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Introduction
by Samuel Edward Konkin III, Continental Strategist NLA

Welcome to the first theoretical journal of New Libertarianism. There have
been several attempts to publish a journal of libertarian theory—notably
Libertarian Analysis—and none survived. There are many publications today

which are academic career-savers, or watered-down “economics for the
newcomers. or general interest publications, occasionally perceptive and
pcnelmling. but stll primarily entertainment.

All serve their market purpose or they would not be.

Libertarianism is, perhaps, too diverse and pluralist to produce the kinds of
journals abounding on Left and Right with a full specified theoretical
ftramework, adjusting as empirical evidence warrants, but mainly analyzing
events and competing ideologies tor the purpose of mapping out a strategy for
the activist, cadre, cell members, or entrepreneur. Libertarianism says too little
(but correctly) about too many. It defines who are accepted in the society (and
who are not) but not who are making that society and who effectively oppose it.

New Libertarianism applies a lens, narrowing and even distorting, to
anticipate criticism, but focusing. And many libertarian activists have felt that
need for focus in recent years and the pull of false paths they know will not lead
to Liberty but to Power—yet provide focus and direction.

The New Libertarian Manifesto was the first document to take libertarianism as
a given and develop a strategy that it claimed derived from the constraints and
insilghts of hbertarianism. As such it contained the weakness of not having
earlier, failed examples to build on and refine from.

With that in mind, the Nucleus of the New Libertarian Alliance requested
criticism from the major poles of libertarian thought, hoping that the crossfire
would weed out the errors and shake down the framework. The poles, as the
author sees it, are most ably represented by Murray Rothbard, Robert LeFevre,
Roy Childs, Robert Poole, “Filthy Pierre” (of the Libertarian Connection) or Erwin
S. Strauss, and Andrew . Galambos. All of these are poles or nuclei of orbits of
thought and generally accepted as fairly distinct.

(}aﬁambos refuses to talk to anyone else in the movement, so it was no surprise
to receive his non-recognition. Significantly, that is the appropriate Galambo-
sian response and so we have it. Childs, the court intellectual of the Charles
Koch-owned faction of anarchocentrists, refused to reply directly but sent back
second-hand dark mutterings of an unforgotten slight he had received from
NLM's author years ago in New Libertarian Weekly. This putting personality over
principle is the response of the “Kochtopus,” then, and is accepted as their apt
reply to VLM.

Poole actually replied to an invitation to critique NLM and said he'd find

someone around the office who might want to do it. The Reason bureaucracy

failed to disgorge anything by press time (after several months’ warning), and,
one supposes, that is their appropriate response to NLM.




9 1981 Strategy of the New Libertarian Alliance # |

Fortumatel . the “top ol the Movement”™ did reply. Murrav N. Rothbard
proved agaimn that he s never o elevated to stoop to principle, nor, as he
indicated by s tinst footnote, would he let even personal atfronts deter him.

I he same spiit and ideological nobility 15 deemable to Robert LeFevre. Filthy
Prerre. like the author himself, has a good tannish mentality about “loccing”

other |n|hlit.|liun\.

I he annques of the New Hhm!m{mt _.Huni/m!u are Pll'ill[e(i in f:ull; the
tesponses are not. Something had to give in the space requirements. Nonethe-
less, the Nucleus of the NLA views the VLM as well-detended and, next issue,
we will move to the attack.

Internal New Libertarian criticism and external eritucism will never be closed.
So to continue the debate, if others wish, SNLA will inaugurate a Letters column

(n smaller type it e gets out of hand) next issue. Write treely!

And next issuce, Strategy of the New Libertarian Alliance #2, Samuel Edward
honkin T and other ibertarian and agorist theorists (now being solicited) will
tackle Marvsm and especially the Leninist model of Revolution and contrast it to
the New Libertarian Revolutonary model. (NLA will oy to ger a worthy
representative of a purist “Lett Communist™ group to participate.) One nay
reserve a copy (due May Day 1982) for ~2.05,

[Us too carly to guarantee SNLA3Z yet but undoubtedly it will carry responses
to the publicanon ol Konkin's mass-manket tollow-up to N, that is, Counter-
Feonomics, the book. And turther mcursions mto the tronuer . ..

[Continued from page thirty-three]

contributes accordingly. As we pass through the stages outlined in the Manifesto,
the advantages become more tangible and obvious it more ditfuse, but I do
point out that agorist R&D will be transterred to specific industries for their
profit and/or reduction of cost—especially insurance and protection.

Where Pierre sees various degrees of “altruism,” I see short-term, medium-
range and long-range investment in improving one’s surrounding environment
—imvestments which do not clash but are complementary to one’s investment in
personal freedom and safety.

I could care less about “genetic altruism™ and its indulgence.

Pierre does put his finger on the semantic static generated by using terms
evolved in politics for the purpose of agorist activism and 1 hope to see him
further working with New Libertarians on developing alternative, clearer labels
and popularizing them. (My well-known proclivity for neologizing—coining
new words—is prompted precisely to achieve that semantic clarity and free our
language of inappropriate associations.)

[ he general spread and marketing of weapons of mass destruction may well
be coming but 1 Ll 1o see how it will have the critical ettect of abolishing the
State. Further debate on this question (opened in New Libertarian Weekly) may
be warranted. —Samuel Edward Konkin 111, May Day, 1981
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Konkin On Libertarian Strategy by
Murray N. Rothbard, Ph.D.

Itis good to have the New Libertarian Manifesto in more or less systematic form
tor assessment and criticism. Until now, the Konkinian vision has only been
expressed in scattered pot-shots at his opponents, often me.* It turns out that
Sam Konkin's situation is in many ways like the Marxists. Just as the Marxists are
far more cogent in their criticisims of existing society than in setting forth their
vaporous and rather absurd vision of the communist future, so Konkin is far
more coherent in his criticisms of the existing libertarian movement than in
outlining his own positive agoric vision. This of course is not an accident. For
one thing, itis far easier to discover flaws in existing institutions than to offer a

cogent alternative, and secondly it is tactically more comfortable to be on the
attack.

I. The Konkinian Alternative

In this particular case, Konkin is trying to cope with the challenge I laid down
vears ago to the anti-party libertarians: O.K., what is your strategy for the victory
of hiberty? 1 believe Konkin's agorism to be a total failure, but at least he has
tried, which is to his credit, and puts him in a class ahead of his anti-party
contreres, who usually fall back on fasting, prayer, or each one finding ways to
become a better and more peaceful person, none ot which even begins to
answer the problem of State power, and what to do about it. So before 1
comment on Konkin's criticisms of current libertarian institutions. I would like
to take up his agoric alternative. _

First, there is a fatal flaw which not only viuates Konkin's agoric strategy but
also permits him to evade the whole problem of organization (see below). This is
Konkin's astonishing view that working for wages is somehow non-market or
anti-libertarian, and would disappear in a free society. Konkin claims to be an
Austrian free-market economist, and how he can say that a voluntary sale of
one’s labor for money is somehow illegitimate or unlibertarian passeth
understanding. Furthermore, it is simply absurd for him to think that in the
free market of the future, wage-labor will disappear. Independent contracting,
as lovable as some might see it, is simply grossly uneconomic for manutacturing
activity. The transactions costs would be far too high. It is absurd. tor example,
to think of automobile manufacturing conducted by self-employed independent
contractors. Furthermore, Konkin is clearly unfamiliar with the tact that the

* One ot his criticisms (VLM page 3) is untiue as well as insulting. Neither | nor the
Libertavian Forwm was ever in any sense “bought™ or "bought out™ by Charles Koch. |'he
Libertarian Forum has never hacd a penny hrom outside sources: since ity il'l(‘t‘pli!)l'l. it has
been entively selt-financing. And while my two veawr leave at the Cato Institute was
enjoyable in many ways. [ lost rather than made money by the deal.
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‘ an enormous boon tor many
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nd saved them from starvation. I there 1s no wage labor
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Lin most production betore the Industrial Revolunon, then each worker m,
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-nough money 10 [,)llllh.i\t' his own capital and tools. Ope of the or
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: s emergence 1s th.
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thing id not have to purchase their own capital equipment: this could be 1

workers« e I “ - lefy
(o the capitalists. (Fhus.see F.A. Haveks brilliant “Introduction” jy, hi
‘ . 5
Capitalivm and the Histonans.) - _ o
Kkonkin's tallacious and unlibertarian rejection of wage-labor, however. allows
- | g )y Proese < 1 1 = -
him to do sevel al things. Tt allows him to present a wildly OPUIIISUC View of the

pnlmliid] scope of the blac L—:_n.n_lwl. [t also accounts tor his curious neglect of
the “white market.” and his dismissal o itas unimportant. In point of fact, even
though the black market s indeed 1mmportant in Russia, lwaly, e, j is
enormoush  dwarted n importance by the legal, white market. So the
konkinian vision ot blac k-mar ket msutunons gr_'mvm;[.;. detending themselves
and thus becoming the free-market anarchist society of the tuture collapses on
this ground alone. Note that black mar kets are concentrated cither in’ service
industries or i commodities which are both valuable and casily concealed-

jewels. gold. drugs. candy bars, stockings, ete. This ixl;tll well and good, but it sl
does not solve the problem: who will make automobiles, steel, cement, ¢te.? How
would they tare in the black market= Fhe answer s that they don't fare at all, just
as they don't tare m the independent contracting agora.

['he pointis that these fatal gaps n the Konkiman vision are linked together.
By concentrating on such objects as marguana as his paradigm ot the agora,
rather than automobiles. steel. Wonder Bread. or whatever, konkin is able to
neglect the overwhelming bulk of economic lite and to concentrate on
marginalia. Onlv by this sort ot neglect can he even begin to postulate a world of

independent contractors or a world of black markets.

And there is another vital point here too. Konkin's entire theory sre;tks only
to the mterests and concerns of the marginal classes who arve selt-employed. The
great bulk of the people are tull-time wage workers; they are people with steady
{f\lh?‘*- Konkinism has nothing whatsoever to sav to these people. To adopt

oBkin's stFategry, then, would on this around alone. serve up a dead cn_(l for
the libertarian movement. We cannot win if there is no I’““ihih“ of speaking 1o
the concerns of the great bulk of wage earners in this and other countries.

