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As my biological clock ticks my
tough-mindedness softens.” The
woods—the city streets—are full of
Tamara Jenkins, bright, accom-
plished, independent feminist-
women. God help anybody or any
institution that shows them insuffi-
cient deference. But nature, uninter-
ested in such foibles as “sexual
equality,” knows only one test of the
wisdom of a way of life, and that is
successful reproduction. What do
the young feminists I knew thirty
years ago, now in their fifties and for
the most part barren, think of how
their lives turned out? Dare I say 1
told you so?

The Rules is far from perfect.
Like many self-help treatises it con-
fuses what is good when it happens
with what can be pressured to hap-

pen by human will. The magic of
" attraction between men and women
has to occur, and cannot be forced.
But if anything is certain it is that
aggressive, mannish women send
men running for the exits. Femi-
nism has failed nature’s test, and The
Rules has called its bluff. The Rules
knows this, and feminists know The
Rules knows this. That is why the lite-
rati are sputtering, and why it is a
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significant step on the long road
back towards sanity.

WHERE THE
RIGHT GOES
WRONG

Hans-Hermann Hoppe

he American right is gen-
erally divided into three
camps: the global hawks,
the traditionalists, and
the libertarians. Let’s set aside the
global hawks as hopeless allies of
the imperial world state who look
fondly upon international war and
military government. It’s not clear
why they should be considered on
the right at all. That leaves us the
traditionalists or traditional conser-
vatives, and the libertarians, who
like free markets but most often
want to toss out tradition in favor of
a social and cultural free-for-all.
There are strong reasons why
modern conservatism and modern
libertarianism are not suitable ideo-
logical vehicles for the restoration of
a civilized social order. In effect, if
not by design, the conventional
ideological taxonomy of the right
leaves nowhere for the clear-headed
lover of liberty and property, and
hater of the welfare-warfare state, to
turn. I'll explain why, and offer an
alternative.

The Right and Wrong
of Conservatism

What distinguishes conserva-
tives from adherents of other politi-
cal philosophies? Foremost, that
they believe in a natural order. That
order can be disturbed—by earth-

quakes and disease, by war and tyr-
anny-but it can never be abolished.
And no matter what the circum-
stances, the normal can always be
distinguished from the abnormal.

In this tradition, conservatives
see households based on private
property—in cooperation with a
community of other households—as
the most fundamental, natural, an-
cient, and indispensable social
units. They also see the household
as a model of the social order. As a
hierarchical order exists in a family,
for example, so it exists within a com-
munity of families. Above all, conser-
vatives have wanted to conserve the
family and the social hierarchies
based on kinship relations and lay-
ers of authority.

All of this is a good fit with tradi-
tional libertarian doctrine, which
views natural order as flowing from
natural liberty. But conservatism in
our time has been deeply cor-
rupted. It never recovered from the
transformation of the U.S. and
Europe into mass democracies from
World War 1 onward. Instead of
challenging democracy at its very
root, it came to terms with it and the
global wars the state conducted on
its behalf. As a result, conservatism
fell back on its pure moral doctrine,
stripped of institutional context,
and was gradually transformed into
a movement in favor of one or an-
other variety of democratic statism.

For example, today’s conserva-
tives worry, as they should, about
divorce, illegitimacy, loss of parental
and spiritual authority, multicultu-
ralism, alternative lifestyles, promis-
cuity, and crime; all are deviations
from the natural order. But the
spokesmen for the conservative estab-
lishment do not recognize that their
goal of restoring normalcy requires
drastic anti-statist political and so-
cial changes.
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Social Democracy
of the Heart

How, for example, does Pat
Buchanan (among many other ex-
amples) propose to fix the problem
of moral degeneration and cultural
rot? Sometimes he will say that
those parts of the federal Leviathan
responsible for the proliferation of
moral and cultural pollution—such
as the Department of Education
and the National Endowment of the
Arts—should be cut down to size.
This is to the good, but it hardly
goes far enough. Government in-
volvement in education must be fun-
damentally opposed and abolished.
A natural order in education means
that it is entirely a family matter.

