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Libertarianism and Harmonism

A Harmonist engagement with the libertarian and anarchist tradition — the one modern political family whose central axiom Harmonism affirms outright, the perennial witness to that axiom across the Five Cartographies, and the ground the modern tradition discarded and is now blindly reaching for. Part of the Applied Harmonism series engaging the Western intellectual traditions. See also: Freedom and Dharma, Evolutive Governance, Cypherpunks and Harmonism, Capitalism and Harmonism, The Landscape of Political Philosophy, Governance.




The Axiom Affirmed

Harmonism affirms the libertarian axiom. This is the rare engagement that begins not with a correction but with a yes.

The axiom is that the person is sovereign — that the individual human being possesses an irreducible moral standing no authority may override, that coercion is the political evil, and that the burden of justification falls always on the one who would compel rather than on the one who would be left free. Most of Harmonism’s engagements with the modern political families open by honoring a partial insight and then naming the metaphysical severance that distorts it. Here the order reverses. The libertarian conclusion stands, and what Harmonism adds is not a correction to the conclusion but the ground beneath it. Logos made us free sovereign beings. Individual sovereignty is real precisely because the Cosmos is structured to make it real — because the human being is a microcosm of the same Logos that orders the stars, and a microcosm cannot be the rightful property of any power outside itself.

This is the strongest endorsement Harmonism gives any modern political family, and the reason is structural. The other families locate their organizing value somewhere downstream of the person — in procedure, in tradition, in history, in class, in the collective. The libertarian locates it in the person himself, and on this point the libertarian is correct in a way the others are not. The irreducible standing of the individual is not a convention, not a useful fiction, not a historically contingent achievement of Western liberalism. It is an ontological fact. The person is sovereign because the person is a vessel of Logos, and nothing built by human beings stands above that.

What libertarianism cannot supply from its own resources is the one thing the axiom most needs: an account of what the freedom is for. The tradition defines freedom negatively — freedom from coercion, freedom from the state, freedom from every order not self-chosen — and the negation, however correct, names an evacuation rather than a presence. This is the missing center, and the whole of what follows turns on it. Not the refutation of the libertarian vision, which Harmonism shares, but its completion.



The Tradition and Its Texts

The libertarian-anarchist family has a recognizable spine, and honoring it requires naming it precisely.

The libertarian line runs from John Locke’s account of self-ownership and the natural right to the fruits of one’s labor, through the Austrian economists — Ludwig von Mises on human action and Friedrich Hayek on spontaneous order, the catallaxy that coordinates a complex society without any mind directing it — into Robert Nozick’s Anarchy, State, and Utopia (1974), which defended the minimal night-watchman state as the most that could be justified without violating individual rights, and onward to Murray Rothbard and Hans-Hermann Hoppe, who pressed the logic past the minimal state into anarcho-capitalism: if coercion is illegitimate, then the state’s monopoly on force and taxation is illegitimate too, and the non-aggression principle permits no exception for the institution that calls itself government. Hayek’s spontaneous order is the tradition’s deepest contribution — the demonstration that coordination at scale does not require a coordinator, that order can be grown rather than imposed.

Anarchism proper goes further and divides into two wings. The individualist wing — Max Stirner’s egoism, Benjamin Tucker’s American individualist anarchism — holds that no abstraction, no state and no society, may claim authority over the concrete living individual. The social wing — Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, who declared property theft and then built mutualism on free contract; Mikhail Bakunin against Marx’s vanguard state; Peter Kropotkin, whose Mutual Aid (1902) marshaled the biological and historical evidence that cooperation, not the war of all against all, is the deeper law of social life — holds that voluntary cooperation can sustain coordination at scales the centralized state insisted only it could reach. The two wings disagree about property and about economics, and that disagreement is engaged in Capitalism and Harmonism. What they share is the spine: no coercive authority over a free agent is legitimate, and a social order worth having is one its members enter and sustain by consent rather than command.

Harmonism honors this tradition and owes it a debt. The suspicion of concentrated power, the insistence that the burden falls on the coercer, the recognition that order can grow without a commander — each of these is not merely tolerated but affirmed. The libertarian saw something true and held it against the entire managerial drift of modernity. The divergence, when it comes, is not a quarrel with the seeing. It is the supply of what the seeing reached toward and could not name.



The Perennial Libertarian Witness

Here the engagement opens onto ground the modern tradition rarely sees, and it changes everything. The libertarian intuition is not a discovery of the European Enlightenment. It is a perennial recognition, witnessed independently across every one of the Five Cartographies of the Soul — and in every one of its ancient forms it was held together with the very thing the modern tradition discarded: the cosmic ground that tells freedom what it is for. The cartographies do not supply Harmonism its position; they confirm, from five independent vantages, that the libertarian recognition is real and that its ancient bearers never severed freedom-from from freedom-for.

