
- ~ ' J 

32/ Caliber/ August-September 198 1 

FROM THE CHAIR CALIFORNIA LIBERTARIAN COUNCIL 
(CL C Secrctar} Bob Lehman would appreciate corrections or updates to this hst 
lhc} may be sent to him at P.O. Bo>. 75241. Los Angeles. CA 90075.) 

Maximizing efforts Regional Chairs Executive Committee 

by Jon Michael Hall 

In an earlier column, I stressed the 
importance oflinking electoral efforts 
to community involvement. In this 
column, I will expand upon the theme 
of community involvement and 
suggest ways for libertarian activists 
to take part in community activities 
which increase liberty and which may 
serve as a basis for the growth of the 
movement. 

Good sources for ideas about what 
is going on in your community are 
local newspapers which usually 
include a column of announcements of 
meetings and volunteer activities, 
community bulletm boards provided 
as a public service by radio and TV 
stations, and the presentations of 
persons who may approach local 
Libertarian Party organizations solici
ting aid . 

Once you have gained some idea of 
what affiliations are available to you in 
your community, you must decide 
how to budget your finite time and 
energy as specific committments. I 
submit that your primary considera
tions in making this decision should 
be: 1. is this activity congenial to me 
and. 2. 1s the effect of this activity 
likely to be pro-liberty . . 

In my own case, I prefer working 
with people rather than paper work or 
figures; further, I prefer teaching or 
informmg individuals rather than 
persuading them. Obviously, if the 
only positions open in a community 
group are back office or hard-sell type 
jobs, I should look elsewhere no 
matter how committed I may be to the 
ideals involved. I would probably not 
be happy and therefore would 
probably not do a good job and serve 
as an example of libertarianism to 
others. 

Once you have determined which 
involvements would be congenial to 
you as an individual, you must 
distinguish those that are pro-liberty 
from those that are neutral or even 
anti-liberty. 

Some ~amples: 
In the case of groups working for 

changes in the system of public 
education. those which would abolish 
pubhc schools or mstitute tax credits 
to free up and privatize the system 
should be viewed as pro-liberty. A 
voucher system permitting choice 
among public schools, on the other 
hand, is neutral although it does 
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expand individual options. A proposal 
to institute year round use of school 
buildings as a cost cutting measure is 
anti-liberty. 

Some taxpayer groups advocate the 
repeal of or resistance to specific taxes 
or taxation in general; such groups are 
pro-liberty. Groups which advocate 
reduced taxes, tax ceilings, or 
changes in the way in which taxes may 
be imposed are neutral in their effects 
while those groups which advocate 
closing loopholes in order to achieve 
'fair taxes· are anti-liberty. 

The military draft is a clear example 
of pro-liberty vs anti-liberty groups. 
Groups which call for repeal of or 
resistance to the draft are clearly 
pro-liberty while groups which call for 
a 'fair draft' including women or with 
no deferrments are · clearly anti•. 
liberty. Groups which are efectively 
neutral might call for only a wartime 
draft, or a system which permitted 
many types of deferrments. 

As a general rule, congenial 
pro-liberty groups and activities 
should be enthusiastically supported 
while avoiding anti-liberty committ
ments. Neutral groups should be 
supported or aided only to the extent 
that there is a very good chance of 
radicalizing them into a pro-liberty 
stance. If community groups in your 
locality are only marginally pro
liberty and seem resistant to 
radicalization, you might be well 
advised to devote your time and effort 
to working for Libertarian Party or 
California Libertarian Council pro
jects such as internal education, voter 
registration, or candidate support. 

Mike Hall is chairman of the Cali
fornia Libertarian Council, the mem
bership organization officially recog
nized as the state affiliate of the 
national Libertarian Party. 
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EDITORIAL "Let Truth and falsehood grapple. Who ever knew Truth put to the worse in a free and open encounter?'' -John Milton, 1644 

Defending the Party of Principle 
by Less Antman 

In the summer issue of FREE 
TEXAS, a news report carried the 
unsurprising information that there 
are factions involved in the present 
race for National Chair. Fulfilling his 
journalistic responsibility to the 
members of the Texas LP, executive 
editor Mike Grossberg reported the 
opinions of some of these factions. 
With the quality and good taste that is 
the hallmark of FREE TEXAS, none 
of the editor's personal opinions were 
injected into a story filled with strong 
opinions. 

While he should have been roundly 
praised for his courage in reporting on 
a rather uncomfortable subject, 
Grossberg has received strong criti
cism instead. Although there were leg
itimate claims that the opinions 
reported on deserved rebuttal (which 
this editor knows is often difficult to 
obtain when deadlines are approach
ing, and which was offered to offended 
parties for the subsequent pre-election 
issue), much of the criticism of the 
story focussed on the supposedly 
damaging effects of party organs 
allowing the expression of opinions on 
any matter which divides members of 
the LP. If so, then this editor has been 
(and will continue to be, with the sup
port of a laid-back and tolerant mem
bership only California could pro
duce) a culprit as deserving as any for a 
lynching. What are we up to? 

After four issues of the " new" 
CALIBER. it's a good time to address 
the reasons for our present editorial 
policy - one of encouraging open 
analysis of divisive issues. and harsh 
(and occasionally unfair) criticism of 
the efforts of various individuals and 
groups within the Libertarian Party. 

It has long been a tradition that 
party newsletters and newspapers limit 
their content to news of past events, 
calendars of future events, swipes at 
Democrats and Republicans. and 
regular editorials exhorting members 
to work harder and contribute more. 

! Some of the larger state publications 
devote space to useful educational 
pieces on issues and a review of the 
libertarian heritage. All of these 
services are valuable, and I don't mean 
to suggest that such approaches 
should be condemned. 

CALIBER, however, has chosen to 
take a different approach - one which 
fills a void in the party which we feel is 
potentially dangerous. We have 
chosen to allow - and even encourage 
-views which are unconventional , 
critical, and even (in the judgement of 
some people) downright crazy. 

Are we out to destroy the party 
through na~sty and factional disputes? 
ls this an anti-LP plot? How does the 
editor explain his support of Richard 
Nixon in 1972, and the frequency with 
which he is seen conversing with Sam 
Konkin? 

It's time to explain what philosophy 
motivates the approach we have taken, 
one so different from such outstanding 
state party publications as FREE 
TEXAS and COLORADO LIB
ERTY. To do so. it's useful to look at 
our party and the libertarian 
movement today. 

At the 10th anniversary celebration 
of the Libertarian Party in Denver this 
year, several questions of great 
importance to the future of the party 
will be discussed. In addition to the 
normal pro~ess of strengthening the 
platform and choosing a new National 
Chair, a number of potentially angry 
and divisive battles may ensue on the 
contro l of future presidential 
campaigns, and even the desirability of 

a national committee. Already there is 
a cry on the part of several individuals 
to stop criticizing matters of tactics 
and structure, and to forget the past. 
This attitude, while superficially the 
one most conducive to unity, is 
possibly one of the key reasons for the 
continued factionalism and negativism 
of many in (and many other no longer 
in) the party. 

Dave Nolan and a few other 
Coloradoans formed the LP on 
December 11 , 1971. There have been 
constant bitter battles over goals, 
issues, and strategy ever since, and 
there is no reason to expect that any 
two libertarians (let alone several 
thousand) will ever come to total 
agreement. However, it is essential 
that the existence of such diversity be 
recognized by all members. Chastising 
members for disapproving of various 
actions and exhorting them to stop 
being negative is as ridiculous a 
demand when made by libertarians as 
when it is made against libertarians 
by cpnservatives and liberals. How 
often have we been attacked for being 
negative about government? 

This is not meant to suggest that all 
of the charges and proposals are 
correct. Certainly members are 
obliged to point out the errors by those 
who criticize or advocate various 
reforms. It is hard to believe that all of 
the charges made against the tactics of 
the Clark campaign, for example, are 
true; and equally hard to believe that 
they are all untrue. Unless we discuss 
them in the open. however, we cannot 
come to any kind of consensus. 

It is likely, furthermore, that the 
calls for unity and suppression of 
dissent by the hierarchy during the 
campaign have been responsible for 
both the defection of many long
standing members of great value and 
integrity, and the overly-bitter and 
sometimes exaggerated criticisms by 
others. Had there been a tradition of 
respectful criticism through official 
organs. then there would not have 
been so many private lette rs and 
independent exposes circulated, nor 
would so much destructive and unfair 
gossip be observed. 

Indeed, even Clark at the 1980 LPC 
Conve ntion answered a question 
about a slip in one of hi s press 
conferences with the comment that he 
had made an error and wished the 
questioner. who was present at the 
time. had corrected him. He clearly 
saw that the proper alternative to the 
cataloging of his errors for post
election attacks was the process of LP 
members speaking up at conferences 
and se nding lett ers to the editor 
cor recting misstatements and / or 
misquotes. Such actions could easi ly 
have been taken without implying that 
the errors were deliberate on the part 
of Clark. Furthermore. balanced 

t . 

information in party newsletters could 
have communicated the potential 
biases being advanced so that local 
candidates and supporters might have 
changed the emphasis of their own 
campaigns to counteract them. 

There is another benefit to the 
regular and open discussion of 
differences of opinion that is ignored 
by the "unity" people. In many of the 
i ndepe nden ta ttack s, legitimate 
criticism of behavior is often mixed 
with character assassination. Since it is 
generally held that criticism should be 
avoided except in extreme cases, these 
critics have felt the need to justify their 
charges by showing that this falls into 
that category·. A tradition of respect 
for differences of opinion and 
encouragement of criticism would 
have lessened this need. Furthermore, 
these critics are more careful to be fair 
and accurate when their views are 
1uHerally - rather than selectively -
•circulated. One hesitates to engage in 
malicious gossip when putting a 
signature to a party newsletter article 
or letter. · 

Of course, there are at least two 
legitimate dangers in a policy of free
wheeling discussion within the LP in 
general, and a specific policy of open 
criticism in party organs such as this 
one. The first is that we can forget 
about the overwhelming number of 
issues on which we agree, while 
concentrating on those few on which 

we do not. It is necessary to identify 
and praise successes as well as criticize 
failures. Such praise is more 
meaningful, in fact, when made by 
those who express their opinions 
honestly than when done as a matter of 
policy. 

The other danger was noted above 
in referring to the presentation of 
balanced information. If a party 
newsletter limits its opinions to that of 
the editor, then it probably is more 
dangerous than useful. A policy of 
limiting the editor's opinion pieces to 
one page per issue, as does CALIBER, 
is helpful. Furthermore, opinions 
should be solicited on both sides ( or all 
sides) of disputes whenever possible. 

Admittedly, many states have not 
passed the stage where the essential 
service of news and event calendars 
can be presented with any leftover 
space. CALIBER benefits from the 
size of its membership and the large 
number of outstanding local news
letters which carry some of the burden. 
This allows the presentation of 
viewpoints from all wings of the 
movement. 

Hopefully, the publication of 
opinion pieces by Ed Crane, Justin 
Raimondo, Richard Slomon, Andy 
Garrett, Milton Mueller, Wendy 
McElroy, Kevin Dye, David Boaz, 
Jeff Hummel, and myself do not 
represent a conspiracy to push a 
particular position to the exclusion of 
others. Former members of the John 
Birch Society are invited to submit 
their theories, however. 

It is time that we abandon the 
traditional view that discussion , 
disagreement, and debate constitute a 
threat to the party and the movement. 
Without the constant refinement of 
our application of libertarian 
principles, and the ongoing error-filled 
process of determining the proper 
strategy for advancing our ideas to the 
general public, we will have no 
integrity, no principles, and -
eventually - no Party of Principle. 

With open and honest criticism we 
can continue to build a pa_rty and a 
movement of which we can be proud. 
It is toward this end that CALIBER is 
dedicated. 
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CLC"EXCOM MINUTES 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 

MAY :i.-31, 1911, San Joo, 
I.CALL TO ORDER. MINUTES. AGENDA: Th<r<:gularly 

scheduled mttling of the Executive Committee was called to 
order by Chair Mike Hall at 1:20 P. M .. May JO. 1981 at ohc 
La Barron Hole-I in S.n Jose. 

Th, minutes or the February IJ-IS. 1981 St.Ito Convention 
were approved. hems and times on the proposed agenda were 
adJw;tcd and several new items were added with the required 
two-thirds approval. 
• 2. Representatives horn Kern County applied for mcmbcnhip 
in t~CLC. to become Rq,ion21. This ~·asn.,kdout of order by 
1he Chair. as no formal petition with the required signatures had 
been presented. 

J. Martin Buerger. Nonhcrn Vice Chair, made his rcpon. He 
noted some slippage in 1hc level of Libertarian activities follow• 
ing the November election. However. the San Jog office is now 
open run time. He commented on the need for Council-Party 
panicipa1ion in election prcparalions. In the last election. 
appro~imately 70% of the Congmsional. Staie Senate and State 
Assembly scats were conocsted by Libertarians. S 112.000 was 
,pent on these races. S40.000 or it raised locally. 

He had several suagcstions to pool recources more erfec1ively. 
By Kiting up a Political Action Commiuec a t the national level. 
money could be funneled into the most promisin& local races, 
those with the greatest chance of I win. or of scoring a significant 
vote total. Also. he proposed forming a Northern California 
Committee to elect Libertarians. to perform the same functions 
for State Senate and Assembly races. 

Martin intends to ;l5it every Region in his constitocncy. to 
talk with activists and potential candidates. He is organi1jng a 
meetins of Northern California Regional Chairs 10 forward 
these activities. 

4. Melinda Pillsbury-Foster. Souohcrn Vice Chair. reported. 
She st rts.scd the importance of establishing contaC1 with the 
media, including the use of medi.a packets with information on 
the Party and Council. The suggestion was made to form a 
Libertarian Advocates organi1.ation. a group or lawyers which 
would assist individU3IS in pursuina law, uits. wherever it would 
advance the Libertarian movement. 

She also sugges,cd sending booklets to talk sho,...·s.~listing 
Libertarians who would make intcrn1in1 interview subjects. In 
line with this. a Libe:rcarian Speaker\ Bureau has been organ
ized in Los Angeles and is looking for affiliates. 

The Eagle Rock ofticc is nowopcrauingand is seeking to st.art 
classes on Libertarianism and to become sclr-sufficicn1. 

5. Bob Lehman. Mcmbcnhip Scactary. reporttd. The mem
bership file has been convened to a new IBM6 word processor, 
which will reduce our costs. The CLC currently has 1146 
members. Membership cards will be printed and information 
pack.cu »re being sent 10 new and renewing members. 

6. Trcasurcr•s repon. Kevin Dye. We arc c urrcnlly retiring 
appro.1timatcly S1000 of debt per quarter. He pointed oui1hat 
extraordinary fundraising efforts are called for. since our cur
rent debt runs between S.SOOO and $7000. (There arc some dis
puted charges.). The Audit Commitlcc repon is not yet ready. 

7. Leu Antman. editor or CALIBER. reported. The fint two 
issues under his editorship have come out on schedule, 

Less husc:1 thefollowingpoticyforcopinofCALIBER being 
scn110 non-subscribers: individual copies will cost SI .00, 50-100 
copies will cost 2Sc each, 100• copies will cost Hk each. Fifty 
free copies will be: sent to each Region that provides nc-.s items. 
He r-cqucsted that indi,idual members become Regional 
CALIBER cont.acts. providing news and articals. 

A motion wa, made to give the complete CLC malling list to 
the CALIBER editor. It passed. unopposed. 

&. Karen Huffman gave the Literature Commillcc Report. 
New literature order ro,ms are being completed and will be 
ready for use in July. These are available from Libmy Books in 
San Jose. 

9. A motion was passed 10 suspend the ruin. to hear Bart Lee.a 
possible Libcnarian candidate for California A1torncy General 
in 1982. Ban noted that SIS.000 was spent on his race for San 
Francisco District Attorney in 1979. His goal is to raise S20.000. 
Sl0.000 for the Attorney Generals' race. the i)sucs to be raised 
including the pros~ct of turning the Allorncy Gc:ncral Office's 
AntHrust Unit against the State Government. 
10. A motion was made to abolish the Membership Committee. 

Marl'. Hinkle cited the need for local respons1bili1y over mem
bership drha. Oayton Cramer counrutd with arguments on 
the econonun of scak. that a statewide commiuec could be 
more effective. The motion to abolish pa.$scd. 
I I. Mark Hinkle moved to abolish the F'undraising Committee. 

The motion passed, although Jack Dean argued that the Com
mince was necessary. 

Jl. Sara Baast moved 10 aboli~h the Ballot Drive Oversight 
Co mmitl«. thc motion passed. unopposed. with no discussion 
IJ. A report w-.s made for tht: Vicrory in California Committee. 

Se\·eral hundred dollars remain in the Committee accounl . 8.J. 
Waggoner has indicated that Re wants to be reli~d of rci.ponsi
bility for the account The Chair stated that he will handle 1his 
situation. 