It “ the same [hi!lj.: with tax l‘('ht‘"i{)li, which "-(.sum“l[)[\- Serves ds p;n-[ of the
agonc strategy. For once again, it is far easier }m' someone who d“"’”',ﬂ garaa
wage to escape the reporting of his income. It is almost 1m bossible for wage-
earners, whose taxes are ot course deducted ott the top by the infzmous ol
holding tax. Once again, it is impossible 1o convert wage-workers to the |.dca’01
non-pavment of taxes because they literally have no choice. Konkin's ;!II‘];_
dismissal of taxation as being in some sense voluntary again ignores the plight
the wage-carner |

I am atraid,

P : mdeed, that there is only one way to eliminate the monstrous
"‘"lhhl“ldlllg tax. Dare I speak its name? It is puh:’érr:f action. Al
”N)l\{‘ll:lc?;[) ;::: :([(‘I'll. gg;nirl. that the entite spectrum of the -b-:m-:i\-{-lll:-d‘:cl ;
t'nlIJlm('(l.' Iu’: Itl‘(iax}\!letl-‘ to agoric theoreticians, are “lm”m-(l‘“ u:;ll benefit
themselves ; ' onkin's distinction, black marketeers might We© uggle
tor Il t. .\u e micro sense, but they have no relevance to the "maao© h“i they
mjg;“,i.l\l'\- ;1;1(.! against the .\l;m-: Indeed., ina kind of |c\(‘mc.jmisihi.e h_;u_li{:l' oy
e be counter-productive. It is possible that the Soviet black ma!
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example, is so productive that it keeps the entire monstrous Soviet regime
atloat, and that without it the Soviet system would collapse. This does not mean,
of course, that 1 scorn or oppose black market activities in Russia: it is just to
reveal some of the unpleasant teatures of the real world.

There are other problems with the agoric concept. 1 tend to side with Mr.
Pyro Egon in his dispute with Konkin; for the black market, if it develops at all,
is going to develop on its own, and 1 see no role whatever for Mr. Konkin and
the New Libertarian Alliance or the Movement of the Libertarian Left. Konkin
speaks correctly of the division of labor. Well, nowhere does the division of
labor manifest itselt more clearly than in who succeeds in entrepreneurship. If
the black market should develop, then the successful entrepreneurs are not
going to be agoric theoreticians like Mr. Konkin but successful entrepreneurs
period. What do they need with Konkin and his groupr I suggest, nothing at all.
There is a hint in the NLM that libertarians would « priori make better
entrepreneurs than anyone else because they are more trustworthy and more
rational, but this piece ot nonsense was exploded by hard experience a long
tune ago. Neither do the budding black marketeers need Mr. Konkin and his
colleagues to cheer them on and free them ol guilt. Again, experience has
shown that they do fine on their own, and that urging them on to black market
activities is like exhorting ducks to swim.

When we consider, then, the vital importance of wage-work, black markets
are already severely limited, and the agorist scenario for the ultimate libertarian
goal falls apart. And then there is the final stage where black market agencies
use force to defend illegal transactions, tax rebels, etc. against the State.
Although Konkin doesn’t acknowledge it as such, this is violent revolution. and
1t is simply an historical truth without exception that no violent revolution has
come close to succeeding in a democratic country with free elections. So that way
is barred too. And it hasn’t succeeded all that often even in a dictatorship. The
Soviet system has now been oppressing its citizens for over sixty vears; and there
has been a widespread black market all this time. And vet there is still the Gulag.

Why hasn't the black market developed into a Konkinian agora or even hinted
at suchz

No. Much as I love the market, I refuse to believe that when I

- ] . engage in a
regular market transaction (e.g., buying a sandwich) or a black m

arket activity
(¢.g. driving at 60 miles per hour) 1 advance one iota nearer the libertarian
revolution. The black market is not going to be the path to liberty, and
libertarian theoreticians and activists have no function in that market. I think
this is why the only real activity of Mr. Konkin and his collea
annoying members of the Libertarian Party. This hectoring may be bracing for
the soul of some party members, but it scarcely serves to satisfy the lifelong
commitment the Konkinians have to the cause of liberty. No, agorism is a dead
end, and. 1o use an old Stalinist term, is “objectively counterrevolutionary.”

gues is confined to
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I1. The Problem of Organization

[ turn now to Konkin's critique of the current libergar;
and other writings. There are three basic threads in thig (i
entirely distinct, but which Konkin generally confuses ;mdl§ Critique
the pmhlvm ot hierarchical organization, the problem nl'll(]mll}]éue
the Libertarian Party. Generally. Konkin lumps them a) t(,f h(lchmpu
contuses all these issues. We must unp;u'k them. Let us do é:f: tr reby
for the sake of argument, that there is no Libertarian Party .1:5 lflrst 4SSuming
simply other libertarian institutions, organizations, itlstifl;zl-g]( ”?‘dt there are
whatever. S+ Magazines, o

an Movemep, n NI
ALY

Would Konkin's cn_mpl;gip[s disappear if the L.P collapsed? Clearly not
there runs through his writings an attack, not only on hierarchical ﬁl‘ggan(i):;n}i::r
but on organization per se. He is against joint stock companies because they .d[:
organized hierarchically, and seems to be against all other voluntary
organizations for similar reasons. He not only opposes wages, he also wants only
individual alliances, and not organizations at all. '

First, there is nothing either un-libertarian or un-market about a voluntary
organization, whether joint-stock or any other. People organize because they
bt‘%ie\'e they can accomplish things more effectively that way than through
independent contracting or ad hoc alliances. And so they can. So, 1) they are not
immoral or unlibertarian, and 2) they are the only way by which alinost anything
can be accomplished. whether it i1s making automobiles or setting up bridge or
chess tournaments. Konkin's suggested floating atfinity gmurs can accomplish
very little. and that when only a handtul ot people are involved. Butif nmrc-tha!{
a handful wish to cooperate on joint tasks, whether steel-making or ¢hess
tournaments, an ()l‘ganizutiml becomes necessary.

Organizations of course create problems, and it is really pmmless. to gtlill;’fl
about them. If more than three or four people wish to engage 1n ;.l;]m—:::n'thé
then some people will override the wishes of others (¢.g. should .“_“-P" fights.
ottice blue or beige?), and there are bound to be power sll‘ugg!t‘-‘*-_“““"_Lm -y
and all the rest. Even corporations, which have to meeta continuing EL"_P“, it
have these problems, and the difficulties are bound to !n(‘l'e“si ”sl‘o organizd
organizations, where there is no instant pmf'u-and-lnss feec h;u‘l-. . romantic
tions create problems. so what? So does life itself. o1 1111611‘(1?611“\‘;,'1111 it, an
relationships or whatever. Most people think the drawbacks at ;,l-hic\'i"gj"im

ar : . working for and

are more than compensated by the benetits of wot king tor ! nization: 1
. e ’ A organies

goals. But if not, they can always drop out and not belong to an 0's ere about

9 f coo i . : ) e AT ;llki"gh .
a free society, they have that privilege. And of course, we arel - like W0

es don'

: Sp—— . z . ; Y 2 L ;
voluntary organizations. | suspect Mr. Konkin and his u)l]tn.%l_gh yarlous g”'lls
R s . . - - . 1¢ & e
Jom organizations. So be it. But those of us who wish toac unl‘p{ cmille(l (o [h(
ETEPNGY w at leas : u
will continue 10 do so. And it seems to me we are at lea bo

; sarian ¢

" )ell‘“ )4
gl |.|ll|iI odo
ightes pse T (

as U a4l
so long a8t 1i|)€"["““

: i (i
. DI 1maot i
=1 question

e

acknowledgement that there is nothing in the sl
organization, hierarchy, leaders and followers. ef¢.
\Ul.um-.u-i]}-_ It the Konkinians fail to acknowledge this pt )
Pont. then their libertarian bona fides would come into seriot
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I11. The Problem of the ‘“Kochtopus™

Konkin has also railed against the beneticence of Charles koch, not only tor

being pro-L.P. but alo because he has tended to acquire a “monopoly™ ot the

movement.

Still abstracting trom the 1P let us begin by cach one of us putting ourselves
in koch's place. You, sav. are a multi-millionaire, and vou get converted to
libertarianism. You're all excited about it and you want to do something to
the cause. Things being what they are, the main thing you can
money. What should vou doz The trouble with asking us to

imagination is that most of us can’t conceive of ourselves as

advance
contribute i1s vou
make this act ot
mult-millionaires, and too many of us have absorbed the primitve populist
view of millionaires as evil Fu Vianchu characters bent on exploitation. But let's
multi-millionaire convert. Would Konkin really say that he

take the case of our
' of the movement?

should do nothing. because this might create a “monopoly’
Do we not want to convert multi-millionaires, do we not think that money is
ant in advancing the movement? So it is surely grotesque to send our
king. Obviously, we should welcome his contributions to

as possible. O.K., so you are a multi-millionaire

import
mulu-millionaire pac
the cause and hope for as much
rtarianism. To whom or what should you give your money: Now,

convert to libe
e omniscient our

this is a considerable responsibility, and since no one can b
multi-millionaire is bound to make mistakes along the way. But all we can ask of
him—or ourselves—is to do the best he can, according to his knowledge.

I'he multi-millionaire therefore deserves our approbation, our welcome to
the cause. Instead, what he inevitably gets—human nature being what it is—will
be complaints and attacks without cease. For it A, B, and C (people or
institutions) receive his largesse, this inevitably leaves D, E. and F out in the cold.
and whether through envy and/or righteous indignation at the wrong path
taken. D. E. and F will no doubt yell bloody murder.

['o us poor tolk it might seem absurd to say that the life ot a multi-millionaire

is hard and thankless. but it seems clear that this is an important point tor us to
remember.

But there is more to be said. The critics of the multi-millionaire might say:
O.K., it's great that he's giving all that money to the cause, but why does he have
to control everything® But here again, you are the multi-millionaire, and you
want to do the best vou can for liberty with the money you give out. Wouldii
vou want to have control over how your own moncey is spentz Hell yes. You'd
have to be an idiot not to, and also not care oo much either about money or the
libertarian cause. There are tew multi-millionaires who are idiots. ‘

But how about the Kochian “monopolyz™ Here Mr. Konkin should have
tallen back on his Austrian cconomics. Suppose that only one tirm s producing
aluminum. Should we start velling at it tor being a “monopoly.” or should we
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IV. The Problem of the Libertarian Party
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We turn to Konkin's bete novre, the Libertarian Party. [ here are two mmportant
questions to be resolved about the LP: (1) is it evil per se?, and (2) assuming that
it isn’t, 15 1t a legitimate or even necessary strategy for hibertarians to adopt?

[ am going to assume for the moment that a libertarian political party (or for
that matter, other forms ot political action, such as lobbying) are not evil per se.
But if that is true, then all of Konkin's running arguments about the LP’s
hierarchical nature. its power struggles, faction fighting, etc. are no more than
the problems inherent in all organizations whatever. And this we have already
disposed of.

