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Not Really A Libertarian Case Against
Open Immigration

Frank van Dun

Speaking at the third annual meetingTdile Property and Freedom Society
in Bodrum on Friday, May 23, financial journalist PeterniBriow* presented
his views on immigration under the title “Immigration tise Viagra of the
State—A libertarian case against Immigration.” Howeves, argument had
little concern for the controversies that divide ltbeilans on the issue of
immigration? After a brief look at Brimelow’s comments, | shaéinsider the
requirements an argument should meet if it is to amtwa libertarian case for
or against a particular policy such as a liberal or &icase immigration
policy.® Then | shall offer a critique of libertarian philosophearid-Hermann
Hoppe’s attempt to build a case against immigration odelyi accepted
libertarian principles. Finally, | shall present somet sses for judging the
plausibility of the argument.

“Immigration is the Viagra of the state”

One line of argument in Brimelow’s lecture referred he familiar thesis
that the combination of welfare state and immigratiomnoa work; therefore,
because the welfare state will not go away any tinen,swe should oppose
open immigratiorf. For an apologist of the welfare state, this may befficient
argument against immigration. But what is its relevance libertarian?

A second line of argument, seemingly at odds with th&t,fidentified
immigration as the “Viagra” of the welfare state:The immigration influx of
the late twentieth century into the US and the Waestgeneral ... has
reinvigorated the state, when it was otherwise losingpatwers because of
collapse of socialism and the triumph of classidedrhlism.”

! Peter Brimelow is the author of a.Alien Nation: Common Sense about America’s
Immigration DisasterRandom House, New York, 1995. An edited version of his lecan be
found herehttp://www.vdare.com/pb/080604_immigration.htm

2 See e.g. the symposium on immigrationTime Journal of Libertarian StudieXIll, 2,
Summer 1998. Of course, Brimelow would probably agree thads more a pro-free-market
writer than a libertarian in the philosophical sense.

% It is rather tendentious to speak of “open” or “free igmation”, or “open borders”, since
no one advocates allowing criminals, carriers of lyiglontagious diseases, or enemy agents
into the country.

* Ten years ago, John Hospers (“A Libertarian Argundegatinst Open Borders”, p.153-165
in the JLS symposium referred to in note 2) challengedrapgs with the question “What are
we supposed to do in the meantime [before we havedjof the welfare state]?"—as if “In the
meantime, stick to your principles!” could not be cdeséd a sensible answer.
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The first argument suggests that immigration is likely tstrdg the welfare
state, the second that it is likely to reinforceTihus, it seems that we may
conclude that the effect of immigration per se on tharé of the welfare state
is indeterminate. However, that was probably not the osmo Brimelow
intended to convey. The intended conclusion appears tdhise As an
organization of political rule and dominance, the welfatate thrives by
destroying wealth and the social and cultural fabrics & gbciety that it
dominates; it does so by creating problems that can apjyabensolved only if
more regulatory, fiscal and police powers are transfieto the state. According
to Brimelow, immigration is an obvious cause of suchbfgms: “Immigrants,
above all immigrants who are racially and culturaligtidct from the host
population, are walking advertisements for social workand government
programs and the regulation of political speech—that {0 the repression of
the entirely natural objections of the host population.”

Here there is a libertarian flavour to Brimelow’'s argnt against
immigration: libertarians want to limit the powers of gavment but, in order to
achieve that goal, they should first get immigration urweatrol. If true, that
proposition would be an argument against immigratidibextarian could find
congenial. Unfortunately, politicians and bureaucrats atesa unimaginative
that they can only find their raison d’étre in problenmked to immigration.
Indeed, the origin and the expansion of the welfare stdte twentieth century
had little if anything to do with immigration. The intertiemist mindset will
find reasons for intervening in every issue that crops upsétmently, curbing
immigration may not do anything to roll back the intrusiohghe state.

Besides, Brimelow’s contention that the state wamdpés powers because
of the collapse of socialism and the triumph of silzed liberalism is rhetorical
hyperbole at best. A more sober assessment of theeemseventies (inflation,
unemployment) and nineteen-eighties (the Thatcher angalRgeears—hardly a
“triumph of classical liberalism”) is that deteriaregg economic prospects led to
policies that were far more responsive to the demaridsntrepreneurs and
private-sector employers than earlier policies had .hdewever, these changes
did not lead to a politically relevant questioning of ffeewver of the state in
general or the welfare state in particular. The deb@ed the elections) were
about policies, not about constitutional powers. Aghtimee demands put forth
by entrepreneurs and employers was one for easier sateesheap, non-
unionised labour—and immigration was an obvious source of #sgecially
after “the collapse of socialism” in the Soviet bloadan the Third World.
Arguably, not only did “socialism” direct most of the mdis savings to
investment-friendly Western shores, thereby giving a éurthoost to the
already capital-intensive and hence high-wages mode of groduc the West,
but “socialism” also obstructed the free movement afppes from “socialist
paradises” to “capitalist hell-holes”. Using Brimelswhetoric, we might as
well say that immigration into Western countries oVer past thirty years was a
consequence of “the collapse of socialism and the thurop classical
liberalism”. But we should not jump to the conclusiorn tirathe West, the state
would have lost “its power” if only socialism had not epked elsewhere on
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the globe and pro-business interventionism had not triumphednag. Would
statists and established and would-be tax consumers Inawent the towel in
the ring if large-scale movements of people had notrapaaied the wave of
economic expansion and “globalisation” at the endhefttventieth century?

The libertarian case against the welfare state igl.s@rimelow did not
dispute that. However, admitting that it is also a tegsecase, at least for the
near future, does not confer solidity on the argumegaingt immigration. At
best, Brimelow presented a good criticism of the govenmiisi@ole in matters
of immigration but that is something else than an argui@gainst immigration.
A critique of the state’s policy of nearly indiscrimately granting citizen-rights
(voting, use of tax-funded services, etcetera) to imamigy is not an argument
against immigration per se. Residence need not impieaship—and it need
not imply welfare rights. We had better be carefutlto move too quickly from
arguments based on circumstantial considerations to tiedus@mn that there is,
or is not, a libertarian case against immigration.

Varieties of libertarian argumentation

It may well be that American libertarians prefer nothave to deal with
problems of immigration in addition to the current problehes face in trying
to impart a libertarian turn to American politics. To thdent that is true, they
may have tactical reasons for opposing immigration. Hewe like all
libertarians, they consider the issue relevant primdrdgause of the ways in
which immigration and policies concerning immigration raffect the freedom
that, for them, is every human person’s fundamergat.riChanges occur all the
time, but for a libertarian there is a relevant défeze between changes brought
about without violation of any person’s libertarian righfreedom and changes
brought about through violent or unjust actions. Justtlsere is a relevant
distinction between peaceful, rights-respecting wayfs counteracting or
opposing changes and other ways of seeking to maintaiaircelements or
characteristics of the present state of affairso Athanges that tend to weaken
or reduce freedom-restricting institutions belong in agotategory than those
that tend to strengthen such institutions or to widen Hoaipe.