I◄. A motion was made to abo lish rhe Election Code Commit
tee. It passed. unopposed, with no discussion. 

15. Bill Evers moved to create a five member Endo~cment 
committee. which would review all known regi)tcred Libcnanan 
candida1es for s1a1ewidc office. indudin& Stale Board of Et.1uali• 
ration members. and make recommendation, to the E.1ttcuti\/e 
Committee. The livt: members would be chosen by the E.1tccu1ivc 
Committee. their terms to expire following the November 1982 
elections. The motion passed 

16. The following candidatn -.·ere nominated to be Endor~
mcnt commiucc members: Sara Baase. Martin Buerger. Ed 
Craine. Jack Dean. Bill Even. Mik< Hall. Gary Meade and Jerry 
Stivers. 

17. Elec1ed to Endorscmen1 Committee: Sara Baase. Martin 
Buerger. Jack Dean. Bill Evers. Mike Hall. 

11. Sara Baase reported on 1hc libcr1arian Party National 
Commi11« mttling. 

19. Mike Hall rcporttd on ohc plan, forihc 1982 CLCCon,cn• 
tion. The ban4uet spu.kcr will be Ron Paul. rexas 
congressman. 

28. The CLC dckga1ion 10 lhc LP National C'omention in 
August well number 90. plus 4Ulomaric dckg:urs. 
21. Eric Garri.s )U&gcstcd ~uing the nex1 CLC EXECOM 

·'"""' ~ meeting for early August. so as to allow candid.itc-s for National 
Chair to speak before the Commiuce. as well as 10 discus:s il;s u,~ 
10 be raised at the National Con\'ention. Sara lbaM:argucd ttu&t 
1t would be easier to hold the mttting arter th.: NATCON. 
11. A motion wu, made to~, the next EXECOM meeting for 

btc Sep1embcr. It pa)scd: IS )CS. 11 no. 
13. A motion Wlh made and pas~cd lo suspend the ruki. !I.OUS w 

con,idcrsct1ing up National Con,cn1ion Odcgatc Caucu!I. mee1-
inp for both 1'"onhcrn and Southern California. 
l4. A molion ,....n made 10 coordinate the plcrnnini of th~ 

mcctinp. lCI be held AugU!lil I and or 2nd. II pa)~d. unoppo~d. 
Eric Garn.) will org.ani,c the Northern California (."aucu!I., Will 
Mao.hall wi ll organuc the Southern, 

25. C'plin Hunter and Sco11 Olm,ted -.ere nominated to ht.-
. ............__ Platform C'ommitt« member at the !'\A I CO!\. 

M_ A motion 'Aib made und ()4')-.cd to pt~lpone the ,ote for 
Pla trorm comm111ec member un11I Sunda) and 10 keep the nom
m.11mn., open unul the ,ote. 

27. l:d Wollord ".as nom,nuh:d to ~ PIJtform cummiuc"' 
Coordmalur and ,-.a, elected h, ucclamu1i,rn. 

_ ........._JI l .)ft Suptl"'°'ky "~:-r. nom1~ted .and dcch.•d (ur mcmtk:r,h1p 
~ •~_the \111iorual Credentiab. C'omm1th.-c. 

1', Al .S'.04 P .M tht· nl\.'Cl1ni wa:-r. n.:ce~:-cd until Sunda\ 
morn1n~ · 

DYE/from p. 30 
ilar problems. 

Would the adoption of this proposal 
resolve our principal organizational 
problems. or at least those connected 
with our presidential campaign's rela
tion to all the various party organs? 
Far from it. We haven't even ·men
tioned the problems associated with 

relations be tween state and 
organizations. or state parties 

30. At 9. 2S S unday m o rning. t he Executi \<c Coffim,ttee 
rtco nvcncd. 
JI, Clay10n Kramer was nominate for Platform Committee 

member. He mentioned abortion and the mili1ari1.a1ion of ipace 
as issues which should have :separate planks. 
32. Sco11 Olmsted was etectcd to be PLufonn Commiuec: 

member. 
33. Kevin Dye moved 10 recmd lhe Policy S1a1emen1 pa!lsed on 

.SJ 10/ 80 changing the name or the S tate Newsletter from 
CALIBER 10 CALIFORNIA LIBERTARIAN. It pas,cd. 
unopposed. 
14. A motion was made to rccind the Policy S tltemc-nts pa.sscd 

on 2/ 21 / n and 4/ 30/ n. regarding State Newsletter policy 
instructions to 1he CALIBER editor. II wu argued tha1 the 
editor should have a free hand in setting policy. The motion 
passed. unopposed. 
35. Bill Even moved to make CALIBER subscription (tts 

separate from CLC mcmbenhip duts. Th< motion failed. 
36. A motion was made to allow CALIBER editors to set the 

price of any is)ua of CA LIBER marketed outside of regular 
CLC channels. It passed. unopposod. 

37. Mike Hall proposed that a fund-r-aising rafOe be oraani1ed 
to take advantage of the oppor1unity afforded by the upcoming 
National Convention. He pointed out that an attendance of 2000 
was expected. 

The mailing would be held June 10th, the drawing to be held 
August 10th The prizes: I. Package trip to the Convention. 
including transportation and lodging. 2. Subscrip1ions to Re-,4-
son. Libertarian Review, Inquiry and Vanguard. J. Auto-
graphed copies of -Ttme For a New Beginning."' 

Estimated cost of the pri1es is S700: printing - S600. mailing 
liso - SSO. postage • S70 (S360 if finn cla,s►. 

1r 10.000 oickeos can be sold ao S2.00 each. profits 10 1hc CLC 
could run to SIS.000. The first pri,c would bt ton,-cniblt to 
cash. One complementary ticket would be gwen for each 9 sold. 

, 
31. Bob Lehnian mOved 1hat we conduct the rafne as proposed 

by Mike Hall. It pas,cd. unopposed. 
3'. Andy Garre, reponcd on a proposed marijuana initiative. 

He noted the simplici1yof 1he iniliative and the number of other 
groups willing to be involved in ge11ing il on the ballot. The text 
of the initiative isas follows: -Adults. 18 years or older. shall not 
be punished criminally. or be denied any righ1 or privilege. by 
rea.son of their private possession. 1ranspor1.1tion orcultiva1ion 
of marijuana for ptl"\onal u.)( ... 
.... A motion was made to endorse 1his ini1iativeand 10 affiliate 

with the spon)on. h pas~ed: unopposed. 
41. The following motion was made by Marlin Buerger: The 

Exccu1ive Commiucc of 1he California Libertarian Council 
cstabliihes the following guidelines for the handling or 
memberships. 

I. The processing or membership .11pplications and du~-s. 
CALI BER subscriptions and member)hip packet~. and sending 
out or renewal no1ices arc a primary mpon)ibili1y of the state 
officers or ohc CLC. 

2. Activities for ob1ainmg new memberships or rtncwing 
currcn1 memberships arc a primary responsibility of each 
regional organi1ation of the CLC. 

1"'he Executive Committee of 1he California Libertarian 
Council establishes the following procedures for carrying out 
these gujdelincs: 

I. That rhe MembcrshipSccrc taryand Trcai.urcrincludc in 
future reports how quickly mcmbcohip applications and due~ 
arc being processed and correc1ivc measures taken to reduce 
delays. 

2. That 1he Membcn.hip Sccretaf) dc\'elop a pad.ct of 
materials 10 bc"nt to new and renewing membcnand report on 
its implementation at the next meeting of the EXECOM. 

3. Tha1<hangc, in member,hips by region need 10 be given a 
high profile in communications to the regions. In particular. tha1 
the Membership Secretary work with 1hc editor of CALI BER to 
report on changes in membership in evtry regulu issue. 

4. That the regional organi1..a1ions take rh ponsibility for 
the membership doves. including the maximi1ing of rencwali. in 
their aua. 

The motion passed. 
42. Bob Lehman moved th.at the CLC mcmbc:rshipapplication 

be altered as follows: I. To change the Ci1y Stale Zip li"nc to 
Ci1y/ County/ Zip. 2. To dclc1e thr line!> - 1 am eti11ble to ,01c in 
----County." And - J am(I am nol) rcgister-cd 10 ,01e 
in the Libcnarian Party. "' J. To substitute -Additionul Dona
tion" in placr of "Oona1ion for regional newsletter (Suggel'lt 
S2-SI0) ... _Donation to assist rt&JOna l acti,itia."and -donation 
to help support lhe California Libc:rtarian Council ... 4. To dckte 
the hne-Ptt.asc allow"" ~«ks for processing yourapphcation ... 
(A mo1ion to amend this line 10 read: ··Fees on thi!io form arc 
accurate for-number or current year- only"failed .) .S. 1 o change 
the words --california tibcrtanan" 10 "Cali~r." 

The motion pas)ed. Ne" CLC mcmbcDhip apphc-.u1ons will 
reflect ohcsc changts. 
43. Mark Hink~ introduced the follo v..mg re-solu1ion. which 

passed. unoppos<d: 
Whereas the C.A.S."I. initiatiH would prohibit an) nc-. tax. 

re,. or ltvy o( any kind, the increa)C, orcxten~ion of an) CXbhntt 

tax~ (cc. or lt-ry, unlc·b passed b) a 1"·0-1hird!I ,01c of 1hc people: 
And -.hercai. the C.A.S 1 . in1tia1hc rc~uin.-,. 1ha1 I.axe,. 

imp())Cd be spcn1 only for the purpo,c for which 11 wa) pa)!I.Cd: 
And whercai. the C .A.S.T. initi.ttiH· con1ain~ a - sun!I.Ct 

Clausi:" "'hich J"C'fUlrCl'I lhe ex piration ,,fan) tax. f,·c. or k, y 
which b. approved b) the ,x:opl"' ,,1 m1t mu ri: than )IX ycJo: 

Be it then:fon: r'-')Ol,cd that the Cl (' "'ndo Nt." the ('.A..S. I . 
in1tia11,c and pledge') 11-. suppori fur 1b pa))ojgc. 

44. A motion wa~ made to allo"" Rcu)on Mag.a,inc to rent 1hc 
C l.(' mailing li)l. at the r,uc ol SSO per 1000 name:-.. It pa!l.-.c-d. 
unoppo)Cd. 
45. Sully Fos ler introduct·d the foHo"' mg. motitrn. \loh k h ra.,;"-d 

unanimou,I) : 
Whaca) thc platform) oflhc Cahforn11.1 l.ibt.-rtarian ("ourw:il 

Libertarian Party tlf C.alifornia -1lfirm our op1w:-.iuon io S1a1"' 
ecrtirica1ion .1nd licen,ing o l thc rrac1kc, ,,( mcJic1nt· .tnJ 

. micJw,kry: 
And -.hcrc:;,s n::-r.olution:,r,. at the Shue and :i-..a1 ionul lc, .:b ,,J 

1he l.1h\·r1arian P·Jrl} condcmn the on11,oin~ harJ .. :-.m'-'nt ol l.t~ 
mid-.1H·:-r. h) go\"Crnmen1 ollkiab and aa;,cnd'--:,r,: 

I hcrdort-. Ix- ii rc:rr.olH·d tha t thc Fxcculi\C c:,,mmi1tcc ,1fthL' 
Californi.e l.i~rtaria n ( 'uuncil. ..:nJorM.' 1h..: cffon:,,, lll th'-· Cali~ 
forniu A, .,oc:i.ttion of M1d14i\ei. ({'AM).inJ 1hi: nl.ln~ e,,nt·crn'-·J 
ind1\ldual:-r. .ind ih1ur:-r. -Ahv art· "-Orlml! on khult ,,1 l>dA·a 
Burn, . .and join 1hcm 1n urt:.intt th.at (i1l\crn,n Krn'4n l!rant h\.'r 
l'Xt-CUII\\.' ck:mcnc\ immediate!\'. 
46. Eric Ciarri:rr. m;ned 1ha1 th.:'(· I.( ' oppo:rr.L' /\,~c mhl~ Hill~ 1.l f 

,ancJh1hh) .igain:-r.t ii. I h1) Hi ll '4ouh.J \Cf~ hl.cl) ha,'-' 1hcdkc1 of 
fon·mi the Peac\.' und t·n.:eJom Part} oll th.: Cahlorn..a Hallot. 
"hic h Ill turn '4tlUh.l haH lht· cl fr-l·t ol dn..:rtani \Olt·, into lht· 
lk·monallc and Rcpuhli\.':in Pam'-"· pnm.anl~ th.: l~·m•"'-·r.11it·. 
rh'-' nwtion pa,;1,1.•d un.u11mo1i-.l} . 
47. Su!o..an l .o,c t-lrn'4n 1ntro<lm·i:J the lolln...,1n!! n:,olu1io11. 

-.hid, ra,~J unurp,,,,,:J 
Wh..:rca, lht· Cahlorma mh\.'fll.tnt·._• 1a, CothlllUtt, 1h"' lmal 

intfiimt~ tor '-,llA'n, "h,, thwu~houl lh'-·ir II\ \.'" hJH" h.,J th'-·1r 
.J"'""-"I' cnnlt:,'-'alcd h, nuntcrmL, un" J rr;1111t·J 1:..t ''-•:,, uni\ to h...· th'-' 
,ic:l1tll!1 ol 011\." fin::11.th'-'lt .alla Llc.ilh, . 

Whcn.:a" 1hi) uncn1u) t.l\ .il:-r.o .,,\."uh from the .. un '"'" lh'-•ir 
ri~htlul lf:llt Imm 1hi: d1:wcJi:ot: 

Wh'-·rc;a .. t•rnrc,"llhtn IJ ck oirt~ d'-·mon,1r;11\.", that lh'-' u ni~ 
.... ... ~ (ti rcJut· .. · l!ll\l.;1nmc111 .. pcnJ,n!! ,, h1 f\."'lrll'l th\.' l!II\Crn- , 
mc111\ .tt'l1hl\ to"-"' 1a,e:oi: 

Wh'-•rca , i;1di\ 1tl~;,II "' ,houlJ h;,1H th'-' n~hl It• J1,p1t..'-· ol lh\.·ir 

and the presidential campaign. such 
problems will persist in droves so long 
as our party apparatus is modeled so 
faithfully after the federal govern- _ 
ment, which was after all, originally 
devised to be rather inefficient. a 
desirable quality in government, but 
not in private associations. This prop
osal is but a single modest reform of 
many yet to be made. 

as~ ts as they sec fu wtthout rea r ot go vernment K11Urc~ 
Therefore it i:i, re~ohcd thal the California L1bcru1tian C'oun

c1I ~upports and endo r)cs the I.N. tl.E.R.I.T. constitutional 
amendment 10 abolish the CahfornMI inherita nce 1a1t. 

-41. Bill Ever!> reported o n 1hcs\_.ltusoflhc state ruscmbly bill 10 
chansc 1hc ruin under -.h1c h we arc curre ntly ope-rating. which 
._..ere ado pted from the rules of 1hc Peace a nd Frttdo m Party. 
Thi:. bill would also h41-..e includ,-d .. None: of the Above" on the 
Libert11rian rarty Primary Ballot. The bill was rcjec1cd and 
uppcari. to be dead for the time being. He also reported on the 
~arch for an Exttuli\'c Director 10 replace Don Doia. who ha.s 
raigncd. Candidatrs arc being scrccnrd. 
49. Alfon10 Wa.shington and Mel Taft. from Omni-Designers. 

made a presentation of fundruising and ad,•er1ising proposals. 
51. A motion -.·a~ made to crc:atc a three plrson commiucc to 

study the proposal) and past pcrformaO<"t or Omni.Designers 
and report 10 the nex t Exccuth·e Comminec mce1ing. The 
motion passed. Eric Garris. Salky f ~ tcr and Clayton Kramer 
weh: M:ICC1cd by 1hc Chair to he on lhi) comm1Hec. 

ELECTIONS/from p. 20 
With these caveats in mind, how

ever, the figures may be very useful. 
. We are accustomed to speaking of 
aggregate vote, a habit acquired when 
our candidates' performance levels 
were not generally very impressive. 
Aggregate vote figures give us a way to 
see the forest, rather than just the 
trees... to perceive broad trends by 
comparison of comparable figures for 
successive elections. 1978 and 1980 
might not seem comparable at first 
blush, due to the inclusion in 1980 of 
the large presidential vote. However, 
this was balanced by the drastically 
reduced number of governorships and 
other state offices up in presidential 
years. Indeed, the combined Clark for 
President and state level'office vote in 
1980 was only about 6% above the 
total state office vote of 1978. Thus, we 
see that the great increase in aggregate 
vote came not from the presidential 
campaign, but from the great number 
of lesser candidates running in 1980. 