The Chinese cartography carries it most explicitly, and a modern libertarian said so. Rothbard himself named Lao Tzu the first libertarian — the Taoist who held that government, with its “laws and regulations more numerous than the hairs of an ox,” was a vicious oppressor of the individual, “more to be feared than fierce tigers.” The Tao Te Ching is, among its other registers, the oldest libertarian text on earth: the best ruler is the one whose people barely know he exists; the more laws and prohibitions, the more thieves and robbers; govern a great state as you would cook a small fish — by not overhandling it. Zhuangzi pressed it further still: I have heard of letting the world be, but not of governing the world. The French scholar Erik Sablé gathered this into a name — Taoist libertarian wisdom, sagesse libertaire taoïste, an introduction to holy idleness, la sainte paresse — and named what the modern reading misses: in Taoism the mystical and the political are inseparable. The reason the Taoist sage governs least is not that there is no order to align to. It is that there is a supreme order — the Dao — and the way to honor it is non-coercive action, wu wei: action so aligned with the grain of things that it need not force, the self-so spontaneity the Taoists call ziran, the uncarved simplicity of pu. Hayek’s spontaneous order is wu wei rediscovered without its ground; the Taoist had the same insight and kept the Dao that makes the spontaneity trustworthy.

The Greek cartography witnesses it twice. The Cynics — Diogenes above all — made a discipline of radical self-sufficiency, autarkeia, and of the refusal of convention, nomos: the free man owns almost nothing, owes deference to no city, and answers to the cosmos rather than the crowd. The Stoics carried the deeper version. For Epictetus, a slave by birth, the one thing no chain could reach was the faculty of choice, prohairesis — the inner citadel of freedom that no tyrant could enter. And Stoic freedom was grounded, with total explicitness, in alignment with the Logos: the same cosmic reason Harmonism names, the Greek tradition’s own word for it. The Stoic was free not by escaping the cosmic order but by consenting to it, willing what the Logos willed. Zeno’s lost Republic imagined a society without law courts, money, or temples — not chaos, but a community of the wise who needed no coercive scaffolding because each was already aligned. Inner sovereignty grounded in the Logos: the Greek witness states the Harmonist thesis directly.

The Indian cartography names the freedom-for in its purest form, and so completes the picture the others sketch. The supreme aim of human existence in the Vedic articulation is liberation — moksha, mukti — and liberation is not non-interference but release into the Absolute. The renunciant, the sannyasin, steps outside the entire social-political order — beyond king, caste, and law — and the liberated-while-living, the jivanmukta, is bound by no external authority whatsoever, having become a law unto himself precisely by dissolving the self that would resist law. This is the most radical sovereignty any tradition articulates, and it is unmistakably freedom understood as a positive state — liberation into one’s true nature — rather than as the mere absence of constraint. The Indian witness shows what the modern libertarian forgot to ask: freedom from the chain is the beginning; freedom as the unbound recognition of what one is, is the end.

The Abrahamic cartography carries an anarchist strand more insistent than its reputation suggests. The Hebrew prophets warned against the king himself: in the first book of Samuel, the people’s demand for a monarch is treated as a rejection of divine kingship, and the prophet enumerates exactly what the king will take — sons, daughters, fields, a tenth of everything. Early Christianity set obedience to God above obedience to the state — we must obey God rather than men — and the radical Reformation drew the line the magisterial churches would not, refusing the sword and the oath. Leo Tolstoy’s The Kingdom of God Is Within You (1894) made the Christian-anarchist case in full, and Jacques Ellul carried it into the twentieth century. The Sufi tradition holds the same recognition in the register of the heart: no intermediary stands between the soul and the Real, and the dervish who owns nothing owes allegiance to God alone. The structure is constant across the cartography — the highest authority is the cosmic order itself, and before it every earthly coercion is relativized. Obedience to God alone is the theological form of the libertarian refusal of illegitimate command.

The Shamanic cartography supplies the empirical proof the others cannot. The political anthropologist Pierre Clastres, in Society Against the State (1974), documented what the literate traditions could only imagine: stateless societies that do not lack a state for want of development but actively prevent the emergence of coercive power — the Amazonian chief who has prestige and obligation but, pointedly, no command, the whole social architecture organized so that no one accumulates the power to compel. Statelessness here is not utopia deferred but the human default across most of the species’ history. And it runs, as the Andean ayllu runs, on reciprocity — ayni, the sacred mutual obligation that coordinates a community without a coercive center. Kropotkin’s Mutual Aid found its deepest confirmation in exactly this: indigenous reciprocity is the living proof that voluntary cooperation under a shared cosmic order is not a fragile experiment but the oldest and most resilient form of human coordination there is.

