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sonnel, operations, and military con-
struction, while excluding outlals for
such items as military education, retire-
ment, research and deirelopment, prG
curement, and civil defense.

The problem is further compounded
by the fact that the Soviet Union is a
command economy, without genuine
markets. Prices within the Soviet Uniorl
where they even exist, are more the re-
sult of arbitrary decree than of the com-
plex interaction of supply and demand.
Consequently, Soviet "prices" cannot
accurately reflect the real cost, in terms
of foregone resources with alternative
uses, of producing an item. The lack of
market prices extends even to the ex-
change rate between rubles and dollars.
The official exchange rate of S I for 0.657
rubles is just as arbitrary as any other
Soviet "price," and does not propedy
equate the purchasing power of dollars
and rubles. There is no consensus, unfor-
tunately, on a substitute.

The CIA first tackled this thornyprob-
lem at the behest of Secretary ofDefense
Robert McNamara. It used what is called
the "direct costing" or "building block"
method to construct ,e/o distinct esti-
mates of Soviet military expenditures,
one in rubles and the other in dollars.
The CLA continues today to derive dual
estimates following the same procedure.
Most direct comparisons of U.S. and
Soviet military spending, however, are
based exclusively upon the CIA's dollar-
cost estimatcs. Both estimates start at
the same point: counting up thc array of
goods and sen'ices-weapons, troops,
construction, ctc.-that comprisc the
Sovict militarl,. For its dollar estimare,
thc (ll-A thcn totals h<tw much this arral'
tlf militan'gtxrds and seniccs u,ould cost
irl cl<lllar prices. .t)ttlititi,,! 'i,tt /\tt't )

THE ACTI\ITIES to be heldbythe LPRC
at the NewYork LP Convention have been
approved by the Central Committee.

On Wednesday, August 31, from l:00
to 2:OO p.m., the LPRC will hold anopen
forum with members of the Central
Committee. The room location will be
announced at the convention andposted
in the hotel.

The same evening, at 9:3O p.m., the
LPRC will hold a caucus for itsmembers
at a location to be announced at the 7:0O
Strategy Panel and posted in the hotel.
Candidates for office will be invited to
appear and answer questions.

The prwiously announced National
Conference will not be held.

In addition, the LPRC will need staff
for a table in the Exhibit Hall.Ifyou can
spend an hour or more selling literature
at the table, stop by and sign up. tr

ONE OF THE CENTRAL fusti-fications
for the Reagan Administration's stagger-
ing $2 trillion military buildup through
1989 is the claim that Soviet militaryex-
penditures have exceeded those ofthe
U.S. every year for the last decade. Ac-
cording to the CIA, the Soviet Union is
currently outspending the U.S. by 50 per-
cent, and over the decade I 97 1 - f 980, it
outspent the U.S. by a total of $ 42O bilhon
How reliable are these claims, and even
if reliable, how relevant?

The difficulty of establishing Soviet
military e4penditures results from the
fact that almost no Vestern analyst be-
lieves the official figure reported bythe
Soyiets in their annual budget. That fig-
ure has remained neady constant over
the last decade atabout lTbillionrubles,
only one-eight of U.S. military spending.
It is thought to include outlays for per-

Unfree From Strife
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. . . Oh, dear. The Libertarians are sulking again (Ofcourse, dadings, they're
perfectly free to. That's part of the credo.) The Cato Insrirure, the Libbies'
long-time spiritual well-spring, and its honcho, Ed Crane, are suddenly
fiercely on the splits with the rest of the Parry. It's gotten so ghastly that
w,hen Crane ally Eric O'Keefe, the Party's National Director, was booted
from his post, the Crane-haters actually changed the locks on his office
door. (Let's be franh darlings. This Organ is shocked that Libertarians baue
locks. Or offices. Or doors. But what does # know?) Now, a bottom-line
confrontation. The only Truly Serious Libertarian Presidential Candidate
this go-round is somebodyfrom Florida called Gene Burns, who is swerely
anti-Crane. You'd think they'd all yodel "So what" and toss their strange
wild hats to the sky. But no. Almost allLibertarian bucks flow from Crane's
bosom pals, Charles and David Koch, oil-rich Kansans. And Crarre, it's said,
tells the Koch boys where their bucks should go. "What now?" they're all
growling. They don't really want to know, of course. Those cards. This
Organ worships Libertarians. . .



ililitarism Watch
The dollar-cost estimate manages to

avoid all the difficulties of employing
Soviet "prices," but entails other disad-
\rantages. The least important of these is
that many Soviet weapons are not sold in
the U.S. and thus do not have dollar
prices. Thus, the CIA must speculate
about these prices on the basis of the
prices of similar U.S. weapons. For in-
stance, the CIA will ask a U.S. industrial
firm, zuch as Rockwell International,
wtrich is building the B-1 bomber, how
much it would charge to produce Soviet
Bacldre bombers.

A more serious disadrantage of the
dollar-cost estimate is that relativeprices
are different within the tviro countries.
In the Soviet Union, labor is relatively
less e4pensive, while capital and tech-
nology are more eJ(pensive. On the other
hand, in the U.S., labor is relatively more
expensive, while capital and technology
are less orpensive. Not surprisingly, the
two militaryestablishments tend to prG
cure more of those items that ate rela-
tively cheap within their respective
economies. The Soviet military is labor-
intensive, wtrile the U.S. militaryfocuses
on high technolouy. Consequently, the
dollar-cost estimate will overestimate
the actual cost of those items that the
Soviet military emphasizes (labor), while
underestimating the actual cost of those
items that the Soviet military deempha-
sizes (high technology). The net effect
is to exaggerate Soviet militaryexpendi-
nrres.

Personnel costs offer the clearest illus-
tration of how differences in relative
prices bias the dollar-cost estimate up
ward. An American enlisted soldier gets
more than $500 a month, while a Soviet
draftee gets less than 5 rubles (about $8)
a month. Yet, in the dollar-cost estimate
of Soviet military expenditures, the en-
tire Soviet military, which is twice the
size of the U.S. military and consists main-
ly of conscripts, isvaluedat thepayscales
of U.S. volunteers. If the U.S. returned to
the draft and oldpayscales, U.S. military
spending would fall, but the CIA's dollar-
cost estimate of Soviet spending would
fall even further. (We should note that
the indirect costs to individuals and to
the economy of drafting people away
from more productive employment al-
ways more than oftets the monetary
savings to the government, but that is
not the issue here.)
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As the CIA itself acknowledges:

Dollar cost calculations tend to over-
state Soviet defense activities relative to
those of the United States. . . . Givendif-
ferent resource endowments and tech-
nologies, countries tend to use more of
the resources that are relatively cheap

-and less of those that are relatively
expensive-for a given purpose. A com-
parison drawn in terms of the prices of
one countrythus tends to overstatethe
relative lalue of the activities of the
other.

The claims that Soviet militarye4pen-
ditures have exceeded those of the U.S.

by 5O percent in the last year and by
$420 billion over the last decade are
based upon the CIA's dollar-cost esti-
rnates. Rather than giving a true impres-
sion of Soviet military spending, these
comparisons merely indicate what the
U.S. govemment would have to pay-
here in the U.S.-for a military machine
identical to that ofthe Soviets in every
respect.

In contrast to these direct compari-
sons, claims that the Soviet Union de-
votes 1 3 to 14 percent of its GNP to mili-
tary purposes are based on the CIA's
ruble-cost estirnates of Soviet military
expenditures, rather than its dollar-cost
estimates. The ruble estimate startswith
the same array of Soviet military goods
and services, but totals their cost on the
basis of rubleprices. This effort to escape
the problems raised by the differing rela-
tive prices in the two countries intro-
duces all of the problems with Soviet
"prices" mentioned above. Moreover,
for the approximately one-third of all
Soviet military items without established
ruble prices, the CIA uses the same dol-

6lttq

lar prices it employed in the dollar-cost
estimate and converts them to rubles on
the basis of indices for relative'efficiency.
The resulting ruble-cost estimate is,
therefore, partially based upon the dol-
lar-cost estimate, and combines the
problems of both.