Twenty-nine states ran at least one 
libertarian candidate in 1978, while 36 
ran at least one other than the presi
dential ticket in 1980. Eleven states ran 
no such candidates either year, three 
(Maryland, Minnesota, and Missouri) 
ran a candidate in 1978 but not in 
I 98<r, and10 which had run none in 
1978 ran at least one in 1980, while the 
remaining 26 ran candidates both 
years. The most prodigious increase 
was in the number of candidates for 
U.S. House of Representatives: while 
the numbers of U.S. Senate, state legis
lative, and local candidates each more 
than doubled, the number of House 
candidates increased over five fold! 

The increased number of candidates 
was also focused on a few states. Nine-

51. A motion was made 10 ex pand thh commince to four 
people. It pa~scd. Susan Love Bro wn becoming the fourth 
member. 
5~. Sally rosier introduced ohc following motion: Tht CLC 

commend) Omni•Dnigncrs tons members and rtg10nal o rgani-
1a1ion.) as a ,chick for outreach through community d evelop
ment without government a:.~istance or control. 

The motion failed. following the argumenl that not enough 
was known about Omni•Dc-signers and that any action or 1h1s 
nature should wait until arter the Omni-Designer Study Com
mittee rcpon. 
Sf. Rea.arding b yet unchartered region!rl, Mike Hall delcgacc-d 

re:sponsibili1y to 1'7 Vice C hairs for negotiating with the Chairs 
o( adjacent char,.tered rcgiom and deciding which charte~d 
region will represent any particular unchartered region. 
S5. The meeting IA'illi adjourned at 1:01 P. M. 

Please rcporl any crron: or omissions 10 Mark Picken~. Record
ing Secrcuary. 1446 48th Avenue. San f-'rJncisco. Ca. 94122. 

teen states ran roughly the same 
number of candidates in 1978 and 
1980. Twelve sported a modest 
increase. In addition to the three states 
already mentioned, New Hampshire, 
North Carolina, and Massachusetts 
ran fewer candidates in 1980 than 
1978, for a total of six such states. Six 
of the 10 states to run candidates in 
1980 but not 1978 ran only a few can
didates. The remaining seven states 
scored spectacular increases in the 
number of candidates thay ran. These 
were California, Delaware, Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas 
and Wisconsin. 

The various states followed several 
different patterns of electoral devel
opment, which can be grouped into six 
rough categories. Fourteen states ran 
no candidates below the presidential 
level. Five states ran only a single can
didate. Nine states ran a small number 

, of candidates following no discernable 
pattern. Four states (Colorado, Virgi
nia, Alabama, and Washington) 
focused on the U.S. House level. Eight 
states focused on legislative races (this 
category included some of the best per
formances; Alaska's two victories and 
one near victory in Montana. Ironi
cally, it also included the only state to 
lose in aggregate vote, number of can
didates, and average share of the vote 
-New Hampshire). The 10 remaining 
states ran large numbers of candidates 
at all levels, in some cases approaching 
full slates. 

One final anomaly deserves notice 
for comic relief: the only two states to 
run write-in candidates for U.S. 
Senate in 1980 were the same two 
states that were the only ones to list 
John Hospers as a presidential candi
date in 1972. 

That's right. Colorado and Washing
ton. 

JOIN THE LPRC ! 
-----LIBERTARIAN PARTY RADICAL CAUCUS------1 

YES, I'm a Libertarian Party member who thinks "low-tax liberal
ism" is no substitute for libertarianism. I agree with your ten-point 
program , and I want to join the LPRC. Sign me up as a 

D 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 

Patron ($100) (you get all LPRC publications plus Roth bard's 
FOR A NEW LIBERTY 
Sustainer ($10 per month ) (you get all LPRC publications plus 
Rothbard 's LEFT AND RIGHT) 
Contributor ($75) (you get LV, Cadre, & ten gift subscriptions) 
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Do nor ($25) (yoli_get LV, Cadre, & two gift subscriptions) 
Regular Membe rship ($12) (you get LV & Cadre) 

YES, I need a good dose of radical libertarianism. I want to subscribe to 
LIBERTARIAN VANGUARD for 

D Six months ($6.50) 
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D Two years ($18) 
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paign and the ongoing party organiza
tion?" 

To answer that question in the 
affirmative is to conceive of the con
vention as the only true national 
organization, the only organ capable 
of rendering decisions on both ques
tions of education and public expo
sure, one which meets (and hence tr~ly 
exists) only biannually, and which 
nominates a presidential candidate as 
its way of hiring a sort of glorified 
public relations man for the purpose of 
creating a pleasant impression in the 
public mind, and which chooses , a 

• national committee as its way of form
ing a sort of standing committee on 
internal education which should not 
interfere with the work of the PR man. 
It is, in short, to conceive of these two 
realms as so unrelated as to require no 
real coordination. To answer it in the 
negative is to conceive of the party as a 
unified, ongoing organization whose 
various activities serve a common goal 
and therefore require centralization of 
authority in the national committee 
between conventions to ensure their 
integration. 

The biased manner in which I have 
stated the alternatives reveals my own 
position on this question; and, indeed, 
the adoption of the latter view places 
special emphasis on the need for a 
mechanism to mesh the efforts of the 
National Committee and the presiden
tial campaign. 

The second question, however, 
looms just as large whatever one's 
answer to the first: how is the envisi
oned relationship to be enforced? If 
one adopts the former view, for exam
ple, how is the convention to be sure 
that the "PR manft does the job it 
"hired" him to do? Likewise how does 
the convention effectively prevent the 
national committee's educational 
work from interfering with the cam
paign? If one adopts the latter view, 
what prevents the intransigence of 
either the national committee or the 
campaign committee from preventing 
their cooperation? No matter what 
model one adopts, there is no escape 
from the necessity of building controls 
into <Sur party organization. 

We are now in a position to address 
the issue at hand by holding the first 
question in abeyance until we see if the 
answers to the second may shed addi
tional light on the subject. Only three 
general approaches to the question of 
control of presidential campaigns 
present themselves: either we retain an . 
independent campaign, under the 
existing or similar arrangements; or 
we establish some special machinery 
for the sole purpose of regulating the 
campaign; or we subordinate the cam
paign to some existing party organ. 
Let us examine each of these alterna
tives in its principal variants with 

. respect to enforcnbility, flexibility. 
, and the potential for the generation of 

gratuitous· discord within the con
straints ·imposcd ,by libertrian ethical 
and' strategic consideration. . 

The existing arrangement offers the 
advantage that it requires no changes 
in our governing documents. I am 
hard pressed to think of any other. It 
fails all three of the tests suggested 
above.~ most obvious of these 
defects is its lack offlexibility; it offers 
no sanction to lay against even the 
most wayward campaign short of rep
udiating the candidate or threatening 
to do the same. If ever a situation arose 
in which it became clear that such a 

"By and large, the motivation of 
profit is primarily responsible for the 
vast amount of mutual service we find 
among us today. It is responsible for 
the constantly increasing standard of 
living in our country and the wcr!d i:: 
general. It is a moral method of en
ccµraging all of us to serve eac~ :;~er 
better and effecJi .. ~' -.-. -· ~c,y. 

-Benjamin Fairless 

severe sanction was warranted, it 
would probably come too late for the 
candidate's name to be removed from 
any ballots, and it would be virt~ally 
impossible to prevent the candidate 
from continuing his campaign . Even if 
it came earlier, however, there would 
be no way to compel the state organi
zations to put someone else on their 
ballots. The chaos and confusion 
could well destroy the party . 
Moreover, the negative publicity that 
would attend any such action would be 
so great as to call into question 
whether it would be used against any 
but a campaign that had taken on, say, 
the complexion of Tom Metzger's and 
thus ensured bad publicity come what 
may. In sum, the sanction is unen
forceable. It is also likely to create gra
tuitous discord . If a NatCom member 
knows that the sanction will never be 
used, he is free to carp about the cam
paign to his heart's content, knowing 
that no one will test his sincerity by 
putting the matter to a vote. Likewise, 
the campaign staff knows that it need 
show no respect to the NatCom, for 
there is nothing the NatCom can do in 
appropriate response. It is arguable, in 
fact, that these factors unnecessarily 
increased last year's rancor. 

The second class of proposals is the 
broadest of the three. I include in this 
class of "special machinery" both 
proposals for the institution of some 
contractual arrangement and those 
calling for the establishment of some 
special oversight committee. This class 
seems to offer the most fertile field for 
implementing the schizophrenic "PR 
man vs. Education Committee"model 
of party organization, as it affords 
ways of bringing some measure of con
trol over either NatCom or presiden
tial campaign without subordinating 
either to the other. 

Let us consider the contract propos
als first. These have the virtue of defin
ing in advance precisely what we have 
a right to expect of the presidential 
campaign, thereby providing a basis 
for minimizing the friction one may 
expect from any second-guessing 
campaign oversight. They also seem to 
offer a way to implement the sugges
tion, offered by Ed Clark and others, 
that the job of setting the goals of the 
campaign belongs to the nominati~g 
convention, while offering some relief 
from the criticism that the convention 
lacks the longevity to enforce its 
understanding of the covenent on the 
candidate. 

Withal, these proposals must be 
rejected as unworkable. It is difficult 
to conceive how any contract could be 
so ingeniously devised as to cover the 
contingencies of a national campaign. 
Thus, it flunks the flexibility test. 
Moreover, who would negotiate its 
terms using what bargaining power? 
The convention could bargain by 
threatening to nominate some other 
candidate, but it lacks the longevity 
and cohesion, not to mention the tech
nical knowledge. to negotiate such a 
complex agreement . The NatCom 
might have the knowledge and cohe
sion for such a task, but certainly not 
the·tongevity. We must conclude that 
either the "negotiations" would consist 
in accepting a blatant diktat laid down 
by the candidate, or it would be neces
sary to create some special committee 
to negotiate with each of the candi
dates in advance of the convention. 
This last notion leads full circle.back to 
the question of what it would use for 
bargaining power. 

Moreover. supposing it were feasi
ble to negotiate and draft such a con
tract. how could it be enforced'! Would 
it be a legally binding contract, 
enforced in the courts? Imagine. if you 
can.the spectacle of various organs of 
the national party embroiled in law 
~uits agaimt one another in the midst 
of a presidential ca mpaign! What. 
then. o f the notion of granting !>anc-
tinn\,; '" •"" ·" ~, _ _ ,.... r ·;, , .L • . 
...••.• ,v .. , .: ,~a l\..Om o . ~:.J. ,11c Judi-

cial C~~~;-;-1;11cc. to enforce the con
tract. In the case of the Na tCom. we 
ha\\: ju~t abandoned the ··-schi1-oid .. 
organinttional scheme in making such 

a proposal. Even if the Judicial Com
mittee is chosen, however, what sanc
tion could it be endowed with so terri
ble as to ensure compliance? Denial of 
mailing list privileges, you suggest? By 
the time any crisis warranting with
drawal of mailing list privileges would 
likely emerge, the campaign would 
have its own list developed. We are left 
with only the current sanction of repu
diation, already rejected above as 
inadequate. (One variant of this prop
osal, advanced in a late issue of Fron
tlines, even suggests watering down 
that sanction by forbidding the Nat
Com to replace any candidate it repu
diates, and requiring it to come to 
terms with the candidate within 60 
days of the nomination or lose him 
involuntarily; some negotiating 
position!) 
- We turn, then, to the idea of some 

sort of oversight committee. The prob
lem of sanctions sufficient to make one 
of these proposals enforceable is no 
less than in the case of a contract. For 
the issue of who negotiates the con
tract, we need only substitute the ques
tion of who chooses the oversight 
committee. All of the difficulties 
inherent in a contract apply to the 
oversight committee, with one major 
addition: contracts don't talk . To 
create a committee outside the cam
paign chain of command with a char
ter to criticize the decisions of the 
campaign staff is to set up an official 
board of hecklers, back seat drivers, 
and second guessers. Such a provision 
would be a blueprint for nasty strife. 
Moreover, if one could solve the prob
lem of finding adequate sanctions, the 
oversight committee would in effect 
become the campaign staff. In that 
case why not simply let the people who 
choose the oversight committee 
choose the campaign staff instead, and 
be rid of a redundant body? 

What, then, of the third approach: 
subordinating the campaign to some 
existing party organ? This approach 
permits a solution to our thus far most 
difficult problem: enforcement. 2 
U .S.C. 432 (e) (3) (A) (i) provides: 

"the candidate for the office of Pres
ident nominated by a political party 
may designate the national committee 
of such political party as a principal 
campaign committee ... " 
Consider the implications if we make 
the designation of the LNC as the 
principal campaign committee of our 
candidate a condition of accepting our 
presidential nomination: we need 
adopt no special sanctions to enforce 
control over the presidential campaign 
as the FEC stands ready to prevent the 
candidate from campaigning under 
any other aegis. Likewise, we need 
make r-,:, special provision that the 
Nat Com owns any of the assets of the 
campaign, or may limit its debt, or hire 
a.nd fire its staff, or approve its litera
ture, or take any other action to con
trol the campaign, as the NatCom 
would legally be the presidential cam
paign committee! How's that for solv
ing the enforcement -problem? 

Two obj'ections are invariably raised 
even against weaker versions of the 
NatCom supremacist position: that 
the NatCom is too large and meets too 
infrequently to manage a campaign on · , 
a day-to-day basis, and that the_ Nat
Com would abuse such authority by 
interfering in the management of the 
campaign. Never mind that these two 
objections contrad ict one another; 
they are still advanced in tandem. 
What both objections ignore is the 
flexibility of this arrangement: the 
NatCom .wouldn't have to run the 
campaign; it could take as strong or 
weak a hand in the management of the 
campaign as circumstances seemed to 
warrant. 

So much for enforc~!!!!:'.~! :!~~ ~cAi
bility; now what about potenti~! fur 
discord'! Wouldn_'~ ~~.c: NatCom con
t~'.~. ~:ements who opposed the nomi
nee, and wouldn't they try to use thei r 
positions to sabotage his campaign'! 
Undoubted ly, manr vie,ws could be 
repre~ented on the Na{Com, but to 
suppose that enough members would 

be so vehement in their opposition as 
to sabotage the campaign supposes 
that the same convention that nomi
nated the candidate would elect a 
NatCom implacably hostile to him. 
This would be a problem under any 
system; under our present arrange
ments such a NatCom could repudiate 
the candidate and replace him with 
one more to their liking. Even without 
this power, the NatCom could cause 
no end of trouble to the candidate by 
embarassing him with hostile resolu
tions and\ the like. With the NatCom 
bearing ultimate responsibility for the 
presidential race, however, it is likely 
that it wotlld do all possible to come to 
terms witll\and support the candidate. 
Thus it isJarguable that t his system 
woul J do more to reduce strife than 
any other. '1 

What about the ethical objection? 
Doesn't this system involve using the 
power of government to solve our 
problems, when that is precisely what 
we advocate no one do? Not really, it 
merely recognizes the regulations that 
exist as a fact of reality, to be used to 
best advantage so long as they exist, 
much like gravity or any other force 
outside our immediate power to 
abolish. 

How would the Nat Com most likely 
use much authority in practice? The 
candidate would appear before the 
NatCom immediately after his nomi
nation and suggest a steering commit
tee and campaign manager to them. 
They would approve such choices as 
inspired their confidence. If an emer
gency later arose so severe as to cause 
them to reverse their judgment, they 
could replace their appointees, by mail 
ballot if necessary, almost certainly 
with .others suggested as suitable by 
the candidate. The NatCom would 
probably restrict such action to a 2/ 3 
or 3/ 4 vote at the time they made the 
initial appointments, in order to give 
some security to the campaign staff, 
and permit the recruitment of espe
cially capable people. If, at any stage, 
they deemed it necessary to impose 
specific restrictions on the campaign, 
or to sic an investigative or watchdog 
committee on som~ phase thereof, it 
would be their prerogative to do so. 