More important, I see no other conceivable strategy for the achievement of
liberty than political action. Religious or philosophical conversion of each man
and woman is simply not going to work; that strategy ignores the problem of
power, the tact that millions of people have a vested interest in statism and are
not likely to give it up. Violent revolution will not work in a democratic political
system. Konkinian agorism is no answer, as | have shown above. Educauon in
liberty is of course vital, but it is not enough;: action must also be taken to roll
back the state, specifically to repeal State laws. Like price control or the with-
holding tax. Or even like marijuana laws. Despite their widespread non-
enforcement, there are always some people who get cracked down on, especially
it the police wish to frame them tor other reasons. Tax rebels are admirable, but
only in “micro™ terms; the taxes are still there, and the wage-earners pay them.
Tax rebellion is not a strategy tor victory. Single issue lobbying groups (e.g. anti-
draft organizations, taxpayer organizations, gold standard groups, etc.) are fine
and admirable, but they do not complete the job. For two basic reasons: (a)
because they are single-issue, and therefore cannot educate anyone in
libertarianism across the board, and (b) because they cannot do the vital job of
repealing the statist laws. They can only urge the repeal of the draft, for
example; they can’t actually do the repealing. Why should we cut ourselves off
from this necessary and vital step of doing the repealingz Ot course if one
believes with Bob LeFevre that it is equally immoral to repeal as to impose the
draft, then the repeal of anything is out of the queston. But I will shout
hosannahs for any repeal of statism, and do not concern myself with the
“coercion” of those who'd like to keep the draft and are deprived of it.

Before the existence of the [P, the only repealing could be done by
Democrats and Republicans, and so libertarians engaged in this form of poitcal
action had to try to find the more libertarian, or rather, the less anti-libertarian
candidate. Contrary to Konkin, there have been political parties in the past,
especially the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that, while not anarchist,
were admirable forces for laissez-faire. They didn’t smash the State (not their
intention anyway), but they did accomplish an enormous amount for liberty,
they ushered in the Industrial Revolution, and we are all in their debt. I think of
the Democratic Party in the U.S., the Liberals in England, the Progressives in
Germany, etc. Historically, classical liberal political parties have accomplished
far more tor human liberty than any black markets.

But empirically, of course. neither major party at this point is worth a damn,
and so a Libertarian Party provides a welcome alternative, of actually permitting
us to engage in libertavian pohitcal action.
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it be evil, and Sanctioning skivery 1o parucipate in such a choicez Suppose one
master was a monster who systematically tortured all the skaves, while the other
one was kindhv. entorced alimost no work tules, freed one slave
whatever. It would seem 1o me not only
master, but '

a4 vedl. ol
not aggression to vote tor the kindly
idiotc it we failed 10 do so. Of course. there might well be
crcumstances—say when both masters are similar—where the slaves would be
better ot notvoting in order to make a visible protest—but this s a tactical not a
moral considerauon. Voung would not be evil, but in such a case less etfective
than the protest.

But it it is morally licit and non-aggressive tor slaves to vote tor a choice of
masters, in the same way it is licit for us to vote for what we believe the lesser of

two or more evils, and still more beneficial to vote for avowedly libertarian
candidates.

And so there we have it. Konkinian strategy winds up being no strategy at all.
Konkin crippleslibertarian ettectiveness by creating moral problems where none
exist: by indicting as non-libertarian or non-market a whole slew of institutions
necessary to - the triumph of liberty: organization, hierarchy. wage-work,
granting of tunds by libertarian millionaires, and a libertarian political party.
konkin 1s what used to be called a “wrec ker;” let some institution or
organization seem to be doing good work for liberty somewhere, and Sam
Konkim is sure to be in there with a moral attack.

And yet. Konkin's writings are 1o be welcomed. Because we need a lot more
polvcentrism in the movement. Because he shakes up Partyvarchs who tend to
fall into unthinking complacency. And especially because he cares deeply about
liberty and can read-and-write, qualities which seem to be going out of style in
the hibertarian movement. At least we can count on Sam Konkin not to join the
mindless cretins in the Clark TV commerdials singing about “ A New Beginning.
Amer-i-ca.” And that’s worth a lot. Murray N. Rothbard, November 10, 1980

Reply to Rothbard by Konkin

Murray N. Rothbard’s vigorous assault is refreshing; I'm not sure even I
would have taken my first major theoretical attempt seriously it it had not
evoked Dr. Rothbard at his trenchant top-of-form. After all, Rothbard and his
neo-Romantic view of Ideas as almost clashing super-heroes and villains
inspired and maintained many, if not most, of us libertarian activists,
assuredly myself.

Having been otfered a field of honour, Rothbard throws the gauntlet down
swiftly: "I believe Konkin's agorism to be a total failure.” From then on. it's
lunge, parry and slash.

most
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agorist imperauve is to transform the White into Black. Nothing could be clearer.
Todosois to create a libertarian society. What else can a libertarian society mean in
economic terms but removing market activity from the control of the State?
Market activity not under control of the State i black market. “Market” activity
under the control of the State is white market and we are against it.

To illustrate, slaves building pyramids are white market. Slaves who run
away, deal on the side stones and tools they ripped off, and otherwise engage in

non-slave activity are black market—and free to that extent. What shoul the
libertarian view be toward white-market pyramid building? Or, if you think
p)'ranni(ls would not exist in a frpe society but aqueducts might, what should our
view be toward aqueduct building on the white market vs black-market water
smuggling? New Libertarians urge the slaves to screw the aqueduct and go for
their private buckets until such time as aqueducts can be built under voluntary
arrangements. Would Rothbard suggest anything else? Gradual phasing out of
aqueduct construction and hence gradual phasing out of slavery?

Rothbard’s abolitionist credentials are not challenged, though my own
treatment on such matters may impel me otherwise. But a mainly innocent
businessman who pays taxes is enslaved to that extent and surely his going black
by dodging or detying the taxes (whichever works best) is the immediate
emancipation of this slave? How can Rothbard reject any Counter-Economic
moves i))y a white marketeer that has less than 100% risk of apprehension
without yielding his abolitionist bona fides?

Rothbard’s listing ot counter-economic services and goods are interesting in
one respect: of “jewels, gold, drugs, candy bars, stockings, etc.” only one—drugs
—is mentioned in the Manifesto. True, Counter-Economics is only now being
published chapter by chapter, but even so, the few examples I gave were
anything but a tew service industries or easily concealed goods. Here 1s a list,
sifted from pages 16 and 17, which were mentioned: “food to tele_vlsu)n repair;”
an entire country “Burma is almost a total black market"—this _daes'mclu_de
heavy industry, although Burma has less than the heavy industry of India which
is mostly black; the large “black labor” force of Western Europe; housing in the
Netherlands; tax evasion in Denmark; currency control evasion in France;
“underground economy” tax-free exchanges in the U.S.; “drugs including
laetrile and forbidden medical material;” “prostitution, pornography, boot-
legging, false identification papers, gambling, and proscribed sexual conduct
between consenting adults;” trucking (the majority, by the way); smuggling at all
levels; and misdirection of government regulators. All of these are not petty but,
consciously or otherwise, aggregate big businesses!

Automobiles are made counter-economically. Let me count the ways: shipping
them across borders and evading taxes or controls_—whether physically or on
paper; illegal alien labor for assembly-line production; skimming of parts by
management, labor, or even with knovyledit_f of lh(i.owners, which then go to
produce custom cars; auto plant executives hired as “independent consultants;”
design, research, engineering, executive ar}d (:omputer“‘(’(msultants" all paid in
partial or full counter-economic terms; union “corruption” to make sweetheart
deals to avoid labor (State) regulations; OSHA and other inspectors bought off
or misdirected; “unsold” product written off inventory and taxes and then sold;
.. .forget it, I cannot possibly count all t'he ways. An_d next to autos, steel and
cement have positively unsavory reputations—when it comes o “white collar”
crime.
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Suate's vested interests. However, th_er.e 1s no need to confuse large scale of
pmducliﬂﬂ with oligopolist characteristics, as Rothbard seems 1o be duing here.

Finally, as we close out this ;u.'ea. R(.:thburd accuses me of ignuring the
working class. Considering how often he’s had the charge leveled g4 him, one
might expect a bit more perceptivity it not sensitivity. What are plumbers.
mechanics, carpenters, welders, drivers, farm workers, pilots, actors, accoun-
tants, engineers, technicians, lab assistants, computer programmers and just

Stries cyp bus

keypunch operators, nurses, midwives, paramedics and orthomedics (doctors),
salesmen, public relations people, bartenders, waitresses, writers, factory
workers, lawyers, executives, and all types of repairmen if not workers, covering
the entire spectrum of proletarianism?

All of that list are at least 20% counter-economic and ntany are over 50%. It
they do not take the first step by becoming independent contractors toward
economic liberty, then their employer does (tax-free tips for waitresses, off-the-
book illegal alien factory workers, agents handling it for actors, writers, and
so on). I challenge Dr. Rothbard to find any legitimate economic field (not serving
the State) that cannot be counter-economized, ten that cannot be counter-
economized without organizational or technological innovation, or a hundred
that cannot be counter-economized without significant gain in organizationa!

161 o it “wr 5w L1 . .y r i d
efficiency and profit. “Konkinism™ has plenty to say to everyone whos not
statist.

_Rothbard’s claim th,
disobedience in the I:gl"::e
coming from the one whe
single repeal of taxation 0
for purposes of Keynsian

N _ ' ) - il
political action is superior and pretfer dblef[t(:is:orv
ning of the levy is an incredible distortion f) becnii
converted me to revisionism. There has ne\f‘-“'n[ years
r significant cut (save a few minor ones in re'(:;:lhal di
tinkering and now Lafferite “less gets more -
not re ! g now Lafferite s gets ther
moKe Slllll_fl:om mass refusal to ay or the threat of such disobedience: }f:rr total
Plundem:,c(f;! 3€lll(1m_has resulted in shifts in the tax base and hl%;j here in
Californig as the infamously spectacular debacle of Proposition
Rothbarg’

o rdsa reem 1 )
who informs mg o ent with |
not generate

. Mr. Egon
: yro Egon is ungraciously SP“E"e.d l?\y \llr.l.) will
at what he sees as my “political-like activty (NLa. - »make”

able.” RothbaT((ijre- centrepreneurs but that entrepreneurs are in ez believe®
eNtrepreneyrs .. % _subse({llent correspondence, added that _

' are born and not made—or at least not makf'abl.c'-. 1s like Mr-
reneurs are not going to be agoric theorellcld’i[ Konki”
ul entrepreneurs period. What do they nece ™ 1o b¢
ut, “Successful businessmen are not

sful CnlreP

Broup:” How akbx




Strategy of the New Libertarian Alliance #1 1981 15

cconomic theoreticians like Do Rothbard but successtul businessmen period.
W hat do they need of Dr. Rothbard and his group?™ Or “successtul engineers
are not going to be physics theoreuaans like Dr. Einstein ... Or, “successtul
writers are not gomg to be English instructors like Professor Strunk . ..7" Need |
belabor the Rothbard fallacyz

Rothbard’s position on hibertarians bemg dichotomized from entrepreneurs Is
absolutely monstrous to me. “Libertarian™ has nothing to do with what one says
but with what one does. Hence a hbertarian must be more trustworthy and hay ea

more rational understanding ot the market or he/she s not a libertarian

l'cg;u'cllc.\s of what.they beguilingly protess. Thisis the basis for my muckraking

for which Dr. Rothbard commends me. And. on the whole, I find the same lack

ol black-colored glasses in him, I hasten 1o add.