Philosophical libertarianism

Libertarianism is not a philosophy that aims to solve adytsoreal or
perceived problems. Instead, it prescribes restrictionseweery person’s
attempts to solve problems if these attempts have dikahgto have an impact
on the freedom of others. The gist of those regirstis not that one may not
solve one’s problems in ways that create problems farstiather, it is that
one may not solve one’s problems by depriving others ofrdeglom that is
theirs by right. Thus, while a libertarian may sharebanly’s misgivings about
immigration and the problems it may cause, his primamrést is to identify
ways of dealing with them that do not conflict with his eoibment to respect
the freedom of all. Accordingly, a criminal immigraist to be treated as a
criminal, not as a pretext for treating all immigraasscriminals or would-be
criminals. Conversely, a non-criminal immigrant is to tbeated as a free
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perso Moreover, the presumption of innocence (“innocent untilveno
guilty”) applies to immigrants no less than to other peopl

From a libertarian point of view, respect for the fremdaf all non-criminal
individuals is the supreme moral and political value that btglgovern all
forms of human interaction and all human institutionshiléVthe libertarian
rights of individuals do not include trespassing on the fipaoperty of other
individuals, they certainly do include the right of freeveament to the extent
that no such trespass occurs. Unless and until a prabéafontrary is given,
we must presume that immigratipar seno more involves trespassing on other
people’s property than does taking an extended vacatiowooking as an
expatriate in a foreign country. Therefore, the libean baseline concerning
immigration is that everybody has the right to entgritom one country to
another, subject only to the condition that one therk®s not trespass on the
rightful properties of others or unilaterally interfexgh their rightful freedom
in any other way. The burden of proof lies with those wiish to deny that
right. It is clear, however, that such a proof canraisest in pointing to the
undisputed fact that people who migrate from one countgntdher may, and
usually do, cause problems for others in one or the othdioth of those
countries. Otherwise, there would also be reasomgoeafor a libertarian case
against emigration.

As for the problems allegedly caused by immigrationipartarian would
rather point to the policies of the states with rdgar immigration than to the
immigrants themselves. Occasionally, migrations argifesered” by one state
seeking to flood a neighbour with its own nationals rtftuence the latter’s
internal politics—as the Soviet Union did in the Bakitates when they were
seeking their independence. Apart from such politicallyirereged migratiorfs
spontaneous migration is driven mostly by differentials labour market
conditions. It goes from poorer countries with few appoities for gainful
employment to wealthier countries with many employment oppibies®
Nevertheless, it is probably safe to say that tod&igstern welfare states cause
many immigrants to stay longer and to attract moréneif tcompatriots to the
Western host country than they otherwise would do. Staees compound the
problems they thereby create by denying to their own lpopllations almost
all peaceful means of resistance to unwanted intrusigmsmigrants. They do
this through a proliferating body of legislation and ragjoh concerning

® An “illegal” immigrant is noteo ipsoa criminal, although illegal immigration may give rise
to crime (not necessarily by the illegal immigrant béff).

® In the next section, | shall discuss Hoppe’s attempprawe that immigration per se
involves unlawful trespass.

" Many cases of colonization presumably also fit thils Bhere is no need here to consider
refugees from natural or man-made disasters. Presumablgpponent of “open borders” is
going to argue that individuals and privately funded assoogimay not provide sanctuary to
people in need merely because they are foreigners. Whathweot it is right (“legal”) for a
government to do so, obviously depends on the constitutidredfdst country.

8 M.Hooghe, A.Trappers, B.Meuleman, T.Reeskéidigration to European Countries. A
Structural Explanation of Patterns, 1980-2004teérnational Migration ReviewXLlIl, 2, 2008.
Welfare benefits and political rights do not appearetinfiportant factors.
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“discrimination”, “racism”, “hate speech”, and otheffemces against the
unpredictable “politically correct” prejudices of the ngiand intellectual elites
or the public opinion from which they derive their legitimadye deleterious
effects of such schemes and policies may well be ebai=x by immigration,
but they would be felt even if there were no immigmatat all° Hence, under
present circumstances, a “case against open immigrasidikely to attribute
one symptom of malaise to another while avoiding memgnhe cause of
both. If implemented as policy, it would tend to vidde innocent people by
calling for increasingly intrusive legislation, regulatiand police power for the
government, who created the problems in the first pfadend the victims
would be not only the targeted immigrants but also theecis of the state. The
policy would deny them access to affordable labour sendodsdeprive them
of the opportunity to rent or sell houses and apartnmfents/hich there would
be no other demand. After the immigration has been stopped tlze
undesirable immigrants have been kicked out, the enhanced poliers of the
welfare state would still be in place and ready for against other people
deemed “undesirable” by politically dominant opinion.

Political conservatives may argue against immigratmmnio other reason
than that they do not like immigrants. For them, as tfweir progressive
opponents, political or state power is simply the mseaith which they hope to
impose their norms, values, preferences and opinionsverybody else who
happens to reside within their state’s jurisdiction. Lieains self-consciously
stand outside this left-right, progressive-conservasipectrum. They do not
seek to use the coercive powers of the state but tailctimm to enhance the
freedom of every non-criminal person regardless of higigad rank or legal
status. This is not to say that a libertarian cannatdmemitted to conservative
or progressive values or opinions. Nevertheless, he isByirtase committed to
refusing recourse to violent, coercive—in a word, malkt—means to impose
his worldview on others, and to refusing legitimacyhose (immigrants or not)
who seek to impose their worldview by political means ihers.

Political libertarianism

The situation is different for “political libertariansihose aim is to capture
all or some of the levers of power in a particulatisty, either by organizing a
Libertarian Party or by infiltrating already establishmditical parties or other
bastions of power and influence. They seek positions iitutishs that often
embody extremely un-libertarian principles but thatythall not be able, and
probably would not want, to abolish if they ever achiepesitions of power in
them. They move in an environment where demagoguery and opptduni

° In Belgium, the first law that singled out racist andoghobic motives, acts and utterances
for [severer] punishment dates from July 30, 1981, years befer2988 elections, which put
immigration and immigrants on the political agenda.