We are now in a position to draw 
some inferences concerning the two 
competing models of party organiza
tion mentioned earlier, and which I 
irreverently dubbed "schizoid" and 
"organic." The former, aside from the 
objections I leveled against it earlier, 
turns out to be exceedingly difficult to 
enforce, and, if many of its forms, 
exceedingly inflexible. Moreover, it is 
inderently prone to produce discord, 
as it sets up two competing organiza
tional wings of the party, with diver
gent but overlapping goals, and draw
ing on the same resource pool. The 
latter, by contrast, admits of a simple 
but complete solution to the problem 
of enforcement, which also gives a 
tremendous amount of flexibility, and · 
many even militate against discord . 
. What may we expect from our pro
posed solution? Will it save us from 
errors, financial, managerial , or stra
tegic? Of course not, candidates and 
managers ·arc human; so are NatCom 
members. It will, however, at least 
provide a mechanism through which 
wayward campaigns can be reined in 
short of complete catastrophe, and 
afford an opportunity for the unifica
tion of the party structure behind a 
common agenda. Errors we will make 
to be sure, but under the arrangement 
envisioned here it is at least more likely 
they will be consistent errors which 
will more readily present themselves 
for what they are, rather than lymg 
hidden by a veil of conflicting policies 
and bickering bigwigs who can't a1?ret> 
vii wnu w-;;;; ~~~;~~.;;~ie ior what. Not; 
that the pro.posed relationship 
between the NatCom and presidential 
campaign bears a striking resemblance 
to that between a corporate board of 
directors and that firm's officers. a 
relationship develop~d to resolve sim-

See DYE next page 

·Liberty, business & 
the demise of America 
by Tibor Machan 

In the Spring of 1980, the city of 
Santa Barbara witnessed a rather 
fierce campaign centering on rent con
trol. As the rest of the state of Califor
nia battled out Propositions 9, 10 and 
I I -concerned with tax-relief, local 
versus state rent jurisdiction, and spe
cia I taxes o n the energy industry, 
respectively- those in Santa Barbara 
were considering a measure which 
proposed placing rental agreements, 
negotiations, and pricing in the hand 
of a board of bureaucrats, leaving ren
ters and owners at the mercy not of the 
difficult economic times, which is bad 
enough, but of a group of men and 
women who had no personal concern 
with the issues they would have been 
asked to decide on. 

The rent-control proposal, Measure 
E, was defeated in Santa Ba rbara 2 to 
I, at a margin even greater than the 
defeat suffered by a similar measure 
several years ago. What the campaign 
brought to the fore was far more than a 
concern for the issue at hand, however. 
It became clear that many citizens 
were beginning to think not so much in 
issue-oriented, narrow ways but in 
terms of broad changes in our society. 
Many supporters of rent-control, 
among them some prominent profes
sors from UCSB, are on record favor
ing the gradual change of this society 
from one that still pays at least lip
service to free enterprise and the 
market economy to one that is gov
erned by means of democratically 
elected boards which would decide on 
a ll the various economic matters that 
arise in society. Among opponents of 
rent-control were numerous suppor
ters of a free market system which goes 
far beyond anything that has been 
tried even in the so called days of 
laissez-faire in this country. Those foes 
of rent-control also included some dis
tinguished profe~sors from UCSB. 
mainly from the department of eco
nomics (virtually a ll of whose 
members signed an anti-rent-control 
letter to the local daily press), and 
numerous business people and local 
citizens with a history of political 
involvement. 

Only one group of people, those 
who are libertarians, had no trouble 
arguing against rent-control. You may 
wonder why? The answer to that ques
tion explains much more than the dif
ficulties experienced by those who 
oppose incursions on the private prop
erty system and on freedom in general 
throughout this society on a piecemeal 
basis. It explains, in fact, why the 
entire culture of the West has been so 
much on the ideological and political 
defensive for the last .hundred years. 

The p lain fact of the matter is that 
freedom has been shouted about in 
this country (and some others) without 
a clear understanding of what it is. Let 
me give you an example. In 1964 Cali
fornia had a measure on its state refer
enda which would have forced the 
government to refrain from interfer- · 
ence in the home trading business. The 
idea was that government should not 
interfere with home trad ing even 
in support of the goal of integration 
and decency toward blacks and ot her 
minnri,;, ... .: ~ nuini.:t whom manv hn,,,,, 0 

•••••• ._, t ,1., .... J l,&6 ... 1 II J .. •• ~ • • ~ ••<µ>• II\. 

sellers ~~~ ~caiiors discriminated 4uite 
shamelessly. Millions of people voted 
for this measure . One fervent propo
nent wa~ State Senator Schmitt of 
Orange County. The se nat or lata 
went on to run for president on the 
ticket of the American Independent 
Party and ad vocated a free market in 

Tibor Machan is senior editor of 
Reason Maga:ine. 

his campaign, waving about a book by 
the eminent economist, Ludwig von 
Mises, as the foundation of his eco
nomic ideas. 

During these years the craze sur
rounding topless dancing developed in 
California. That involved, of course, 
the employment of women for state 
shows in which they would perform 
without wearing any garments on their 
upper bodies. Several restaurants in 
Orange County began to feature top
less dancers. And what do you think 
happened? Our wonderful proponent 
of free enterprise, Senator Schmitz, 
introduced a bi.II which would have 
made such entertainment illegal. 

This is just one of thousands of sto
ries of inc.onsistency when it comes to 
America's history with the ideal of free 
enterprise. Others include various 
breaches of free enterprise embodied 
in such measures as Sunday blue laws, 
prohibitions against smoking the evil 
weed , measures that would prohibit 
more than a certain number of people 
from living in a home, etc. lndeed,just 
at a time as many people in Santa Bar
bara were voting against rent-control, 
many of the same people were also 
appalled at the California State 
Supreme Court's ruling against a 

. Santa Barbara ordinance which would 
' have prohibited a large group of peo

ple from living in a ·single house. 
What I am driving at here is that 

many people who claim to be for free
dom are for it mainly when this suits 
their narrow purposes; but they a re 
perfectly willing to oppose it when 
some one else's purposes would be 
thwarted by some legal measure. 

Only the libertarians in our country 
are consistent defenders of liberty. 
This is evident not only from looking 
a t t h e c o n s c n · a t i ,. c e n d o f o u r 
orthodox political ~pectrum. Consider 
the so-ca lled liberals who stole their 
name from a group of political theor
ists of the 18th and 19th century who 
had at lca~t some real concern with 
liberty. 

Liberals are notorious for advocat
ing freedom of the press. freedom of 
poli tical adrncacy and freedom of self
expression in the movies and theaters. 
The American Civil Liberties lJ nion. a 
very prominent lihcrnl outfit in this 
country. constantly boasts ahout 
defending the United St.i tes Constitu
tion. including ch·il and hum,111 rights. 

The sort of freedoms the ACl.l ' und 
liberals in gcneral tcnd to support arc 
just the sort tlrnt help keep the ACl.l! 
and other liberals politically clfrcti,c. 
There is nothing wrong with that. Hut 
you -never sec the ACLU 'come to the 
aid of some professi onal who is 
required to obtain a license from the 
state in order to pntctice. unless this 
has something to do with the ·press. 

. Why'! Is there something sacrosanct 
about people of the press'! Why should 
their right of self-expression gain such 
devoted concern from liberals while 
tile rights of plumbers, psychiatrists or 
exterminators are violated left and 
right'! When the Federal Trade Com
mission assaults the advertising indus
try for running dislc!stcful ads or not 
telling all, why aren't liberals up in alms 
and defe~d!!"!g the r!ghts of those in the 
business world ~!!~ ;:::; it1ucn vigour as 
:~cy defend the rights of those in the 
academic world'! Whr do con.w11Ta-
1 i,•es and lihera/s discriminate .w much 
in their defense of human lihert.r:' 

Whatever the answer to that 4ue:.
tion comes to and it is a \·cry interest
ing an!>wer. going into the philmophi
ca l basis o f each general politi cal 
ou tl ook it is c lear that at thei r 
extremes the liberab and the conscn a-

See MACHAN/p.23 
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VIEW FROM 
THE RAMPARTS 
LIBERTARIAN APPOINTED TO PLANNING COMMISSION: Dan Mahaffey, who ran for city 
council and then for Congress in the 40th District, was appointed to the Huntington_Beach ptann!ng 
commission in June by city councilman, John Thomas. Mahaffey, 33, is a 25-year r~s1den1_ of the city, 
president of Mahaffey Machine Company and a member of the Orange County L1bertan~n ~entral 
Committee'. Thomas said that he selected Mahaffey from among six applicants for t_he c~mm1ss!on seat 
because "he's 1he only one who applied who isn't run by a special interest and has hved ID lhe city long 
enough to wiow what's going on." " . 

Mahaffey\stated in an article in the Huntincton Beach lndependnet of Jun~ 11 that he. w~II n_o! be as 
dependent of staff reports as most other commissioners" a~d plans "10 ~et 1DVolv~d with 1Dd_1v1duals 
involved in the various issues" thal come before the comm1mon. For his campaign efforts ID 1980, 
Mahaffey received 1he second annual Karl Bray Memorial Award for activis~ at the CLC State 
Convention 'fjisl February in San Diego. Mahaffey's wife, Barbara Kamm, chaired lhe 1980 State 
Convention ~~Id in Orange County. 

ATTENTIOJCALIFORNIA D ELEGATES: At the convention in Denver, the Caliber booth in the 
exhibit area w_\11 .be used as a central information point for the California delegation. 

RESTITUTION BECOMING A REALITY: In July. a 43-year-old Pontiac, Michigan man was 
awarded S 1.8 million in damages after both his legs were crushed in a 1976 beating by four workers at a 
nuclear plant construction si1e. Oakland County Circuit Judge Hilda R. Gage ordered t~e four lo P~Y 
$750,000 plus SI .mil.lion in exemplary damages to Alfred L. Sowles. Sowles, a work superv1s_or at the site 
of Detroit Edison Co. 's Enrico Fermi nuclear generating plant, spent 11 months recuperating from !~e 
anack. According to the suit. Sowles was beaten about the legs with a car jack for 20 mi nut~ ~fter he _lard 
off two of the men because of their poor work records. The award attaches the four mens hfe earnings 
and compensates for the ··malicious. willful. wanton. barbaric act which shocks the conscience of the 
court and the community ... Judge Gage said. 

KEYS TO LEARNING/EXPO 81: John Holt, leading spokesman for the growing ·_home sch_ooli~g· 
movement. will speak Sunday, August 16. at California State University. Fullerton. m the U~1vers11y 
Center Building. Holt is editor of the bi-monthly newsletter. Growing Without Schoo/mg which has a 
nationwide circulation of over 3.000. His latesl book is Teach Your Own, a handbook for home 
schoolers and those parents who are considering it. · . . . 

Throughout the day of the conference, Holt will be available to talk lo paren_ts interested m educating 
their children at home. Other speakers at the Keys to Learning Conference, which _run_s from 9:30 a .m. to 
6 p.m., will be: Lawrence and Bonnie Williams of Oak Meadow ~chool: who des•~~ mdepend_ent _study 
programs for small private schools; Greg Bodenhamer. head of . Back ID Control • an organi,.at_ion to 
help parents with their out-of-eontrol children; and Gene_ Takamme. Santa A?a Attorney. speaking on 
tax credits. the voucher system and the history of education. Introductions will be made by Dr. Nancy 
Reckinger, former director of the Center for Educational Alternatives. . . 

General admission is $12. children under six are free. For further information call Mrs. John 
Levesque of Anaheim (714) 995-6059. Main sponsors of the event are Rampart Institute and the Society 
for Libertarian Life. 

DID HE REALLY SAY THAT? Yes. it was in lhe Washincton Post: " I went with 1he best deal, said 
Rep. John 8 . Breaux (D-La.), one of the 29 Democrats who joined the Republican side ... on a key 
procedural vote on the Reagan (tax) package. Somebody wondered if thal meant Breaux·s vot~ could be 
"sold". No, Breaux responded, but "it can be rented." Breaux's "deal", as he understood 11, was an 
administration commitment 10 accept potentially costly price supports on sugar .... 

WANNA RUN THAT BY ME AGAIN? Who says the State Department does not have a coherent, 
well-focused foreign policy? Read what one aide 1old reporters during 1he recenl Haig visit to New 
l.ealand concerning the administration's new policy on Asia: . . . . 

"What we are seeking to do is to force an integrated political, economic and security mosaic that ts 
structured to be responsive to local needs and sensitivities while above all serving the Unitt:d States 
global interests and objectives, and in that sense this Pacific region is integrated conceptually with all we 
arc doing in other regions." 

We don't unders1and it. But ii sure sounds awesome. 

GREENE SENTENCED FOR INCOME TAX EVASION: William Greene, the wealthy. self-styled 
"tax rebel" who wrote a book called Welcome to the Tu Revolt has been sentenced to two years in 
prison and fined $20,000 for evading payment ofS97 .000 in income tasxes for 1973 and 1974. He was an 
unsuccessful candidate for the LP·s vice presidential nomination in 1979. 

Greene, who likes to boast thal he has paid no taxes since 1968, shouted. " I am innocent, "after he was 
sentenced in Federal Court in San Francisco by Judge Stanley Weigel. He was convicted in April on two 
charges of tax evasion, but was given a suspended prison sentence on o ne of lhe charges. 

Greene, who is 42 years old , will remain free pending an appeal. He is also the author of Think Uke a 
T7coon. 

Rondo/pllfor Governor. Alaskan Libertarian Legislator Dick Randolph has made an early declaration 
of his candidacy for Governor in Alaska's 1982 election. Randolph is running because he ha~ a 
significant chance of winning. He plans to spend around half a million dollars. and he expects lo raise 
about half of this money in Alaska, and half from thousands of supporters in the "lower 48". 

Elections: Libertarians have been running active campaigns in nonpartisan municipal races in many 
states around the country. In one of these Marshall Danenberg. the former chair of the LP of Soulh 
Carolina, was elec1ed 10 a ci1y council seat in a four-way race in Elgin, South Carolina .... Libertarians 
also ran in two recent special Congressional elec1ions. In Michigan, a special election to fill the vacancy 
created by David Stockman•s move to the 0MB was held in May. Libertari~n Bc1_te Erwin ran i_n t~is 
contest, and gained 1.5% of the vote. The Libertarian Congressional candidate in the same_ dtstnct 
gained 1.2% lasl November. In Maryland's fiflh dislrict, Libertarian Tom Mathers gained 1.2% of the 
vote. Ed Clark had obtained .8% of the vote in this same district last November. Tom Mathers was the 
first Libertarian Congrenional candidate ever in Maryland. 

Both oflhese races were held in districts which had 5Cefl very liule Libertarian activism before, even in 
1980. The improvement over November, while small, reflected votes from solid supporters in elections 
with only one item on the ballot. 

IAllot Drlns: The LP of Nonh Carolina has just completed a drive for IS,000 signatul"Cli. This will 
assure ballol stalus for I 982 11,u/ f984. The drive was done entirely wi1h funds and voluntecr5 from 
within North Carolina. The Montana and Indiana LP's are each sending (undraising mailings to 

· contributors in their regions. They each plan earlystansand rapid completions of ballot dri~s for J982 
ballot slatus. Both panics staned July 1st, and hope to finish by Labor Day. Both ofthescpart1es pl~~ to 
finance their SS.000 - $6,000 ballot drives internally. North Carolina's success and early fundra1smg 
success in Indiana indicate these fundraisinggoalsare realistic. The LP's in each of these three states had 
all relied heavily on funding from the national party for previous ballot drives. This new appr~ach 
rcflec1s their much ~mp roved state organizations, and much expanded (tha_nks to the •~ campaigns) 
contributor lists. Ballot drive leaders in these states include Naucleen Beek in North Carolina, Duncan 
Scott in Montana. and Kevin Grant in Indiana. 

REGIONAL ROUND-UP: A rejuvenated Rep,n It (Riverside & San Bernardino Counties) hosted 
Pablo Campos. chairman of CAST. al a dinner meeting o n July 8 in San Bernardino. A luncheon and 
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CALIBER READERS~ FORUM 
Should we make value judgments? 
Dear Editor: 

Bart Kosko's letter on "Libertari
anism Without Values" in the 
J une-July Caliber proposed a liber
tarianism based on empiricism and 
observations, as opposed to a 
"value -laden" moral philosophy. I 
believe such views relfect a gross 
misunderstanding of the nature of 
morality and its role in libertarianism. 

Kosko wrote that if libertarianism is 
not a tautologous theory (which would 
be circular), then it must be empirical. 
This dual choice requires further 
explanation - it is certainly not obvious 
to me . It is possible to have a 
non-tautological a priori theory. The 
fact that libe rtarian ethics are usually 
expressed in a circular manner (e.g. 
the right to do what you want as long 
as you respect the rights of others to 
do what they want • a meaningless 
s tatement, to be sure) reflects the 
poverty of conte mporary "establish
me nt'' libertarian philosophy, but this 
doesn' t mean that a non-circula r 
theory is impossible. Non-circular a 
priori moral arguments have been 
constructed and provide a logica l 
basis for libertarian philosophy. 

It is impossible to be a rationa l 
human being without making moral 
decisions. If you damage a parked car, 
for example, you have the choice of 
leaving a note, or driving off without 
leaving a ny message.- We may not 
necessarily articulate a moral view or 
philosophy, but in our social lives we 
inescapably make moral judgements -
moral because they are right or 
wrong, i.e. they harm or benefit 
others. Such decisions and judge
ments involve values and interests, 
rather than raw evidence that can be 
" refuted." 