Furthermore, those ruble prices fior
military equipment that the CIA does
hare are for 1970. As Franklyn D. Holz-
man, an economist and research fellow
at Hanzrd's Russian Research Center,
points out in a recent article rn Tbe At-
lantic, "because of rapid technological
advances in Soviet weaponry, the price
of any given weapon's capability over the
197 O - 1982 period must have fallen rela-
tive to Soviet prices in general." Conse-
quently, the ruble-cost estimate, to the
extent that it is not nearly useless, is also
overstated. Holzman concludes that "the
most recent CIA estimate (12 to 14 per-
cent) of the percentage of Soviet GNP
(for 1980, but in 1970 prices) dwoted
to military expenditures is certainly an
exaggeration and would undoubtedly
be several percentage points lower in
1982 Soviet prices."

The ideal wry of course, to compare
U.S. and Soviet military spending would
be to relate the U.S. dollar-cost total to
the Soviet ruble-cost total onthebasisof
a dollar-ruble exchange rate. In this ideal
case, it would make no difference if the
comparison were made in dollars or
rubles-the results would be identical.
Such a methodolory, howeyer, depends
on both a reliable ruble-cost Soviet esti-
mate and a reliable exchange rate, nei-
ther of which is arailable.

A more convolutedwayof comparing
U.S.-Soviet military spending, and which
avoids a general exchange rate, is already



used for other U.S.-Soviet comparisons.
It requires a ruble-cost estimate of tl.S.
expenditures. This permits a comparison
between the ruble-cost of U.S. military
expenditures and the ruble-cost ofSoviet
military expenditures. Just as differences
in relative prices cause the comparison
of dollar-cost estimates to exaglJerate
Soviet expenditures, the same di.ffer-
ences cause the comparison of ruble-
cost estimates to exaggerate U.S. expen-
ditures (because it puts averyhigh ruble
price on advanced U.S. technology).
Thus, the dollar comparison providesan
upper limit, the ruble comparison pro-
vides a lower limit, and taking the geo-
metric mean provides a compromise be-
tween the two extremes.

In thepast, the CIA had so little confi-
dence in its ruble-cost estimates of Sovi-
et military spending that it never both-
ered to construct a ruble-cost estimate
of U.S. military spending. Recently, when
it finally did so, the resulting ruble com-
parison found that the Soviet Union was
outspending the U.S. by 30 percent. Tak-
ing the geometric mean between that
lower bound and the upper-bound, dol-
lar comparison of 5O percent yields a
Soviet-U.S. annual spending gap ot 39.6
percent. Admittedly, this ultra-refined
result is built upon an entire edifice of
dubious numbers.

The fragility of CIA estimates of Soviet
military spending was dramatically dem-
onstrated in 1976. In that year, the CIA
revised its estimates upward, from 6-8
percent to lO- 15 percent of Soviet GNP.
"The revised budget estimates did not
mean that the Soviets were stronger than
before," cautions John Prados in Tbe
Souiet Estimate, a history of U.S. intelli
gence assessments of the Soviet military
throughout the Cold War. "[T]he num-
ber of 'observables' counted by intelli

gence did not change at all, but only the
cos/ of these items to the Soviet economy
and the burden of defense spending
within that economy." In other words,
the CIA discovered that, because the So-
viet economy was far less efficient than
previously thought, the Soviet govern-
ment had to devote more resources to
produce the same-size military machine.
And this discoverydoubled the estimate
of Soviet military spending.

What arewe tomake of thiswelterof
contradictory guesses? The most we can
say with a high degree of certainty is that
Soviet military spending probably ex-
ceeds that of the U.S. By how much, we
do not know, but 50 percent is undoubt-
edly the upper limit, with the range of
highest probability being between 2O
arrd 40 percent.

The most important lesson to be drawn
from our brief survey relates not to the
accuraq/ of various estimates of Soviet
military spending, but rather to their
signiftcance. As the dramatic increase in
CIA estimates in 1976 attests, the level
of Soviet military qpending tells us at least
as much about the inefficiency of the
Soviet economy as it tells us about the
power of the Soviet military. If military
lariables are constant, the less efficient
the Soviet economy, the higher the ruble-
cost estimates of Soviet military expen-
ditures.

Because Soviet military spending is so
sensitive to economic variables, it is a
very bad measure for comparing U.S. and
Soviet military power, even if it were
known with absolute precision. Since
both the dollar-cost and ruble-cost CLA
estimates are derived from a catalog of
the Soviet military's assets, it makes far
more sense to look at thor assets direct-
ly, if one is interested in apurelymilitary
comparison.

' Nor can the level of Soviet military
spending ofer evidence ofthe aggressive
nature of Soviet intentions. A commit-
ment of more resources to military capa-
bilities could as easily be eyidence of
defensive paranoia (as demonstrated by
the military buildup of the Reagan Ad-
ministration). Indeed, an examination
of the overall world situation reinforces
this latter appraisal of Soviet intentions.

Remember that both the SovietUnion
and the U.S. have European allies, and
U.S. allies are far more prosperous. Even
if we accqrt the CIA's upper-bound esti-
mate for Soviet militaryspending, NATO
has militarily outspent the Warsaw Pact
everyyear from the beginningof the'5Os,
and continues to do so today by more
than 20 percent. The $42O billion mili-
tary spending gap in favor of the Soviet
Union for the decade 1971-1980 be-
comes a $25O billion gzp against the
Soviet Union wfien NATO and Warsaw
Pact allies are added in.

NATO is not the onlypotential enemy
the Soviet Union faces. According to the
CIA, between 12.5 and 2O percent of
Soviet military spending is directed at
the People's Republic of China. Subtract-
ing thatportion of Soviet militaryspend-
ing diverted by China, in the same man-
ner that U.S. expenditures on the Viet-
nam War have already been deducted
from U.S. decade totals, raises the NATO
spending lead over the W'arsaw Pact to
S48O billion for 197l-1980. Finally, if
we substitute the more realistic geo-
metric mean, as calculated by Franklyn
Holzman, for the CIA's dollar-cost, up-
per-bound estimate, the NATO-Warsaw
Pact, ten-year gap widens to $550 billion
in NATO's favor.

Is it anywonder that Soviet leaders are
disturbed by President Reagan's desire
to widen this gap even further? o
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Should Abortion Be A Crime?

The Abortion Question Once More
by Murray N. Rotbbmd

3

TI{E ABORTION QLIESTION continues
to be adifficult onefor manylibertarians,
and hence deserves some extendedand-
ysis. The vital point to focus on here, as
in all other 4rplications of libertarian
theory to the legal qnterq is simply this
Should abortion be a crime? For at issue
is not the morality or the esthetics of
abortion, wtrich are matters of general
moral or aesthetic theory,s1 personal
iudgment. l. To the libqtarian, who
must dways s€parate legal from general
moral theory the crucial question is al-
wals: stEll such and such an action be
criminal, stnll it be licit in the free soci
ety? There are numerous actions, for ex-
ample, which a libertarian fiury or may
not consider "immoral" (e.g., drinking
alcohol or yelling at one's neighbor) but
does not consider criminal. The liber-
tarian atways concentrates on what is a
crime, and for him, the conclusion de-
pends on his general theory that crime
(and therefore illegality) must be con-
fined to acts ofaggression upon the per-
son or pro,perty of others.

The common proabortionist argu-
ment that anti-abortionists are trying to
impose thsir lsligious (e.g., Catholic or
OrthodoxJewish) values on other peo-
ple therefore misses the mark For 4fthe
anti-abortionists are right, and abortion
is really "murder," then the libertarian,
who believes in outlasdng murder as a
crime, must irin in the outlawryofabor-
tion. The "16ligious" argument, there-
fore, misses the central point.

Much ink has been spilled on this issue
trying to define the exact point atwhich
human life begins. Birth, indeed, seems
to be an event of some importance at
wtrich we can conveniently demarkate
that "human life begins here," but then
the anti-abortionists are able to bog the
argument down in biological technicali-
ties, and the dispute can continue ad in-
finitum. As I have written elsewhere, the
definition of the beginningofhuman life
is actually irrelelant to our central issue.
For let us give the anti-abortionists their
full argument: let us assume for the mo-
ment that human life begins at concep-
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tion. Let ts concede, for the sake ofargu-
ment, that thefertilized egg, from the
besinning, lws all the rights of a full,
adult human being

But then, who will maintainthatafull"
adult hurnan being has the legal, enforce-
able right to remain enclord withinthe
body of another human being without
the latter's consent? Surely, that is ab
surd. But if no adu.lt human being has
such a legal right, then a fortiori, the
fetus cannot have such a right either.