19'A policy against open immigration requires at the \feagt stringent border controls and
stop-and-search police powers, and to be effective, compuldenyity cards, registration,
determination of conditions for acquiring work permits aitidenship, and the like—in short, a
vast bureaucratic apparatus of “people control” in addiiothat of “crime control”.
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consequentialist arguments based on selected interpnstatd selected
statistics are paramoutit.Political libertarians must learn to play the local
power games as they find them to get anywhere, compronpsingiples to
institutional, tactical and strategic considerations @idng coming to look and
sound a lot like their political opponents. The libedarstance on, say, central
banking does not easily translate into policy prescmgtia libertarian might
consistently follow, if he were appointed President afeatral bank without
power to shut it down. In the end, except perhaps in fieolutionary”
conditions, political competition forces Machiavdliinsight on those who
participate in it: the vital concern for the politigahmbitious is to gain and
keep power, not what to do with it once they have. AsoldaMacmillan
reportedly said, “Power? It's like a Dead Sea fruit. When achieve it, there is
nothing there.”

Similar remarks can be made concerning another, moreaabdtrm of
“political libertarianism”. Many libertarian intellectuslike to play the “Virtual
policy-maker’'s game”:. What would you do, if you were to wake in the
morning only to discover that you are in charge of thentry and have to clean
up the mess left by decades or centuries of statist mageanent of the
nation’s affairs? It is pointless to try to answeg tjuestion by a mere appeal to
abstract principles. The question concerns problemsaosition that require
judicious appraisal of, among other things, the meritsprodpects of “shock
therapy” versus gradualism in the light of all the ral&v institutional,
economic, political, cultural and other data about tteia state of affairs.
Besides, the virtual policy-maker and his audience knotwhisaanswer is not a
policy about to be implemented but a mere opinion, kmjano use of scarce
resources and no responsibility or liability.

Libertarianism (in the philosophical sense) is not aipaliideology. It is not
about this or that policy. It addresses individuals abweit telations with other
individuals. That is why it is necessarily anarchisticHsaany moral view of
how a person may or should deal with others. In contpastical libertarianism
is a political ideology, an approach to governing and malkiolcy for a
society. It may be more or less “minarchistic” but @nnot be anarchistic.
Libertarian principles acknowledge people’s right to fousg become and
remain members of, organizations or societies on dlgtvicluntary basis; they
do not prescribe that such organizations adopt a “libentgafile” in their
internal affairs.

Libertarianism in one country

The difference between philosophical and political liceatasm may be
made clear by considering projects for creating a “lib@masociety”, i.e., an
autonomous libertarian enclave in a predominantly nontdban environment.
It is obvious that such a society needs a governmenthamdt tcannot remain

1 Julian Simon (“Are There Grounds for Limiting Immitiem?”, Journal of Libertarian
Studies XIll, 2, Summer 1998, p. 137-152) offers a good overview optoblems involved in
basing one’s stand on immigration on consequentiatistnaents.
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libertarian if its government is not extremely watchful keeping out non-
libertarian individuals and organizations. It must have tstimemigration
controls and strict controls on the sort of assarat and organizations its
members may form or call upon lest it exposes itselfato invasion
(spontaneous or organized) of people who come to it phediseause of the
opportunities it offers for living according to their owpossibly non-libertarian
principles. For example, it cannot simply privatise igpogy, adjudication,
schooling and education or allow foreign political owvate corporations (for-
profit or non-profit) to supply these services unless g hdequate “public”
political means of enforcing its own constitutional piites and censoring the
propagation of incompatible views. In this respect, it isdifferent from any
other society based on a particular set of principles, matter how un-
libertarian.

If there were ever an occasion to found a territlyridélimited autonomous
society, the organizers might write in its constitatithat, for example,
immigration and free trade are not permitted. It wouldHaer libertarian right
to require of all who would want to become a residentmember of their
society that they pledge allegiance to its constitytiincluding its non-
libertarian anti-immigration and anti-trade clauses. Elav, that is their right
only because theirs would be a truly voluntary sociedgedd on a genuine
“social contract”—and it is true only for the originalembers. Even such a
voluntary society cannot have enduring libertarian legity if it simply
presumes that the grown-up children of the first-generat@mbers have
agreed to all of the clauses of the constitution to wtheir parents agreed, and
to all of the legal rules and policies enacted under ¢bastitution. However,
few if any states conform to the model of a truly vodumtsociety even for all
of its first-generation subjects. In time, the notimiha consensual territorial
society is in any case bound to be exposed as fittiand then one has to fall
back on the defining characteristic of libertarian rights., that they are rights
of individual persons, not of “national”’ or “traditiofialollectives (societies or
communities). The only way to avoid this conclusiomi®tganize the society,
by unanimous consent, as a territorially delimited paliticorporation—an
artificial “immortal” person—and to endow it with mora less extensive
property rights “in perpetuity” over the private domain§ its original
members3 Then it could be said that the society is a statéh i solid
libertarian origin, and that its government has “omdjiimights ofdominiumand
imperiumover the land and the people in it. Being property-basach rights

2 For this reason, the notion of a “territorially idgted society” should not be accepted in
libertarian theory as similar, let alone identi¢ala domain justifiably held as private property.
To understand this, one should reread M.R. Cohen’s famous &84 “Property and
Sovereignty” (reprinted a.o. in his collectidtaw and the Social Order: Essays in Legal
Philosophy,1933), which starts from the, in my opinion, indefensimsimilation of the two
concepts.

13 John Locke Second Treatise of Civil Governmefedited by Peter Laslett, Cambridge
Text in the History of Political Thought, 1970), Chaptdtl \¢‘Of the Beginning of Political
Societies”), §120.
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would not depend on the current consent of later generatiocitizens (even
the property owners among theth)There is of course no evidence that any
existing state was ever constituted in this way; and tkeample evidence that,
if there were a state like that, it would soon fakyto the rivalries of factions
and political parties trying to secure control of its goveent.

It seems, therefore, that having a territorially dekahi“libertarian society”
requires partially abandoning commitment to libertarian plas® which do
not condone political monopolies, censorship, and the Tike. reason is that
libertarian principles apply to individual human persorss saich, not to
individuals as members of this or that organization orespcClearly, what is
or is a not a “libertarian” argument depends on thdesdrof argumentation.
Unfortunately, libertarians arguing about immigration oreotholicy issues do
not always take care to specify the precise contettienf arguments.

A libertarian case against immigration?

None of the above considerations got any attentionBmmelow’s
presentation. None of his arguments addressed the protemaf libertarian
point of view. He did not deal with the question whetheruader what
conditions a libertarian would have to concede thaindividual has, or does
not have, a right to migrate into or out of a paracukgion, or a right to deny
another individual entry into or exit from that regioret, a libertarian case
against immigration should address this question before iesskel any other.

