annual budget of
trillions of dollars, plus a "black operations"
budget that, despite the clear admonition in
Article One, Section 9 of the constitution, is
never published. No monies shall be spent
from the public treasury without a regular
statement of accounting of them. Gosh, how
odd that the constitution is powerless to
prevent an abuse of power.

Trillions of dollars flow to Mordor on the
Potomac from all corners of America and
from all quadrants of the Earth. Few
countries are not extorted in some way to
cooperate with the mass murdering
American government. Those which object,
such as the Afghan regime of the Taliban, the
Iraqi regime of Saddam Hussein, the Libyan
regime of Muammar Gaddafi, are eliminated
by the military conquest of these places. U.S.
military aircraft, including drones, are
currently involved in slaughter of civilian
targets in Somalia, Yemen, Afghanistan, Iraq,
Syria, and other places. Opposing Mordor is
costly and deadly.

Orcs

Imperial orcs do go forth at the orders of
those in power in Mordor on the Potomac.
They go out to communities around America
to harass men and women, brutalise their
families, murder some of them, barbecue a
few dozen Texans in a church (1993),
assassinate a woman holding her baby in
Idaho, shoot surrendering men and women
to death. The scum who do these jobs are evil
filth and work for agencies like the FBI, ATF,
DEA, IRS, and CIA, and they do not have
ethics. They only have an eagerness to rape,
murder, and pillage. They have few of them
read the constitution which purports to limit
their action, and none of them care about it.
Were it up to any of them, they would use it
for toilet paper.

Nor are their international colleagues in the
military, diplomatic secret service, and
espionage agencies any better. These men and
women are evil and disgusting, trained to
slaughter without qualm, to obliterate lives
without mercy. They do terrible things
because they were trained to do them,
encouraged to do them, and, let's be candid,
because they got to like doing them. These
are not mindless brutes, but clever and
frequently = psychopathic  killers ~ who
understand what they are doing, do it
thoughtfully and with care, and enjoy spilling
blood.

Your Lack of Power

Many Americans acknowledge that their
government is out of hand, and some think
they can take action to correct these excesses.
In fact, their government is operating as

designed, exactly as Washington and
Hamilton  envisioned. @~ The  national
government of the USA has made a

plantation of the entire world and enslaved
nearly everyone on Earth. The government
uses propaganda and terror incidents, many
of them false flag actions perpetrated to panic
the populace, in order to keep power.
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Villains like John McCain, Lindsey Graham,
and Paul Ryan keep being re-elected not
because they win votes, but because the
machine political system manufactures votes
to keep them in place. The dirty dealers in the
FBI and CIA know all the secrets of these
politicians and are happy to expose them, but
do not as long as they get what they want:
money and power.

Some Americans persist in the illusion that
they can vote themselves freedom. I am
indifferent to this idea, because I see no
reason to expect voting to change much.
Emma Goldman once said that if voting were
going to change things, those in power would
make it illegal. I think she's right. As well, I
don't think most county governments that
have substantial populations are actually
interested in counting votes. The Hursti Hack
and other evidence strongly suggests that the
electronic voting machines are committing
fraud. Since these facts have come to my
attention, I've become indifferent to
Americans voting, because I don't think it
hurts anything, nor helps very much.

Voting is probably helping in the two areas
that John Mackey wused to complain
libertarians should stop talking about: guns
and drugs. Marijuana legalisation and
constitutional carry have become widespread
in places where referendum and initiative are
available, as well as in a few states where it is
not. So it is arguable that voting has helped on
these two issues.

Nevertheless, every two years, elections put
the same villains in Congress, even though
only about 10% of Americans approve of
Congress. Incumbents have massive powers
to retain their seats, and it doesn't really
matter if you vote or campaign against them.
There have been national elections every two
years since 1789 and Americans are less and
less free in many ways after each election.