To put the case anotherway: It isaxio-
matic for the libertarian that arery indi
vidual has the absolute right to own, to
control, his or her own body. But, in that
case, a wornan has the right to eiect any
unwanted entity from her own body,
whether that entity be a fetus or a non-
human parasite. Hence, awoman has the
absolute right to commit an abortion, or,
therefore, the right to hire someone to
perform the abortion on her behalf.

Abortion, therefore, should be looked
upon not as killing the fetus but as eiect-
ing it from the mother's body. The fact
that the fetus mightwell die inthecourse
of the ejection is incidental to the act of
abortion It might be objected, ofcourse,
that the fetus requires for its zurvirral a
continued lodging in the body of the
mother. But this brings us to another
fundamental libertarian a:<iom: that no
human being, whether fetus, child, or
adult, has the legal right to keep itself
alive at someone else's expense. No hu-
man being can have a legal claim on
someone else to perform any actions to
keep it alive.

In short, the libertarian sees a funda-
mental difference between murdering
someone, and failing to perform an act
to keep that person alive. The former is a

crime and an aggression, the latter is not
and is therefore perfectly licit. For exam-
ple, A sees B drowning in apool; ifAfails
to iump in or perform other actions to
save B, tl:ris may be morally reprehensi-
ble, but it is perfectly within A's rights.
Or ifA sees B dying in the street, it is not
a crime forA to ignore the situation and
fail to take action to sa\e him. The same

applies to ignoring a baby who might
hal'e been abandoned in the street.

Consider, too, the implications of the
contrary p6ition. If any sick or helpless
human is considered to hane a lqgal claim
to be kept alive, (a) upn ulnm canthat
claim be enforced? On the first person
wtro comes along? On weryone? And
(b) lnw many actions, how nxmy re-
sources, should the ill orhelplessperson
be able to command? Suppose that an ill
Irrson can only be saved by the use of
two trillion dollars' worth of medical
equipment, wtrich would impoverish
eyeryone. Does the legal claim extend
this far, and if not, wtry not?

In her defense ofthe right ofabortion,
Professor Judith Thomson put the case
verywell:

In some views having a right to live in-
cludes having a right to be given at least
the bare minimum one needs for con-
tinued life. But suppose that wtrat in fact
ls the bare minimum a man needs for
continued life is something he has no
right at all to be given? IfI am sick unto
death, and the only thing that will save
my life is the touch of Henry Fonda's
cool hand on my fevered brow, then all
the same , I have no right to be given the
touch of Henry Fonda's cool hand on my
fevered brow. It would be frighttully
nice of him to fly in from the West Coast
to provide it . . . [b]ut I have no right at
all against anybody that he should do this
for me.
Professor Thomson contimres: " 

I H] av-
ing a right to life does not guarantee hav-
ing either a right to be given the use of or
a right to be allowed continued use of
another person's body-enen if one
needs it for life itself."'

But, if no sick or helpless person,
whether adult or baby, can have the
right to coerce actions to keep it alive
from the body or energy ofanother hu-
man being, if Judith Thomson cannot
force Henry Fonda to save her, then, a
fortiori, a fetus czrnnot have such a coer-
cive right either. One person's need,
however dire, cannot be used to sustain
any coercion over the bodyor energyof
another human being. And so the re-
quirements of the fetus cannot takepre-
cedence over the absolute right ofthe
mother oyer her own body.

One suspects that the anti-abortion-
ists have not thought through the logical
implications of their own position. Il
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indeed, abortion is "murder" of the fetus,
because the fetus needs the environment
of its mother's womb for its continued
life, then what are the other obligations
that we can coerce upon the mother?
For example, suppose that if the mother
does not eat a balanced diet, or drinks
liquor, or allows herself to get upset, the
fetus will die, or, if not that, thefetuswill
be in some concrete way, injured? May
we send in a Gestapo to coerce the prop-
er diet, to coerce proper behavior, upon
the mother? The "murder" thesis logi-
cally implies totalitarian control over
pregnant women.

But suppose that technology has ad-
lanced to the point where the aborted
fetus could be kept alive in a "test tube."
Should the mother or the parents have a
legally enforceable obligation to keep
the now separated fetus alive? But, once
again, this brings us to the general prob-
lem of the sick or the helpless. Howflvmy
resources are the parents to be coerced
into committing in order to keep the
fetus alive? Two trillion dollars? r$(/e are
bach in short, to the important lessonof
the Karen Quinlan case-that there can
be no legal obligation (though there may
be a mord one) to keep "the plug" in
place that is, in short, a vital philosophi-
cal distinction-and one particulady vi-
tal to libutarians-beffieen murder, a
violent act of aggression, and "pulling
the plug," that is, deciding not to com-
mit resources-not to engage in further
positive actions-to keep someone else
alive. Murder is criminal, pulling the plug
is licit. Even if, in cases as the fetus or
Karen Quinlan, the distinction seems to
make little difference to the dying per-
son, it obviously makes a great deal of
difference to the alleged "murderer."

Since libertarians often suffer from
contract fetishism, there is a peculiady
"libertarian" variant of the antiabortion
argument: that the mother (and the fa-
ther?), by conceiving the fetus, has made
a "contract" with the fetus obligating
the mother to carry through with the
pregnancy. There are alarge number of
flaws in this argument. In the first place,
it conflicts with the "murder" argument,
which it is intended to supplement. For
if it can be clearly demonstrated that no
"contract" is involved, then the anti
abortionist must approve the right to
abort, and surrender completely the
claim that abortion is murder. Thus,

clearly no "contract" with a fetus was
involved if the fetus was conceived by an
act of rape; hence, these anti-abortion-
ists will concede the legitimacy of abort-
ing a fetus conceived by rape. Yet, if
abortion is "murder," isn't it just as ille-
gitimate to murder a ralre-begotten fetus
as a yoluntarily begotten one?

Secondly, the anti-abortionists don't
seem to realize that more exceptions
must then be granted than mere rape.
What "contract" is involved, for exam-
ple, in the case ofabirth-controlmistake?
Such a fetus was also not deliberately
conceived, but only arrived in error. So
is sucb an abortion legitimate? But, in
that case, the antiabortionist is in bad
practical shalre, for how are the legal au-
thorities supposed to decide whether a
fetus was conceived because of a birth-
control mistake or whether it had been
actively desired? Cleady, enforcement
of this distinction is impossible, and our
anti-abortionists would have to give up
legal enforcement in practice, since the
mother would only have to saJ/ that the
fetus was a mistake, and it would be im-
possible to prove her wrong.

Thirdly, there are many grave flaws in
the concept of "contract" involved in

this argument. Surely, the fetus is scarce-
ly a rational, wiling entity, engaging con-
sciously in a contractud relationship.
Indeed, even the fetus was non-existent
at the time when the alleged "contract"
was made. And what obligations is the
feus supposed to be incurring in this
contract? Any attribution of "implicit
contracts" from human actions must be
done with great care and circumspec-
tion; but here the "contract" is created
hog wild, out of the whole cloth. But
most importantly, this conception vio-
lates the proper, libertarian, property-
righa, "title-transfer" theory of con-
tract, the theorywhich declares (a) that
a contract is onlyenforceablewhen it in-
volves the transfer of a properry title to
another person, and (b) that a person's
will, his body, is inalienable arrd,cannot
be surrendered in an enforceable trans-
action. But there is no property transfer
in the alleged contract with the future
fetus; there is only an alleged enslave-
ment of the mother's body and will, an
enslavement which cannot in fact and in
right be macle. In short. the mother. or
anyone else krr tlrat rnattcr. has thc altso-
lute right tr t t' l.r r t t gt, r,r,::,,,::,,,:,,, 
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AS MURRAY ROTHBARD has noted lib-
ertarian interest in the question ofabor-
tion centers around the question:
"should abortion be a crime?" To the
libertarian, who must always separate
legal from general moral theory the cru-
cial question is always, "Shall such and
such an action be criminal, or shall it be
licit in the free sociery?" (Murray N.
Rothbar4 "should Abortion Be A Crime?
The Abortion Question Once More,"
Libqtarian Forum, July 1977, p. 2, re-
printed in this issue of Vanguard.)