One “libertarian” moment in Brimelow’s presentatioasva short reference
to the libertarian philosopher Hans-Hermann Hoppe’s praposthat in an
analysis of the problem of immigration the state sthdad deemed to manage
public property as th&usteeof its citizens, as “a gatekeeper in private gated

14 Still there remains the question if or to what extlet transfer of rights from natural to
artificial persons (i.e., to “la main morte” of amfmortal” artificial person) can be considered
consistent with libertarian principles. The questioises in particular within the perspective of
“natural law” libertarians. (I have strong reservasiabout limited-liability corporations in the
economic no less than the political sphere. SeeP®mgsonal Freedom versus Corporate
Liberties: A Libertarian Critique of Limited LiabilityLibertarian Alliance: Philosophical notes,
nr. 76, London, 2006, 20pp).

5 The size of the United States of America, its vastrintl market and its ethnically,
religiously and ideologically heterogeneous population maiyeda@ad American libertarians to
believe that America could be a large libertarian spaith always room for one more
experiment in voluntary association. However, those rgmihem who would like to take
control of a single state (e.g., New Hampshire) by omjagia massive immigration of
libertarian-minded people cannot ignore the fact that thauld have to close the door behind
them to prevent others from doing to them what thexetdone themselves. They would also
have to take police measures to safeguard the libertein@racter of their society. (I became
aware of the paradoxes and contradictions of politibarfarianism when the late Michael van
Notten sought my advice regarding a “constitution” for h@n8lia Freeport project. See
Michael van NottenThe Law of the Somaliedited by Spencer Heath MacCallum, The Red Sea
Press, Trenton, N.J., 2005, especially part 3 and the “Bedpblembership Agreement for a
Freeport-Clan” in appendix C)
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communities™® | shall consider Hoppe’s argument because, as fak@sw, it
is the only attempt to derive a libertarian case agapsh immigration from
libertarian principles. | do not think he made that dasdevertheless, his
argument deserves scrutiny because it helps to clarifylibevtarian principles
apply to “the problem of immigration”.

In his usual radical fashion, Hoppe argued that a poli@peh immigration
is wrong because immigration is itself a wrongful astcept perhaps under
strict and onerous conditions, which he did not discussdetail. His
argumentative strategy was designed to prove that tlser® ifreedom of
migration, no freedom to move except on one’s own prgpé#ristarts with a
description of a model of what he rather tendentiouslfed “the natural
order”: “[A]ll property is owned privately and the entgéobe is settled. Every
piece of land, every house and building, every roads,rared lake, every forest
and mountain, and all of the coastline is owned by prigateers or firms. No
such thing as ‘public’ property or ‘open frontier’ exist&.In such a world,
every step one wants to take outside one’s own propaEgtyres the consent of
some other person or persons. The obvious implicatitimeofmodel is that there
is no freedom to move outside one’s own property. Fasethweho happen to be
without property in land, there is no freedom to movalatThe less obvious
implication is that freedom to move is not to be adeed a libertarian right, if
we assume—as Hoppe implies we should do—that such a wouldl we a full
realization of a libertarian order.

The next relevant step is to introduce states intorib@el and to assume that
they exert direct control over areas that are calleblipyproperty’, although
these are (according to the specifications of modething other than areas
where states have expropriated private owherStates are defined as
intrinsically incompatible with the “natural order” andncat be deemed to
have justly acquired rights. Therefore, the existewsicetates does not in any
way alter the rights of individuals from what they wen the original natural
order. Consequently, the existence of states cannottéedtie creation or
emergence of rights where there were none beforgarcular, it cannot create

% H.-H. Hoppe, “Natural Order, the State, and the ImmignaProblem”, Journal of
Libertarian Studies XVI, 1, Winter 2002, p.91, p.93. It is difficult, howevey take the
reference seriously, as Hoppe, unlike Brimelow, calls dfage “a contradiction in terms”,
implying that it cannot logically be considered a trustegrivate property owners because “the
interests of private property owners and those of the.state incompatible and in permanent
conflict with each other.” (p.93) See also H.H. Hoppemocracy: The God That Failed. The
Economics and Politics of Monarchy, Democracy, and Natural Qrfi@nsaction Publishers,
New Brunswick, N.J., 2001.

" Anthony Gregory and Walter Block (“On Immigration: Repb Hoppe”, Journal of
Libertarian StudiesXXl, 3, Fall 2007, p.25-42) make telling points against Hoppejsiment,
mostly by applying the method a#ductio ad absurdusor rather, reduction to non-libertarian
conclusions—to his statements on immigration.

18 Hoppe, Natural Order Op.cit., p.77. (It is not clear whether the omissifrseas and
oceans and airspace is deliberate or a mere ovejsitpipe’s concept of natural order also
implies that people tend to live among people who arenmessignificant ways like them—in
other words, they tend to live in “homogenous commusfitie

9 Op.cit. p.80
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a right of free movement for any individual, unless thdividual had such a
right in the natural order—which, as per the specificetiof the model, no
individual had. Thus, we have Hoppe’s conclusion: thereoigight of free
migration and a state’s open-border policy is “a mouatage®®. Q.E.D.

Not really

In its own terms, the argument is conclusive, but thendoess of those
terms may and must be questioned. To begin with, it is oddiscover that
Hoppe, an adherent of the Austrian school of econgmai&s on a model-
theoretic argument to arrive at a conclusion thattesnded to tell us something
about the rights of real individuals in the real worfdthe model is moreover
endowed with normative significance then it leads ustimo‘utopian” method
for arriving at normative conclusions: one starts wittieacription of an ideal
world or society and then imputes the rights and obligatgeople would have
in it to people in the real, far from “ideal” world. Thgees against the grain of
realist philosophy, which starts from the real human ¢andito determine
people’s rights and obligations and leaves it to the pdbplaselves to realize
their ideals (whatever they may be) in ways that amapadible with their
natural rights and obligations. Yet, Hoppe proceeds tov@&ennclusions about
immigration policy in the actual world from the peculiaituation that
constitutes his model, viz., that every inch of accéssépace is already
privately owned> And he does so without providing any justification or
evidence for his implied claim that the said conditismot only compatible
with human freedom but also its fullest realization.