Ce rtainly there is a place in 
libertarianism for empirical evidence 
that can confirm or refute the practical 
applications of libertarian moral 
philosophy. It is important to show 
that the free market works, and works 
better than the coerced economy. It is 
important to show that a non-aggres
sive · foreign policy will ' be less 
dangerous than our interventionism, 
and that the e limination of victimless 
crimes will not result in t he 
breakdown of society. But without a 
rigorous moral philosophy behind the 
empirical evidence, we are left with 
utilitarian views which are highly 
vulnerable to both moral and 
empirical attacks. Socialists can point 
to China and show great material 

"progress", and say that it is worth 
the temporary human sacrifices to 
create a g lorious future utopia. 
Stripped of our moral arguments, how 
can we refute this? 

The rejection of value judgements 
is itself a value judgeme nt. Kosko is 
really saying that we should not use 
value judgeme nts, but where does 
this "Should" come from? Stripped of 
any moral judgements; there is no 
reason to think the initiation of force is 
any different from retaliation against 
force. 

Actually, Kosko has come very 
close to expressing the moral basis for 
liberty! In rejecting value judge
ments, Kosko came within a hairline 
of discovering the formula for natural 
moral law. What he missed was the 
distinction between personal values 
a nd the " values" that derive from 
natural moral law. The very rejection 
of personal values as a basis for moral 
standards necessarily is a moral 
standard in which it is precisely the 
imposition of personal values on 
others that is morally wrong I ! And 
this is an a priori statement. 

Some writers have expressed 
amazement that libertaria nism is both 
morally correct and happe ns to work 
the best in practice. But it should not 
be so surprising, since both the theory 
and the practice flow fro·m human 
nature, from human psychology. 

Libertarianism without a philosoph
ical moral basis is like a car without an 
engine. It may look nice, but it just 
won' t run. We cannot have a party of 
principle without principles. 

Dear Editor, 

Fred Foldvary 
Berkeley 

We are all tiresomely familiar with 
poor thinkers who start off with an 
emotional condemnation of a real 
topic and then go on to articulating a 
weak argument in favor of a narrow 
and dogmatic tactical program with 
absolutely no empirical evidence to 
suggest that it is even worthy of a 
moment's idle consideration. 

I refer to the pretentious and absurd 
letter of Bart Kosko in the June-J uly 
issue of Caliber. For one who 
supposedly reads Caliber, with its 
constant and well-done emphasis on 
strategic considerations, I can think of 
nothing that would quite so well 
sacrifice all strategy in support of a 
purely tactical program as Kosko's 
ravings. 

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 
We, the members of the Libertarian Party, challenge the cult of the omnipotent 

state and defend the rights o f the individual. 
We hold that all individuals have the right to exercise sole dominion over their 

own lives, and have the right to live in whatever manner they choose, so long as 
they do not forcibly interfere with the equal right of others to live in whatever 
manner they choose. 

Governments throughout histo ry have regularly operated on the opposite prin
ciple, that the State has the right to dispose of the lives o f individuals and the 
fruits of their labor. Even within the United States, all political parties other than 
our own grant to government the right to regulate the lives of individuals and 
seize the fruits of their labor without their consent. 

We, on the contrary, deny the right o f any government to do these things, and 
hold tha t where governments exist , they must not violate the rights of a ny indivi
dua l: nam ely, (1) the right to life - accordingly we support prohibition of the 
initiat ion of physical force against others; (2) the right to liberty of speech and ac-
tinn - ~,./"nrrlinn-l u U/P nnnn.C'.'o nil n♦♦---•- L. ... _...,..,...,.,...., _ __ ., •- -L. .. :~n.,:,, tho f'p4 .rl 
._.avu - - ... - • -•ut,•J .., ..., -vt'pv"'"' au c:11 .. 1.Cl.ll}JL::, Uy !,VVCl UUJCI H LV dUl '-U.f,¥ 1.u"' •• "'e-~~ 
of speech and press, as well as government censorship in any form; and (3) the 
right to property - accordingly we oppose all government interference with 
private property, such as confiscation, nationalization, and eminent domain, and 
support the prohibition of robbery, trespass, fraud, and misrepresentation. 

Since governments, when instituted, must not violate individual rights, we op
pose all interference by government in the areas of voluntary and contractual 
relations among individuals. People should not be forced to sacrifice their lives 
anci pi0~:-!ty for the benefit of others. They should be left free by government to 
deal with one another ;;; !'!"ee traders; and the resulta nt economic system, the only 
one compatible with the protectio1i ~! individual rights, /s the free market. 

His entire emphasis is on urging 
libertarians to commit themselves to 
digging up e mpirical and utilitarian 
arguments in favor of a more liberty 
oriented social structure. If t his is not 
single-mindedly tactical, then nothing 
is. He attempts, puerilely, to dismiss 
out of hand all those who maintain 
what he slurs as a dysfunctional 
emotionalist appeal in favor of 
abolition of authoritarianism. 

Perhaps he needs reminding. 
Historically, empirical appeals have 
met with little support (and this holds 
true today) because not many people 
are susceptible to his brand of 
authoritarian reasoning. He can 
marshall all the facts, figures, and 
statistics he wants: and then watch as 
his loosely committed followers fall 
for similar arguments from the other 
s ide. Hamilton and Paine were two 
relevant figures from our distant past; 
if he so well trusts the lessons of 
history he will quit ranting and do 
some positive work for a change. 

If, as Kosko maintains, all ethical 
positions are groundless, why does he 
even talk at all? Or better , why does 
he think that subjective ut ilitarian 
values are any better than those nasty 
and unt ameable subjective absolutist 
values? You will not win men for the 
fight with your nihilist mouthings, 
Bart. More likely you will win 
opponents. And if your present 
opponents are the kooks, I suggest a 

visit to the nearest libertarian mental 
health professional. Maybe such an 
act of real commitment will help you 
cast away your fears of what might 
happen if we try the unknown: 
libertarianism . And maybe you can 
even give up your need to eliminate 
(rather than tolerate) all dissent. 

Dear Edito r: 

G. Reith 
Sheridan,Wyoming 

P resuma bly Bart Kosko believes 
tha t libertarianism should be defended 
on e mp irica l, rathe r tha n mo ra l 
grounds. But that is a moral j udgment 
and vio la tion of which, he also seems 
to believe, has led to a ll sorts of ba d 
things like ha ving been sh u nned , 
la ughed a t, etc. Now if this is not a 
cont radictory stance to hold- that is, 
"we should avoid using cla ims as to 
w hat anyo ne should d o"- 1 d on't 
know wha t is. 

1 recommend that we keep doing 
battle on a ll fro nts and resist the temp
tation of reductionism even if its prom
ise of easy answers are difficult to 
match with more rea listic but true 
promises of success via the pluralism 
t hat includes economics, history, 
ethics, law, politics, and the rest of the 
humane disciplines. 

Tibor Macha n 
Santa Ba rba ra, CA 

S_UPPER CLU. SCENE 
FREE MARKET SUPPER CLUB OF LOS ANGELES: This newest entry in the 
California dinner circuit is being sponsored by the Foundation of the American 
Economic Council, and will feature Douglas Casey, author of Crisis Investing, at its 
inaugural gathering on September 15. Meetings will be held on the third Tuesday 
of each month at the Beverly Hi1lcrest Hotel in downtown Beverly Hills. Cocktails 
at 6:30, dinner at 7:15, and program at 8:30. Cost is $20 per person including tax, 
tip and valet parking. Reservations must be made by 5 pm of the preceding Friday 
by calling 213/ 550-6394. 

SOUTH BAY SUPPER CLUB: Meets monthly at Del Conte's Restaurant, 2900 
Pacific Coast Highway, Torrance. Cocktails at 6:00, dinner at 7:00 and program at 
8:00. Cost is $15 per pe rson, $5 for program only. Reservation s are required and 
may be made by calling 213/ 428-1866 or 213/796-1376. 

LIBERTARIAN SUPPER CLUB OF ORANGE COUNTY: Meets on t he t hird 
Thursday of each month (except for Nov. and Dec. when it's the second 
Thursday). Libertarian a uthor and lecturer Robert Lefevre will be the guest 
speaker at the September 17 meeting at the Revere House, 900 W. First Street, 
Tustin. Cocktails at 6:30, dinner at 7:15 and program at 8:30. Cost is S13 per 
person, $10 for Season Members, $6 for program only. Reservations are required 
and may be made by calling 714/975-0905. 
LIBERTARIAN ALTERNATIVE/SAN DIEGO: Meets on the third Tuesday of 
each month at Sir George's Smorgasbord, 6942 University Avenue, La Mesa. Call 
Sara Baase for information on upcoming programs at 714/ 460-9136. 

SANTA BARBARA LIBERTARIAN SUPPER CLUB: Meets monthly at Petrini's 
Restaurant in Goleta. Diners may order from the menu . $1 charge for program. 
Write to P.O. Box 323, Camarillo, Ca. , 93010 for information. 

LIBERTARIAN SUPPER CLUB OF LOS ANGELES: Meets the second Monday of 
the month at Little Joe's, 900 N. Broadway. dinner at 7:15, program at 8:30. Cost 
is$ IO per person . $2 for program only. Reservations required . Call J an ice Allen at 
213/ 466-3776 for more informat ion. 

Let's stop this a rguing a nd 
de bate 

Over a narchy vs mi ni sta te. 
Let's work toward the best 
Then, debate the rest 
That 's le ft. right or 

indete rminate. 

Avoici uciiig p:c!-:~r~ of nit 
Wherever bureaucra ts preside 

over it. 
Until the state dissolves 
Always keep firm resolves. 
If it's government, it's fu ll of 

shit. 

Bill Webster 
Los Ange les 

SAN FRANCISCO SUPPER CLUB: 
Meets monthly at various San 
Francisco restaurants. Information 
may be obta ine d from Beverly Locke 
at 415/ 864-3969. 

EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 
SUPPER CLUB: Meets monthly at 
Howard Johnson's Restaurant near 
the 605 and 10 Freeways. Cocktails at 
6:30, dinner at 7!00 and program at 
8:00. Cost is $11 per person, $3 for 
program only. For reservations call 
213/912-3809 or 213/734-0444. 

l ETTERS 
Letters to the editor are welcome, 

and should be sent to: Caliber, Liber
ta rian Headquarters, 9550 Warner 
Avenue, Suite 250, Fountain Valley, 
CA 92708. 

The editors reserve the right to edit 
all letters for reasons of taste, clarity or 
length. 

~pite of inevitable internal conflicts, all 
these groups are united in their a lle
giance to the state capitalist system. 

At the very bottom of the pyramid 
we have the individual recipients of 
welfare programs designed to co-opt 
discontent and buy-o ff the mos t 
o ppressed . Th is s ub-caste, what is 
evolving into Imperial America's per
manent underclass, owes no political 
allegiance to those at the top of the 
pyramid. An increasingly la rge pro
portion of these new plebeia ns is black 
and T hird World; this is a di rect con
sequence of the h istory of imperialism 
a nd state-supported racism. 

O PPORTUN ISM VERSUS 
LIBERTARIANISM 

Given this ra dical libertaria n view of 
p o litica l eve nts and m ovements, it 
should be clear why Mueller's class
less concept of "constituencies", and 
his "theoretical" defense of Cla rk's 
"low-ta x liberalism" tells us nothing 
a bout how to a llocate scarce resources 
- The only "strategy" Mueller seems 

. to offer is to attempt to be all things to 
all constituencies. In contrast to this 
sort of opportunism, a strategy based 
on a liberta rian class analysis would 
seek to split these "constituencies" 
a long class lines a nd thus build the LP. 
For example, this means that in the 
mass organizations devoted to fighting 
high tax rates and inflation the radical 
libertarian st rategy is to link up eco
nomic issues with foreign policy q ues
tions by raising the demand for a 
mom umenta l cut in the " defense" 
budget. 

The differences between the rad ical 
libertarian strategy and the opportu
nist a ppeti tes of our "low tax libera ls" 
go much deeper t han this, however . 
They no t only involve contradicto ry 
tactics, but also mutually exclusive 
lo ng-term strategies fo r advancing the 
cause of liberty. For Mueller's "st ra
tegy" can only lead to a tepid attempt 
to "reform" the s ta tist system, while 
keeping it essentially intact. Rather 
than seeking to overthrow the elite 
reformists seek to "make a deal" with 
their own ruling class by "temporarily" 
siding with them to preserve some 
aspect of the system. By underest ima t
ing the power and stability of statism, 
our opportunists underta ke a crusade 
to ma ke the state more "efficient". As 
we_ say in the LPRC Draf t Program: 
.. Such a reform strategy only streng
thens the public sect or, and consigns 
Libertarians to permanent political 
impote nce. Opportunism is class trea
so n. Any oste nsi bl y "Libertarian" 
Pa rty which reduces its program to 
" low-tax libera lism" ultimately con
signs itself to inevitable degeneration 
into a pressure group with negligable 
influence. 

The " low-tax l iberal s" and the 
opportunists in our movement have no 
lo ng-term s t rat egy; their po litical 
horizons do not ex tend beyond the 
next election . Just as they have no way 
to understand t he objective conditions 
without a libertarian class analysis. so 
they have no idea how political capital 
is generated and nurt ured . Because 
they think it is possible to win a .. qu ick 
vic t o ry" by means of pa tchwork 
reforms - a strategy which wil l ulti
mately mean aligning the Libertarian 
moYemcnt with some section of the 
ruling class. "temporarily" of course 
- short -term gains arc everything to 

._-2uropportunists. Radical libertarians. 
on the other hand. take the opposite 
tack: we n:ali1.c the tremendous stay
ing power of America ·s elite. which ~i ts 
a top t he biggest imperialist power on 
ea rth. We are preparing for a pro
trau ed co,!fliu. We know o ur battle 
will not bi: easy. but wi: a l,o know that 
reducing Libcrtarisn ism to low-tax 
!!~~:al ism" will only ma!-..: our ta~k all 

the hardi:r. For it;~ 1;,e j;;;;,;·:::· ::r :!!!!' 
ideas that will attract th .: cad re wi: 
need today in order to huild th.: mas~ 
mo\ cme nts of tomorrow. n,ere i~ and 
\\ ill he 4uiti: i:nough i:xti:rnal pre!'>~ure 
on libertarians to gin: up their idea~ on 
th.: long road to liht:rt\ the la!>t 
th111g we need is pres~ur~ to capitulate 

in advance coming from within our 
own party. 

It is true, as Mueller says, that we 
desperately need an analysis ofstatism 
as a "system of power" ( M uellcr's 
emphasis) - but "low-tax libera lism" 
has not and can never provide us with 
such an analysis. Opportunists are 
usually too busy chasing after political 
trends to be bothered to analyze them. 
It is true, a s Mueller says, that "the 
activist needs to know what to do, i.e. 
which issues are most important, 
where to focus his energies, a nd how to 
proceed." but "low-tax liberalism" a la 
the Cla rk campaign tells us we a re for 
the ERA, against a bolishing the wel
fa re syst em u n til we have "full 
employment", all the while maintain
ing that we wa nt to ''roll back govern
ment to the point it had reached under 
Kennedy" (according to Ed Cla rk. ) 

Mu~l.ler will talk about "allocating" 
poht1cal "resources" (i.e. people) as if 
they were the given, like inanimate 
objects. But where d o these resources 
come from? Did we get th is far by pro-

even gained a foot hold in our move
ment if the LP had understood the 
vital need to educate activists and LP 
rank-&-fi le in the fundamentals of 
Libertarianism. This, by any strategic 
yardstick worth a damn, is where we 
should allocate our resources not 
on half-ba ked TV commercials which 
reduce Libertarianism to a n innocu
ous little jingle! The incalculable dam
age done to our movement by The 
Clark campaign must be dealt with if 
the LP is to continue as an effective 
national political force . While we 
strongly urge the readers of Caliber to 
support a change in the Bylaws of the 
nationa l LP which would make our 
Presidential candida te answerable ro 
the party (and no t some comm ittee 
a ppointed by the candidate). it should 
be clear tha t much more is req uired . 
No only do we need to replace the 
curren t national leadership - we need 
a thorough attempt t o rectify the LP's 

. po lit ical line by means of a n educa
tional campa ign d irected a t our own 
mem bership. A comprehensive " Prin
ciples of Libertarianism"' course needs 

"We make transition demands to attract support out
side the movement, "writes Mueller in his Caliber arti
cle, "but within the movement, abolitionism should 
reign supreme': .. presumably new recruits will also be 
taught to employ Mueller s Doubletalk Principle in the 
service of the LP. 

claiming the virtues of "low-tax liber
a lism"? And how are we going to keep 
what resources we have if we keep dish
ing out this d iluted line? 

These "resources" a re nothing less 
than individual huma n beings, Liber
ta rians, vetera n's of the only polit ical 
movement in the U.'S. dedica ted to rol
ling back the State on every level. They 
cannot be manipulated, like pins on a 

· map, a ny which way. It is possible for 
them to become demoralized, inactive, 
disencha nted, no ma tter how many 
years they've been in " the movement." 
T his, in fact, has been one largely 
igno red co nsequence of Clark's "low
tax liberal" campaign; d iscouraged by 
such a bla tant sell-out. many long
ti me l ibertaria n acti v ist s have 
dropped o ut of the LP. The worst 
drives out t he best, and our political 
capital is further depleted. 