In order for an action to be a crime, it
must violate someone's righa; and since
only persons have rights, it at first glance
appears that the legitimacy of abortion
depends on whether the fetus is a per-
son (The possibility that abortion vio-
lates someone else's rights, e.g., those of
the baby's father, has not been widely
discussed, wittr good reason I think.)
The traditional Roman Catholic posi'
tion, defended byJohn F. Noonan,Jr., in
"An Almost Absolute Value in History"
is that a fetus is, from the moment of its
concqrtion, a human being. In hisview,
the "positive argument for conception
as the decisive moment ofhumanization
is that at conception the new being re-
ceives the genetic code." (Noonan, op.
cit. n J. F. Noonan, J g ed., Tbe Moralift
of Abortion, Harvard University Press,

197O,p.57). The fetus, then, is a human
being killing a human beingviolates its
rights; therefore, abortion, which kills
the fetus, violates its rights and ought to
be prohibited

The issue, howwer, is not as straight-
forward as Noonan's argument would
have us believe. For one thing, wttY
should determiningwhether the fetus is
a human being depend on wfiether or
not it possesses a human genetic code?
As Karry Anne Warren has Pointed out,
the expression "human being" or "per-
son' has two different s€nses. In one, it
means "something like 'a full-fledged
member of the moral community."' In
the other sense, it means only amember
of the species lxtmo sapiens. ("On the
Moral and Legal Status of ltbortion," The
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Monist, Volume 57. No. l,January 197 3)
It is only persons in the first sense who
hane rights: that some entity is, in biolo-

ry, classified a certain way of itself alters
nothing about the entitfs moral stand-
ing. (I do not mean to excludefrom con-
sideration the view that any and all mem-
bers of the species lnmo sqims are
ipso facto human beings in the first sense
as well. The point is rather that to say this
(or to deny it) requires some argument:
the matter isn't to be settled merely by
appeal to the biologists.)

Furthermore, there is an additional
weakness in Noonan's argument. Even if
one were to concede that a fetus is a
human being in the moral sense from
the moment of its concq)tion, this
would be insufficient to show that abor-
tion violates rights. Not everything that
results in the death of a human being is
murdu (i.e., killing that violates rights).
Killing someone in self-defense, for ex-
ample, neither is, nor ought to be, legally
regarded as murder.

Abortion certainty leads td the death
of the fetus, and, in some of its varieties,
may irwolve directly killing it; but is this
murder? According to Judith Janis
Thomson, it is not. One's right to life
does not give one the right to use anoth-
er's body against his or herwill. If, then,
a mother does not wish the fetus to use
her body for support, she is under no
legal obligation to allow it to do so, and
may expel it. (Thomson's article, many
times reprinted, first appeared rn Pbilos-
op$ and Public Affahs, Fall 1971.)

The argument, which in my opinion
is crucial to the entire controversy,
has been well stated by Rothbard: "But,
then, who will maintain that a full, adult
human being has the legal, enforceable
right to remain enclosedwithin thebdy
of another human beingwithout the lat-
ter's consent? Surely, that is absurd But
f no adulthuman being has such alegal
right, then a fortiori, the fetus cannot
have such a legal right either." (Roth-
bard, op. cit., p.2) walter Block ("To-
ward A Libertarian Theory ofAbortion,"
Libertarian Fontm, September 1977,

pp. 6-7) advances a similar argument.
He claims, however, that afetus ought to
be expelled from its mother's bodybya
method that will preseive its life, if such
a method is available.

Not weryone has been satisfied with
the argument of Thomson's iust pre-
sented. James Sadowsky, SJ., ( "Abortion
and the Rights of the Child," Librtarian
Fontm, July-August 1978, W.2-3) de-
nies ttrat the fetus is a trespasser. "But is
the infant a trespasser the moment his
presence in the womb is no longer de-
sired? Does he hare no right to be there?
. . . To say that he is trespassing is to say
that he is somewhere where he ought
not to be. But w*rere should a fetus be if
not in its mother's womb? That is its
narural habitat." Rothbard ("The Editor
Replies," Zf July-August 1978, p. 3)
counters by distinguishing what is natu-
ral from what is morally right. That a
fetus is where it lwturally ought to be
does not show that it morally ought to
be there. I think Rothbard's convincing
rejoinder can be supplemented by not-
ing that the force of the argument that
no one has the right to use another's
body does not depend on the aptness of
the particular words ("trespasser" or
"parasite") used to characterize the
relationship between a mother and a

fetus she does not want in her body.
Joel Steinberg has questioned Thom-

son's argument on the grounds that the
right of bodilyautonomydoes not dlow
one, except under special conditions, to
kill innocent persons interfering with
one's exercise of that right. But this
rejoinder I think will hare little appeal
to most libertarians. Feinberg's obiec-
tion occurs in his 'Abortion" in Tom
Regan, ed., Mattus of Lrfe and Deatb
(Random House, 1980, pp. 183-217)
Feinberg's essay is an excellent summary
of the literature. tr

Hunter' & Ready
Sottware Consultants

COLIN HUNTER
/ l3 Sanra Crrrz Ave Su,te 2

Men ro Par f, Ca 94025

Bibliography on Abortion
by Dauid Gordon



Editor:
Murray Rothbard and Scott Olmsted ably

defend the legitimacy of libertarian political
activity in your April issue, but one thing dis'
turbs me. In nryview, the most irksome charge
of the Voluntaryists is that engaging in politi-
cal activity undermines the libertarian's abil'
ity to delegitimize the state in the eyes of the
people. Since the peoplc's assessment of the
state as legitimate is the glue that ultimately
holds the political system together, this is a
rather serious charge.

And Rothbard and Olmsted seem to con'
cede it. They write, ". . . libeftarians must or-
ganize-a maiority, or at least a substantial mi-
nority of Americans around their ideas, and
ue rru,6t da it, at least in tbe slnrt run, utithin
tbe system tbat exists." (Emphasis added.)
Here I take them to mean that the content of
libenarian political activity is inherently lim-
ited by the very hcts of life that make "apolit-
ical party the only kind oforganization cur-
rently available to us that can have the kind of
effect we want."

In other words, since "mostAmericans are
not interested in political ideas or orga'riza'
tions except as they relate to the system that
currently exists," libertarian politicd activity
must-bite my tongue-pull its punches so as

not to let on that libertarians reject "the sys"

tem that currently exists. " To so let on would
undermine the prospects for the party's long-
run success. But if this is true, Iwonderwhat
grounds there are for objecting to the cam'
paigrr strategies routinely disparaged by
Lbertarian Vanguard.

The Voluntaryists may feel vindicated by
these implications of Rothbard/Olmsted.
I mlself am rather unhapPy with them, but
if they are vatid, we ought to know it so we
can make intelligent choices in the future.

Sheldon Richman
Springfield Virginia

Muray Rotbbtrd rqlies:
Sbeldon Ricbman raises an ir@rtant

point: can we mr*e ux of of tbe plitical
ylstern uhile at the same time derying its
lqitimaq? Let us turn for a moment to
anotbq qcample: can libqtariara continue
to send lettets by tbe U.S. Postal Sqvice utbile
at tlx sme time denyingits legitimacy and
calling for its abolition? Surelit ue can, and
/na$ of us uouW WWU consids it bkare
and self-defeating to refuse to use tbe exkt-
ing system and to i/rsist on sending all our
lettusby tl*far more costllt FdoalExpras.
In the samc uay, it is eq4aily bizar're to re-

fi$e to use one imp<trtant cbannel bit tttbich
tbe State allottts ns to organize and maue
against its rule. We lru$t neuer forget tbat
we did not create sacb institutiolrs as tbe
Postal Seraice and tbe electoral qlstenl But
we are enmesbed in State institutions willy-

nilly, and sbouW lrot hwitate to use tlflse
institutions agahtst tbemselues in ordq to
break free. Refusal to do so is t otprincipled
and nerciic; lt is sectarian and countq-
Wductiue.
Scott Olmsted adds:

As an analogt, one migbt collstder apq-
son attendngtbe tbutquln s6 tlmttbere
is a fire and uants to stop tfuplot alrd get
the audience out. Tbe most effectiue nwrlts
of doing tbis might be to l@ to tbe stage
and speak directly to tbe entire audietrce
(wbose attentbn k on tbe stage), erterr
thougfi at firct tbe audierrce rnigbt tM/tk ttnt
this is simPly@ of tbepafinnance.Trying
to inform memberc of tbe audience indiui-
dually uitlnut disttlpting tbe play unuldbe
ineffectiue in tlnt onlt a small nurnbo of
tbem could be ruclnd before tbe tbeatq
burned. (haumably ue don't caneutbetbq
the "actors" curl'ently on tbeAmuicanpolit-
ical stage bum or not.)