Some Changes

There were some changes over the years. In
1913, the Federal Reserve Act, the income tax,
and the racist Woodrow Wilson changed
many aspects of the economy. Wilson
enthusiastically brought in Prohibition and
the treaties relating to narcotics trafficking
arrived soon after. Wilson created the Black
Chamber to spy on all Americans by opening
their mail, reading their telegrams, and
monitoring their phone calls. He brought the
country into World War One to serve his
European imperial masters. He rejected Ho
Chi Minh's overtures at Versailles,
condemning Americans to ten years of open
warfare (and another ten of clandestine
warfare before) from 1964 to 1974 in Vietnam.
Wilson also pushed through the Enemy
Aliens act, imposed sedition laws, and
created the Federal Bureau of Investigation to
thwart freedom everywhere.

There were also numerous changes under
Nixon, who created OSHA and the EPA to
provide power to baby boomers who were
happy to drop their revolutionary pretensions
for steady pay and opportunities to hurt
others. Nixon destroyed the passenger rail
companies, putting the mail on the interstate
highways and encouraging those long double
and triple-bottom trucks to swerve in
moderate to high winds. Nixon bombed
Cambodia and other parts of Southeast Asia
to slaughter millions of civilians because he
and his buddy Kissinger enjoyed having
blood on their hands. He also fully destroyed
the connection of American currency to gold,
heralding the increasing disparity between
wealthy and middle class. His successors
have effectively wiped out the middle class in
America.

Calls to Action

What are you going to do about it? Well, for
my part, I see three useful strategies. I am
going to work on all three for as long as I'm
able.
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First, I believe it is possible to establish
communities where free people can be free.
I've identified a number of these around the
world in Burma, Belize, Argentina, Chile,
French Polynesia, and I've recruited a board
of advisers representing many of those
places. I've also located land in Ohio, Kansas,
Texas, Wyoming, and other places suited to
free communities. There is an opportunity to
build an online network of communities and
there is an opportunity to build physical
communities in various places. I've put most
of those ideas on the ResilientWays.net web
site.

Second, I believe it is possible to establish
legitimate currencies that effectively compete
against national fiat money. FA Hayek and
EC Riegel both thought so, too. You might
want to read Hayek's Denationalisation of
Money and Riegel's A New Approach to
Freedom to learn more. Bitcoin and about 1200
variations on the theme have created a surge
of interest in this area. They now represent
about $5 trillion a year in annual transactions,
making the crypto-currency economy bigger
than all but the three largest national
economies in the world. There is a lot more
work to be done in this area, especially as
regards privacy. However, I think your
financial autonomy is going to be
increasingly secure, because thousands of
computer experts (hackers) have decided to
make that possible.

Third, I think there are some fun political
projects that can be useful to bring a sense of
what is possible to more people. Ron Paul did
a really great job in 2008 and 2012 creating a
"Campaign for Liberty." I think Adam
Kokesh is about to do the same thing with his
2020 campaign to become president in order
to shut down the national government. I'm
planning to help raise awareness of his work.
You might get some messages from me on the
topic if it interests you.

There's more than enough work to do to free
the slaves, stop the wars, and end the state to

fill several lifetimes. I hope you'll join me,
and get busy doing some of it.

[Jim Davidson is an entrepreneur, storyteller, public
speaker, activist, and world traveller. He is available to
speak at events and to advise on business development.
He writes business plans. He also teaches English,
mathematics, science, history, and economics to various
students. His information security consulting business
is doing well. Find him at ResilientWays.net and

elsewhere. Reach out to Jim at: jim@uertoro.com]

ON GovERNMENT VIOLENCE AND THE
Crrizen’s ReFusar To AckNOWLEDGE IT,
ARTICLE BY Copy Fox

“I heartily accept the motto, “That government is
best which governs least”; and I should like to see
it acted up to more rapidly and systematically.
Carried out, it finally amounts to this, which also
I believe-"That government is best which governs
not at all”; and when men are prepared for it that
will be the kind of government they will have.”
-Thoreau

At a young a