Worse, there is no recognition
that moral degeneracy and cultural
rot have deeper causes in the wel-
fare state, and cannot be cured by
some national curriculum or presi-
dential declamation. Indeed, the
traditionalists explicitly defend the
three core institutions of the welfare
state: social security, medicare, and
unemployment subsidies. And they
want to expand the social responsi-
bilities of the state by assigning it
the task of “protecting,” by means of
import and export restrictions,
American jobs.

The traditionalists freely admit
they are statists. They detest and ridi-
cule capitalism, free markets, free
trade, and wealth, advocating a new
proletarian conservatism which
amalgamates cultural conservatism,
nationalism, and socialism, with
such policies as federal confiscation
of all estates over $1 million.

Writes a leading traditionalist,
“while. the left could win Middle
Americans through its economic
measures, it lost them through its
social and cultural radicalism, and
while the right could attract Middle

Arnericans through appeals to law
and order and defense of sexual
normality, conventional morals and
religion, traditional social institu-
tions and invocations of national-
ism and patriotism, it lost Middle
Americans when it rehearsed its old

bourgeois economic formulas.” His’

answer is combine the
economic policies of
the left and the nation-
alism and cultural con-
servatism of the right to
create “a new identity

Historicist
contempt and
ignorance of

‘mandate can make such laws go
away.

To believe otherwise will only re-
sult in practical failure. As Mises
notes, “economic history is a long re-
cord of government policies that failed
because they were designed with a
bold disregard for the laws of econom-
ics.” In this light, the tradi-
tionalist program of so-
cial democratic nation-
alism is just another
impossible scheme. For
it is impossible to main-

. economics

synthesizing both the tain the core institu-
economic interests and does not tions of the welfare state
cultural-national loyal- alter the and return to traditional
ties of the proletarian- fact that families, norms, conduct,
ized middle class.ir‘l a inexorable and culwure. You cgr}have
separate and unified . welfare or traditional
political movement.” economic morals, but not both, for
laws do the pillars of the welfare

Is Buchananism exist. state that the traditional-

Possible?

Butisit possible to maintain the
current economic socialism and re-
store cultural normalcy? Tradition-
alists do not feel the need to ask this
question, because they think that
politics is largely a matter of will and
power. If only a leader wants some-
thing, and he can seize the govern-
ment power to implement his will,
everything can be achieved. The man
they denounce as a “dead Austrian
economist,” Ludwig von Mises, char-
acterized this belief as “historicism,”
the intellectual posture of the Ger-
man academic socialists who justi-
fied any and all statist measures.

But historicist contempt and ig-
norance of economics does not alter
the fact that inexorable economic
laws do exist. You cannot have your
cake and eatit too. What you consume
now cannot be consumed in the fu-
ture. Producing more of one good
requires producing less of another.
No wishful thinking or government

ists want to preserve un-

touched are themselves
the cause of cultural and social de-
cay.

To recognize this, it is only nec-
essary to recall one of the most fun-
damental laws of economics. Thatis,
compulsory wealth redistribution
involves taking from some-—the
haves—and giving to others—the
have-nots. Accordingly, the incentive
to be an owner is reduced, and the
incentive to be a non-owner is in-
creased. In fact, as another “dead
Austrian economist,” Henry Hazlitt,
pointed out, the welfare state subsi-
dizes, and thus worsens, the very
problems it claims to solve.

By subsidizing people with tax
funds because they are poor, there
will be more poverty. By subsidizing
people because they are unem-
ployed, there will be more unem-
ployment. By subsidizing unwed
mothers, there will be more unwed
mothers and more illegitimate
births, and so on.
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The Onslaught on the Family

This is most obvious in the sys-
tem of so-called social security that
has plagued Western Europe since
the 1880s and the U.S. since the
1930s: of compulsory government
“insurance” against old age, illness,
occupational injury, unemployment,
indigence, etc. In conjunction with
the even older compulsory system of
public education, social security
amounts to a giant onslaught on the
family and personal responsibility.