We can ill afford to lose cadre, espe
cially more experienced cadre who 
tend to be more rad ica I. 1 f we a re going 
to brace ourselves fo r the long haul, 
instead of fri ttering away our resour
ces on chasing every "constituency" in 
sight. we must nurture our best cadre 
like the rare and valuable specimens 
they are. For they will be the nucleus of 
t he LP in the futu re - ifwe a rc to have 
a futu re. 

In the wake of th.: Clark campaign 
debacle there should be no do ubt 
about how t o al loca te our time. 
energy. and resources. 

I) Unity must be preserved. No one 
should doubt that the unity of our 
moveme nt is in serious jeopardy when 
David Nolan. one of our founding 
mem bers. writes: ··one mo re cam
paign like (the Clark campaign) will. 
quite literally. kil l the party: nobody in 
his right mind wi ll stick around for 
another round of lies. abuse. and 
betrayal of principle like the one Ed 
Crane engineered in 1980." Now all of 
us arc probably aware that many I.P 
members support various proposals 
to he voted on at th.: DcnYcr National 
Convention designed to make can
didate!'> at th.: national lc\el mori: 
responsi,·e to th.: l.P as a whok. Thi: 

to be developed by the national LP 
and sponsored by every local L P 
organization. Completion of such a 
course could be a requirement for 
membership in the LP at both t he state 
a nd national levels - this. one might 
add, makes far more sense tha n ma k
ing new recruits sign a vague a nd 
utterly meaningless stateme nt declar
ing they do not believe in the init iation 
of force to achieve polit ical objectives. 
If the .. pledge" ta ken by new members 
is not really understood, if the provi
sions of this "co ntract" are not specifi
ca lly out lined, then it is utterly worth
less. Ra ther tha n abolish this a spect of 
LP membership we should take deci
sive steps to strengthen it by trans
forming theory into practice. If. in 
theory. we wish to restrict membership 
in the LP to libertarians. then - in 
practice - we must at least have some 
means for new recruits to make a 
mcani.ngful choice. 

2) The exclusively electoral focus of 
the LP must be shifted to include other 
movement-building ac tivities . The 
likelihood that our proposed .. Princi
ples of Libertarianism" course might 
be thought of as simply another "can
didates· tra ining school"' leads us to 
make the following importa nt point: 
the roots of "low-tax liberalism" go 
much deeper than anyone in our 
movement now imagines. Far from 
being merely a dispute over tactics. the 
debate O\·cr how to sum up the Clark 
campaign invohcs two irreconcilable 
answers to the question: What is Liber
tarianism'! What will such a course 
teach - "Libertarianism" or "low-tax 
libera lism .. ! The focus on electoral 
politics. to the defacw exclusion of all 
else. is o ne of the sources of opport u
nism in the l.P. No one is arguing that 
the l.P shou ld 1101 participate in elec
tions nor are we saying. at this 
point. that the primacy of e lectoral 
politics (at th is stag.:) is wrong. But the 
all -out effort to field as manv candi
dates as possible has taki:n ,; !'>erious 
iclct,logica l and financial toll. On the 
ideological plane. it ha:, led to a ten-
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dency to see everything in terms of 
electoral polit ics. If the "low-tax liber
als" in our movement will declare 
before a TV audience of millions, tha; 
libertarianism is the equ ivalent of 
K ennedy's New Frontier , one 
shudders to think what form a more 
extended version of this "New Front
ier libertarianism" would take. Ironi
cally, if our proposal to develop a 
"Principles of Libertarianism " course 
were to be adopted tomorrow, such an 
awful spectacle would be entirely pos
sible. ''We make transition demands to 
attract support from outside the liber
tarian movement," writes Mueller in 
his Caliber article. " But within the 
movement, abol itionism should reign 
supreme." Of course, this elevation of 
double-talk to the status of a serious 
"st rategic" proposal is pa rt of the con
tinuing effort by our " low-tax liberals" 
to turn our ideas into icons, to be t rot
ted out on specia l occasions and ritu
ally adored - but ot herwise ignored . 
Presumably new recruits will also be 
taught to employ Mueller's Double
talk Principle in the service of the LP; 
perhaps our internal educational lec
tures will devote an entire evening of 
study to "Basic Principles of Applied 
Doubletalk" especially for candidates 
on the national and local levels. This is 
usually the point of those " nuts-&
bolts" workshops and "candidates" 
training sem inars - by focusing on 
achieving political objectives exclu
sivez1• in terms of electoral politics, this 
"nuts-&-bolts" view of the world inva
riably sees the world through "low-tax 
liberal" gla sses. Thus, two parallel pol
itical lines, two entirely separate (and 
often mutua lly exclusive) political 
programs emerge. Now this is the road 
to disaster. For those who denounce 

• a ll crit icisms of the Clark campaign as 
"factiona lism" to propose such a "stra
tegy" is truly doubletalk of the highest 
(or lowest) o rde r. For such a "stra
tegy" not only e ncourages and pro
motes the worst sort of••factionalism ", 
it would also ultimately lead to c! fac
t ional exp losion a nd a n inevitable 
split. Sim ultaneously nurturing two 
com peting versions of Libertarianism 
how can we avoid the splintered fate of 
so many o ther radical organizations 
and "third" parties'! By advancing 
transitional demands which contradict 
our platform instead of seeking to 
translate principles imo policy. the 
"low-tax liberalism'' of both Mueller 
and the Clark campaign has evolved 
into an interna lly-consistent dev ia tion 
from Libertaria nism. Although the 
roots of opportunism run deep in the 
history of our movement. this mono
manical obsc~!'>ion with electoral suc
cess at any price is the principle aspect 
of opportunism at the moment. As a 
corrective measure. we in the Libertar
ian Party Rad ical Caucu!'> propose the 
massive intcncntio11 of the 1.P in th.: 
grow ing anti-war anti-draft move
ment. Although this would. of course. 
not ru le out electora l campaigns by 
any mean~. it would gi\c such cam
paign~ a/cJC'us. The que:,tion of when 
and where such campa ign!'> should be 
atti:mptcd. what resource~ to allocate 
and wheri: tho~e resources ought to he 
allocated all these quest ions should 
and would be answered in terms of this 
new political perspective. 

Although the full argument for~uch 
an ofien tat ion cannot he prcscntcd 
here. WC in the I.PRC believe that the 
experience to be gained by such an 
intervi:ntion would bi: a healthy shift 
awa y from th.: "nuts-&-bolts" mental
ity whid1 divides political theory from 
political tcchni4uc and thu~ dooms u~ 
all to~"low-tax liberalism"and dc~pair. 

I.PRC heartily cndor~cs these propo!>
als th.: more our cand idati:s clc,l\e 
to principic. ii1c 00t:~:·. Ho~·cycr. it 
\\ Ou:G ~e illusory to bdie\t: for a 
moment that ~uc;, ;~::::!~uri:~ no 
matter how strictly enforced ; and we 
do bdie\e tha t tile.\ ought to bi: 
strictly enforced - will resolve the 
cri~i~ in our mm ement. 

l'll<>"F. 714 276-471 I 

Stocks, bonds, life & health insurance, 
re ti rement p lans, t ax shelters 

"I.ow-ta;'( libera)i~m·· couldn't ha\·e 

DICK RIDER. CFP 
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RAIMONDO/from p. 7 
ing cutting the budget 100% imme
diately the LP approves of remaining 
government expenditures and opposes 
bigger cuts. Mueller then knocks down 
his straw man with ill-concealed gusto: 
"Had Clark proposed complete elimi
nation of the entire federal budget in 
the first year, no one outside the liber
tarian movement would take the 
demand seriously." 

Of course. no one within our move
ment would take such a demand 
seriously. either. It is here that the pol
itical dishonesty of the low-tax liberals 
in our midst is highlighted. bolder than 
a whore. To anyone who has read our 
published criticisms of the Clark cam
paign. or even a few issues of Libertar
ian Vanguard. Mueller's version· of the 
LP R C's views is distorted beyond 
recognition. Mueller almost never util
izes direct quotations to summarize 
the views of others. but instead resorts 
to crude characterizations. The fact is 
that virtually nu une in our moveme nt 
opposes transitional demands. The 
debate is over what form these transi
tional demands should take and how 
t hey can be utilized to build the Liber
ta ria n Pa rty. As we sta ted in the Drafi 
Pruxram of the LPRC: · 

Counterposed to both (oppo r
tunism and sectarianism) is a 
revolutionary program - a pro
gram which can build a bridge 
from the old society to the new. 
Transitional demands are a 
bridge whereby the road is paved 
for a frontal assault on stat ism in 
the commanding heights of 
society and the economy. The 
specific formulations differ as 
the o bjective and subjective con
ditions change - yet the princi
ples regarding their formulation 
must remain constant if our 
movement is to be guided by a 
coherent plan of action. This is 
the true meaning and spirit of 
a bolitionism - not the conven
ie nt strawman constructed by 
opportunists of every va riety ... 
(" Be yo nd Left & Right : The 
Unfinis hed Revolution": Liber
tarian Vanguard . No v. Dec. 
1980: p. 12). 

M ueller's unwillingness to confront 
our actual positions which have 
been pubfo,hcd in Caliber. in Libertar
ian Vanguard a nd elsewhere - is dis
appo inting. and in a certain sense. 
ominous. 

Wha t kind of cut :,., should C la rk 
have proposed? We belic,·e that it was 
ce rta inly un nccessa ry a nd counrer
procluctil'e to propose a n "altcrnati,·c 
budget". If it had been up to the 
I.PRC. in a nswe r to a d irect question 
concerning the extent of ou r proposed 
budget c ub C lari.. -would have am,
wered: ·w e ·11 cut a:,., much as we can get 
a"ay wit h a:,., ra~t as we can get a ,, ay 
wit h it whikden:gulatingand :,.,la~h
ing taxes a t a ~imi lar pace." It wa~ 
difficul t forthc:ncragc Libertarian 
let alone the :neragc, otcr to d iffer
entiate hcrnccn Reagan\ tax cut:,., pro
gram and Clad.\. :\ot that there 
weren't diflcrcnce:-..: the higgc:,.,t diflcr
l'nce being that Clark "a~ much more 
~pccific about "hat 1roulc/11 't he cut. 
,,hcrea~ Reagan ,rn:-..11·1 tied to arn 
rigid .. ma:-..tcr plan"and ~o \\a:-.. lrcer t;i 
i111pfr a mon: radical approach than 
\\i ll actuall> be impkmentcd. 

Mueller bring:-.. up another phon> 
i:-..~uc b> rl·calling an incident ,, hich 
oceurn:d during the qul·,tion and 
an:-..\\ l'f period al ll'r Roth ha rd\ ~pcceh 
to the 1980 Libertarian Party of Cali
forn ia Convent ion in Sacramento. " In 
the ... ,pecch.'. ~a>~ Muelkr. ··hl' railed 
Jor a ha lanced budget and a return to 
the gold :-..tandard. Rn> Child~ ... ,tood 
upa nda:-,1..cd l{othl>ard 11hcthcrit ,1a:-, 
·opportuni~tic· to call lor a halanccd 
hudgct when \\C do not helie,l' in ha,
ing a federal hudgct at a II. m to ca II lor 
a gmcrnmcntal gold :-..tandard \\hen 
\\c actually wa n t to cut the til·:-.. 
between gmernmcnt and the monc, 
system altogether.·· Of enl11·,c. Roth·-

bard endorsed the concept of the bal
anced budget - but he pointed out. 
although Mueller fails to mention this. 
that Clark did not call for a gold 
standard and. in fact . blamed inflation 
on "deficit spending' '. But in "Toward 
A Coherent Strategy", history is being 
re-written by our very own Court 
Intellectuals, and suddenly we have Ed 
Clark advocating the gold standard! 
"Whereas the Clark campaign may 
stress the balanced budget and gold 
standard. other Libertarian institu
tions ... could be spreading the idea of 
total denationali1.ation ... " But. in fact. 
Ed Clark never once raised the 
demand for a gold standard - not in 
his generally available campaign liter
ature. not in anything the press could 
get their hands on. not even in a speech 
before the "gold bug" American Eco
nomic Council - in fact. Ed Crane 
berated those who dared to even raise 
the question. alienating a number of 
potential contributors in the process! 

di s tincti vely libertarian c lass 
a na lysis of political events a nd 
movements. 

This radical libertarian view con
trasts sha rply with the opposite view 
offered by Muelle r's article. Instead of 
a sharply defined picture of the politi
cal landscape to what we get from 
Mueller is a rather murky view of a 
world people by "constituencies" of 
various sizes looming on the political 
horizon. drifting aimlessly in the 
breeze. Having talked himself into a 
" theoretical" rationale for junking 
libertarian theory as a guide to action, 
Mueller and his "low-tax liberal" 
friends are then free to go chasing after 
these political hot-air balloons, liber
tarian theory be damned! 

Without a libertarian class anafysis, 
Mueller can allocate scarce resources 
only to those issues and "constituen
cies" which promise large numbers -
of votes. recruits. and contributions. 
By separating theory and practice, by 
walling off our ideas from our actions, 
Mueller reverses the political process 
- and political backwardness, liter-

"Derived from the libertarian ethic, a libertarian 
class analysis is a description of things as they are as 
well as a too/for achieving what ought to be. This ... is 
the nature and function of technique in the art of 
politics. " 

In answer to both Mueller and 
Childs: in the context of the present 
political situation. it is not enough to 
raise the demand for a balanced 
budget without simultaneousfl' calling 
for a gold standard as a transition 
measure toward the denationalization 
of money. 

Now what about Mueller's claim 
that "abolitionism helps us to frame 
our goals. but it does not tell us how to 
atta in them'!" 

Of course. no strategic d octri ne is 
going to "tell us" precisely how liberty 
will be achieved. or even if it will be 
achieved at all. One might as well 
exa mine the entrails·of sheep. if one is 
looking ("empirically") for signs and 
potents. for a ll the good it will do you. 

Politics is a n art . not a science; there 
a rc no "laws" of history to be disco
ven~d by mea ns of "political a nalysis", 
empirical o r otherwise. 

In the sense that a bolitio nism is 
both a mora l imperative a nd a pulicy . 
however. it does provide activists wiih 
a n ind ispensable fra mework a nd a 
surc_guide to action. If liberty is to be 
defended in the name of moralit l' a nd 
man's righh. then it foll ows that.all of 
huma nity can be divided into two 
broad clas:,.,cs: the innocent and the 
guilty. those who a rc ruled a nd those 
who do the rul ing. J uxta posed to 
M ueller\ "emp iri ca l a na lysis" 
\\ hich boib down to tailing after a ny
thing wit h a large following. from the 
anti-nuclear mmcmcnt to the New 
Right i~ a lihertaritm class analni.1· 
of political c,cnb and mmemc.nh. 
Dcri,ed from the libertarian ethic. a 
li_hcrtarian cla" analy,i, i:,., a dccrip
tron ol thrng, a~ the, arc a, well a~ a 
tool for achie, ing \\;hat ought to he. 
lhis. a~ i:,., abo true o t the other art..,. i:,., 
the nature and function ol technique rn 
the art ol politic~. A:,., we ,a,· in the 
I.PRC /)raj, Program: -

Bccau~e liberty i:,., a moral i,:,.,uc. 
\\C ,ed. to expand the pri\atc 
~ector in e,ery in:-..tance and on 
c,er> lront. 1-rnm thi:-.. moral 
precept our ,tratcg> ot unrl'lent
ing cla,:-.. conflict folio\\, . I hu~. 
our libertarian ,,orld\le\\ come:-.. 
e, er morl' cka rh into t m·u, a~ 
\\l' dra,1 the line poliricallr 
h~t\\ l'en t\\ 0 oppo:-..ing cla,:-..~:-.. 
\\Ith mutually exclu:-..i,c rela
tion:-.. to thl· State. II har .1ide art' 
you 0 11'.' I >o > <HI dclcnd the State 

or do you :-..ide \\ith the peo
ple'.' I hi:-.. i:-.. the quc,tion that. 
toda>· l·aeh indi,idual mu~t a:-,k 
him m hn~clf: the an~\,er to it i, 
thec:-..~enceol \\ha t \\c mean hya 

ally, is the inevitable result. Mueller's 
"empirical analysis", in practice , 
means pandering to the lowest com
mon demoninator. At a time when the 
New Right is on the rampage, when 
Imperial America is beating the war 
drums. how long will a libertarian 
movement operating on such a "prin
ciple" hold out against the war hyste
ria'? If Reagan's phony "free enter
prise" fa ils to even temporarily revive 
the American economy and the free 
ma rket is discred ited in the midst of 
another I 930's-style Depression, how 
long will it be before the opportunists 
in our movement transform the LP 
into the " Low-Tax Liberal Party'!" 