Five cartographies, five independent witnesses, one recognition: the person is sovereign, coercion corrupts, and order can grow from alignment rather than command. The libertarian intuition is perennial and true. And in every ancient form it was inseparable from its ground — wu wei aligned with the Dao, prohairesis aligned with the Logos, moksha as release into the Absolute, obedience to God alone, ayni under the cosmic order. The ancient libertarian never separated freedom-from from freedom-for. That separation is the specifically modern act, and it is the whole of the difference.



The Missing Center

Modern libertarianism is the perennial freedom-intuition with the ground subtracted. It kept the anti-coercion and discarded the cosmic order that told the ancient bearers what their freedom was for, and the subtraction is not incidental — it is the Enlightenment severance applied to politics, the same severance The Landscape of Political Philosophy traces across every modern family: the cosmos declared silent, and each family compensating for the silence in its characteristic way. Libertarianism compensates with freedom itself. If no good can be agreed upon, at least non-interference can be defended.

The defense is real and the compensation is honest, but it leaves the axiom suspended over nothing. Freedom and Dharma distinguishes three registers of the word — freedom from the removal of constraint, freedom to the capacity for self-direction, freedom as the alignment of the person with their own deepest nature and through it with the Cosmos — and the structural finding is that the first two cannot ground themselves. Freedom from names a condition, not a capacity; the prisoner released still faces the question free for what?, and the answer never emerges from the chains alone. Freedom to asks what do I will? but has, within its own resources, no way to ask whether what it wills is aligned with anything beyond its own willing. Modern libertarianism is the political philosophy of these first two registers held as if they were the whole. It can defend the space cleared of coercion with unmatched rigor. It cannot say what the space is for.

The consequence is not a flaw in the logic but a hollowness at the center. A philosophy that defines freedom purely as non-interference produces, at scale, exactly the disoriented sovereign subject the contemporary world has become expert at manufacturing: technically unconstrained, substantively adrift, free to choose among options and unable to say why any option merits the choosing. The libertarian is right that no one may compel this person. The libertarian has nothing to say about what would make the person’s uncompelled life worth living. That silence is the missing center, and the most honest evidence for it comes from the tradition’s own most advanced contemporary expression — which has begun, without quite knowing it, to reach for the ground it discarded.



Freedom Reaching for Its Ground

Watch the purest contemporary libertarianism and you will see it reaching, blindly, for the cosmic register it has no vocabulary to name.

The clearest case is Bitcoin. Scholarship has begun to document what practitioners feel: that techno-libertarian Bitcoin culture has acquired the unmistakable shape of a religion — hard money as deliverance from a fallen world, fiat debasement as the corruption from which the protocol offers salvation, “fix the money, fix the world” as a soteriology in four words. The operational substrate is real and the analysis of fiat debasement is largely correct — the engagement at the level of cryptography lives in Cypherpunks and Harmonism and the monetary substrate in Bitcoin — Incorruptibility Without a Custodian, and neither need be repeated here. What matters for the political philosophy is the form the movement has taken. A tradition that defines freedom as the absence of external order does not, on its own terms, have any reason to generate an eschatology. That it has generated one anyway — a fall, a corruption, a deliverance, a remnant who hold the keys — is the freedom-from discovering, beneath its own awareness, that the human being cannot live in pure negation, that the ground returns whether or not it is named, and that when it returns unnamed it attaches to whatever object is nearest: the market as providence, the protocol as god.

The same reaching surfaces in the network-state movement. Balaji Srinivasan’s project of non-territorial sovereignty — exit over voice, communities that leave rather than reform — is libertarianism pressed to its most imaginative contemporary edge. And its author has said the quiet thing aloud: libertarianism in theory requires Lee Kuan Yew in practice. Order and borders are prerequisites for liberty. This is the tradition discovering, from inside, that liberty needs an ordering ground it cannot itself supply — and reaching, for that ground, toward the nearest available substitute: the disciplinarian, the strongman, the imposed order that delivers the conditions pure liberty cannot generate on its own. Milei’s arrival at actual state power in Argentina poses the same problem in the register of governance: the anarcho-capitalist who must now wield the very instrument his philosophy declares illegitimate, with no account of how the wielding is to be disciplined toward any end beyond the negative one of clearing the field.

These are not embarrassments to be held against the tradition. They are the most interesting thing about it. They are freedom-from arriving, by its own internal pressure, at the edge of the recognition the ancient libertarians never lost: that liberty without a ground does not stay liberty, that the cleared field demands to be told what it is cleared for, and that when the question is refused it does not disappear — it returns as religion without a God, or order without a Logos, or the strongman standing in for the cosmic order the philosophy declared silent. The contemporary libertarian is standing exactly where Lao Tzu and Epictetus stood, with one difference: they knew what their freedom was aligned to, and he is still reaching for it in the dark.