Hoppe’s description of the “natural order” moreover reéflean unfortunate
bias that has become established in the writings of neapgcially American,
libertarians. We may call it the “freedom as propexghception of freedom,
which is potent enough in combating the many fallaciesarfialism and
interventionism but hardly adequate for explicating ¢beditions of life in a
world where personal freedom counts as the supreme valiseome thing to
say, correctly, that property relations concerning esleresources are rooted in
every person’s self-ownersHip.lt is another thing to say, incorrectly, that
unlike throwing an innocent person in a cell, building lha®und him without
touching his body or his other property is merely a rightikercise of one’s
own freedom and does not deprive him of his. Yet, it isngvlication of the

2 Op.cit. p.90.

% Because the model applies to a world that is in a sansady fully occupied, one may
ask what it implies with respect to, say, population gnoavid the decision of couples to bring a
child into the world. It would seem that population groedim only be accommodated either by
subdividing property holdings (which exacerbates the pnoblto be discussed further in the
text) or by accepting a deterioration of the ratio of ownef land to people without any
property in land. Does the fact that all the availaplace is already owned justify the claim that
those without property in land have no right to procreat¢hat a state that does not make birth
control mandatory for such people (to prevent “undesisalitem entering the world) commits
a “moral outrage”?

22 gee James Sadowsky's classic “Private Property ankcBoé Ownership”, in S.L.
Blumenfeld (ed.), Property in A Humane Economy, Open Cha&alle, Ill., 1974, p.85-100.

10
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“freedom as property” conception of freedom that is thsid of Hoppe’s
“natural order”. The model specifies that neighboursosund every person on
all sides. They have the right to refuse him passagedhrtheir property for
any or no reason at all as well as the right to irapasy conditions they want
on him in return for a transit visufi. This effectively excludes the free
movement of persons but also the free movement of gdamsin Hoppe’s
“natural order”, sending one’s goods to any destinationidritene’s own
property would obviously require begging or paying for as mangnigsions
from others as would going there in person. Hoppe’s argunades us far
beyond the immigration question to any human activity thablves going
from one place to another.

Every person is at risk of being denied the ability &wvdéehis own property,
or to receive visitors, mail, and deliveries, at theenehim of the neighbour or
neighbours whose properties surround his. Given the unevenagéggrf the
Earth, the inhabitants of certain regions could beotufrom travelling to or
trading with the rest of the world by the decisions ofew individuals or
communities with control over strategically situatedparties. One does not
have to be a callous property developer to see the oppg@sufor driving
down the value of other people’s properties in order tothesn at cheap prices
or simply take possession of them when they are abadd@wl it sharp
business practice, if you will, even if it is as likety be wilful harassment or
spiteful pestering—but do not call it respect for ofersons and their freedom.

In standard economic arguments, libertarians are prondetittle the
problem of hostile encirclement, pointing out that profaximizing road
owners are not likely to antagonize potential custoniesause to do so would
be bad for business. That may well be true as far gseis. However, even a
cursory look at human history teaches that many peopl@rapared to pay a
high price in order to harm, diminish, humiliate, spiand defeat others whom
they do not like. Outside the context of standard econargumentation,
“profit” has many dimensions that the art of busines®antancy cannot even
begin to assess, let alone calculate.

References to private, exclusive, “gated” or “homogeriecasnmunities,
whether operated on the model of a hotel (or a mbgauar of an association of
property owners (or a republic), likewise fail to addtéssrisks involved in the
model. Such communities also have neighbours on all sMessover, the
larger they are the fewer competitors they have aadribtre likely they are to
generate all the problems of political (“autocratic”“democratic”) decision-
making that are so offensive to libertarian sensitisitidhe “freedom as
property” paradigm is for all practical purposes meredy ‘rivate” analogue
of the system of sovereigmerritorial state$* One may hope that only nice

% Frank van Dun, “Freedom and Property: Where They Gh{fiorthcoming, 2009)

% In a personal communication to me, David Gordon wrtRethbard once told me that
Sidney Morgenbesser objected to him after a lectutdibgatarian anarchism doesn’t do away
with government but universalises it, by claiming tretheproperty owner forms his own state.
Rothbard responded that this isn’t correct: property id kabject to the correct libertarian law
code, which one presumes would bar exclusionary measuttes 6rt you describe.”
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people populate the natural order but one can hardly danyhé possibilities
for strategic and opportunistic coalition building to ecleirand exploit disliked
individuals and communities are endless. Who would warivéoin such a
world? Unless the answer is “Almost everybody!”, Hoppeatural order” is
bound to remain a fiction, useful as a foil for clarifyiogrtain conceptual
relations but irrelevant as a practical, achievable gwakfal people.

A last oddity to be noted here is Hoppe’s concept of pyiobperty, another
model-theoretic construct. According to the specificatminsis “natural order”,
a state’s public property is categorically different framowned land (which
every individual, whether of domestic or foreign origimquld have a libertarian
right to appropriate by an act of homesteading, providetidsethe requisite
permissions to move to?d). It is, he says, merely confiscated private property
or property “brought about by the tax-paying members of dbenestic
public.”® From this proposition Hoppe concludes, in general, thatesi
“[floreigners have not been subject to domestic taxadnd expropriation...
they cannot claim any rights regarding [the domestite&] public property®”
and, in particular, that foreigners have no unconddtigight to immigrate into
the territory claimed by that state.

In its particular as well as its general expressiba,donclusion is both valid
and true (within the framework of a “freedom as propertyélgsis). However,
Hoppe’s argument is complex and should be analysed dsiriefstl we overlook
the logical constraints upon which its validity depeadas risk being carried
away by its suggestive rhetorical emphasis on “the imragrgroblem” as it is
currently perceived.

The logical nexus that integrates the argument is Hgpgjenious and
original explication of the concept of public propertyh&her it is also a
satisfactory explication, is another matter. It &dly accurate to claim that in
the real world public property is merely confiscated pavatoperty. Contrary
to Hoppe’s assertion that public property is categoricdifferent from un-
owned land, many states have claimed as “public land” or ipdbimain” land
that was not homesteaded by any individual person or privatiey.&
Arguably, many states claim jurisdiction over land thaly keep inaccessible to
any would-be homesteader, regardless of the latterginoor nationality.
Moreover, not all public property is public land. In modetates, public
property is perhaps predominantly the confiscated sunmsooky with which
the state funds its “public services”, its landholdifigsluding buildings) being
incidental to its service functions.

% Robert Nozick (in hig\narchy, State, and Utopidamously asked why merely building a
fence around a tract of land should give one a propdeyte the land rather than only to the
fence. The standard libertarian answer is that mdnalygling a fence is far from sufficient to
constitute an act of homesteading, which is the soly of act that gives one title to previously
un-owned land. With respect to Hoppe's model, the digimds moot because only the owners
of the fence can have access to the land behindtlitout violating anybody’s property rights).

% Hoppe, op.cit. p.90.