Relieving individuals of the ob-
ligation to provide for their own in-
come, health, safety, old age, and
children’s education also reduces
the range and temporal horizon of
private provision. In addition, it
lowers the value of marriage, family,
children, and kinship relations. It
promotes irresponsibility, shortsight-
edness, negligence, illness, and even
destructionism while punishing re-
sponsibility, farsightedness, dili-
gence, health, and conservatism.

The compulsory old-age insur-
ance system in particular, by which
the old are subsidized through
taxes imposed on the young, has
systematically weakened the natu-
ral inter-generational bonds among
parents, grandparents, and chil-
dren. The old no longer need rely
on their children if they have made
no provision for their own old age;
and the young, with typically less
wealth, must support the old, with
typically more wealth, rather than
the other way around, as is normal
within families.

Consequently, not only do peo-
ple want to have fewer chil-
dren—and indeed, birthrates have
fallen in half since the onset of so-
cial security—but also the respect
which the young traditionally ac-
corded to their eldersis diminished.
Indicators of family disintegration

and malfuncdon—such as divorce,
illegitimacy, child abuse, parent
abuse, wife abuse, single parenting,
singledom, alternative lifestyles,
and abortion—have all increased.

Subsidizing Sickness

Moreover, socialization of the
health care system through medicaid
and medicare and the regulation of
the health-insurance industry (in
particular by abolishing an insurer’s
right of refusal) has created a mon-
strous machinery of redistribution
at the expense of responsible indi-
viduals and low-risk groups in favor
of the irresponsible and high-risk
groups. Subsidies for the ill, un-
healthy, and disabled breed illness,
disease, and disability, and weaken
the desire to work for a living and to
live a healthy life.

As Mises put it, “being ill is not
a phenomenon independent of
conscious will.” The “destructionist
aspect” of government “accident
and health insurance lies above all
in the fact that such institutions
promote accident and
illness, hinder recovery,

Spare me the task of explaining
in detail the ancient fallacies of the
traditionalists’ protectionism. If they
were right, their argument in favor of
economic protection would amount
to an indictment of all trade, and a
defense of the thesis that each family
would be better off if it never traded
with anyone else. Certainly in this
case no one could ever lose his job,
and unemployment due to “unfair”
competition would be reduced to
zero. Yet such a full-employment so-
ciety would not be prosperous; it
would be condemned to poverty
and starvation.

International protectionism,
while less destructive than a policy
of interpersonal protectionism,
would result in precisely the same
effect. So this is not authentic con-
servatism; conservatism wants fami-
lies to be prosperous and strong
Protectionism is economic destruc-
tionism.

Most of the moral degeneration
and cultural rot around us is the
inescapable result of the welfare
state. Classical conser-
vatives knew this, and

and very often create, or The mor.al they vigorously op-
at any rate intensify and degeneration posed public education
lengthen, the functional ~ and cultural and social security.
Flisorders wh?ch follow rot around They knew that the cen-
illness or accident.... To is th tral state always seeks to
feel healthy is quite dif- ) us 1s the break down and ulti-
ferentfrombeinghealthy ~ inescapable mately destroy families
inthe medical sense...By  result of the  and the hierarchies of
weakening or completely authority that are the
destroying the will to be welfare state. natural outgrowth of

well and able to work, so-

cial insurance creates illness and in-
ability to work; it produces the habit
of complaining—which is in itself a
neurosis—and neuroses of other
kinds.... As a social institution it
makes a people sick bodily and
mentally or at least helps to multi-
ply, lengthen, and intensify dis-
ease.”

family-based communi-
ties in order to strengthen its own
power. Classical conservatives knew
that to do so, central states would
harness the natural rebellion of ado-
lescents against paternal authority.
And they knew that socialized edu-
cation and socialized responsibility
were the means of bringing this
about.
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Social education and social se-
curity provide a way for rebellious
youth to escape paternal authority,
and to get away with continuous
misbehavior. Old conservatives
knew that these government poli-
cies would emancipate the individ-
ual from the discipline imposed by
family and community life only to
subject him to the direct control of
the state. And they knew that this
would inevitably lead to systematic
societal regression, emotionally
and mentally, from adulthood to
adolescence.