And what personal experience or academic study leads Rothbard to conclude
that pre-libertarian counter-economists do just fine without agorists “to cheer
them on and free them trom guilt.” My personal experience leads me to
yrecisely the opposite conclusion—and I have cancelled cheques of contribution |
and leters of grattude to prove it

In short. whatever planet that the good doctor is describing In contra-
distinction to my counter-cconomy sure isn't Earth.

Rothbard's statement that violent revolution (what other kind is there against a
ruling class—would he like to mention an Establishment that stepped down
peacetully?) never suc ceeded in history distorts either the language or history.
Either he is saying that no revolution has been libertarian enough to triumph
without its contradictions bringing it down (true, but then irrelevant to bring it
up as precedent) or he is saying that no group overthrew a ruling class using
democratic means of oppression. The latter is not only false but a direct reversal
of history. Nearly all somewhat successful revolutions in recent history have
overthrown precisely democratic trappings: American Revolutionaries ws the
democratic British Tmperialists; Jacobin Revolutionaries us the bourgeous
assemblee; Liberal Revolutionaries against the Czar’s Duma (March 1917) and the
Bolshevik revolution against the iberals and Social Democrats (November
1917); the falange against the Spanish Republic (1936); Peron’s shirtless ones
against the Argentine parliament; the National Liberation Front of Viet Nam us
the South Vietnamese parliament (at least unul near the end); the popular
overthrow of Allende’s democratically-elected regime (with Pinochet co-opting
the revolution for the military); and the recent overthrow of the democratically-
elected but right-wing president of El Salvador by a centrist “popular” junta.
This list is not exhaustive. A claim that “violent revolution™ has only succeeded in
“democratic countries with free elections” would be nearer the mark, and is

often used by Latin American militaries as justification for preventive coups.

All of the above revolutionary groups have their credentials open to
libertarian question, to be sure—but who has not so far? To close up this side
issue, either Rothbard is saying that all “violent” overthrows of States were not
revolutions because they were not libertarian (in which case the libertarian case
is untried) or he is historically wrong.
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And the same can be said of Rothbard's view of my activities and the
hundreds of other New Libertarian Allies around the world. The small by
warranted attention we pay to his few deviations seem pPromiment to him and
understandably so. The somewhat larger amount ot public criticism we have of
the LP and other activities he is most interested in whether in our publications
or at public torums are most of what interests him and remains with him, I'he
10,000 people I conservatively estimate that have called themselves libertarians
after primary or secondary contact with me and my hard-core allies he never
met and hence they
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are invisible. The network of counter-economic businesses
that we are painstakingly nurturing and the millions ot dollars cumulatively
exchanged “mvisibly” are again understandably invisible to him as well.
I tor one see no real barrier 1o re-convergence (“regroupment” as the
Marxists would say) between Rothbard and his “sane. sober. anarchist center”
and us “ultra-left deviationists.” Rothbard's remaining criticism is really not F]“‘[
germane to the Manifesto itsel., though it makes up the majority of his a.”."llt‘“
Yetin some ways 1t 1s the most telling criticisim of me personally in that it viates
his compliment 1 my writing ability, when I must have obviously teitedio
communicate effectively, Most of his criticisms of me are misreadings 10 Ihc.
latter part, and I will but list and deny them where urgent. Of course, the Party
Question is another problem t'll!il't‘l}‘. orms of
New Libertarianism does have an organizational preference. Other "”I]‘Ills.ih-
organization might then he considered non-New-Libertarian but not nm-css‘r 4
“unlibertarian” or even non-agorist. What the New Libertarian Strategy s,t'chs-:#
to optimalize action to lead to a New Libertarian society as quickly and {]C‘l.”-gi;'t‘
possible.  Activities that lead 10 authoritarian (l‘ependt’l“'y ‘”—Nt Il)hhu s
acceptance of the State are sub-optimal and frowned on: action ,1;111111.
individualistic, entreprenceurial and market-organized are seen a8 ol
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With that constantly in the reader’s awareness (pages 22, 23, and 24 of NLM
are a long disclaimer to this very point!), it is obvious that there are no moral
(other than individual selt-worth) questions involved in organization and
hierarchy. (My “lumping them all together™ that Rothbard decries might be
considered integration of concepts by others.)

Nowhere have T ever opposed joint-stock companies (see page 23 again where
they are specihically attivmed). After | penned NLM [ set up precisely that to own
New Libertarian magazine. [ assume we both continue to oppose the statist
pery ersion of jomt-stock companies mto hmited-liabihty corporations.

I have never suggested “tloating atfinity groups.” Should Dr. Rothbard set up
a general Libertarian Alliance which runs no candidates and engages in no
statism, I will take out a hundred-year membership immediately. I urge him to
“call me out™ on this point.

[ see fewer problems in organization than Rothbard does and can easily see
some organizations not having any.

I'here 1s a bit of irony in Rothbard’s spirited detense of the “Kochtopus™ since
his own defection but [\l let that pass. [ have to mention his secession from and
opposition to it because that, etfectively, ends my major objection to itand I find
it relatively harmless and concevably needing my defense in the near future as
the chorus of opposition swells. To the extent that my early attacks are
responsible for the demonopolization ot the Movement I am thankful.

For the record, my aim in as spectacularly drawing attention to the mono-
centrism around Koch's money as 1 did was a warning. Too many neo-libertar-
ians think only taking money from the State leads to dependency and control.
I'rue. it is not immoral in a libertarian sense to become a billionaire’s kept writer
or lap-activist but it hardly serves the movement's image or substance and hence is
un-New-lLibertarian. I knew the rest of the Left would attack libertarians tor
being a plutocrat’s tool (as Mother Jones eventually did) and took action to show
the existence of diversity and independence. Oft-hand, I'd say it worked.

I agree with all of Rothbard’s detense of millionaire libertarians and have a
tew (not mdti-millionaires to be sure) in alliance with me. His solution to
increase competition in the Movement is and was my solution. 1 doubt that
having Koch compete with himself is a viable answer, though; even Rothbard
seems hesitant about suggesting it.

My being “unfair to Charles Koch” requires a bit of semantic care. I have
never implied that Charles Koch personally was motivated to do anything.
Anybody who threw millions into the Movement with a bit of judgment in buying
up institutions would have produced the same results.

I'll take Rothbard’s and LeFevre's—who know him personally—word that
Koch is a great guy. May he profit richly and evade the State forever! (But may
he never buy another politician.) And may he contribute to his heart’s content to
any Libertarian or Libertarian organization (save the LP). Gee, what a great
movement when a poor activist like me can be so generous to an oil billionaire!

But I'll go further than Rothbard in my willing recognition ot the positive
personal characteristics of the Kochtopus. Roy Childs may be cranky and
unforgiving at times but he’s a fun. erudite person of superior taste, no more
deviationist than Dr. Rothbard. Jett Riggenbach remains a triend, associate and
sometime ally even working full-ime ftor Koch's Libertarian Review. Joan
Kennedy Taylor, Victoria Vargas, Milton Muel'er—whom did 1 leave outs—
I've had nothing but enjoyable contacts with them all. Even Ed Crane
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(Rothbard's—ahem—bete nowr) is a laugh a minute _wilh a ready handshak.e and a
tast quip who serves Liberty as he sees best for him and the Movement.

May none of us ever sink to ad hominem. _

Finally, the Libertarian Party. Rothbard says he will “assume for the moment
that a libertarian political party .. .is not evil per se.” 1 wonder how open he
would be to assuming the State is not evil per se and then continuing the
discussion of some legislation,

let us see where it leads him. It seems to lead to

the wonder of repeal of laws.
Now Rothbard's historical acumen seems to h

did the State repeal anything from the Corn Laws to suburban property tax
unless it had lost authonity to mamtain that law? First comes counter-economic scoff-
lawing, then mass civil disobedience, then the threat of insurrection, and only
then vepeal. No, 1 don't agree with LeFevre that itis immoral to repeal the draft
(assuming LeFevre would say precisely that) but it is immoral to support
politicians to oppress us because they might relieve one oppression. For all the
money. time and energy that needs to go into electing a politician good on one
or a tew issues, how many could be directly freed and their risk ot apprehension
reduced in tax evading, draft evading, regulation evading, and so on?* Nor do
you need exhort the evaders to contribute to 4 noble cause but simply offer—
and some sell this for exorbitant tees!—instruction on how to do beat detection

and watch them go forit . . Sreeing themselves, not being treed by someone else.

Votes are the “profits” of a political party. A party is an organ ot the State
pose is to vie for control of the State and whose
Co-opt support—sanction of the victim. The number of votes dict
of successfully elected otficials and their share of powe
number of those still accepting the State's legitim
Crane and the Clark Campaign were only acting in accordance with their nature
qua partyarch. As Frank Chodoroyv might have said, “The way to get rid of sell-
outs in LP jobs is to get rid of 1p Jobs.”

Let's take up those political parties Rothb
that the Democrats were not so loy
Republicans, they tought the
Constitution. Did Jackson, the
archetype of boss politics; Polk, the anu-Mexican impevialist
Buchanan, the defenders of slavery; redeem this t

And the British Liberals were condemned by R
advocates into defense of Empire
minarchists—let alone the many anarchists even then—of th
tor Democrats or Liberals. Those minarchist reforme
Soil Party in the U.S. and the Philosophic Radical Part

It would be guache of me to remind Dr. Rothbard who invented the Radical
Caucus and then discarded it when it served nothing but “objectively counter-
revolutionary™ ends so I'll pass this section up.

“A militant and abolitionist 1P in control of (
how did it get therez How could it get there? George Smith's scenario seems far
more plausible. In fact, the LP will be in power during the tinal stages of agorist
revolution to lure away our marginal allies and ensnare the unwary with
“Libertarian” newspeak. The LP will be put in power as soon as the Higher
Circles need it there. | have no doubt that Dr. Rothbard will be the first 1o notice
and denounce the collaboration.
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Can you imagine slaves on a pl;u‘ual_inn sitting uru_uml \.'ul'ing hnl' |-nusu-r;. |m|ul.
ending their energy on campaigning 5md candidates when they coule _’F
Spet gl' - the “underground railway?" Surely they would choose the counter-
ht‘ild”‘ifit")l'lw“m[i‘,c; surely Dr. Rn(hrmrd would urge them to do so and not be
féﬁﬂ?:ld i;ll() remaining on the plantation until the Abolitionist Slavemasters
Party is elected. .. . _ .

Rothbard’s characterizing me as A wrecker” s truly s.urpu.sl_ng] to me
considering all the libertarian organizations and publications 1 h.u\f.: )_m:_l.up
and supported—more than anyone else save Dr. Rothbard hunsc'li. rom
Wisconsin to New York to California, and n nearly every state, province u_n(l
country on this globe. Am I supposed to list ;1]1_ the libertarian groups wh‘lrh
have not been subjected to moral ull;u"kﬁ l_))_' ?llcr.i-l(l)w ;ﬂ)nul every lll)(‘l:lill‘lilll
supper clubin Los .-\ngclf:s and New \n}'l.u l‘hc h.»m'u-l)"!ur l!l(lh\I(lllill l.l.h‘(_'l"l)'.
Society tor Libertarian Life. the old California Libertarian Alliance and Texas
Libertarian Alliance, the British Libertarian Alliance, the Future of Freedom
annual conterence, the Southern Libertarian Conference . . .oh,
ridiculous. Yes, I stopped beating my wite—even if I'm not married.