Tbe mistake in tbe prcpsd clnin of rc*
sonlng is to conclude tbat because ciranm-
stances leante us no g(nd altematiue tban to
use tbe exkting electoral system to spread
our message, ue tbqelore must not let tbe
people know tbat we rqard tbe systqn as
illegittmate. So long as libutoians rqularly
remind tbe electorate tbat our goal is to
bring to an end tbe etcisting gntern of in-
jn-stice, and tbat our @iciption in political
life slnuldin no wa)/be construed as anefl-
dorcement of tbat systen, ue need pull rn
puncbes. I t is not abandoning our princlplu
to use tbe rnost effectiue muns of otganiz-
ing tbat is anrently auailable.

Editor:
I read the article "IsVotingUrrtiU.nrri-i"

in the April 1983 Libqtarian Vangtad. lt b
an interesting anicle and makes some good
points. I am not clear of myownposition on
the ethics ofvoting but Ihavesomequesrions
that have been bothering me.

The first question is that it seerns reason-
able to argue that to participate in an election
is to implicitly accept the results of that elec-
tion, whether or not you voted on the win-
ning side. It doesn't seem right to saythatyou
will accept the election results if they agree
with your vote, but not accept the results if
you voted the other way.

The second question that hthers me is in
the case of a Libertarian candidate who is
elected to an executive office. iou state that
such an official would be acceptable if he
". . . refuses to enforce agryessive laws and

taxes, etc." As I understand it, anyexecutive
officeholder is required to take an oath of
office affirming that he wil enforce the Con-
stitution and all existing laws. Certainly a
libertarian is an honorable person who will
keep his voluntarilygiven word. (I sayvolun-
tary because no one forced him to run for
office.)

I would appreciate your cornments on
these points.

Ridrard M. Ede
Burbanlq California

Rotbbard and Olmsted r@ly:
Ricbod M. Ede's tlxtugbtful letta raisa

tu)o inportant pints. On wbetbq or nat
Lbqtarian pwticipatlon in an election
llrearrs tbat ue "implicitly accqt fiEr67tlts,"
tbe statists, a.s Ho'brt Spencqpointed out a
century ago, try tolrut us in a Catcb22 situ-
ation. For if ue do 't wtg tben uE one
clnryed uith' fdltng to take ttn opprtuntty
to furtictwte" and by tbatfuss*ng impltclt-
ly accqt tbe rewlts. So tbe only tblng ue can
do ts to make cleu tbat tn acc@ting tbe op
Prtun ry tu Mtclwte in elcctlons u)e qme

not mdoldng tbe lcgilfn 4q) of tbe State or
tbe ltmitd cltoice it alla uts us. In tbe satne
uml4 tf ue hte tbe U.S. Post Offfce to utge lts
abolition, ue Libqtmians are nat irtlphcttly
endorcing the actstence of ttrut unfortunate
ittstiUtion

On tbe rnattq of taking tbe oatb ololfice
to upbold tbe Constttution doq

rat requhe ut to acc@t tbe startst intelpre
tations of tbe Constttuion tbat baue begfl
irnposed upon us by tbe U.S. Suprctne Cou4
tlbicb, undq FderaHst lame duck John
Masball, usurped tbe pouto to make ulti-
ruate and dq*iaeinter@totions of consti-
tutional laut. Tbe Jeffetsonian strict an-
stntctionlst utew grantd to sucb frrwq to
tbe Supreme Coufi: eacb Mon and official
in tbe U.S. sbouW baue the rigbt to adaance
bis or bq ouln intefrytatlon oJtlx Con"stt-
tution. Tltu.s, uben Llbefiarians sueartout
tnld tbe Constitution, ute arc free to calry
our own intawtarton in our beart. I s-r/b-
rnit tbat tbe conect Llbqtmian uietu ts trnt
of Lysander Spoonm tbat tbe Ntntb Amend-
ment, propqly interwtd, rrutlanos tffiually
el,tr! act taken bJ/ any gourttment,federal
or state, since 1789.

Tbe ' forgottm" Nintb Amerdmelrt stat*
'TTte enumqation, in tbe Constitution, of
certain rigbts, sball not be construed to deny
or disparage otbqs retained by theWple."
lVbat tbis Ammdment clearly says k tbat
tbqe are other rigbts bqnnd tlnse enun.er-
ated in tbe first eigbt amendments, and.
furtber, that it is tbe constitutional duty of
the courts to find out u,bat tlxtse rigbts are
and enforce tbem.
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\Xryrat Ne tbose rights? Here ue must go
back to tbeintmt of tlp anti-Fedqalistsu,lxt
.franted tbe amendmmt. Wbat igbts meant
t ben uerc c leady tbe rntural rigbts ofpuson
.utcl Wpert!, and gouetnment u,as not sup
lnsecl to go beyond tbe task of defmding
tbose rigbts. Hence, tbe Nintb Ammdmmt
ensbrines tbe libertarian moral system in
tbe Constitution, and any acts of gouern-
n mt uiolating sucb princples are, in our
tieu', unconstitutional. Taking tbe oatb of
office to uphold sucb a Constitution, thqe-
fore, should bold no Wblems for Liber-
tarians. tr

Editor's Note: Tbe follouing letter concerns
an article tbat appeared inThe Libertarian
Forum. Nonetbeless, tbe editor belieues tbat
it uill be of intqest to tbe readers of Liber-
tarian Vanguard.

Editor:
I should say I arn aghast at Murray Roth-

bard's "The New Menace of Gandhism," but
I am not surprised. Aghast at the blatant in-
tolerance, un-surprised by the Randian-
Objectivist ittitude tovrard arrything ryiritual.

The rising tide of Gandhism is, at any rate,
not the worstrip of amanorevenofhispartic-
ular methods or beliefs, but of his attitudes.
Gandhites (speaking for myself) will certain-
ly modr$ the methods to befit the times.
Non-violent resistance, in this country would
ceftainly be a far cryfrom the massacres and
slaughter of Gandhi's time. AIso, libenarians
are indeed not especially pacifists by being
non-violent in intent. Certainlyl do not turn
the other cheek rately. And before Gandhi
came into nry reading I *zs cheering Tho-
reau, who advocated the same civil disobedi-
ence. Where do Randians get off setting the
standards for a philosophy and movement,
ages old long before Ms. Rand came upon the
scene?

Abortion
own bodyandwill, for the ownership of
them cannot be surrendered. Euen if the
mother wanted the baby in the first place,
she has the absolute right to change her
mind, and the moment she does so, the
fetus becomes an unwanted, invasive
parasite upon the body of the mother.
The right of abortion remains abso-
lute. o

'Judith Jarvis Thomson, "A Defense of
Abortion," Pbilosopby and Public Af
fairc (Fill t97t), pp. 55-56.

Reprinted from The Libertarian Forum,

July 1977.

Defending this libertarian's defection from
Mr. Rothbard's observations, I would have to
say that, firstly, I have alwals been a supporter
of the American Revolution, violence and all.
I do not, however, believe it is necessaty nou,
but if so I have no doubts libenarians will
fight one.