In contrast, proletarian conser-
vatism is ignorant of all this. For if
one is indeed concerned about
America’s moral decay and wants to
restore normalcy to society and cul-
ture, one must oppose the welfare
state, root, stem, and branch.

A Return to Normalcy

A return to normalcy requires
the elimination of the present social
security system: of unemployment
insurance, social security, medicare,
medicaid, public education, etc. If
we are ever to restore normalcy, gov-
ernment funds and power must
dwindle to, or even fall below, their
19th-century levels. Hence, true
conservatives must be libertarians,
that is, anti-statists. They cannot
follow proletarian conservatism or
neoconservatism, they cannot seek
a return to traditional morality
while at the same time endorsing
the very institutions responsible for
the perversion and destruction of
traditional morals.

Most contemporary conserva-
tives, of course, especially the me-
dia darlings, are not conservatives
at all but social democrats—either
internationalist or nationalist. True
conservatives, on the other hand,
can only be radical libertarians, and
as such, demand the demolition—as

a moral and economic perver-
sion—of the entire structure of so-
cial security.

The Right and Wrong
of Libertarianism

Libertarianism’s single princi-
ple s original appropriation: that is,
ownership of scarce resources is ac-
quired through an act of original
appropriation, by which resources
are taken out of a state of nature and
put into a state of civilization. From
the principle of original appropria-
tion, rules concerning
the transformation and
exchange of originally
appropriated resources
are derived, and all of
law, including the prin-
ciples of punishment, is
then reconstructed in
terms of a theory of
property rights.

I do not want to fur-
ther analyze or even de-
fend the libertarian
theory of justice at this
point, although I believe
it to be true, indeed to be irrefutably
so. Rather, 1 want to examine the
relationship between libertarianism
and conservatism. Some commen-
tators, such as Russell Kirk, have
characterized libertarianism and
conservatism as hostile ideologies.
But this is wrong, The relationship
between libertarianism and conser-
vatism is one of logical complemen-
tarity, sociological reciprocity, and
mutual presupposition.

Let me first point out that most
leading libertarian thinkers were ar-
dent defenders of traditional mor-
als and manners. Most notably,
Murray N. Rothbard, the single
most important and influential lib-
ertarian thinker, was an outspoken
cultural conservative. So was Roth-
bard’s most important teacher,

If one wants
to restore
normalcy to
society and
culture, one
must oppose
the welfare
state, root,
stem, and
branch.

Ludwig von Mises. While this does
not prove much, it is indicative of a
substantive affinity between the
doctrines.

In addition, the conservative
arid the libertarian view of society
are perfectly compatible. To be sure,
their method is different. One is em-
piristic, sociological, and descrip-
tive, and the other rationalistic,
philosophical, and logical-construc-
tivist. But as far as the objects on
which conservatives and libertarians
focus—families, kinship relations,
communities, author-
ity, and social hierarchy
on the one hand, and
property, and its appro-
priation, transforma-
tion, and transfer on
the other—it should be
clear that while they do
not refer to exactly the
same thing, they do
speak about different
aspects of the same
goal: social coopera-
tion.

That is, families,
authority, communities, and social
ranks are the empirical-sociological
concretization of the abstract con-
cepts of property, production, ex-
change, and contract. Property and
property relations do not exist apart
from families and kinship relations.
The latter shape and determine the
specific form of property and prop-
erty relations, but they are at the
same time constrained by the uni-
versal and eternal laws of scarcity
and property.

Families considered normal by
conservative standards are house-
nold families, and the family disinte-
gration and moral and cultural
decay which contemporary conser-
vatives deplore is the result of the
destruction of households as the
economic basis of families by the
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welfare state. Thus, the libertarian
theory of justice can actually pro-
vide conservatism with a more
precise definition and a more rig-
orous moral defense of its own
end than conservatism itself could
ever offer.