The only things I've wrecked are the wreckers of our
movement, defence of partyarchy and compromise of libert

Is Rothbard claiming that he averted his eyes from those
Line™ because they might otherwise be doing good work?
In conclusion, Rothbard and I continue to tight for the
against the same things. Hopefully we will continue to fi
reaching those the other missed. And most hopefully may we reduce our time
and energy spent on highting each other to free resources against the common
enemy. [ shall let no outstretched hand be passed up.
I the New Libertarians and the Rothbardian Centrists must devote some time
to our ditferences (“engage in Revolutionary Dialogue™), let it be devoted first to
understanding each other—as this exchange is devoted to—and then resolving
the difterences. Ah, then let the State and its power elite quake! —SEK3

this is

once party-free
arianism in general.
leaving “The Plumb

same things—and
ght in our own ways,
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Return To Babylon
by Robert LeFevre

Samuel Edward Konkin [II's New Libertarian Manifesto talls short of literar
acclaim and fails, at least in my judgment, of sounding a clarion call for the
Libertarian cause. This does not imply lack of value or meaning.

The thirty-one pages of small print has definite merit in 2 number of places
and here and there flashes of wisdom illumine a passage.

The author is to be commended for his clear grasp of economic principles
and his devotion to marketplace procedures to the extent that he pursues them.

This is the ma]|0r achievement emerging from the so-called “old left" and
hopefully signals a burﬁeomng return to sanity for those who, in earlier days,
sutfered from internal bleeding, but whose “cure” was the senseless leveling ot

everyone and everything in society which had managed despite the odds to
continue to stay afloat.

Konkin's dedication to what he calls Agoric tactics conveys the substance of his
position. It means, in short, that individual libertarians are capable of acting
now within a free market context, if they don’t permit fear ot government to
inhibit them altogether. This position deserves to be applauded until the sound
echoes and 1 heartily lend my support to it.

A word of caution should be inserted. The Konkin Manifesto is not the
proper place for such advisory words and my addition does comprise a criticism
of that document. But it is high time something were said, and this appears to be
an appropriate place to say it ) - .

If Agoric enterprises are to make the impact they deserve to make, libertarian
enterprisers are going to have to do a better job than their competitors already in
the field. Thus far, they are not doing it.

Price advantage and a chance to avoid the state by lax.e\'asiun 1s no substitute
for integrity. Many who appear as Agoric enterprisers have chga[ed or
otherwise betrayed their customers. Indeed, I have personally found it
necessary to be especially careful when dealing with a person calling himself
libertarian. All too often the self-styled libertarian has demonstrated a lack of
concern for even fundamental honesty. Many havq already ex_pencnced thls
lack among conventional marketeers an.d more of the same is not helptul.

While 1 would not personally subscribe to ll_le practice, many would-be
customers of Agoric enterprises discover to their dismay that if lhey are cheated
through black market patronage, legal action against their suppliers is out of the
question. Agoric enterprises cannot succeeq wlthc)lll building  customer
confidence. Persons who are cozened into bgylpg simply ht‘l'ill‘lS(.’ of a wz;]l‘f::
fellow-feeling philosophically, lose both the teeling and the philosophy ;, ﬁo
confronted with misrepresentation, poor quality and deception wit
recourse.
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gratesy of the

(he merit ol any philosophy is discovered by the character of ns
[n this regard, 1t1s clear that many who sav they are libertarian are
n obtaining protective coloration.

Indeed:
""_'[][ S,

adhe '
y employ ed

nn‘ﬂ'l

[ he f
ordimary
state

S regoing. while not a criticism ot the Manifesto, opens the door. The
mortal, considering the condition we are in; dominated and coerced by
at every hand, has tended insensibly to equate all government

tl | with repression. But the government is an octopus ot many tentacles.

egilatior Ty
IL} Lo are any number of laws on the books ot the state condemning dishonesty,
1€ . ;o . ) : . ]
: t,i”-v“-nl.lll(!ll and violence. These are actions which should be repressed;
sl . 1641 1 . 1 1 I 111
;' L of course. repressed by the discipline and determination ot the indimvidual.
YL,

When disobedience to government s recommended per se and ad hoc itis a

simple matt | ,
nd violence are acceptable torms ot conduct since the state 1s "always™ wrong.

thousands who fail to make the distinction that while the state 1s

er tor the indin idual to conclude that dishonesty, misrepresentation

| here are
wrong in it
may very well be desirable and necessary.

[ he Manifestors lacking at this point. Breaking a law is not a virtuous act per se
but the Manifesto makes it appear so. Thus, it may well occur that some simplistic
minds. thinking to obstruct the state, will conclude that any action they take
which violates some government ukase is commendable.

[he state has been tar more clever than many suppose. [t has mixed virtue
nd non-virtue inits demands. But it has used all its instruments of propaganda
(0 cause both the dull and the simplistic to believe that everything thatis morally
proper is demanded by the state. Thus, law and morals have been inextricably
intertwined. To break the law has become immoral; to obey it. moral. Neither is
necessarily the case. The objective of a given enactment must be examined for
s intrinsic character. With the state we must deal constantly with both ends and
means. The means of the state are corrosive and vicious without exception.
Libertarians are among those who supposedly have the necessary acumen to

s methods and procedures in every case. the ends ostensibly sought

determine the difference between ends and means.

Thus, they should be able to practice self-discipline by overt demonstration
that they are more honest than those who are only honest because the state
appears to compel it

Indeed, this confusion arising from inappropriate means employed to
achieve desirable ends may well be the most profound reason why the state
cannot attain its objectives. It is at this point that the Manifesto achieves its
greatest height. Konkin's explanation of the mandatory use of desirable means
that will achieve desirable ends is superb. He champions consistency. It is the
core of his opposition to such alleged “libertarian™ activities as political party
activism,

One of the major objections which 1 must voice relates to the position taken in
thF‘ :\f(iftfff’,xff) concerning restoration and/or restitution, following the com-
;nls_smn of a crime. While I will quickly assert that Konkin's explanation is both
ucd and brief, it does not square with his insistence upon a harmony between
ends and means. '
l_(]I[lf)::;(fllhl'rllldi\'i(l_u;ll‘h_um;m being has a right to his own life and property then it
Sthier lll‘hil-u)- individual has a righttul claim to the lite or property of any

: s zeal to satisfy the wishes of those who say they have been
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victimized, Konkin sets forth an argument, sometimes brilliant. sometimes
sophist in which it appears that the individual having rights to his own life and
property, loses those rights it and when he violates the property boundary ot
another.

1t such a conclusion is valid, then it tollows that the only persons who have
rights are persons who do not violate property boundaries. 1f this proposition 18
accepted. then the concept of rights applies only to a limited number of persons
and 1t is based upon their behavior and not upon their nature as human beings.

Now the fundamental nucleus around which the notion of rights orbits, is that
the concept must universally apply or be meaningless. If the concept of rights is
to be delimited. applying only to those persons who behave in a specific manner
then we have a concept of privilege and not a concept of rights.

It we are to accept the notnon ot privilege as the core to our sociil structure we
are at once reverted to feudalism. Only those who behave as the Lord dictates
have the privilege of living. The Lord has the “divine™ right 1o eliminate others,
since they had no rights ot their own in the tirst place.

But konkin wastes little time on such niceties. Rather, he makes it appear that
the criminal has not only lost his rights. but that his victim has gained rights over
him and. thus. the victim to a large degree, becomes the owner and possessor of
the criminal and may dispose of him according to the wishes of the victim,
ameliorated perhaps by the pleas of a third-party insuror or other arbitrator.

This is the argument of the Statist. But having denounced the state in the
most specific and conclusive terms, konkin now embraces the state procedures
as a major virtue. While it is wrong tor the state to claim the lite or property of
anvone because no one is the property of the state, it is entirely acceptable tor
the victim to lay claim to restitution and restoration at the cost of the criminal.
Indeed. Konkin describes restitution and restoration as a moral imperative. But
that is what the state says.

Then citing Rothbard, and the Tannehills as pioneers in this area, Konkin
offers us a paragraph which I repeat here in its entirety so that its character can
be judged. _ N _

“First, always leaving out those who choose not to participate, one insures
oneself against aggression or theft. One can even assign a value to one’s life n
case of murder (or inadvertent manslaughter) which may range trom the taking
of the violence-initiator’s life to taking replaceable organs (technology willing) to
restore life, to the payment to a foundation to continue one's lite work. What s
crucial here is that the victim assigns the value of his life, body and prOPf“Y
before the mishap. (Exchangeable goods may simply be replaced at market rate.
See below.)”

If I understand this proposal, the victim of a crime gains a prope
only over the criminal’s property, but, depending on the nature 0
over the victim's person and even the victim’s lite. o

Further, and based upon what has gone betore as well as upon the qt““?ﬂﬂﬂ
used. it is morally mandatory that the victim get back more than was taken
him. It is this margin which is viewed as a deterrent against futt

Somehow, at this juncture, I wish that Konkin was less familiar -‘.\"l‘(
fiction. [ am swept back to my boyhood days and the wonderful 51(1!!(1‘-5113\'315 an
Rice Burroughs, most particularly his classic Vastermind of Mars Ras
his protagonist, Vad Varo.

rty right, not
f the crimé,

_._4
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['he Mamfesto has invited us to travel in tme in an effort o recognize the
magniticence of atruly libertarian society. T have found it astonishingly easy to
comply. By the arguments given I am not only reverting to my teens and the
Warlord of Mars, T am swept back to Babylon and an Oriental despot named
Hammurabi. What the Manifesto is calling a libertarian society was existent at
that time, some 3800 vears ago. There were no police. Thev were invented 1n
the 19th century by Sir Robert Peel in Britain. |

Hammurabi, as it turned out, had a kind of restitution/restoration agency.
Historians have generally agreed that it could be termed the principle of “an eye
for an eve; a tooth tor a tooth.”

While the Manifesto mvites us to travel both backwards and forwards in time,
the result that I see takes us backward to Babylon and there we are beached. We
will not only have “an eve tor anv eve; a ooth for a tooth.” We will have liver for
liver; spleen tor spleen, a kidney, heart or gall bladder for its counterpart.

Unless T am grossly incapable of understanding the words emploved, 1 see
here a chamber of horrors so brutal and heinous that by comparison
lorquemada’s rack and thumbscrew become a taffy pull and manicure.

But let me set the sadism aside for a moment and consider the consequences
of such a system. Given this concept as a modus vivendi millions of people will
wish to become vicums! Crimes can be staged which haven't occurred.
Incriminating evidence can be planted. Indeed, 1 can envision schools
conducted by various Fagins engaged in encouraging the perpetration of
pseudo aggression.