This "craze" does not serve a function for
"bumt out" activists as, speaking for mlaelf,
I am working iust as hard and harder than ever.
My activity remains the same. I have simply
decided I cannot support a libertarian polit-
ical party. Or government by nting. I still
participate in political activities but no "can-
didate-t1pe" support and action. A "drop out"
of anything I am not, Mr. Rothbard. Onlythat
which has clay feet or I have outgrown. Poli-
tics is a child's-play-ego-trip. A maniaforfame
and power. What good have the ego trips of
those who are in ofrice, and have been for a

wtile, done for libertarian freedom? Not one
iota- Not one. Theyhave compromised them-
rlves right back to warmed-over republicans.
ville ftom whence they came. I have yet to see
a leopard successfully change his spots.

I do not think any ofus are goingto thntta
ourselves into the machinery of the state. we
are not marrps , but we me acfiaasls. I cannot
speak for the others, but I do not "sit around"
talking, since my non-political decision. I am
still writing, to editors, to legislators, and in
other areas. I ampublishing. I am involved in
Toastmasters, speaking libertarianese wher-
ever I am. I have offered "education" with
other writers' works and my own reasoning,
to my share of potential believers. I do not
consider myself burnt out or inactive. Crazy
ma1be. But not lazy.

I do not think reviling Gandhi's motives or
beliefs serves any purpose since they are not
the core ofthe non-violent, non-acquiescing
philosophy. Certainly I have not heard any-
one of us call him a libenarian or a saint.
Certainly he had his personal motives just as
you, I, and others have theirs. Gandhi's fanati
cism is acknowledged. It served its purpose,
for its time and place. It is not necessarily
ours. His sexual attitudes are also his personal
business. I fail to see the pertinence excePt
to sneer and revile. A man's belief is his for-
tress. Although perhaps not agreed with, the
man is no less guilty of anything than those
who mindlessly obeyed. A mansetshimself up
as a certain something, rounds up a following
and pursues his dream. Eueryone has that
privilege and prerogative, Mr. Rothbard, and
may the most effective and "followed" move-
ment win. What "t1pe" of libertarians even-
tually start, or win, or lose, the "revolution"
will determine the future direction of this
nation.

I have chosen the way I feel is the most de-
cent, ethical, and honest. Shame on you, Mur-
ra,v Rothbard, f<rr shorving 1'our "fear" through
such an intolerant articlc.

Yes, the best activists are desening your LP
and that is the fear. That there are no longer
any libertariaas in the political parry. And
there are not.

As for Mr. Gandhi "selling out," he had the
prerogative ofliving and learning and chang-
ing his mind as do all the rest of us. Excepmre
start where he left off.

Perhaps, Mr. Rothbard, you may consider
that the libertarian movement is not as
steeped in the heritage (7) ofRandandMises
as you thinlg but insread, sreeped in far deeper
philosophies than the objectivists and the
economists. Any movement sans spirituality
will die, and the LP is alreadyveryill. Iwould
be afraid, too, Mr. Rothbard, for truth will out
and will then set usallfree.\(/hose?Onlytime
will tell.

Lorraina M. Valencia
Phoenix, Arizona

Editor:
In defense of the Voluntaryists, the move-

ment needs them. Or at least the movement
needs what the Voluntaryists could become.
As an organization supporting candidates for
political office the LP cannot directly con-
front the attitudes supporting democratic
statism. While the LP can attack the power of
political office we cannot attack the office
itself. It makes little difference to the Ameri
can electorate if the predominant anarchist
core of the LP adamantlyopposes all govern-
ment. All the public will continue to see are
LP candidates running for office-wtrich they
can only logically conclude is tacit support
for political office, i.e., the democratic state.
Today we find the LP in the curious position
of advocating a return to electoral politics
('Vote Libertarian-Now You Have a Real
Choice") at a time *,hen manyAmericans are
joining the growing non-voting public. It
seems the libertarian movement should be
encouraging a public disdain and cynicism of
political ofrce, not discouraging it. But, of
course, this the LP cannot do if it is going to
act like a political parry. Consequently, we
need an activist organization that can credib$
say "to hell with government power, even
democratically elected pov/er"; an organiza-
tion that can cultivate a public contempt for
all politicians and the power they inherit.
What tactics to use is still up for debate. Cer-
tainly, if all the Voluntaryists do is publish
Ietters attacking the LP they won't get very
far anyway. But the potential is there for the
Voluntaryists to serye as an alternative liber-
tarian activist organization. They should be
given more than their eight months in exis-
tence to show us what they can do.

Jay Hilgartner
Arlington, Virginia

a
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Briffi & Bouqucts
o TIPS for convention-goers. t$(atch Dick
Randolph. Randolph is the most popular fig
ure still allied with the Crane Machine. The
Machine will try to get the most mileage out
of him that they can. Top Crane allyandNew
York boss Gary Greenberghas alreadynamed
Randolph as the convention's keynote speak-
er and has booted LP founder Dave Nolan off
the strategy panel in order to seat Randolph
on it.

Watch the Money. The other principal a*
set that the Crane Machine has is Crane's
long-time pipeline to the generosity of the
Koch family. Crane's usual ploy is: "If you
want money, I want control."

Dark horses and late entrants: Garycreen-
berg warhawk and Crane collaborator er-
traordhnire, has sent up a trial balloon. He
says in the convention newsletter that he
controls that he has been positioning him-
self to run for National Chair. Also Larry
Smiley of the Wisconsin LP is seriously con-
sidering a run for the LP Presidential nomi
nation.
o A BRfGIBAT to the entire Crane Ma-
chine and especially Ed Crane himself for
seriously promoting the idea of right-wing
Republican Avi Nelson as the LP's 1984 Presi
dential candidate. At the instigation of Crane
Machine financier David Koch, the top Crane
Machine operatives ( including Chris Hocker
and Howie Rich) recently met with Nelson
to sound him out on his availability. . . . The
funny thing was that Nelson waso't interested
in their proposal. . . .

To continue the sad, sad story of this fur-
ther chapte r in Crane Machine opportunism:
Nelson is a Boston radio talk-show person-
ality. The job he has is a fact rich in irony-
because the Crane Machine has spent the last
few months attacking the occupation of tdk-
show host as low, lacking in stature, and en-
tirely un-Presidential. These attacks were
aimed at crippling the efiorts of talk-show
host Gene Burns (whom Crane calls "a God-
damn disc jockey'') to obtain the LP's 1984
nomination. But once the Machine's interest
in Nelson dweloped, radio work suddenly
became a noble calling. . . .

But this BRIGXBAT is not simply for
hypocrisy but, more importantly, for the
Crane Machine's affinity for craclpot con-
servatism. Let's start with racism. During the
sunrmer of 1975, blacks attempted to us€
Carson Beach, a Boston-area public beach.
Rioting whites lltro wished to ban blacks
from this government-run beach were
cheered on by Nelson. In contrast, another
Boston talk-show host, quasilibertarian
David Brudnoy ( a frequent writer for Reason
arrd Inquiry) deserves a belated BOUQIJET
for having defended police protection for
theblacks....