Counter-Cultural Capitalism

While many of the intellectual
creators of modern libertarianism
were cultural conservatives, and
while libertarian doctrine is fully
compatible with the conservative
world view, the libertar-

Multiculturalism, cultural rela-
tivism, and egalitarian anti-authori-
tarianism were elevated from a
transitory phase in mental develop-
ment (adolescence) to a permanent
attitude among grown-up intellec-
tuals and their students.

The principled opposition of
the libertarians to the war on Viet-
nam coincided with the somewhat
diffuse opposition by the New
Left. In addition, the anarchistic
upshot of libertarian doctrine ap-
pealed to the counter-cultural left.

Was not everyone at lib-

ian movement is ada- The erty to choose his own
mantly not. To a large ex- . . lifestyle? And did this not
tent, this movement has libertarian imply that vulgarity, ob-
tried to combine radical ~ MOVeMENt  scenjty profanity, drug
anti-statism and market  attracted an  use, promiscuity, homo-
ecopomics with cultural unusuany sexualit)'r, pornography,
leftism and personal he- hich numb prostitution, or any other
donism; that is, it is the & n.u ) €T conceivable perversity,
exact opposite of the tra- of misfits insofar as it was a victim-
ditionalist program of and plain less crime, was no crime
culturally conservative losers. at all but perfectly legiti-

socialism. But like this
sort of conservatism,
leftist libertarianism is also false
and counterproductive.

That much of modern libertari-
anism is culturally leftist is the re-
sult of a superficial understanding of
libertarian doctrine by many of its
followers, which can be explained by
the welfare state’s promotion of intel-
lectual and emotional infantiliza-
tion.

The beginnings of the modern
libertarian movement in the U.S. go
back to the late 1960s. Simultane-
ously, promoted by civil rights and
the war on poverty, a new mass-phe-
nomenon emerged. A new Lumpen-
proletariat of intellectuals and
intellectualized youths, the product
of an ever-expanding system of so-
cialist education, arose, alienated
from mainstream morals and cul-
ture.

mate and natural?

The libertarian move-
ment attracted an unusually high
number of abnormal types. The
counter-cultural ambiance and re-
lativistic “tolerance” of the movement
in turn captivated an even greater
number of misfits and plain losers.
Rothbard, in disgust, referred to them
as the “modal” (typical) libertarians.
They dreamed of a society where eve-
ryone would be free to choose what-
ever non-aggressive lifestyle, career,
or character he wanted, and where, as
a result of free-market economics,
everyone could do so on a level of
general prosperity. Ironically, the
movement that had set out to dis-
mantle the state and restore private
property and market economics was
largely shaped by the mental and
emotional products of the welfare
state: the new class of permanent
adolescents.

The Necessity
of Discrimination

This intellectual combination
could hardly end happily, and it
didn’t. Private-property capitalism
and egalitarian-multiculturalism are
as unlikely a combination as social-
ism and cultural conservatism. In
trying to combine what cannot be
combined, much of the modern lib-
ertarian movement has contributed
to the further erosion of private-prop-
erty rights (just as much of contempo-
rary conservatism contributed to the
erosion of families and traditional
morals).

What the counter-cultural liber-
tarians failed to recognize, and what
true libertarians cannot emphasize
enough, is that the restoration of pri-
vate-property rights and laissez-faire
economics implies a sharp and dras-

tic increase in social discrimination.

This would swiftly eliminate most if
not all of the life-style experiments
so close to the heart of left libertari-
ans. In other words, libertarians
must be radical and uncompromis-
ing conservatives.

Contrary to the left-libertarians
assembled around Beltway institu-
tions, proudly supported by por-
nographers, child molesters, and
drug users, and who urge the central
government to enforce various non-
discrimination policies and call for a
non-discriminatory free immigra-
tion policy, true libertarians must
embrace discrimination, be it do-
mestic or foreign. Indeed, private
property means discrimination.

You, not I, own something, You
are entitled to exclude me from your
property. You may attach conditions
to my using your property, and may
expel me from it. Moreover, you and
I, as private property owners, may
enter into a restrictive covenant. We
and others may impose limitations
on the future use that each of us
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(and our heirs) can make with our
property.