The possibilities are endless. What a marvelous way of bringing an enemy to
ruin. Accuse him of having imposed an injury upon you. Take care that you
purchase a tew witnesses and plant a bit ot evidence, and you have a profitable
business. Indeed, like the criminal class in Egypt, vou can permit yourself to be
maimed and made grotesque. It insures generous alms and a good living.

We are now back to Shakespeare and the Merchant of Venice. After all, the
request of Shylock was the tulfillment of his bond. And this would be warranted
in what the Manifesto calls a “libertarian” system. In this strange system, Antonio
will die under the knife, and the blood shed, although not mentioned in the
bond, will constitute “profit” to the victim; that marginal deterrent.

To ottset this, the .\}ani/asm and its supporters will have to write a series of
elaborate laws which identify, detine and specity a pretended crime as a crime
in 1selt. Excluding semantics, what makes such a procedure different from that
of every state 1n existence?

It such a procedure is not followed, then we will have each insurance
company engaged in filling each contract with fine print as to what is and what
is not a crime, as set forth by the directors of that company. I see small merit in
competition toward brutality.

Indeed, this has been the bane of nearly ever effort made by alleged
Anarchists, of whom I have knowledge. They decry the state. They vilify the
state. They excoriate it. It will be abolished. And in place of it they tell us we will
have a system in which precisely the same remedies are sought by processes
which include the use of violence and the violation of men's minds, bodies and
property. But we won't call it a state! It will be an Insurance Company. Or a
Protection Company. Or a Restoration, Restitution Retaliation Rug(m[:

Alas, there is still more.

I am told (page 10, para. 3), “Only at this point, when the matter has been
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tully contested, investigated and Judged, and il B (the
relinquish the stolen property, would violence occur. ™
It we take a look at the real world, we will discover that if B
doesn’t wish to be a contestant and refuse
employed long before judgment is rende
home, where the victim alleges he has se
the allegation, torce must be used to, win
guilty of nothing except that he looks

allegedly stolen had a duplicate which B

an innocent person, seeking to maintain his priv
peacetully, victimized by an investigative compar
of A, who, 1n tact, may not even have experienc
destroy the credibility of B.

The true nature of B cannot be determined prior to an
contest, and a judgment. But the
if B is unwilling. The
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investigation. And a
se things cannot be obtained without coercion,

guilty conceivably would always be unwilling. But many
ould likewise be unwilling. Or will willingness be law?
The suggestion is made that we can have prison camps for the recalcitrant
(but not prisons) and that here and there we can always kill the person who has,
(it is alleged) himself, performed some act of killing.

Isn’t this a clear case of asking the ends to justify the means? It appears so, at
which point we have waved goodbye to consistency.

I find it difficult to come up with a dollar scale by means of which to set a price
on life. consent to intimacy and non-kidnapping.

Indeed, and for reasons Konkin has set forth, I find it difficult,

impossible, to come up with a dollar value even for stolen property. A single
dollar has a different value to different people, depending on their relative
scales of value, for dollars. goods and services. - o
Thus, as Konkin correctly shows, value judgments enter in and restitution
and restoration must be arbutrarily imposed as a deterrent. Indeed, this appears
to be the primary rationale for asking for more than a mere restoration ol
restitution. Since it would be impossible to arrive at a cnndr.uun identical to that
which preceded the crime, then error will be made but it must be made on
bel;‘;llli (i)lisli?tec':lizl(?; establishing property rights over the perPetral_or 1(): ble (.“I-‘llne
appears to overlook the fact that on occasion, a crime n_lay'be_ (..o‘m’ml‘tte 0 Lr;lst}
of dire financial conditions. Such condmon? will alyvr{y.\ mm'l't?ll lml‘d“m worlc od
limited resources and impertect huma:_n beings. While lhct old le it ‘atlclmp;'e‘
to make it appear that all crime arose from poverty (absul.q on its “lfc) t 1?‘ act
ains that some crimes have always been caused by priv ation. If a person is
;far?:il:gs he will very possibly steal, even if he has to inflict physical injury on an
i - stander in process. ‘
lmlu:i(:[:;)?i::::;gne theF;‘( because of lhils f;u‘l.. .\.ny act of ll)ei'l is a -wrm-lgful ;u:ll;
regardless of mouvation. But I see nnll?m_g wu.hm ll?c ..Urmr]f*.\'m 'f’_"l_‘!ch .!(1.1(6_5_ ilil:“
a possibility into consideration. The criminal is a criminal; the victim is a victim.
A Ir\(:srfkllls; ‘l!n;i’?;t'clr: ilx:t(l)ls‘;encruus and gracious in the Manifesto ('um-crning my
uwn)pﬂsilim{ tor which | thank him. Further, he is at least partly correct in

if not

;
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g {UONionss PAgs < “L.el;e“‘c‘s pacifism also dilutes the
libertarian tactics, probably far more than deserved "

That my position tends to turn away m
is a moot point.

But I have never taken a POsil_iun with the view 1o making it popular. Every
statement | have made 1 have tried to make consistent with truth and with the
fundamental definition of human liberty.

I have not called for a following. I
have found my own way _and would not deprive a single person of the joy he can
experience by finding his.

Konkin is correct when he observes in the same footnote that: “He (LeFevre)
holds back from describing a complete strategy resulting from these personal
tactics, partially due to a fear of being charged with prescribing as well as
describing.”

The strategy which I have repeatedly set forth does not and will not appear to
be a strategy for those who insist on group action. They can conceive of no
strategy deserving of the name until people are somehow welded into a group.

The strategy 1 have offered goes hand in hand with the tactics I also
recommend. It is the same one-on-one procedure which assists each individual
in removing himself without violence from the cloying, clutching tentacles of all
states. While admittedly it cannot be done either instantly nor perfectly, it can
be achieved by those who wish to achieve it. I make no apology for its
impertections. Agoric enterprises aren’t perfect either, and never will be.
Humanity does not produce perfect specimens.

Finally, I come to what I view as a second inconsistency in the Manifesto.
Encouraged by the author’s invitation, let me point to it.

In passing through the various phases which Konkin's imagination has
portrayed, we come at last to the transition between phase 3 and 4. Konkin sees
this period as inevitably violent, in total betrayal of the very principles he claims
to espouse.

“Revolution is as inevitable as any human action can be,” is Konkin's footnote
assertion. So, in the end, regardless of peaceful means, we must throw out the

Agoric principles of self-fulfillment and kill the statists as the only way to a free
society,

attraction of his

any is contirmed. That I deserve better

Konkin acknowledges that there are arguments against this view. Personall):, I
believe it is Konkin’s philosophic origin in left-of-center areas which causes him
to cling to this position. S

The primary reasons I should like to offer which in my view mgmﬁc-antly altt?r
the “inevitability” he sees, relate to the method he uses of advancnlng Agoric
Causes, and the nature of capitalism in all forms including the Agoric.

By employing the one-on-one educational method, [hf:_ gradual resurgence qf

ree enterprise will advance only as rapidly as our ability to educate makes it
Possible. Thus, free market principles are never imposed, they are learned and
Proven by those who learn and practice.

An uniz1hibited market place il;) far more pmﬁta_ble .anc! comfortable (ha‘m' an

nhibited marketplace. The assertion that “Statists will adhere to statism
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ncg‘lcus the reality of o major characteristic ot all Statists.

1 h.t"\'. u.m._seek prqiit. They seek applause, recognition and comfort, As th

.\gm.'u' RI‘II]('IpIt’S untold and enlarge by the adding of dedicated praaitinnere
moving in that direction becomes expedient. All statists are given to expedicncsq_;
and _Sftek the high ground. There will be a natural tendency for the most
illl_l[‘)ltl()lls and most capable statists to move in that direction.
- ['o be successtul in any kind of free market, Agoric or conventional, capital
Investments must be made. No one with capital invested can atford the risks to
capital destruction and divestiture entailed in war. And in this context take
note: All wars are state-inspired. But they are invariably directed against another
Mate, not agamnst the politicians of the local state. Politicians don't wage war. They
make the war by encouraging conflict which keeps them out of harm's way. Part
of the politician’s “capital” is the sanction he has obtained from his own columry-
men, and part consists of his pose of super-intelligence which must be protected
by the sacrifice of others. He will risk more by violent conflict than by moving in
the direction of free enterprise.

I am delighted to see the Konkin Manitesto and can applaud it i generat tor
its position respecting consistency, objective and method. My objections, if
understood, may heighten its impact. I believe it will have and deserves to have
a compelling influence upon members of the “old™ left. Here its syntax and its

sometimes purple passages may well be pivotal in any number of instances. |
wish it and its author well. Robert LeFevre, October 1980

Reply to LeFevre by S.E. Konkin III

In one sense, there is little to say to Robert LeFevres reply to the Neu

Libertarian Manifesto. His position and potential response was p?lt {or::z}(: ;r;
NLM, as he himself observes accurately-. and he respond.ed plell'} 1
predicted. Our area of agreement and disagreement remains the same. s
LeFevrians are welcome in a New Libertarian society; the con\:'ers? m::: o
true but since they have, if consistent, p‘re\'eme(l lhem;f:l\'e_s' mrl;eed .
anything about us, we can live t()gelher. Of course, lﬁcll,e ev :;iiiéna[ion,il‘f
nothing from New Libertarians; what wn.ll excite their ng 'u.eo'ujs 8 Ghce
and possible shunning is that we will defend ourselves agdm':?l dgﬁmh e fhe
the pure LeFevrians will never be aggressors, they w:lll‘ '«:-d?( ‘(‘l mpisls-—Wi‘h
injuries or possible injuries of murderers, thieves, b'mgl{l ShdnTheir ingless
the heroic self-defenders being the object of their wrath.
buzzing, 1 hasten to add; their biteless bark.
LeFevre has done more to increase our ranks lh' '
Murray Rothbard. It is truly instructive in the (ll'\'?l‘SIl}' it
Libertarians to see the total orthogonality of his criuque of N s
Rothbard's. The two views are perpendicular with no m"cr_lup‘. !.;‘f. -
what Rothbard rejects and itee vena, although lhct'f' Iy an are
advanced section that both are, expectedly, unsure of.

an any individual other 1h.:]n_
v of the Movement

LM compared
e accepy
the late™
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strat€s
\][hl?“ﬂh |ekevre has radicalized and galavanized hundreds ol thousands of
' '1115 4 clear nmjm'll\ of them remain detached from his pa ifistn, esven
A 1AIS, € '
libert b it is his core. And absorb the outer layers of hisideology —w bich turn out
g 3 X p . ; ; :
[}"; 5 ery pure libertarianisin. His presentation is superh, due to his will, skill,
» \ v
to DE ] L.
and actor s tratning.
s . 3 . s g & 1 " . . » f - .
One charactel wtic about LeFevre's position otten neglected s all the

ions he's introduc ed to the philosophy. The pacifist prinaple drives him
ingenious methods o accomphsh protection, defense and
A few of the best of his tollowers or students who remain

innovat
o find the most
evasion of aggresston. A | ‘
his basic [’”hlllml——l{ulmnl Radtord, Caroline Roper-Deyo, Linda

true 0 e ¥ :
& Riqui Leon and Harry Browne come readily to mind —show the

A\brams, SY
qame ingenuity . |
up wiih: :an; awtul Lot of annpyance. at being hectored ;1Imm‘mn \mlvm
rendencies or rhetoric for the value of the product ot that pac ifist-motivated
ss to be spent on the overhead of self-defense. the better; could

and innovative tendency. We selt-defending hibertanans can put

rescarch. The le
anvthing be closer toa “universal good:"

Given all that. LeFevre deserves to be answered. In tact, to not directly answer
his attacks—as many libertarian theorists choose—is a form of condescension he
certainly does not deserve. Frankly, I think his position is wrong and obstinately
so. given all the evidence he's had to face. But there’s nothing ignoble or
demeaning about it.