Nelson is a hawk on foreign policy; he
made the Panama Canal a central issue of his

unsuccessful f978 campaign for the GOP
nomination for U.S. Senator. He is a super-
hawk in his support of Israel. Perhrys, you
think he's sill an advocate of laissez-faire
economics? He can't be all bad? Wrong. Dur-
ing his 1978 campaigr, Nelson ran a 30-sec-
ond TV ad in which he calledfor"morerevc-
nue for government programs like e&rcatisr
and senior citizen care." Racisnr, irryerid-
ism, and welfare statism-our thants to ttrc
Crane Machine for offerirry rp suchanencel-
lent candidate for consideration . . .

o Having iust awarded Darid Brudnoy a
BOUQT DT for something he did in 1975,
we feel it is only iust to av/ard him a BXIGI(-
BAf for sorn€thing he has done recently.
The May 26 Washington Tima pnnts arr
opinion column by Brudnoy in which he ap
plauds and seconds Villiam F. Buckley's re-
cent frank call for a consciously irrperialist
American foreign policy and Israeli occupa-
tion of Damascus. Brudnoy specifically en-
dorses the idea of making Israel America's
imperial surrogate in the Middle East. . . .

o FI(XTTN(}fE: All movie bufls will re-
member the great court-martial scete it Tbe
Caine Mutiny in lltich Captain Queeg
(Humphrey Bogart) starts clicking his steel
balls together with mad intensity-and the
great conclusion to Tbe Maltese Falcon dur-
ing which Casper Gutman, also known as

The Fat Man (SidneyGreenstreet), disco/ers
that the black bird is not the real Maltese
Falcon and begins obsessively hacking away
at the bird. These are two highpoints inftlm-
dom's portrayals of men gone bonkers. Now
picnrre this, a scene that actua[y tookphce,
but awry from the lights and cameras: Ed
Crane has caught a catEstr and is atJule Her-
bert's Virginia fiulnor house. Crane is sur-
rounded by his wor$ipfrrl hirelirrys rrd
toadi€s. Crarre starts hrking awry *. tlre,
head of the caffistr and chants, "This if
Murray Rothbar4 this is Murray Rothbar("
as he cuts. At this drillirry moment, the Craie
Machiners break out into cheers. Ever won-
deredwhat goes on behind the ftcade ofcool
professionalism put up by the Crane Ma-
chine? Vonder no more. . . .

o A BnICIIBAI to Dardd Boaz for his
stated wilingness in a hypothetical liber-
tarian administration to us€ the police to
hunt down tax evaders. . . .

o A BnICI(BAI to RoyChildsforhis con-
tinuing drift toward a prolsraeli position and
his new-found love for anAmerican standing
arrny. . . . AnotherBXICIBA'f ortwo to Roy
for his most recent ventures in movement
trashing: Roy is spending his time and Char-
les Koch's money calling and writing to peo
ple around the country urging them not to
work with or cooperate with the Libertarian

:

I

Natlonal Defenge o Tax Reglstance
Freedom ln Psychology . The llature of Justlce . The Walter
Polovchak Cage . Causes of Confllct . lulore on the llfe of Ayn

Rand o Supply Slde EconomlcE o Draft Reclgtance
Sclence f, Soclallsm . War vs. Llbertarlanlgm and moret

aPEAI(ERt: Prof. turny RothDerd, t(rrl llcr, frwln tchlff, Berbre
Brrndon, llonry llerl Holzor, John Horpcrr, Robott LoFcvro, Goorgo tulth,

Bcn trerry, Robort Poolo, fhour. H.rtctt, Losolt ponto, Leo rnZ Joyco
_ thulnen, fcndy llcElroy, Eutlcr thrllcr end noro. Prnol on turttco rlth
Rothbrrd, llorporr end LcFcvrc. Brt. Iltght b.nqu.t hororlng Xbthbrrd, plur
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P:utr' ()r 1l nerl' Austrian economics institute'
You u'ould think Ch:ules u'ould want his

m()ncv put to more constructive purposes....
o A BRICKBAI to the Crane Machine for
its latcst action plan for the national conven'
tion in Nerv York Cirl'. The Machine's scheme
is to suppon "None of the Above" for Presi-

dent against Gene Burns. Then, once the Cra-

niacs have succeeded in knocking Burns out
of the race, they have a plan to reopcn nomina-
tions and propose a ticket of Ed Crane for Pres"

ident and David Koch forVice President. The
scheme makes use of some old and some new
Craniac tricks. The "None oftheAbove" ploy
s,as used b1' Crane to defeat Hal Jindrich at
rhe 1974 California LP convention. The ploy
of not having an announced candidate in or'
der to lull one's opposition into complacency
was used by the Machine at the most recent
New York state-LP contention. The bait of
Koch money'was used in 1979-8O to impose
Crane Machine control on the l98O Presi
dential campaign. So come one and come all
to New York! The latest Crane Machine per-
fidy must be exposed and opposed. ' . .

. A BRICIIBAT to Crane Machine 1,outh
leader Milton Mueller for his recent applause
( in the May-June Cornpetition and in a letter
published in Inquiry) for Judge Greene's
antitrust decree on the telephone industry.
. . . A big, big BOUQIIET to Inquiryfor its
efforts to point out to Mueller the error of his
ways. . . .

o Speaking ot Inqtiry, that publicarion de-
sen'es additional BOUQIIEfS: One for its
excellcnt special issue on the military; zrnoth-
er for editor Doug Bandow's recent clefense
of the exclusionary' rule; a third for David
Lampo's outstanding piece of gays, freedom,
and discrimination; a tburth for Jonathan
Marshall's dissection of Chile's economic
disaster. Marshall is particularly to be com-
mended for documenting feaso n magazine's
short-sightedness on the Chile issue. All four
were lobs well done. . . .

o Some of you probablv think that the Aus-
trian economists at NewYork University are
advocates of laissez-taire. rVell, you're in for
a surprise. The February 18 issue of the pres'
tigious Science magazine featured a BRICI(-
BATible article by NIU Ausrian economist
Dick Langlois in vtich he discusses how to
allocate government research subsidies most
effectively. How about the idea ofno Sovern-
ment subsidies, Dick? . . .

o Now let us venture to consider the Soci:tl
Securit.v issue: A BOUQUET to David K.
rValter and SIL's Indh,iclual LiberT-y newsl€t-
ter for'$flalter's reasonably clear descriptions
of the various libertarian proposals on Social
Security . . . A BOUQITET to the national LP
Platform Committee for passing Jeff Hum-
mel's sound plank on the topic. . . .

o But a BRICI(BAT to the Cato Institute
for its financiallv disastrous, ideologically
preposterous conference on Social Security.

. . At lea.st otte speaker, Rogcr (iarrison,
wanted to abolish Social Sccuritl'. . . . At lcast
ore speaker, GOP honcho Pctc Pcterson,
talked about thc real politics ofblasting those
subsidized bv Social Securiq'out oftheir bas-

tions of privilege-even if Pcters<>n's solu-
tion was hip;hll,unsatisfactory'. . . .

o But thc big disappointment, as usual, r*'as

hero-bureaucrat Pete Ferrara of Cato and
NTLF. Ferrara droncd on in qpical urlfare-
statist fa-shion about "contractualh' entitling"
retirees to their "pntmised buefits"-the
logic ofFerrara's position is that libertarians
should favrlr delivering to the maritime in-
clustry the subsidies the government has
pntmised it over the years. Libcnarians are
not here to deliver ontheprcmisesmadeby
politicians past and present; we're out to see
that propert).' rights aren't violated. Ferrara
also featured compulsory IRAs as an alterna-
tive to Social Security-rurother unsatisfac-
tory remedy. Perhaps the most obuoxious of
all was Ferrara s sly demagoguery to the ef'
fect that u'hile thewashington Establishment
politicians could not be trusted to deliver on
the promises they have made, libertarians
would deliver and could be trusted to deliver
on the Social Security promises of the Estab-
lishment politicians. A large BRICIGAT to
him....
o Another BRICI(BAT ha-s to go to Bill
McCuen for his anicle in Nortb Country Lib-
efiariem (newsletter of the Wisconsin LP).
McCuen also wants to guarantee "promised
benefits" zurd use general revenues from
taxation to do so. . . .

o The Libertarian Party of Ada County
(Idaho) publishes a newsletter that has fea-
tured some excellent articles and anallses of
issues. A BOUQIIET especiallyto the Febru-
ary 1983 issue, which contains a flawless, in-
depth argument against a state lottery, a look
at a resolution by the Idaho House ofRepre-
sentatives asking that the Federal Reserve
be abolished, along with the crank monetar),
groups that support it for the wrong reason,
and a review of Franz Oppenheimer's theory
of the state, all by D. Allen Dalton. . . .

o We iust hate it n'hen a libertarian pushes
the idea that taxation is not always theft. But
there it is in Roben Bakhaus's "Grassroots
Lotrby,ing Kit for April 15," distributed bythe
National Coalition to Legalizc Freedom:
"Taxation is not alu,ays theft! If serviccs are
being rendered, it can be a fee. Forced pay-
ment can be seen as propcr collection of a
debt owed. If someone has injured someone
else. . . . taxation can be viewed as restitu-
tion. . . ." (emphasis in original) Bullpuclq'!
A pal.ment to a government monopoly is a fee
only if one hm thc option of forgoing the
scn'ice ( and the fee), in w'hich case it's not a

ta-r. tr.-cithcr is the collection of debts a tax.
Nrlr is restitution a ta\. Backhaus, n'ho merits
this BRICKBAT, seems to think that we
ncctl to back off frr>m our "taxation is theft"
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stand to reach people with our tax protests.
While we would agree that mere repetition
of this truth is not enough, to scrap it is to
abandon our principled stand. . . .