The modern welfare state has
largely stripped private-property
owners of the right to exclude. Em-
ployers cannot hire whom they
want. Landlords cannot rent to
whom they want. Sellers cannot sell
to whom they want. Buyers cannot
buy from whom they want. And
groups of private-property owners
may not enter into whatever restric-
tive covenants they believe to be
mutually beneficial. The central
state has thus robbed us of much of
our personal and physical protec-
tion. Not to be able to exclude oth-
ers means not to be able to protect
oneself. The result of this erosion of
private property rights under the
democratic welfare state is forced
integration.

Americans must accept immi-
grants they do not want, teachers
cannot get rid of lousy or ill-be-
haved students, employers are
stuck with poor or destructive em-
ployees, landlords are forced to live
with bad renters, banks and insur-
ance companies are not allowed to
avoid bad risks, restaurants and
bars must accommodate unwel-
come customers, and private clubs
and covenantal associations are
compelled to accept members and
actions in violation of their own
rules and restrictions. Moreover, on
public property in particular, forced
integration has taken on the form of
permanent danger: of normlessless
and lawlessness.

To exclude other people from
his property is the means by which
the owner can avoid events that will
lower the value of his property. If the
owner is not permitted to freely ex-
clude the ill-behaved, lazy, unreliable,
and rotten students, employees, and
customers, there will be an increase
in them, and that property values

will fall. In fact, forced integration of
all sorts breeds ill behavior and bad
character. In civilized society, the ul-
timate price for ill behavior is expul-
sion, and all-around rotten
characters (even if they commit no
criminal offense) will find them-
selves quickly expelled from every-
where and by everyone. They will
become outcasts, physically re-
moved from civilization.

This s a stiff price to pay; hence,
the frequency of such behavior is
reduced. By contrast, if you are pre-
vented from expelling others from
your property whenever you deem
their presence undesirable, rotten
characteristics are ren-

We would be well on the way to
restoring the freedom of association
as it is implied in the institution of
private property if towns could do
what they did as a matter of course
until well into the 19th century in
Europe and the U.S. There would be
signs regarding entrance require-
ments to the town, and, once in
town, requirements for entering spe-
cific pieces of property (no beggars,
bums or homeless, for example),
and those who did not meet these
entrance requirements would be
kicked out as trespassers. Almost in-
stantly, cultural and moral normalcy
would reassert itself.

Counter-cultural

dered less costly and The results lifestyle experimental-
therefore encopraged. of forced ists would once again
Rather than being iso- . . have to pay a price for
lated and ultimately re- 1ntegr_at10n their behavior. If they
moved from society, the are only too continued in it, they
bums—in any conceiv- visible. All would be largely barred
able department of ial from civilized society

) SOClLa ) 2
bumhood-are permit- ] h and have to live physi-
ted to perpetrate their relations have cally separate fromit, in
unpleasantries every- become ghettos or on the
where, an.d slc)) l'l:ur'ns increasingly fringes of. society, and
and.bum-hke ehavior egalitari an and Many positions or pro-
proliferate. The results - fessions would be
of forced integration uncivilized. closed to them. On the

are only too visible. All

social relations—whether in private
or business life—have become in-
creasingly egalitarian and uncivi-
lized.

In distinct contrast, a society
where the right to exclude was fully
restored to owners of private prop-
erty would be profoundly unegali-
tarian and discriminatory. There
would be little or none of that “tol-
erance” and “open-mindedness” so
dear to left-libertarians; all eco-
nomic exchange and social rela-
tions would be governed by strict
adherence to the principles of own-
ership, contract, cooperation, and
exclusion.

other hand, if they
wanted to live and advance within
society, they would have to adjust to
he moral and cultural norms of the
society they wanted to enter.

To thus assimilate would not
necessarily imply that one would
have to give up one’s abnormal life-
style. It would imply, however, that
one could no longer exhibit one’s
alternative behavior in a way people
disapprove of. It would have to be
hidden from the public eye and re-
stricted to the privacy of one’s own
four walls. Displaying it would lead
to exclusion from society.