TOWARD A LIBERTARIAN 
CLASS ANALYSIS 

Th ese much-vaunted "constituen
cies". which we are supposed to bend 
over backward s to accommodate, 
evaporate into thin a ir the minute we 
subject them to close scrutiny. Oppor
tunists like Mueller use this term con
stantly. and it is high time we blew this 
one out of the wa ter. 

Of course. everybody knows what is 
meant by the d ifferent "constuencies"; 
blacks. women. gays, Chica nos. C hris
tian fund a menta lists. the white middle 
class. a whole lita ny of " ideal types". 
According to the opportunist scen
ario. the idea is to ta ilor o ur p rogram 
to wha tever dema nds are being made 
by these groups and then hitch a ride 
on the bandwagon a ll the way to the 
glorious liberta rian fut ure. But a liber
tarian clas, analysi, reveals that it isn't 
a:,., ..,imple as t hat. These a llegedly 
homogcnou:,., "con:,.,tituencies" arc. in 
fact. split along class line,. We arc not 
talking here of differences in income. 
hut of the di\'crsc relationships each 
inc/il'idual "con,tit uent .. has to the 
State and the ruling elite. who actually 
h,I\C the power. Un like the Marxist\ 

who have t ied themselves to the 
primacy of the ind u~t ria I pro I eta ria t 

lihcrtaria m ,cc none of these groups 
a~ being 1he agency of social change. 
\.\'c sec that thl'\L' di,i,ion. and ~uhdi
' i:-..ion,. a re of ~cconda ry im portancc: 
what real!\· matter~ i:-... a~ we ~a\ in the 
I.PRC n,:a/r Program: .. 11'/ri;·h side 
ar1• ,rou on'! I>o you defend the :-..late 

or do~ ou side" it ht he people'.'" For 
cxampk. in the hlacl.. communi t, the 
cla,:-.. line i~ clearly drawn: on on: side 
> 011 ha, et he pm en> -pimp~. like .l c~~c 
.lacbon. poli t ica l opcratin·~ in the 
:-..en ice of the Democratic Part,·. a nd 
a ll t lHhl' black~\\ ho hm e been .~dmit
tcd 1\1 the IO\\l'r ru ng:-.. of the l'lite in 
exchange lor co-opting the blacl.. 
:-..trugglc lor :,.,elf-determination. Ont he 

other side of the class line you ha ve the 
overwhelming majority of black peo
ple in this country who have suffered 
more at the hands of the State than any 
other comparable group in American 
history. The same pattern holds true 
for the latino community, the gay 
community, and on down the line; in 
each and every instance these "consti
tuencies" split along class lines when 
?onfronted with an important political 
ISSUe. 

Therefore, in contrast to Mueller's 
vague formulations, radical libertar
ians draw a clear line of demarcation 
between different forces. "In fact, as 
long as the application of the political 
means continues, social evolution will 
be shaped by a process of class con
flict. The state, as the institutionaliza
tion of the political means, necessarily 
generates a process of continuing class 
conflict since the political means, by its 
very nature, creates a series of negative 
sum relationships - that is, one indi- . 
vidual or group gains only at the 
expense of another. This is in compari
son to the economic means character
istic of market systems where all 
exchanges necessarily lead ex ante to 
increases of utility for all participants 
entering into them (otherwise the 
exchanges would never have been con-
s um mated in the first place." 
("Toward a Theory of State Capital
ism", "Journal of Libertarian 
Studies".) 

These two broad class formations 
form distinct subgroups and tenden
cies, which can only be briefly outlined 
here. 

At the apex of the statist caste sys
tem is finance capital. Protected by the 
state capitalist system, backed b_y the 
Federal Reserve, the cartellization of 
the banking system permits banks to 
literally "create" assets out of thin air. 
"As a result of all these factors," write 
Grinder and Hagel, " the banking insti
tutions significantly expand their role 
as ultimate decision-makers within che 
capital ma rket a nd , more generally, 
within the economic system, and they 

. emerge as a key locus of ultimate 
decision-making within the state capi
talist system .... there is a process of 
concentratio n of ultimate d ecision
making within the banking sector and, 
eve n more importantly, this is accom
panied by a n increasing insulation of 
t his dec is ion-making a ct ivity fro m 
the ... competitive pressures inherent in 
a free market.") "Towa rd A Theory of 
Sta te Capitalism ... "; JIS; pg. 65). This 
is the ruling class, the elite, narrowly 
defined. By maintaining financia l and 
ideo log ica l control ove r university 
institutes, research associa tio ns, etc. , 
both public a nd private, they ma inta in 
hegemony over policy - for it is in 
these bastions of the elite where the 
outlines of public policy are defined . 
The U.S. ruling class "prefer(s) to 
rema in far from the political limelight 
while occupying their positions as 
ultimate economic decision-makers." 
(Grinder Hagel: p.70) 

All remaining subdivisions of the 
polit ical class arc pol itically subordi
nate. occupying lower positions on the 
statist pyramid of power. The military 
caste. ultimate protector and enforcer 
of ruling class policy. is. in the Western 
"democracies". a part -of the govern
ment bureaucracy: As such it is con
trolled by civi lians. just as all other 
branches of the bureaucracy arc mere 
instruments in the hands of the elite. 
On a still lower rung is occupied by the 
"major political parties" which. 
especially in Western Europe. depend 
on direct suh:,.,idic, and other forms of 
go\'crnment ,upport which arc a 
concession to the prevailing plurali:-..tic 
ideology. Although thc,c politician, 
nominally direct the ~tatc app<1ratu~. 
the co~t of mounting a serious political 
campaign erbu1-c, that tlw,L' at the 
apex of the pyrn mid "ill ha, ct he final 
:,.,ay . Pri, ate corporation:,., which 
depend on the political mean~ arc 
another :-..ignificant ~uhdi\ision of the 
ruling cla~:,.,: organi1cd labor i:,., yet 
ariothcr :-..uch pillar qf :,.,tati:-..m. cspc
cia 11 > public employees union:-.. . In 

-------·- ·----------------
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CALIBER READERS' FORUM 
Is defending people in other countries immoral? 
Dear Editor: 

Thank you for publishing the 
"Face-Off" on defense in your 
April/ May issue. The "intervention
ism/non-interventionism" debate 
divides libertarians here too, some
times bitterly. If we are ever going to 
reach a libertarian agreement - that is, 
a position acceptable to all libertar
ians - we will do so only by debating 
our differences on this matter, not by 
pretending (as some groups do) that 
they do not exist. 

By "debate" I mean honest, 
rational discussion of the pros and 
cons of both positions. I do not mean 
mindless name-calling, such as the 
letters from Jorge E. Amador and 
Robert Colburn (June/ July). Both 
have written Andy Garrett out of the 
movement due to his ''interven
tionist" foreign policy. However, 
neither offers any proof that 
"interventionism" is unlibertarian; 
instead, both assume that position, 
and use it as a premise to argue that 
Garrett's "interventionism" is proof 
that he is not a libertarian. In my 
Objectivist days, that was called the 
' ' Argument from Intimidation.'' 

Of the two, Amador is the most 
vicious. While conceding that Gar
rett's justification of military co
operation is' "theoreticaJly correct," 
he nevertheless attempts to smear it 
by linking it to "present-day fascists" 
and to "Franklin Roosevelt; Lyndon 
Johnson, General Westmoreland, and 
the other freedom-loving "libertar
ians" who gave us World War II and 
the Vietnam War." (Putting "liber
tarian" in quotation marks like that is 
particularly dirty, since it is meant to 
imply that Garrett has· called these 
people libertarians.) 

According to Amador, Garrett 
asserts that it is Americans' "duty to 
defend other people, including 
Canadians; or morally wrong to 
tation: Garrett was arguing against 
the position taken by some ''non
interventionists'', including Amador, 
that " intervention" per se (that is, 
defending other people) is " morally 
wrong," and that libertarians there
fore have a duty to sit back and watch 
them be killed. By condemning any 
type of defense alliance as unlibertar
ian in principle, is this_ not what 
Amador is saying? 

Both authors imply that Garrett's 
" interventionism" implies support 
for (in Colburn' s words) "conscription 
and increased taxation." This claim 
poses a slight problem, since Garrett 
has stated the e xact opposite. But it is 
fun to watch them try to prove it. 

First, Colburn: " Andy Garrett says 
he doesn't think that U.S. t axpayers 
should be forced to pay for the defence 
of other countries. If Canada is 
attacked, and the U.S. does not force 
its taxpayers to pay for the defense of 
Canada, and yet we have a foreign 
policy that is not isolation, what 
exactly should we do?" (my 
emphasis) 

If the U.S. governme nt were 
libertarian, it would not "force the 
taxpayers to pay for" anything; all 
funds for the hypothetical defence of 
Canada would have to be raised 
voluntarily. If it were not libertarian, 
then it would ''force its taxpayers to 
pay for" its operations in any case. 
Suppose that, its foreign policy being 
isolation, it simply deployed its 
tax-supported army along the Can
ada-U .S. border. In what way would 
that be more libertarian than crossing 
the border? 

Amador 's argument is similar: that 
since "in today's context, a mut ual
defense pact would be an agreement 
among states - which means that all 
people under the thumb of the 
respective states would be (and are) 

forced to contribute to the defence of 
others, ... then, Mr. Garrett must, by 
the logic of his position, oppose all 
alliances and all prospective U.S. 
interventions anywhere, so long as 
the U.S. government is funded by 
taxation and inflation." 

By Amador's "logio", an opponent 
of taxation and inflation must oppose 
all U.S. government activities so long 
as it is financed by these means; 
whether the U.S. government entered 
into defense alliances, or whether it 
chose to defend the U.S. alone, it 
would be equally evil. What is the 
additional, specific evil in "alliances" 
and "U.S. interventions" that causes 
Amador to single them out? What is 
the moral difference between forcing 
California taxpayers to pay for the 
defense of, say, Ontario, and forcing 
them to pay for the defense of New 
York? 

"If we are to have mutual 
defense," says Amador, "then let us 
flnt get rid of the state." In fact, the 
entire "non-interventionist" position 
makes sense only in the absence of 
states. The very term "non-interven
tion'' is of course biased; it is meant to 
imply that defense agreements are 
somehow equivalent to government 
"intervention" in the economy, 
religion, or whatever. But "non-inter
ventionism'' in the latter sense means 
that government should not intervene 
in the lives and property of free, 
non-aggressing individuals (I think; at 
least I have never • h~ard any 
libertarian call for "non-interven
tion" into the affairs of criminals.) In 
the former sense, however ("in 
today's context"), ~•non-interven
tion" means that the state should not 
intervene in the affairs or territory of 
other states. One can only make a 
libertarian case for this type of 
"non-interventionism" by arguing 
that all states, by virtue of being 
states, have a right to the territory and 
citizens that they claim. (Even this 
dubious claim does not rule out the 
possibility of military co-operation 
between states.) 

Of course one can oppose 
"interventionism" as costly, futile, 
and dangerous. One can also oppose 
"non-interventionism" on similar 
grounds. But these are pragmatic, 
utilitarian arguments; there is 
nothing specifically libertarian about 
either position. I hope that in the 
future ' 'non-interventionist" libertar
ians will either recognize this fact, or 
find the moral case for their position 
that has so far remained hidden, or 
remain quiet. 

Dear Editor: 

George Dance 
Toronto, Ont. 

In the two letters to the editor in the 
June-July CALIBER. in response to 
the Raimondo-Garrett debate on Mil
itary Defense and Foreign Policy. ~ev
cral q ucst ions were raised to which. a~ 
a member of the LP Adequate Defense 
Caucus (ADC) I would l ike to 
respond. 

The main arguments again~! our 
pro-defense position may be summar
ized a~ follows: 

Jorge Amador (author of one 
letter) state, that "There i~ 
nothing in libertarian morality 
that makes it a duty to defend 
other people. including Can
adians. or morally wrong to ~it 
by and watch them killed." 
.. Present day fa:,.,cist:-.. ·· arc u~ing 
the threat of totalitarianism to 
"justify" more taxc~ and a new 
draft. 
People have a right to enter 
dcfcn~c contract~ \\ ith other 
people (just a:-.. they ha,c the 

right to hire~ police service on a 
communal basis) - but due to 
the fact that "in today's context" 
a mutual defense pact would be 
nothing more than an agreement 
between governments, govern
ments in which people have little 
or no say - the re fore any 
alliance or mutual defense con
tract should not be binding on 
those who didn't participate. 

I shall deal with these points in reverse 
order: 

I. Nobody is disputing the fact that 
"in today's context", international 
treaties are nothing more than agree
ments between heads of government 
- and · that these are governments in 
which individuals have little or no 
voice;. As pointed out by Robert Col
burn (in the second letter): 

Mr. Garretrthinks it'd be okay 
to have alliances between liber
tarian governments. That may 
be, but I don't know of any liber
tarian governments on this 
planet. All governments violate 
people's rights." 

I agree. But is this not what the liber
tarian movement hopes to change? 
Are we not working for the creation of 
a society in which no government will 
be able to violate the rights of individ
uals? The question is, How is defense 
to be handled in the meantime? How 
can it be provided witl\,out resorting to 
coercive and immoral means such as 
the draft (involuntary servitude) and 
higher taxes? That is a far cry from 
saying we need no defense at all. 

The ADC does not regard Soviet 
intentions as innocent, nor d o we 
believe the Soviet arms build-up and 
aggression is based on a fea r of. o r in 
react ion to, US policies. The Berlin 
WaJI. the bloodbath of Hungary. the 
invasion of Afghanistan. a possible 
invasion of Pola nd - these are the 
test imo nials to Soviet intentions. This 
is part of .. the cofltext of today's 
world." 

2. Although "present day fascis ts" 
are using the threat of the Soviet 
Union to justify the draft and more 
taxation, we libertaria ns must counter 
such attacks on our liberties, not with 
antidefense rhetOf'ic, but with facts, 
and indeed, "explore" libertarian ways 
to provide for it. (The airforce of Swit
zerland is maintained entirely by civ
ilian workers.) How co u ld suc h a 
defense be financed? Ayn Rand 
devotes an entire chapter in THE 
VIRTU E OF SELFISHNESS t o 
~How to Finance a Government in a 
Tax less Society." 

3. Is it "moral to j ust sit by a nd do 
nothing to defend o ur Canadian 
bretheran from attack?" I agree that 
no one should be forced to defend a 
people or land area he does not wish to 
defend . However, let me a sk M r. 
Amador one question: What if it were 
New York that were attacked, or per
haps Wa rringto n, PA. Mr. Amad or's 
home'! W o u ld he be opposed to 
Alliances then. 

Alliances do not cause aggression, 
but can prevent it. As Prof. J ohn 
Hospers has written: "Perhaps if Hol
land and Belguim and Norway had 
banded together against Nazi Ger
many in its early years. they could have 
presented a powerful enough front to 
keep the Nazis from invad ing and 
conquering their land . As it was. Hitler 
picked them off one by one." We don't 
want that to happen here. 

Andrew Garrett 
Adequate Defence Caucus 

"Hardship and opposition are the 
native soil of manhood and self-
reliance. •· 

-John Neal 
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.. The single best libertarian paper I have seen yet.' 

ichigan 

.. Nothin11 mals FREE TEXAS. Consratulations on a fabulous newspaper." 
-Howard Rich, New York 

.. Fust rate ... an incredibly good job." 
-Ed Crane, California 

"I enjoyed FREE TEXAS, especially the defense debate." 
-David Friedman, Virginia 

" An excellent newspaper; every pa11e is interestin11, bo th visually and in con
tent. The idea of centering each issue around a theme also makes each 
FREE TEXAS an invaluable reference work." - George Dance, Canada 

"Its variety of political news, educational features, and pithy cartoons is enter-
taining and informative." -Don Stockwell, Texas 

" I follow your good work with FREE TEXAS, and would very much like to 
receive copies of it here in Washington." 

- Congressman Ron Paul, Washington, D. C. 

..I was very impressed by FREE TEXAS - far, far better than the LP's national 
newspaper." -Chris Tame, England 

Join over 20,000 Texans who enjoy what is widely acknowledged to be the coun
try's best libertarian newspaper! 

FREE TEXAS - now in its second successful year as a bimonthly tabloid, and in 
its tenth year of regular publication - offers an entert~ining mixture of national and 
local news, amusing cartoons, ins ightful comment.. .nvestigative reporting, and 
regular columns by some of America's leading libertarian thinkers and activists. 

Contributors to recent 16-24 page issues include Jeffery Rogers Hummel, Sheldon 
Richman, Ann Perier, Robert Poole, Michael Grossberg, Murray Rothbard, Honey 
Lanham, George S mith, Scott Bieser, David Henderson, Wendy McElroy, L. Neil 
S mith, and Joan Kennedy Taylor. 