Putting the pacifism principle in one's mind seems 1o have the effect of
ingesting a psvchoacuve drug. Flashes of brilliant insight and otherwise
iconceviable innovation and invention result, but mostly what comes out Is a
distorted view of reality. Everything is warped to the “straight” observer though
it makes perfect sense to the psychonaut. Yet, with time and observations. the
internal logic to the warp is disc crnible to the observer.

Passing over the mutual appreciation section of LeFevre's reply—and we do
concur in much—one comes to the criticism. Of course it is assumed that one
has read the New Libertarian Manifesto before reading this, but even so. a
translation ot LeFevre's “warp tactor” may help no end.

First, as far as lecturing libertarians on integrity and making sure they know
I'm not telling them to break natural law, I do not believe a libertarian could
possibly read NLM and think otherwise. Perhaps some non-libertarian might
see such a call to indiscriminate “law-breaking.” but I'm clearly not the one to
reach those with such lack of reasoning ability. Perhaps we need anarcho-
lhtrupists for those whose brains have been turned to jelly by overdoses of
statism? And while 1 may have been burned as often as LeFevre in market
ll‘_ans;u*tiuns with alleged libertarans, I have prepared appropriate “White
Lists™ of untrustworthy types for sale. As whitelisting 1s developed by the
counter-economy, the rip-off rate should rapidly fall. 1 consider the burns I've
experienced to be start-up costs of the agora.

LeFevre's point about legal action being out of the question after a black-
lnaf‘ke[. burn has a strange ring. Surely legal action s out of the question for
‘;“‘;‘L};";:':‘?':fl:sil;nzlny‘ miu-kct.‘ w.hite_. gvrftsy:_'nr‘ b];{('k. In .t';u;f._ even though not

¢ general, New Libertarians urge detensive and restorative
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remedies entirely outside ""f State’s legal system analf f"'“mnhu,,,.
could possibly threaten you _"""_h L Hhay h ARRIESSION as the Sy, ('All]i\. N0 gy
Srate to eliminate a mugger is [Fk(‘ calling Satan o exorcise animp, g on ip,

Our parting of the \\'tn_\s.ln*g.ms \\‘hcw l.ch.'\w S "good laws™ the by
of the State—and that tes in with his Later claim that AOTISS would e
system to entorce restoration ol property. What he seems o Kl 1o percei.
New Libertarians and most other anarchist libertarians js that we “l’je(-l?\e"'
nationalization of the "business ot justice™ by the State. There gre no laws lh':: l:c
State could have in common with a market agency because the iﬁl'nm-‘m:,e
legislate with statust execution written in the law. Market restorers and !“"'lfl'ln::
will follow Natural Law, which is discovered like any phenomenon iy Nature bxl‘
observation and the natiral response—or optimal one among nuul_\--;.pp“(.d'

Moving onward, we find a paean to self-discipline: hear, hear. '

Now when LeFevere challenges me on consistency, he does strike to the quick.
He claims that I accept the right to one’s life and property and then denyittoan
aggressor. Butit I yielded up the property of the victim to the aggressor—when
I could restore it—then 1 would be violating my consistency. As far as [ am
concerned. the aggressor has opened the boundary of his property (not just
“land” property we're talking about) and opened a passage up to the stolen
property which s not within his boundary ever which I reseal after regaining the
missing item(s).

The aggressor has voluntarily chosen 10 open that path. The victim has
agreed to nothing. Should the victim neglect any retrieval of her or his goods, |
have the right delegated 1o do so. The sanction of the aggressor is given to the
victim the moment the auack is mitiated by the will of the aggressor.

LeFevre chooses to look at the world trom the irrational eyes of the aggressor
_WhU \f‘ishes to initiate his action and be free of its consequences. | have no
'ntention of faking reality for the violence-initiators. Perhaps he can evade
apprehension for his theft or blow as one who jumps a clitt can be wafted away
On a strong updrafi; but the natural conseqlnc-nccs of gravity is falling to ones
death and lhc Natural consequence of invasion is restoration. _
agg:)es:‘.ljrkf):jnpe :i:(l[h ;lci')a.r f\‘here l-.el-‘t'\ re and ‘I ditter, I see ﬂU {ti{f}:t[sa?:l::]:
rock and bleegs i)sdc[::l ; }‘.lcst(’n'u._me action. tf one beats O'nle; l‘sa f)lies to
striking those Wh‘u can aensd '(;ghlls violated? The same na}uré aw ap

No privilege iy es‘m},hsh dU ;elend th(_:mseh'es sm'(milslu”,‘r-l.T acteristic Was
Preventing the serg from def- ‘]‘“ fc't‘l(lallsrn——‘?'h()sc prime ¢ idl‘ er thrigh
quasi-religious ol etending himselt agalnsl‘(hc lurd's p un s, e
B o > laton of the power relations—exists. Nor ool

is r:g_fzt.s nor do I make it appear thus—the “criminal” merely ha

Nor is thys the "a:ighls“"“u f_learned_pri\'ilcgcs——m'cr the A\'i('lin‘l. —

gument of the staust.” The argument ol the Statst has Ives

(the Statists) ‘lefe::f{ “'h" would defend themselves. Substtuting tllell1jirt.en
Many anarchisg €I85 only one Ploy used and secondary. There haveD

’()ks
ed 3 lega]

eci wWho have olutionary
Precisely because (}h, hd‘.t denounced pacifists as counter-revolution: ¥
Liberpyy, AN "I’J""["CI}‘ serve the State at that point. Since N¢
dly (()nfﬂdc i © State at that I '

We acce Ary.

I.L'l' ey l'i

I' non-: G . . . . "
Pt Pacifisy as ARRTCssion Prmary and fighting the State auunld
e TSN SOme-time allia. ’ . . g thi
M acugly talks Ume allies. But should it ever happen

archists from (-limilmling the State when they

i

an could.
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¢ fV(’U-' Lib(’ff

of th
surategy ! 1
i ith : > sl er anc
itude ' . with all the slaught
. nything but g!.mlmlt and can live
S recenn e A |
he “]” I continues. ) . PI———
plumlcr whll|l' not say that restitution and restoration 1s 4 moral _phmcm
e » (‘)C\ ) el . . . 3 ) i unls '
Ihe St rywhere in all forms—rejects restoration for p D s
; catp—eh e . i - : RGOS
rhe S - .. thought control, and execution. Anything but res
Shiligaton L6 :
«yehabillt o |
_ble to the State. ) _ o . ' cor's
Mtphlbk nove along. we find horror on Lekevres part mcr'lh_e aggre ‘
[ | it to restore a victim. My heart

Jas we
Ang i logy could use

ms. and not the obscenity of a hale and

organ if techno

<ibly losing an Ty«
yossibly losing 4l | dyi
1 the ¢r .d and dymg victl
s for the ¢r1p sled and dymg _ U ‘ . :
bleedls > i his victim with the ability to restore him or her. I
es and gleefully wield

anding over
hearty thug .‘;l.lll(llll];_,-l N
would S\\';l].h“\“' my .”‘_";“"l l( Fevre
the scalpel’s first stro tl ..t.
gasps it he \,-(rultl_ not do so. L , r—
Hammutabi did not have anything approac ing
he had it's frustrator and enemy, the State. _
S0 far, then, we deal with different world-views based on defence vs pacifism.
['he debate 1s stimulating and fair. But then LeFevre seems to dump the Marquis
of Queensbury. What he sneaks in is the problem of error, of mnsmterpf‘elaﬂﬂﬂ
ing deliberately misled. My response 1s {u quogque! Suppose
LeFevre is blowing up stumps on his farm and was led to believe no one was
near the stcump—perhaps quite reasonably. Perhaps someone parachuted down
in the seemingly safe field and boom! LeFevre discovers the mangled remains.
And what if someone wants to get rid ot an enemy and leads them to the next
stump to go. then rushes to assure LeFevre that all is clears
Why should I feel any more problem with errors in restoration then he sees in
any other problems in living? And why should he then bring it up? Surely we
ml! ulwu'ys do our best to act safely. The world is constructed such that human
action will always contain the risk of accidental violence done to another. In the
agorist world, prompt restoration would be the best indicator of accidental
nature.
l o series of elaborate laws need be written. Natural Law seems blazingly
obvious : i . . - . :
LeFese ""d snmp!t to me and most disputants for thousands of years—lawyers,
. : k‘u dlll(l David Friedman notwithstanding.
Asking the en T et " o
Consismﬁc- - < ds t(’).JllS[lf‘\ the means is, by every definition I know, what
f’imm'is{pn(y . eans. The 011!}' other possibility is having ends and means
Precisély ti]ll(?l Tl}t:! restoration and restitution be arbitrarily imposed; I oppose
sely that in Chapter Two at s ; -
56 6 escaBESh tpllu l;\()l.u some length, showing how the market can be
sh a value. I also e wcitly AWK P
anything else f‘(,,-‘ d(‘l also explicitly oppose any imposition of fines or
‘ 7 . o 2 e T = = ER Y 3 ye M =
restitution costs (inclu:l]'cm _‘dll“ 30 l“ hat cetervent is naurally in full
LeFevr. \ ing interest and apprehension). Hardly cri
eFevi ) ) : . Hardly cr
d € to Fllgges[ I did otherwise. ’ icket of
: o close off this 3
i ! s area finally. New Libertarians h: .-
establishing property ri‘rhts -d.”}' New Liber tarians have no “insistence of
would have it. In fact ghts over the perpetrator of the crime” as LeFevre
. Ao tact, agam, the New Libertarian Manifesto insi
Property rights over any individual wian Manifesto insists on the opposite—
148 rights ic any mdividual ever. Only that which the victi
It ENts 18 to be restored. But no less Lainhishe Rt already
-Let LeFey re e a . ] o less than her or his rightful property—all of
) answer a moral chouee tor a ¢ . )
Veld up another 1ral charge tor a change: what gives him the ri
other's property right, especially ; g mm the right to
: . especially to the one who deserves it least>

rsion to I)inlugical lab prac[ic ;
can live with himself and the dying Vi

ctim’s
a restilutionz"restoration

agency:

of evidence and be

—
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It s tairh l.!k'f‘.i! from my previous statements and artic les and accolades tor
LeFervre that I have no gquarrel with A strategy. In tact. as a tactic I endorse and
pracixe it tull with the highest sucess of anv tactic. I urge other New
!.:bc'!.::_;.-.:‘n 1o sell others “one-on-one it thes have any talent for salesmanship.
But without a rateqn in the package thevre oftermg to sell mn this tactical
maneuter. there are 4 lot fewer customers. Here. Rothbard is right.

leFerres hold on realitn—or at least the world | thought we shared—gets
prety tenuous near the end Crimes are never cawsed by privation. They are
; / by the will—and wiltulness—ot an acting individual. Period. lll('llidiﬂg
the (rime of statism Wha should my seeing the Phase 3 10 Phase 4 transition
imolhving volent revolution “betran™ any of my prindiples when 1 make 1t
thut it is the State which will initiate the violence without fail. 111
ton which detends myselt 1 may be a brave padifist; butit I tlee
because 1 am thieatened with violence then T am simply a
rd Surelh LeFerere would not have me shrink trom the agorist sodiety’s
e threaten violence? [ am not responsible tor what they

do—regardless of how predictable | find 1t
a similar path

d N

blindingl dea:
am to tuke no act
from the right path
fulfillment because
in their compulsine evil
Finallv. I have no ongin n lett-ot-center areas having tollowed
to Lebervre’s 1o hibertariamsm from right-wing statism.