Every social order requires a
self-enforcement mechanism. More
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precisely, social orders are not main-
tained automatically; they require
conscious effort and purposeful ac-
tion on the part of the members of
society. In a libertarian society, there
would be sharp increase in discrimi-
nation against behaviors contrary to
high cultural standards and the so-
cial norm generally.

The Centrality
of the Covenant

The libertarian model of society
is one of private-property owners
who, instead of living isolated from
one another, associate with others
as neighbors. In the language of
property-rights theory, by virtue of
choosing neighborhood over isola-
tion, independent property owners
enter into a mutually binding, re-
strictive, and protective covenant.

Through this covenant, they
agree to certain limitations on the
use of their property and personal
conduct (initially set and defined
by the founder of the community in
question); and every freeholder
consents to these restrictions based
on his belief that doing so will be to
his own as well as everyone else’s
personal advantage, and increase his
and everyone else’s property values.

Get These Tapes!

Listen in on a very private Triple R
conference on the U.S. political
scam, with Joe Sobran, Ron Paul,
Michael Levin, Erik von Kuehnelt-
Leddihn, Hans Hoppe, Jeffrey
Tucker, Lew Rockwell, and five
other giants. Includes our hottest
discussion ever on Germanopho-
bia. The handsomely boxed set
of tapes is $99 postpaid, plus
your promise not to share them
with the media. Phone toll-free
800-325-7257.

The perfectly harmonious con-
servative model of a society adds to
this the fundamental insight that, as
a matter of natural-empirical fact,
households typically are made up
of families, and communities are
normally tied together by kin and
kinship relations. In-
deed, the constant ten-
dency will be for them
to consist of genetically
related and linguisti-

Egalitarianism,
in every form
and shape, is

patible with the idea of private prop-
erty. Private property implies exclu-
sivity, inequality, and difference.
And cultural relativism is incompat-
ible with the foundational fact of
families and inter-generational kin-
ship relations.

Families and kin-
ship relations imply
cultural absolutism. As
a matter of socio-psy-
chologic fact, both

lly and culturally ho- . . itari -
cally and culturally incompatible gg:.alh‘tarlan. and rgla
mogeneous people. ) . tivistic sentiments find
For the libertarian, with the idea support among ever-
the enforcement of the of private new generations of
covenant is then a mat- property. adolescents. Owing to

ter of self-interest, and
its success depends
crucially on the actions of the natu-
ral elite and their authority. For the
conservative, enforcement is a mat-
ter of family and kinship interest,
and its success depends on the ac-
tions of the heads of households,
families, and clans.

In any case, to maintain soci-
ety—to protect and enhance the
value of private property and of
families and kin~the members of
society, and especially the natural
elite and the heads of families, must
be willing to take two forms of pro-
tective measures. First, they must
be willing to defend themselves by
physical force and punishment
against external invaders and do-
mestic criminals. Second and
equally important, they mustbe will-
ing to defend themselves by ostra-
cism and expulsion against anyone
who advocates actions incompatible
with the very purpose of the cove-
nant: to protect property, family, and
kin.

In this regard, a society always
faces the double and intercon-
nected threat of egalitarianism and
cultural relativism. Egalitarianism,
in every form and shape, is incom-

their still incomplete
mental development,
male juveniles especially are always
susceptible to both ideas. Adoles-
cence is marked by regular—and for
this stage normal—outbreaks of re-
bellion by the young against the dis-
cipline imposed on them by family
life and paternal authority.

" Cultural relativism and mul-
ticulturalism provide the ideological
means of emancipating oneself from
these constraints. And egalitarian-
ism~based on the infantile view that
property is “given” (and thus distrib-
uted arbitrarily) rather than indi-
vidually appropriated and produced
(and hence, distributed justly)—pro-
vides the intellectual tool through
which rebellious youths can lay
claim to the economic means for
their life outside the disciplinary
framework of families and commu-
nities.