27 Ipid.

%8 Greogory and Block, op.cit., p.36 also raise this point.
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Thus, for the sake of argumentation, we may distingthiste pure types of
states, depending on whether all public property they daitheir own is

1) land that has never been homesteaded,;

2) land confiscated from private owners;

3) in the form of tax-funded public services.
Bearing these categories of public property in mind, | sheal that Hoppe’s
argument implies that foreigners have a libertarigitrto immigrate into a
state of the first type—a case he does not consid=uke it does not fit the
model—but not into a state of the second type. On tigeehand, a state of the
first type has no right to use force to keep foreigoeits because it would then
interfere with the undeniable right of every individualhmmestead un-owned
land. On the other hand, by denying entry to a foreigrgai@ of the second
type would not violate that person’s libertarian righis: one has the right to
trespass on the property of others even after it has dm&iscated from them
by a third party. Therefore, conceding that the type-Bestad no right to
expropriate the land from its rightful owners in thestfplace, we can say a
priori that its restrictions (if any) on immigration do nestong any would-be
immigrantwho is unable or unwilling to buy or rent space in thettey from
an original, now expropriated owner. This is indeed the qudati expression of
Hoppe’s conclusion as it was quoted above—“There is bertérian right to
immigrate into a state”—except that it applies only ® é¢ltent that the state in
guestion is of the second type. However, we cannot gaiyoa that such a
state’s immigration policy (whatever it may be) inficdn additional wrong on
any members of the domestic pubka wrong, that is to say, that comes on top
of the earlier wrongful expropriation of their landis.particular, it would seem
that by adopting an open-immigration policy and making soitlke previously
appropriated private land available to immigrants, the Bpstate is re-
privatising some of its public property and thereby streamtig the “private
economy”—which, according to most libertarians, works touthe benefit of
all. In other words, a no-immigration policy would harhme texpropriated
landowners even more by denying them all the advantagesdingl the
appreciation of the value of whatever private property dtagde has allowed
them to keep) that libertarians expect from widening th@ead the market
economy. However, we cannot aprioristically say anythalgut how the
citizens of the state value the presence of foreigimetbeir midst relative to
their valuation of the economic opportunities forgone ocoant of the no-
immigration policy. Given that they apparently do notéhthe option of getting
rid of the expropriating government, they cannot take baek bwn property.
Hence, they may or may not prefer the relative poveftyonfiscation-and-no-
immigrants to the relative wealth of confiscation-aaeprivatisation-in-the-
hands-of-immigrants. Contrary to Hoppe’s clainthere is no a priori way to
determine the duties of the state as a so-called trakfeecitizens with regard

2 Op.cit., p.91-93. It just might be that citizens withpuperty in land are more likely to
oppose open immigration than the owners of land and ststbe However, Hoppe's model does
not tell us anything about the relations betweenetigesups of citizens.
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to the management of its public property. Thus, grantiag) mo foreigner has
an unconditional right to immigrate into a type-2 state cannot detect why an
open-immigration policy should be considered a “moral gaft@ance it is clear
that the expropriated proprietors will not get their propback from their state.

For a state of the third type, the argument provides nécatjpns regarding
immigration. Immigration is, strictly speaking, a matbéecoming a resident
of a foreign country, not a client of public serviclgvertheless, it is clear that
immigrants have no libertarian right to the public sesiprovided by a type-3
state until and to the extent that they are taxed. Ansl holds true for
immigrants everywhere, whether they immigrated by ho@aeksng un-owned
land in the state’s territory or by buying or renting proypdrom already
established residents. However, this libertarian no-tigist nothing to do with
immigration, as it holds for all pure tax-consunieend indeed all residents, be
they immigrants or not, for whom consuming public servisesot a second-
best way of “getting [some of] their money back”.

Hoppe’s argument is certainly a sound one, at least diogoto the logic of
the “freedom as property” paradigm. It is however nasilg applicable to
actual states, whose “public property” is a mixture efttiree types mentioned
here—a mixture that is likely to vary enormously fronetate to another: the
composition and geography of public property in Switzerland elaare are
hardly comparable to what they are in Russia or Nevala. argument is
effective in proving that there is no universal libertafiaght to immigrate”. It
is also effective in proving that a foreigner (or indeed pengon) who has not
been subject to domestic taxation and expropriatiomnbalioertarian right to
state-provided services. Still, it does not amount tcearatase against “open
immigration”. A substantial part of it is not concerngih immigration at all
but with coercive redistribution, in particular with escive redistribution as
practiced in the welfare state. Moreover, it does move that a government
that will not return expropriated land to its rightbwners wrongfully harms the
former owners by permitting immigrants to use parts ofThus, what is
supposedly the crux of the argument, that a policypsioborders is a moral
outrage, is not provably applicable to a real-worldirsgtas against the model-
theoretic setting of Hoppe’s “natural order”. The argutnrfails because of its
reliance on an inadequate explication of the concept lotigoproperty, which
leads Hoppe to overlook the difference between theetliypes of public
property and to assume that a foreigner’s access tdgopsty expropriated
private land implies his access to tax-funded public seswic welfare benefits.

To the extent that “the problem of immigration” cotsisn the legal
consumption of public services by immigrants, the obvialgisn would be to
legally deny them access to such services, at leasttheyilhave been taxed
enough to warrant the claim that they are not takingeaide at the expense of

% Hoppe, Op.cit., p.94
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domestic taxpayer¥. Such a denial would not imply any restriction on
immigration per se, although it certainly would deter welg immigrants who
are attracted mainly by the prospect of receiving webiareefits. It is obviously
compatible with libertarian principles. It does not requiegtisan speculation
about the “profile” of desirable versus undesirable immmtgaor reliance on
dubious statistics to make the “immigration problem” sdegger or smaller
than it is.

Conceptual clarity must precede causal analysis and meahlation, and it
demands that problems of immigration and coercive trdalision be delineated
as unambiguously as possible. While immigrants may bbeheficiaries or the
victims of coercive redistribution, they cannot bedhedsponsible for the legal
mechanisms of redistribution in force in the [welfastate to which they
migrate. They certainly cannot be held responsible forstrdaution from
immigrants to residents—a practice that is not lessvknio the long history of
the exploitation of man by man than the practice @drcive redistribution
introduced by colonizing or state-building immigrants to de&riment of local
populations. Nor can they be held responsible for thetfadtthe host state
prefers not to change its system of redistribution & fdce of the influx of
immigrants. Moreover, it would be inappropriate to blane ithmigrants for
the inability or unwillingness of the local populatiankeep its culture intact or
to procreate enough to ensure its survival. That wouldsb@appropriate as
blaming them for the locals’ inability or unwillingness get rid of their own
expropriating and redistributing government or to forceoitgive up its
preference for Big-Nannyism over proper police work. One lavdwave far
better reason to blame the local property ownerslifmwvismg the organization of
coercive redistribution to become established in them ar the first place.