o Our long-standing request for literature
and news clippings from libertarian cam-
paigns has yielded a trickle ofresponses since
last year's elections. Literature from the cam-
paigns of the following candidates we hereby
award BOUQIIETS for taking a radical mes-
sage to the people: Bea Armstrong, for Gov-
ernor of Illinois (very attractive brochure);
Dave Braatz, for Congress, North Carolina
( the picture of his smiling dog should get the
animal lovers' votes); Jack Moyers, for Gov-
emor of NewJersey (very readable); James L.
Hudler, for State Senate, Michigan (hits hard
on six key state issues); Nick Youngers, for
Congress, Wisconsin (one of the better sin-
gle-color, inexpensive brochures); Joe
Fuhrig, for U.S. Senate, California ("There
can be no compromise in the fight for liber-
ty''); HerbJohnson, for State House, Arizona
(says "Put Govt. Monopoly Postage Here" on
the return mailer); and Peter B. Hull, forState
Rqrresentative, Idaho (opposed "Right to
Work" laws, an issue many libertarians are
unsound on). Hull and friends also got an
extensive writeup in the ldabo StateJournal
for their higtrly visible Tax Day Protest in
Pocatello. A BOUQITDT to them and all
other tax protesters for an encouraging
trend. . . .

o We award aBRIGIIBAT with the force
of I 0O equivalent megatons to NewYork LFer
Alan Burris. In the 1983 edition of his liber-
tarian primer, Burris reveals for all to see the
underlying assumption of so many Defense
Caucus qpes. Bumis sa)s that there is no dif-
ference between aggressors and non-aggres-
sors. According to Buris, there can be no
zuch thing as innocent civilians in the terri-
tory of a government that is fighting the U.S.

goverrunent. "The econorrry and war efforts
are searnless; there is no line that can be
drawn between aggressors and the 'iruro-

cents'who support them." Sounds to us like
a waffant for genocide. . . .

. A BruGIBAT to Scott Burke, a liber-
tarian in his undergraduate da1n, currently
deputy assistant secretary for asylum and
humanitarian affairs at the U.S. State Depart-
ment. Scott now blesses us with the news that
it would be "bad policf' to allow without
resriction people from violent, impover-
ished, or war-tom countries to settle in the
United States. Scott, would you and your fel-
low humanitarians in the Reagan administra-
tion (especially the ones who used to be
lib€rtarians) take a look at the words on the
Statue ofliberty? Please! . . .

o BOUQITETS to Reasonmagazineandto
the Orange Coluily Registq for recent pieces
criticizing the idea that user fees are a cure'
all for our woes. In the August R@son, Stane
Hanks warns us to beware of "the use-fee

mirage" and advocates prilate ownership
rather than public ownership with user fees
tacked on. An editorial inthelune 27 Registu
maintains that the fees being imposed in
Califomia in the wake of Prop. 13 are taxes,
"pure and simple.". . .

o A BruGIIBAf to David Luckstead, past
LP candidate in Texas. In recent testimony
before the National tP Platform Committee,
Luckstead opposed open immigration on the
grounds that Anglo culture would be "snowed
under." Luckstead also testified in favor ofa
military draft. Here he took the left-liberal
position that a military force must represent

-by compulsion if necessary*a "cross.
section" of the population. . . .

o. Speaking of the Pladorm Committee, we
cannot resist awarding a BRICIIBAT to
Crmmittee member Mary Rewart ofMichigan
for her prize example of inimitable ultra-
graduatist anarchism She opposed as too
extreme a plank calling for remorral of margin
restrictions on stock market transactions. . . .

. Another BRIGITBAT goes to Platform
Comminee member Bill Marina ofFloridafor
favoring the application of antitrust laws to
professional sports. . . .

. A BOUQITET to 1976 LP Presidential
candidateJohn Hospers for his excellent and
popularly understandable critique of egali-
tarian academic philosophers in the June
issue of The fueeman. . . .
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o A Bf,IGXBAT to Peggy JeneY, Liber-
tarian candidate for mayor ofTucson,Arizona
Instead of calling for elimination ofvictimless
crime laws, her literature sals that their en-
forcement should be low on the police's list
of priorities. What we have here is a newvari-
ety of oppornrnism: Low-enforcement "law
and order" conselvatism. ' . .

. A BruGIBAT is herebY awarded to
Libqcal, the Los Angeles County LP news-
letter, for printing Joe Wheeler's article at-
tacking the LP and all hierarchical organiza'
tion. . . .

. A BRICIIB/II to California LFer Dick
Mitchell for his article in the Fresno LP news'
letter Ttune for Libqty, saying that libertari-
anism must transform itself so as to accentu-
ate the positive. Mitchell is simply wrong to
believe that anti-taxation, anti -central bantq
or antislavery slogans have historicallybeen
unsuccessful. He even has the rather odd
view that the slogan of hatred for war is not
anti-war, but pro-peace . This example' in hct'
sums up the absurdity of Mitchell's whole
thesis. I(e have no quarrel with Mitchell's
search for "positive" slogans that "afrpeal to
the underlying self-enhancement dreams of
many diverse individuals." But this does not
mean that people cannot be mobilized be-
hind anti-governmen+ slogans that attack
goveffrment actions that destroy or deny
those "self-enhancement dreams." And fur'

thermore, we hoist the flag of caution: Past
effons to make libertarianism a "positive"
doctrine have usually resulted not in better
restatements of libertarianism but in statist
accretions to libertarian doctrine. . . .

o A BOUQITET to Scott Bieser and the
Texas LP for their "Cartoonist's Introduction
to the Libenarian Party of Texas." Current
wording of one panel tends to imply that the
War of I 8 I 2 , the Mexican War, and the Span-
ish-American War were non-aggressive on
the part ofthe United States. And there are
one of two other improvements that could
be made. But overall, a commendable and
imaginativeeffort....
o A rather large BRICKBAT to the British
Libertarian A[iance International led by Chris
Tame and Tony Hollick. Tame is working
with British fascists in a supposed attempt to
combat the left. It is a sorry spectacle indeed
to find a long-time libertarian like Tame
working in collaboration with AIan lVinder
(south London organizer for the fascist Brit-
ish Movement), Charles Hiurson (now of the
National Socialist Workers Initiative, former-
ly of the National Socialist Movement), and
Mary Page (one-time member of the fascist
National Front). You would think that Tame
would have learned better after his involve-
ment with the Russian fascists of NTS. . . .

o A BruCNBAT to those SIS Student
Board members who, along with SI5 National

Director Chris Gunderson, favor the repeal
of the Solomon Amendment, which links
draft registration to goveffrment financial aid.
It seems to us that Libertarians should favor
the abolition of all government financial aid
rather than its restoration. The claim that
"we'll lose touch with the antidraft move-
ment" is not a sufficient excuse. This is an
excellent occasion for SIS to make the point
to the antidraft movement that with govern-
ment aid comes government control. . . .

o You probably thought we were through
with Pete Ferrara for this issue. Well, we wish
we were. But Cato's hero-bureaucrat has
come up with another BruGI(BAT-worthy
humdinger. In a book recentlyput out bythe
"New Right" Free Congress Foundation, Fer-
rara argues for replacingJefferson's doctrine
of a "wall of separation" between church and
state, with the egalitarian theocratic policy
of nondiscrimination in government subsi-
dies to religious groups for secularpurposes.
May Paine, Jefferson, Madison, and Rand
haunt your nightmares, Pete. . . .

o Believe it or not, a BOUQIIET to British
free-market conservative Enoch Powell.
Powell's opinions on immigration and Ireland
are execrable, but at the end ofMay, during
Britain's recent election campaign, Powell
delivered a bold critique of both Britain's
own nuclear deterrent and America's doc-
trine of extended deterrence. . . .
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