The enforcement of a covenant
is largely a matter of prudence, of
course. How and when to react, and
what protective measures to take, re-
quires judgment on the part of the
members of society and especially
the natural social elites. Thus, so
long as the threat of moral relativism
and egalitarianism is restricted to a
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small proportion of juveniles for
only a brief period in life (until they
settle into family-constrained adult-
hood), it may be sufficient to do
hardly anything. A small dose of
ridicule may be all that is needed.

The situation is very different,
however, if the spirit of moral rela-
tivism and egalitarianism has taken
hold among adult members of soci-
ety. If they habitually advocate egali-
tarian sentiments, whether in the
form of democracy (majority rule)
or of communism, it becomes es-
sential that other members, and in
particular the natural social elites,
be prepared to exclude and ulti-
mately expel them.

In a covenant settled on by
property owners for the purpose of
protecting their pri-
vate property, no such

most uncompromising kind. The
current state of affairs of moral de-
generation, social disintegration,
and cultural rot is precisely the re-
sult of too much tolerance, made
possible only by the expansion of
the redistributive state and the pro-
liferation of the common owner-
ship of property. Rather than having
all habitual democrats, commu-
nists, and alternative lifestylists ex-
cluded from civilization, they were
tolerated in the midst of society.

Of course, this toleration en-
couraged even more egalitarian and
relativistic sentiments, until at last
the point was reached where the
authority of excluding anyone from
anything had effectively evapo-
rated, while the power
of the central state, as
manifested in forced

: ) Libertarians
thing as a right to un- hould i integration, had corre-
~ limited speech exists, shoula be spondingly grown.
not even to unlimited moral and Libertarians. in
speech Orcl) ones owh cultural their attempt to estab-
property. Une may say i lish a free and natural
innumerable things conservatives social order. must
and promote almost of the most strive to regain from the
any idea under the uncompromising state the right to exclu-
sun, but naturally peo- kind. sion inherent in private

ple might not be per-

mitted to advocate

ideas contrary to the very purpose
of the covenant, of preserving and
protecting private property, such as
democracy or communism. Like-
wise, in a covenant founded for the
purpose of protecting family and
kin, there can be no tolerance to-
ward those who practice and pro-
mote lifestyles contrary to social
norms, such as hedonism and para-
sitism.

The Virtue
of Intolerance

Libertarians should be moral
and cultural conservatives of the

property. Yet even be-

fore they may accom-
plish this, to render such an
achievement even possible, liber-
tarians must begin to reassert, as
far as they can, the right to free
association, which necessarily
means the right to exclusion, in
everyday life.

Libertarians, then, have a moral
duty to advocate and practice intol-
erance and discrimination: against
egalitarians, democrats, socialists,
communists, multi-culturalists,
and environmentalists; against ill
manners, misconduct, incompe-
tence, rudeness, vulgarity, and ob-
scenity.

As true conservatives will have
to dissociate themselves from right-
wing social democratic traditional-
ists, true libertarians must dissociate
themselves from left-lifestyle-liber-
tarians. Those who care about the
future of families and prosperity, of
morals and property, have no other
alternative but to become uncom-
promising advocates of strict adher-
ence to private property, and all that
it irnplies, as the very basis of civili-
zation.

HOPPE AND
THE FREEMAN

Paul Gottfried

ecently bad feelings were

aroused when social

economist Hans-Her-
- man Hoppe, in a book
review, questioned whether Soviet
Fussia and Nazi Germany were “on
a par” politically in the 1930s. On
the basis of economic control, de-
grees of surveillance, and the diffi-
culty one would have had leaving or
entering these countries, Hoppe
considers Soviet Russia in the thir-
ties to have been more totalitarian
than Nazi Germany.

Note that Hoppe does not draw
this comparison as a Nazi apologist,
a charge that was made against him
by several “libertarian” New York
critics, after his review came out in
the Freeman. Nor does Hoppe un-
derestimate Hitler’s destructive ca-
pacities that were fully unleashed
during the Second World War, espe-
cially against the Jews.

Hoppe only says that the book
he is reviewing is wrong. A disinter-
este9d spectator looking at the Soviet
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