How far does the argument take us?

In any case, outside the context of a modern “Westgeffare state with its
institutionalised confusion of natural (convivial) righteldegislated (social or
political) rights?, the extent to which “the problem of immigration” catsiin
the consumption of public services by immigrants is likelyoe small enough
to be negligible. This is not to say that there mayhsoéxceptions, for example
in cases of sudden, unanticipated mass immigration. Incasss, as far as the
funding and consumption of public services is concerned,“ghablem of
immigration” is like any other problem caused by a suddeanticipated large-
scale event: a moment of crisis entailing a more ss [@otracted period of

31 Price and tax discrimination for public services is rama most welfare states, with
different prices or taxes for the young, the old, thedie@pped, students, state employees, and
so on. Surely, it is not beyond the administrativpacity of modern welfare states to add
immigrants to the list to make them pay more for ssmitvices than long-established residents
do.

32 See, for example, my “The Science of Law and Legal Studitp://users.ugent.be/-
~frvandun/Texts/Articles/ScienceOfLaw.patid my chapter “Concepts of Order” in H.Bouillon
and H.Kliemt (eds.)Qrdered Anarchy: Jasay and his Surroundingshgate, Aldershot, 2007,
p.59-92.
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transition and adjustment. The migrations to the<iied to the new centres of
production during the industrial revolutions in the nineteemthtwry caused
many severe problems and disruptions, including cultural etasietween
“town” and “country”. How should a libertarian who apt& Hoppe's argument
view those migrations, which were essential episodélsergenesis of modern
industrial-capitalist society? Many people did and dorrefehem as a “moral
outrage” but they are not what libertarians tend to fasusshen they recognize
that injustice pervades the actual history of capitalismtaloes the actual
history of everything else.

Admittedly, those problems and disruptions were the &ffe€ migrations
within a particular state, not across the borders hmivetates® Yet, why the
mere existence of a state’s national borders shouldctaf libertarian’s
appreciation of individual decisions to move from oreplto another is a good
guestion. Brimelow, again referring misguidedly to Hopme {fhom national
borders are without moral significance), intimated ttiere is a difference
between migrating within a “national community” and migrgtto another
“national community”. However, in the context of asalission about
immigration, this distinction makes sense only if oneingdsf a national
community as a community of people living under the damirof the same
state, which in this context begs all the relevant questiOtherwise, the appeal
to the concept of national community would appear to contlmatean Italian
migrates to, say, Hoboken, New Jersey, but not tleasaine person migrates to
Pennsylvania or Montana; that a Scotsman migrates fromb&dh to
Aberdeen but not to Newcastle. Besides, what sorttidres does an appeal to
“the importance of national community” justify? Simildaings can be said with
respect to the concept of “national culturé”.

We might also consider how mass tourism has transtbmeny places on
the planet. Of course, whereas the “problem of immignatprimarily upsets
conservatives in wealthy Western states, the “probletowism” is likely to
rankle the sensitivities of conservatives in the pooegions or countries that
have been targeted by the tourism industry. Howevengeretwere a libertarian
case against open immigration then there would presunaddmybe one against
open or mass tourism. It can hardly be denied that te@grhenon bears a
striking resemblance to mass immigration. Indeed, althongddtively few
tourists eventually settle in the country where trelg§ettheir vacation, tourist
destinations typically experience a permanent presendargd numbers of

33 While the way these problems were handled differed fotae to place, resulting here
and there in experiments in “municipal socialism”, the/mbt immediately give rise to welfare
states. That did not happen until bank-generated boom-andylss had undermined the
bourgeoisie’s adherence to the principles of economiatyibend self-reliance, and the
ambitions and conflicts of political and economic imaksm had forged an alliance between
the political classes and plutocratic and corporate sttergeeking to transform the national
population into a manageable, easy-to-mobilize mass pfahuresources, docile citizens,
productive workers, and eager soldiers.

3 See Rudolf Rocker’Blationalism and CultureMichael E. Coughlin, Publisher, St. Paul,
Minnesota 1978. This is Ray E. Chase’s translatioDief Entscheidung des Abendlandes
(copyright 1937, not published until after the second waed).
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foreigners who place heavy demands on local “public setyideamatically
change the local economy and affect, even destroyddéional local culture,
its religious, social and family structures. Tourisnually drives up not only
most property values but also prices of various resourndscommodities,
including water and other consumption articles, and lalsewices, while it
depresses the values of other properties, skills andeartié consumption that
do not survive the transition to a tourist economy. Besittegism not only
means an influx of tourists but also of workers, prodesds, investors and
developers, many of them foreigners, who cater todugst trade. All of these
bring with them opinions, values, attitudes, preferenaessa on, that may be,
and usually are, radically at odds with those of thgimal local population.
Moreover, investors and developers will do the utmost tease the number of
tourists in the shortest time. Thus, the tourist poprathay be expected to
“outbreed” quickly the host population. In its infrastruetuservices and in
many other respects the host region may come to lookl&ke a characterless
cosmopolitan suburb or a holiday resort in the tosirbme countries—as if it
were an enclave of their home countries, possibly il set of legal rules and
regulations for the tourists and another for the lpoglulation.

It would seem that most of Hoppe’s arguments against apemigration
apply with equal, perhaps greater, force to a policy ohimgeup a country to
mass tourism° The same is true for the arguments of many other \Weste
opponents of open immigration into their own countfgt, none of these critics
is likely to argue that their fellow citizens are fprassing on other people’s
property or that they are a threat to other people’safidife when they flock to
their exotic holiday destinations. Nor are they likgly urge their own
governments to make tourism illegal, to ration it, oraserve it for “deserving”
individuals. To do so would obviously be too reminiscent o¥i&-style
policies.

Tourism, may drastically alter, even destroy, loadlures and ways of life.
The difference is, of course, that in the case afison, the alteration and
destruction come about through wave after wave of fund thrill-seeking
individuals “getting away from it all” for a few days areeks. In the case of
immigration, the effects come about through the effart people seeking
permanent improvement of their and their children’s daoms of life. That is
no mean moral difference.