Perhaps he refers to mn greatel faniliariny with State-Lettst argument
through broader reading- | urge him to widen his background similarly.

| see no threat of impositon of f1ee-market prinaples: the act is selt-

contradxton.
And I'm glad the lLebevre can read the minds ot hard-core statist better than |
crtainly use his telepathic powers to gather mtelligence trom
LeFevies idea about the State making war only

tossed m history’s ample dustbin: what ot the
archies i Treland. lceland., and Iboland?
Is in ervery state's history

begdatise we can t
the enemy camp. Nonetheless.
against other States 1> qui kis
conquests b nnpcrl_thq sLates of an

W hat of the countless crushings ot mternal imsurrection
Iing this one trom 17940's Whiskey Rebellion to 1860°s Civil War to 19607

fhis]

INC
Davs of Rage-

A sard and done. this
fluws. Forttied with the knowledg
bods of onginal ibertanan work. the

into the heady waters of unaut.
anreturn himos to conclud

Al assault by LeFevie—and a tull tlank

—Samuel Edward Konkin

brict reply really s exhaustive of Lekevie's ideological

¢ what to filter trom his generally superb
udent of libertartanism should teel tree

pure . ¢Fevrian thought.

todne fitcpf\
¢ that after the

Perhaps the greatest comphment I«
N\ Libwstarian Manifesto weathers a tront

one by Rothbard—it will withstand am Jesser sortie.

EDITOR'S NOTES: hciry Thornley submitted an artcle pt’l'ipllt'l';]] to the
concerns of the Nea Libertarian Manifesto tor inclusion in Strategy of the New
_Libfr!arian Alliance hut was bumped through lack of space. It should se
in the next ssue of New Libertarian magazine (#10). henneth RO Gr
Rampart [nsttute’s submission may enjoy suffer a stmlanr tate.

ege ol

AR DIRECTOR. prooficader and Livout man: VICTOR ROMAN
I
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The New Altruism:

A Critique of the
New Libertarian Mq

nifesto
by Erwin S, (Filthy Pierre) Strauss

[ have litle quarrel with the of soclety presented ok :
Lib r;n'mu Manifesto: “an advanced counter-economic S¥stem (approac ing
Liber Manifesto: Vi |

ty” (note on Page 7). 1 also

he free socie agree that the “fre y" itself would
the : ooy
be unstable tor the re. Paragraph

AS0ns you give in On page 8. How
Agoric actvity broadens frmp in(_li\'idual ' _' ! :
wwards the explicit Pursuit of  grang strategy th‘mugh a
“Movement.” , problem arises, \y some point, the link betwee
mdividugl puts into the activity (in terms of seqpe

money) and whyy the individug| an expect o
I’rcedﬁlll) begins to break down. The l)roaf:ier o
im‘rf:asingly Public goods. The benefis of “an advanced counter :
SYStem as it nearg the tree society” will be enjoyed jus h by those who did
not contribute sources towards its achieve

Therefore, is difficuly (o |'ali()11all}'jllslil')' Making
would Involve incurring 4 significang i
Microscopice increase in the

continenta|

Scarce re

Cost

“.\lo\'ement" will

are intcrested in
ords, they will be those

- | T€Cognize thga,
ith my rational se|f;

Vertheless, Up to a poj

dPpease those values, jf
 as the Saarce resoupee
2 Point whepe turther ,
‘Y€ price fy, €pheme,
ences and
S Lam ¢

S caleguricall
call g .

s devo APPeasemeny ;
PPeasemeny of

al Psychologic,
et down wor
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Y Opposed t |

mmg
at life's work”




19 1981 Strategy of the New Libertariap 4y,
tance #

exist in the abstract; itis enjoyed by specitfic people. | he se
whose Liberty you burn either contains nobods besides \:1:1:” .lhuw
other people. It ll!c tormer, then vour carlier statement !
“For tﬁnse who wish only to hive thew lives as free s
economic libertarianism is sutticient. No more is needed But ++ Counge,.
Theretore, you must burn for a Liberty to be cnjoved by others '\Il'“ wany More.
you are prepared to expend your scarce resources to secure 4 | N other words,
This is our basic defimition ot altruism again. OF otherg
The appeal to altruism is also prominent in the pitches on your Mou
the Libertarian Lett coupons. In “Our Enemy, The l’ur'n_“ Have
“donations of encouragement,” and ask me to “express my Z'I’Ill'tl\'ll i
work” through finandal contribution. In the Manifesto, you ask ‘)c:] I}I-“m
“express material support tor MLL Acton!™ All of these refer to gj“l, l:,p\t”l;'
over and above the membership tee, with nothing 10 be delivered by ,\1|.| m

0P
)cl '(‘ DI .
as possible, =" “PPlies;

avalue |

meng of
You welcome

return.

A similar altruistic tone emerges from much ot your veuvre. All this creates 4
problem of inconsistency of means and ends. A Movement supported by
altruistic means is unlikely to consistently seek a libertarian society. In i;ull.
lacking the guide of profit, the supporters of such a Movement are unlikely 1
consistently pursue any long-term goal. Historically, such Movements gravitate
towards the ringing Manitesto, the stirring rally, and other torms of action that
provide immediate emotional gratification—rather than to forms ot action tha
lead to substantial long-term change. Your activities over the past decade or so
seem to have run along these lines.

Of the views you discuss, my own come closest to those you cite in the note

page 7 for Harry Browne—and, ot course, the ones for the Libetaran
from me at 9850 Farlax Square

on

Connection (8 issues [1 year] S10; sample N1:
#9392, Fairfax. VA 22031: each subscriber may, but needn't, contribute 4P 19
. r. Browne goes oy erboard
s view of human
ner is a larcenous
ne pic'ks the «o-
The fact that
ahid ¢ piticism
Q statist’s

four pages per issue to be printed unedited). Howeve
in denouncing cooperative action, taking a borsc T -
nature: every wife is a nagging shrew, every business part
leech, etc. Cooperative action can be very advantageous o
participants prudently, and defines the relationship carefully.
Browne offers “no overall strategy ™ for social change is no more " ‘
than is a Christian’s complaint that atheism offers no ;liu',-llh'.lm. g
The issue 1snt 0 ‘
e whyl don'

\-...--;llltl eveld

complaint that anarchism offers no benevolent state.
such things, of course, but delivering them. I've sumi
think pursuit of your grand strategy will deliver a Lhert
more why it isn't an efficacious use of most people’s st summat!

The process of “outflanking the state with technology.’ as you s o king
Connection position, isn't a prescription to sit back and wa . " e o

wized abor
arian soaet

aree "'()lll'l‘l‘.‘i-
HikS e ¢S e lhc

to happen. Rather, it suggests COUNLET-ECONOIIC COUTSES of i * im,id‘.,,“.l '
| . ! I . I , ‘ .'——I‘ ll ' . »
& owe i profit during and atter the decline of the state “. ge puity” { the
“nge 1
Ww

hasten that decline. Your unsu})pm,u-d invocation ol the B o
ist to me. [ewill |
ad of weapons

statists to confound these approaches seems defet
lot of ingenuity, for example, to prevent the spre:
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destruction, Fhe vesalt of that spread will hardly be pure libertarianism, but it
almost certamly will sound the death knell tor the state as we know it—if the

State doesn’t succumb betore then, —Erwin S. “Filthy Pierre” Strauss
March 1981

Reply to Filthy Pierre by S.E. Konkin

While the third pole of libertarianism as represented by the Libertarian
Connection may not have been around as long as Rothbard and LeFevre, to one
who entered the Movement during the Great Conversion of 1969 as I did, the
three Connection stars—"Skye 1)’ Aureous,” *Natalee Hall” and “Filthy Pierre”—
were almost as established and respected a view. To an extent the Connection
position differs from both and is clearly independent; also, Connectors are
usually more future-oriented, heavily into technology and market innovations.
In tact, it Rothbard secks to revolutionize us to Liberty and LeFevre to pacify us
there—crude simplifications 10 be sure—Connectors want to innovate us there.
Since “Skye™ and "Natalee™ have gone on to do superb work in that area under
their real names, Filthy Pierre has become editor of the libertarian APA and the
closest to a standard-bearer and spokesperson that the ultra-individualist
Connection viewpoint has.

To begin with, I'm proud to have Pierre’s basic agreement with the New
Libertarian “vision.” While I have been little influenced directly by the Connection
and its contributors, having read only one issue before he became editor (which
was after NLM's publication), some of their better ideas have undoubtedly
tiltered into general movement lore and 1 most gratefully acknowledge any
which inspired New Libertarian and New Libertarian Manifesto’s more original and
innovative presentations of the libertarian case. So let's check out our few
differences.

Pierre is vigilant against the Libertarian Movement re-collectivizing into a
potential State. Hear, hear; he is welcome to be a permanent paid watchdog in
the pages of New Libertarian, SNLA or wherever. | too fear such a possible.
occurence and see it already happening in the guise of the LP.

But I am afraid he sees altruism where none was intended, and, 1 submit,
none is present. Discarding one side issue, I consider “public goods™ a problem
for Chicago economists to dwell on—like theologians counting angels on pins..

Pierre does protter the very service 1 was looking for in requesting critiques.
He discovered an area that not only was unclear in expressing but which I had
not yet realized was a problem. My thanks to his contribution to the clarity of the
cause.

What I did make clear is that there is personal treedom and freedom for a
society at large—including oneselt. Pierre's comment on Browne—with which 1
almost totally agree!—contivms that. What I failed to make clear is that making
society freer has immediate rewards in lowering visk. Thus, one judges how much
a contribution to agorist activity reduces one's counter-economic risks and

[Continued on page two]