The Completion

What Harmonism offers the libertarian is not an argument against the axiom but the ground the axiom has been reaching for. Freedom under Logos is the name of the completion, and its logic is exact: the libertarian conclusion stands, and the Harmonist ground supports it.

Begin where the libertarian begins — with the irreducible sovereignty of the person — but ask why it holds. The Enlightenment answered with the social contract, with natural rights asserted and never quite grounded, with self-ownership taken as axiom. Harmonism answers that the person is sovereign because the person is a microcosm of Logos, carrying within an order that no external authority installed and none may rightfully override. This is a stronger foundation for the libertarian conclusion than the libertarian possesses, not a weaker one. Rights asserted without ground can be argued away; sovereignty written into the structure of the Cosmos cannot. The libertarian who fears that any cosmic order must threaten individual freedom has the relation backwards. Logos does not threaten the sovereignty of the person — Logos is why the person is sovereign.

And the freedom that the ground supplies is not the thin freedom-from but the full three-register freedom Freedom and Dharma articulates: freedom from coercion, real and defended; freedom to act, genuine and necessary; and freedom as alignment — the sovereign register, where the person acts from their own deepest nature and that nature is found to be a participation in Logos. This is the freedom-for the modern tradition lost and the ancient bearers kept. Wu wei is freedom as alignment with the Dao. Moksha is freedom as release into the Absolute. The Stoic’s inner citadel is freedom as consent to the Logos. The completion of libertarianism is not the addition of a coercive order the tradition rightly fears. It is the recovery of the freedom-for that the perennial witness always held together with the freedom-from.

On the political form, the convergence is precise and runs in Evolutive Governance at depth. Harmonism arrives at the same architecture the libertarian arrives at — decentralization, distributed sovereignty, self-custody as default, voluntarism in association, hard-capped money freed from debasement, the long-arc recession of coercive coordination — but reaches it by the opposite argument. The libertarian reaches decentralization because there is no higher order to which the individual could legitimately submit. Harmonism reaches it because the highest order, Logos, already operates within each cultivated individual, so that external coordination becomes redundant in exact proportion to interior alignment. Two traditions, the same political form, complementary paths. And the Harmonist path resolves the contradiction the contemporary libertarian keeps stumbling into: liberty does need a ground, exactly as Srinivasan sensed — but the ground is not Lee Kuan Yew, not the strongman, not the protocol-as-providence. The ground is the cultivation of the person toward the sovereign register, where freedom and alignment converge and the need for external order recedes because the order has become internal. The infrastructure of that recession is the very sovereign substrate the crypto tradition built; what it has lacked is the cultivational ground that the Wheel of Harmony supplies and the Architecture of Harmony builds at civilizational scale.

The libertarian fears that to admit a cosmic order is to surrender the person to it. The perennial witness shows the reverse. Every tradition that grounded freedom in the cosmic order produced not the dissolution of the person but its fullest sovereignty — the jivanmukta bound by no law, the Stoic no tyrant could reach, the dervish who answered to God alone and therefore to no king. Alignment with Logos is not the loss of sovereignty. It is sovereignty’s completion.



Closing

Of all the modern political families, libertarianism is the one Harmonism affirms most directly, because its axiom is true: the person is sovereign, coercion is the political evil, and no authority built by human beings stands above the irreducible standing of the individual. Harmonism does not soften this. It deepens it — by supplying the reason the axiom holds, which is that the person is a microcosm of Logos, and by recovering the freedom-for that the perennial libertarian wisdom of five cartographies always held together with the freedom-from the modern tradition kept alone.

The free person is not the one from whom all order has been removed. That person is not free but empty, and the contemporary world is full of the emptiness. The free person is the one whose alignment with Logos has gone deep enough that what they will and what is right have become the same motion — the note sounding, at full resonance, the frequency that is uniquely its own. Remove the chord and the note does not become freer. It becomes noise. The libertarian is right that no one may compel the note. Harmonism adds that the note is free only when it sounds in the chord — and that the chord is not a cage but the Cosmos, and the sounding is not submission but homecoming.

This is the completion the contemporary libertarian is reaching for in the dark, generating eschatologies it cannot ground and reaching for strongmen it should not need. The ground it seeks is not behind it in some lost order to be restored, nor outside it in some authority to be obeyed. It is beneath it the whole time — Logos, already within the sovereign person, waiting only to be recognized. Freedom under Logos is the libertarian dream with its missing center restored: the person sovereign, the order internal, the coercion gone, and the freedom, at last, free for something.



See also: Freedom and Dharma, Evolutive Governance, Cypherpunks and Harmonism, Capitalism and Harmonism, The Landscape of Political Philosophy, Governance, The Sovereign Stack, The Order of Civilizations, The Five Cartographies of the Soul, Architecture of Harmony, Harmonic Realism, Applied Harmonism, Logos, Dharma, Ayni, Bitcoin — Incorruptibility Without a Custodian
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