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There is a single, blindingly simple issue that, because politicians are dealing with people (and not animals, as some would like to believe) has become the crux of all the myriad problems that currently face American government. This idea is so simple, in fact, that it can be summed up in one sentence: Liberty and equality, in practice, are mutually exclusive. However, its effects are so wide-ranging and complex that a true understanding of the fundamental people problem the world is having is difficult. In an effort to increase understanding, this paper attempts to explain that one simple issue, and describe why it’s such an issue. 


First of all, we have to define our terms. Exactly what do we mean by “liberty” and “equality”? Webster’s Eleventh Collegiate Dictionary defines the word “liberty” as “the power to do what one pleases… freedom from arbitrary or despotic control,” and continues to explain that liberty can also mean “the positive enjoyment of various social, political or economic rights and privileges.” “Equality,” on the other hand, “like for each member of a group, class or society,” or, “regarding all objects in the same way; impartial.”


For the most part, these are adequate and acceptable working definitions.


The next part that needs explanation is the part of the sentence, “in practice.” A warning needs to be issued to the reader at this point: the rest of this paper deals with reality, what actually goes on; a theoretical system could be devised in which liberty and equality could co-exist peacefully. It would, however, be unstable for reasons that will become clear.


A person living under conditions of liberty has the freedom to do whatever he wants to do. Such a “liberated” person could do as he pleases, that is, without fear of retribution. He could perform acts of incredible violence and destruction, murder, rape, torture children, mutilation, etc.—things considered crimes under almost any social conditions, except outright anarchy. The issue here is that, for the most part, the only “liberated” people in any society are those that are either outside society’s political jurisdiction—either so low that the law enforcement arm no longer bothers to deal with them, or so elevated that they cannot be prosecuted for whatever crimes they commit.


The issue here is with the word crime itself. In theory, in a perfect society, every individual would have equal standing in the law. At some point, however, it comes down to individual people creating and enforcing the laws, making, unavoidably, a built-in ruling class. No matter how good their intentions, people have a natural desire to have the world be unfair in their favor, to set them above other people. Therefore, the laws lawmakers create will always be to their advantage. Lawmakers and law-enforcers are an automatic team already—how can you convict someone of a crime they thought up themselves? The answer to this is that, yes, you can; but other lawmakers have to agree to convict that person.


Well, what if society is set up so that people choose who make the laws from among them, and then take measures to insure that even the lawmakers’ are subject to them? Idealistic fantasy. No such measures can be taken. Quis custodies ispos custodiet? The only people suited to make the laws are those people who are absolutely outside the jurisdiction of the law, in another society completely. In fact, even that would be biased; certain prejudices, predispositions, preconceived notions and partialities, not necessarily in one’s favor, but just peculiar to the society one lives in, tend to emerge. Thus, the only individual fit to make laws would be an individual in a complete social and mental vacuum—one not living under any society or within it, and subject to the laws and regulations of no one.


People are more important than anything else. I’d argue that equality and liberty for everyone should be our goal as human beings. The problem is that, first of all, equality and liberty are often confused as being the same thing; the second problem is the belief that both can be achieved within one society. 


I’m saying that equality is impossible. However, I’m also saying that inequality over incidental things such as race, religion, ethnic origin, or sexual orientation is completely unnecessary. Before you go drawing any premature conclusions, I need to finish talking about equality. Equality, as we have said before, means treating everyone the same. That means equality is blind. Therefore, regardless of who you are, what you are, what your native talents are, what you look like, you get treated the same by the law. Now, I’m not saying that equality and liberty don’t go hand in hand. If there is equality, then there will be equality in the degree of liberty. But what I’m saying is that equality is impossible.


But, why is liberty impossible? Well, the truth is, liberty is not strictly impossible. However, the only society in which true liberty would be possible is one in which there are no laws, no police, no prisons, no taxes, no property, no government, no order whatsoever. In this situation, though, everyone has complete liberty. The issue here, though, is that there is no equality. People are born with their native talents and grow up in a world where there is no order. People take advantage of other people, kill other people, steal, and are cruel, on a completely unbalanced basis. There are no rights and no equality, no institutions to protect the weak; and I believe that protection of the weak is the purpose of government—to level the playing field, to give everyone an equal chance.


However, a situation in which there is no equality and unlimited liberty is exactly the same as one in which there is absolutely no liberty for anyone but the highest upper class, that is, a fascist totalitarianism. For most people, the conditions are exactly the same as in an anarchic situation: no one has rights and everyone is scared of arbitrary use of power by those in a higher position. The only important difference, really, is the degree of organization. In an anarchic society, there is no organization as to who has power--it’s first come, first serve, as to who exercises their will over others. In an authoritarian totalitarianism, it is highly organized: no one may exercise power who is not in the proper social class or who has not had the proper raising.


Let’s say there are five people in a room with a gun in the center. One is faster than the rest of them. In an anarchic situation, the fastest person would get to the gun and tell everyone else what to do. In a fascist situation, regardless of who has actual speed, one person has already tied the other four up and can take his or her time getting to the gun. 


So what about a democracy? To use the example above, in a democracy everybody gets a gun and everybody gets the training to use it. (Note that this is an ideal democracy.) If someone uses the gun in a way that the others don’t like—such as shooting someone—the gun gets taken away and everyone else decides whether or not to shoot the person. 


On the other hand, in an actual democracy, only a few rich people get guns. A few middle class people get guns, but aren’t trained in their use and so can’t use them very well besides taking a few pot shots at lower class citizens when they feel like it. The rich people, however, are trained very well in firearms, and know how to keep them out of anyone else’s hands. Anyone who tries to get near them, who they deem unworthy, is shot mercilessly.
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