Concluding remarks

As Hoppe himself makes clear throughout the length of $8aye the real
problem with the systematic violation of every persdnéedom is that it is
institutionalised on an ever-increasing scale in the regihtde state. This is
especially true in the democratic welfare state, whadters a mindset that

% The fact that the tourists themselves do get politighits (voting rights) does not make
much of a difference as far as the direct material@tdiral impact of tourism is concerned.
Moreover, wealth and political power usually go togetbpening a country (or region) to mass
tourism may have significant distributive effects anatonomic and political affairs. How does
all of this square with the supposed role of the goverhasethe trustee of its citizens?
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finds ideological fodder in every event and calls for Eipal solution to every
problem.

Surely, except for problems arising from the fact that mamigrants of the
first generation are often incapable of speaking the lacguage, none of the
problems now commonly associated with immigration ariiisgly different
from the problems that have marked recent Western hibafoye immigration
became an issue. Terrorism, social unrest, partisdticab mobilization,
vandalism, crime-infested neighbourhoods and local degradatmtering
unemployed youth, and the like, were not unknown befaeetivas large-scale
immigration from the Middle East, the Far East, Laimerica or Africa. Nor
were attempts to exploit the anxieties to which sucmpimena gave rise for
political and ideological gains. Look at Ortega y Gasde€golt of The Masses
and numerous other famous laments on the real or pedcelangers of
phenomena such as proletarisation, the upward mobilityndérclass values,
the downward mobility of upper-class sybaritism, the lolskigh culture, the
decline of the Christian religion and the rule of lafthe aristocracy and the
bourgeoisie, indeed of the West itself. They did not havewait the arrival of
the first Muslims or refugees from colonial empires lafshambles by inept
Western ruling elites. The problems they warned abouteateenough, whether
they are ascribed to one cause or another. However, wdulegnizing the
reality of those problems, libertarians of earlier snad not feel compelled to
make a case, say, against “free industrialisation’gairest “free urbanization”.
| see no reason why present-day libertarians shoulafeetwise with regard to
the current forms of such problems, now that they amgbblamed on
immigrants.

The basic cause of the rise of bureaucratic, regylatstitutions in the so-
called private sector no less than the public sectotl@dddiction to coercive
redistribution as the universal solution to every soaiaéconomic problem is,
in my view, of a religious nature. The West faces idatspl and cultural crisis
of its own making—one that surfaced in the third quarterhef nineteenth
century and led to the simultaneous and connected deaifis€hristian
orthodoxy and classical liberalisthif at present libertarian prospects are dim,
at least in the West, | would suggest as the main rehsoslow but dramatic
shift of the dominant religious paradigm over the past tenturies. That shift
entailed a radical modification of the worldviewsmbst ordinary people and
therefore also of the political fortunes of various g/pépolitical discourse.

Until the last quarter of the nineteenth century, theicbtamework of the
West’s intellectual discourse was defined by the pantigigration of Biblical
and Hellenistic concepts of Power and Reason in a t@miattempt at
synthesis. It did not quite succeed, as some expressi@iwigtianity focussed
on the religion of power (the Almighty, God’s will)hile others opted for a
religion of reason (the Ultimate Judge, God’s wisdomjthWhe rise of the
state, the stage was set for a gradual assimilatiameattigion and the politics

% Frank van Dun, “Natural Law, Liberalism, and Christighi Journal of Libertarian
Studies XV, 3, Summer 2001, p. 1-37.
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of power. This led to a blurring of the boundaries betwdieime and worldly
power, and eventually to reverence for the state {anwrate, politics) as the
messianic agent of redemption and liberation, capable ingibg about the
New Jerusalem by its own political will Reason was no longer associated
primarily with the faculty of moral judgment but incezagly with the ingenuity
of schemes of “scientifically enlightened” technoaraticontrol and
management. The propagation of such schemes became missi@n of the
state as the virtually monopolistic purveyor of “public extian” (often enough
a euphemism for indoctrination). The religion of reakist out to the belief that
where moral judgement is not a matter of scientifipegtise, it is merely
subjective opinion. Progressivism integrally and conseiwatms almost all of
its present manifestations are secularised versiortheofeligion of Power.
However, because progressivism has a messianic justificér political
power and most forms of conservatism do not, the formariably succeeds in
setting the terms of any ideological confrontation betwiem.

Within this scheme of interpretation, libertarianism egeeras a secular
expression of the religion of reason, equally despisgdorogressives and
conservatives and, without the support of strong educatiosttutions, bereft
of a public educated to live according to their own judgmantsopen to moral
argument and censute.

In a sense, libertarianism is fundamentally at odds thighdominant culture
and ideology of the West, which look upon the existesic&njustice” (i.e.,
undesired situations) as proof of a lack of will on the pathe powers-that-be
(i.e., the supposedly all-powerful and abundantly wealtlestWMwvhich fails to
accomplish its ordained mission). The libertarian idealot to impose current
Western values on the world; it is not to regulate aioulitral world in such a
way that all cultures equally hail the same Caesarth®rontrary, it is a world
in which individuals, despite all their innumerable differes)ccan live together
in peace and freedom.

Many years ago, | attended a conference where someamderea whether
the walls that separate the churches reach up into Heaweould be quite
happy if they did not reach down to Earth. At that eoerce, another
participant argued convincingly and dramatically that theeeimeconcilable
differences between Christianity and Islam. So what&sked him. Such
differences, which are no more irreconcilable thanséhdetween, say,
Christianity and paganism, theism and atheism, liberadisthsocialism, upper

37“The kingdom of God, my friend, is a social conceptibis a conception for this life here
of ours, because Jesus says: ‘Thy kingdom come, thy wilbbe’ here... We together have to
work at it. It is a matter of community life.” Walt&aushenbusch, “The Kingdom of God”,
R.T. Handy, ed.The Social Gospel in America 1870-192Xford University Press, New York,
1966, p. 267. On the Catholic side, the Church’'s adoptioa tfocial doctrine” led to a
situation in which politicians found it easy to mokglithe faithful and, eventually, to transfer
their primary allegiance from the Church to theestas the only effective source of “social
policy”.

¥ Inevitably, some people have tried to restate libarigprinciples in terms of power rather
than reason, seeing them as constituting a prograrfiniposing liberty” by appealing to the
desire for power for oneself and the fear of the pafethers.
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class and lower class, Capulet and Montague, or thisasidghat side of the
track, are no doubt interesting points of discussiocoaferences. Whether or
not such differences and separations stand in the wagnyivial relations as
threats to our freedom depends on the strength and stopawvial attitudes.
Why greet your neighbour in the morning with “Your god stinkatien a
simple “Looks like another rainy day, doesn’t it?” or Athe kids doing
alright?” will do?

The point of the libertarian message is that peo@enl¢o live together in
peace and freedom while resisting those who seek te@weny difference into a
divisive political issue. Obviously, that goal would béteasier to achieve if
the basic principle of association were personal rdttan territorial.
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