Sample issues are available in limited quantities. (113: "Crisis" issue. 114: "Big 
Business versus Big Government" issue. 115: "Future of Freedom" issue. '6: "Local 
Problems, Libertarian Solutions" issue. 117: "Education" issue. 118: "Controversies" 
issue. $1.50 each, including posta~e. Subscribe today! SlO/ year.) 

FREE TEXAS, Box 14181, Austin, TX 78761 
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'82 California convention ~lated for Queen Mary 
With .. Destination Freedom" as its 

theme, the 1982 California Libertarian 
convention will be held, appropriately, 
a board the Queen Mary in Long 
Beach, Feb. 12-15. 

ordinary rooms for about 50% more." 
Moore said all events will be held on 

the Queen Mary, so people will not 
have to travel anywhere. In addition, 
she said, admission costs will be kept 
low and it will be possible for people to 
buy tickets strictly for individual 
events. A bonus for those who prereg-

ister will be a guided tour of the Queen 
Mary. 

The convention's kickoff event Fri
day night will be a debate on the merits 
of political versus nonpolitical action 
in spreading libertarian ideas between 
Caliber editor, Less Antman and phi
losopher, George Smith. 

Dick Randolph, who already has 
announced he will run for governor of 
Alaska in 1982, is tentatively sche
duled to set the convention's tone at 
breakfast on Saturday. That evening 
he will be in the convention hospitality 
suite for two hours to meet with Cali
fornia Libertarians and further discuss 
the party's success in Alaska. 

-Because we want to make this our 
best convention ever," said Carol Ann 
Moore, convention committee chair
man. We'll be celebrating our 10th 
birthday and we11 be nominating can
didates for governor and U.S. Senate. 

··we want to show Libertarians 
around the country that California is 
the leading edge c}.f the movement. 
We're lining up sp,eakers of outstand
ing caliber and stature for our meals. 
wo rk s hops , pa nel s, debates and 
seminars." she said. 

Anti-draft sham e~posed 
Peter Breggin, ·whose new book 

"Psychology of Freedom'° has been 
popular among libertarians nation
wide, will hold a special 2-hour work
shop along with his wife Phyllis. In 
addition, he11 be speaker at Sunday's 
breakfast. 

Among those tentatively scheduled 
are Congressman Ron Paul (R-Tex.), 
Alaskan state legislator Dick Ran
dolph, and psychiatrist Peter Breggin. 

Moore explained that the conven
tion's theme, which had been sug
gested by Ellen Baker of Region 14, 
was chosen to reflect the party's 
direction. 

""Destination Freedom' really des
cribes where we are today; we're on 
our way. but we're not there yet. It 
captures the flavor of an adventure, a 
voyage. At the convention we'll be dis
cussing some of the party's potential 
destinations. And we'll cover the ways 
to get from here to there." Moore said. 

-Besides. it's deliciously ironic. The 
Queen Mary had been brought to 
Long Beach as a tourist attraction by 
the city of Long Beach. It became such 
a white elephant that the city finally 
had to sell it. Now it's in the hands of a 
private company, rescued from the 
bureaucrats." she said. 

The company that bought the 
Queen Mary, the Wrather Corpora
tion , also operates the Disneyland 
Hotel. It is spending $8 million to re
store the Queen Mary. 

Moore admitted she had heard 
complaints about the selection of the 
Queen Mary because room rates will 
be higher than those charged at this 
year's convention in San Diego. She 
said. however. that other arrange
ments are being made for those who 
cannot afford the Queen Mary. 

-one thing you've got to realize is 
that our conventions are really grow
ing in size," she said . .. We're expecting 
upwards of 500 people. We need a 
large hotel to accommodate such a 
crowd. There are only two other hotels 
here in the South Bay area that could 
hold our convention. And instead of 
staterooms we would have gotten just 

The Reagan Administration's waff
ling over the issue of conscription has 
come to an abrupt end. On June 19 the 
Selective Service System sent out 
letters to 150 young men who failed to 
register for the draft last year. Those 
who fail to register within 15 days of 
their receipt of the letter are 
threatened with prosecution: their 
names, the letter says, • 'will be 
forwarded to the Justice Depart
ment.'' 

Interestingly, the names of suspec
ted non-registrants were not obtained 
by means of systematic searches of 
computerized lists (such as high 
school, Social Securicy and IRS lists) 
as the SSS always threatened. 
Instead, the small number of names 
(150 out of over_ a million non-regis
trants) were gleaned from letters from 
informants among the general 
populace. SSS spokespersons admit 
that only non-registrants whose 
stance spurred pro-draft citizens to 
send a letter to the SSS have been 
identified and threatened with 
prosecution. 

There are at least 1 million 
non-registrants. Even more draft 
eligible youth registered but broke the 
law by refusing to give their Social 
Security number and/or failing to 
notify the SSS of a change of address. 

The SSS has a few hundred more 
names of suspected non-registrants 
gathered from such letters. SSS 
spokesperson Joan Lamb says "more 
letters·will ·go out each day." 

Representatives of Students for a 
Libertarian Society, LP National, the 
National Interreligious Service Board 
for Conscientious Objectors and the 
United Church of Christ met in 
Washington June 24 to plan a 
registration resisters defense-fund. A 
news conference announcing the 
initiation of the fund was held 
Wednesday, July 1st. Contributions 
are needed. 

Libertarians were in the forefront of 
the resist the draft movement. Thus it 

STANDING ROOM ONLY - Murray Rothbardspoketoover JOO South
ern California libertarians at the "S~cond Bi-Annual Bastille Dar Celebra
tion" held in Costa Mesa on Jufr I I . The event was sponso;ed b1· the 
Libertarian Supper Club of Orange County. · 

is likely that many lib_ertarians are 
threatened by prosecution. One SLS 
member and non-registrant, Paul 
Jacobs of Arkansas, did indeed 
receive the SSS letter in late June. 
Libertarians who wish to help meet 
this challenge are encouraged to 
contact Students for a Libertarian 
Society and send contributions. Their 
address is SLS, 2262 Hall Place NW, 
W ashingtoo DC 20007. (202) 
965-6997. Due to funding cutbacks 
SLS has not been able to respond to 
this development as quickly or as 
strongly as it would lite. You can help. 

In a related development, the 
Supreme Court ruled on June 24 that a 
"males-only" draft was constitu
tionAJ. Disregarding the fact that 
thousands of women already serv.e in 
the armed forces and only a small 
fraction of all military personnel are 
ever used in combat, the Court held 
that women's inequality in combat 
permitted their exclusion from 
conscription. While the ruling thus 
"saves" women from the draft, from 
a libertarian standpoint it has two 
fatal flaws: First, it erects a legal 
distinction between men and women, 
undermining the libertarian principle 
ofequalityunderthelaw. Second, and 
rather ironically, the Court's exclu
sion of women, far from restricting the 
scope of slavery, had the effect of 
keeping the draft alive. Had the court 
ruled that the draft must include 
women, the entire registration 
program now in effect would have 
been null and void. Congress, to 
reiristit,te a draft, would have had to 
pass new legislation because the 
Military Selective Service Act does 
not now include women. Congress
ional observers agree that a draft 
which jj'cludes women has virtually 
no chance of passing. 

"Breggin 's breakfast talk should 
prove extremely interesting," Moore 
said. " Politics of the state and the eco
nomics of free enterprise are two of the 
most discussed topics in the move
ment. Breggin will discuss whether the 
movement can survive without a third 
concept - a libefttlrian culture." 

Ron Paul is currently scheduled to 
be the featured speaker at the banquet 
Sunday night. Though a Republican, 
he considers himself a .. small-L '° liber
tarian and has an almost perfect liber
tarian voting record in Congress. 

"We realize some people may ques
tion our choice of a Repulican as the 
banquet speaker," Moore said, "but 
we believe he11 offer many important 
insights. He also should be a drawing 
card for people who are just slightly 
familiar with the Libertarian Party 
and would be interested in learning 
more about us. Wedo need to attract 
new people ... 

Moore said the convention commit
tee is soliciting ideas for speakers and 
subjects for discussion at the conven
tion. She also said the committee is 
seeking volunteers to work at the con
vention and people who would offer 
crash space to delegates. she may be 
reached at {213) 325-7008. 

Excom reprise 
A mini-conference and a Saturday 

night party were highlights of the 
Executive Committee meeting of the 
California Libertarian council held 
May 30 & 31 at the LeBaron Hotel in 
San Jose. (See meeting minutes else
where in this issue of Caliber). 

The lead event of the wee le end was a 
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LP speaks out.on_ Medfly 
Terming the state's malathion 

spraying program "an insult to the 
American tradition of respect for pri
vacy and property rights," Libertarian 
Party state central committee chair
man, Bill Evers, issued a press release 
in July calling for an immediate halt to 
the aerial spraying. He urged turning 
over to the private sector all efforts to 
eradicate the Mediterranean fruit fly. 

Carefully separating the party's crit
icisms of the anti-medfly program 
from those of critics who cite alleged 
health hazards, Evers was nontheless 
equally severe in his criticism. 

"The anti-med fly program to date." 
according to Evers. has: 

- wasted million of dollars on the 
wrong ground spray and helicopters 
that don't work; 

- vastly multiplied the fly popula
tion by importing hundreds of thou
sands of fertile flies; 

- unjustly confiscated tons of fruit 
from the backyards of innocent prop-
erty owners: · 

- threatened fruitgrowers each with 
hundreds of dollars in fines in an on
again. off-again fashipn that can only 

be called arbitrary and capricious; and 
- given something of a police state 

atmosphere to the Santa Clara Valley 
with nighttime air raids and National 
Guard and highway patrol conducting 
street searches." 

"The Libertarian Party," added 
Evers, "believes that the fly infestation 
is a burden that fruit farmers should be 
the ones to shoulder, and not a burden 
that is imposed unwillingly on the rest 
of us." 

Evers outlined what he described as 
the Libertarian Party's solution to the 
problem. First. eliminate government 
funding and enforcement of anti
medfly efforts. Second, farmers' asso
ciations and others involved in fruit 
production should negotiate with 
property owners for permission to put 
out fly bait. whether on the ground or 
by air, or neg()tiate to buy out fruit 
crops. Holdouts· property could be 
surrounded with concentrated doses 
of fly bait or by releases of sterile flies. 

"This course of action would knock 
out the fly. save the taxpayer immense 
amounts of money.-and preserve us 
from constant invasions of privacy 
and property.'° said E~ers. 

are dropped. Their votes are then 
distributed among the remaining 
candidates according to the next 
availble preference on each ballot. 
Candidates are declared elected when 
they have reached a mathematical 
number called the "droop quota," 
and the surplus of votes for an elected 
candidate is distributed in the same 
manner as before. This "droop 
quota" is simply a number which 
insures that exactly the required 
number of candidates will be declared 
elected, no more and no less. 

Providing a measure promoting 
proportional representation made it 
onto the ballot, what groups would be 
likely to support or oppose it in 
California? 

As a group, politicians may oppose 
such a change. After all, they are sort 
of sitting in a tree, and this type of 
measure shakes the tree. While some 
might fall onto a better branch, others 
would be certain to fall out of the tree. 
After talking with some people, 
however, I would hesitate to suggest 
that individual Democrats would 
oppose it. There is, after all, an aspect 
of fairness and equity to the concept 
and Democrats have traditionally 
been less resistant to change. The 
STV system encourages voters to 
think for themselves rather than 
following their party's position "right 
or wrong." In Ireland, it was found 
that large numbers of people who 
generally support Fianna Fail (their 
largest party) opposed its position and 
voted for proportional representation. 
If party preferences stay the same as 
in 1980 (they are changing already), 
the Democratic Party would almost 
certainly lose several seats and much 
of its clout. 

Interestingly, however, ethnic 
minorities which typically vote with 
the Democrats could actually gain 
seats. Under the STV system, this 
could occur even without the 
fom\ation of separate parties for 
Hispanics and blacks. Largely due to 
the Voting Rights Ace of 1965 · and 
concentration in urban areas, blacks 
have won a degree of parity in their 
representation. In the future, how
ever, there may be more support for • 
such, groups as the national Black 
Independent party which met recently 
in Chicago. 

Hispanics are another important 
group in California. While they are 
not distributed between Democrats 
and Republicans much differently 
than the rest of the population, there 
are 4.5 million of them in California, 
and they have been agitating recently 
for fair representation. An Orange 
County group, Californios for Fair 
Representation believes Hispanics 
have been delt1>erately split up in the 
districts around Santa Ana to make 
them politically weak. Larger multi
member districts and proportional 
representation would virtually elimi
nate this complaint and give Hispanic 
legislators a "fair share" in the 
legislature. 

Last year in Los Angeles, there was 
considerable attention given to the 
fact that when the only Hispanic seat 
on the Board of Education was 
vacated, Hispanics strongly felt one of 
their number should fill it. Countries 
which use proportional representation 
sometimes allow the next person who 
would have been elected from the 
same party to fill a vacancy without a 
special election. 

At first I thought Republicans 
might be universally in favor of the 
idea of proportional representation, 
but I was wrong. As you can see in the 
chart, they have suffered a very 
lopsided underrepresentation for the 
last ten years. Their party suffers the 
most from disproportionate represen
tation, and they would stand to gain 
seats and power in the State 
Assembly. But, perhaps they think 
the pendulum will ~g their way 
agaiq. 

The other day, I discussed the 
matter with Pete W~n, tf;le p~nt 

---.,...,,.---- -----------------------------------------

mayor of San Diego and a candidate 
for governor, and he raised a number 
of common objections. He felt this 
type of change would be more 
revolutionary than evolutionary, and 
was thus unlikely to achieve 
acceptance. He believe proportional 
representation would destroy the 
"two party system," creating weak 
government, and cited examples of 
Wes tern democracies which experi
enced political impasses and had 
difficulty forming governments in the 
early 70's. he also believes that 
politicians are more "accountable" in 
the present single member districts. 

A hundred years ago, one could 
have made the point that proportional 
systems were revolutionary, but not 
today. Now it would be equally valid to 
suggest that the plurality system is 
antiquated . 

As for the imminent demise of the 
two party system, I would lite to say it 
has already occured without propor
tional representation, but thus far the 
evidence wjould hardly support me. 
Nonetheless, available evidence 
simply does not support the 
contention that proportional repre
sentation gives birth to numerous 
parties. 

written document in the case of 
Israel), a vote of " no confidence" 
results and new elections are called. 
In the case of California, we simply 
propose that the composition of our 
State Assembly be determined by a 
proportionate method, and that the 
Governor be elected directly by 
Alternative Vote. 

There are several dimensions to the 
accountability aspect. On the one 
hand, to which members of your 
multimember district would you go 
with your problem? An individual 
would actually have access to more 
assemblymen, which would be 
advantageous, but it might be logical 
for him to go to the one which he 
helped to elect, or who would be most 
sympathetic on the issue involved. 

In Ireland in 1969, over 90% of the 
voters had a representative who was 
at least a member of their party, and 
for 75% of those, this representative 
was a person chosen in preference to 
other candidates of the same party. 
Thus the personal link with "your" 
representative is likely to be much 
closer than it-is today in California. 

If " your" representative's perfor
mance displeases you, your vote in the 
next election would be very effective 

California State Assembly 
100%-----------

-% Seats won 
- - % Votes cast 

Democratic Party 

50 ---------- ! --- ...... -- --------- -----

All Other Puties 

0 ----------.------
Election Year '80 

Seventy five years of proportional 
representation in Tasmania, Australia 
has not even produced a third party, 
whereas in Great Britain (which has a 
plurality system like ours) not only can 
no single party form a majority, but 
neither of the two largest ~n form a 
majority without the help of at least 
two smaller parties. The comparison 
with countries which have difficulty 
"forming" governments and fre
quently dissolve their governments 
with votes of no confidence, is an 
erroneous , one. This problem has 
nothing .whatsoever to do with 
proportional representation. It arises 
in countries like Israel, which have a 
parliament and many parties, and 
where no one party has a majority. 

In that country recently, the 
president met privately with each of 
the parties after the election, acting 
somewhat like a judge to guess which 
of the dominant parties would be most 
likely to make an equ_itable "deal" 
with several smaller parties, and 
achieve a majority. Typically, such 
governments rule with a monkey on 
their back. If the dominant party 
break$ its covenant (an e,igbt p~ge 

in "throwing the rascal out," On the 
other hand, if your vote didn't help to 
elect this •'rascal", it would be almost 
lite he were in the district next door 
under the-present system. While your 
failure to support him would not affect 
his reelection, he wouldn't know that. 
All the assemblymen from a 
multimember district might think you 
were one of their supporters if you 
lived in the district. Thus, the voter 
has certain strategical advantages. 

On the other hand, if you are an 
assemblyman in a five member 
district, you• d better hope at least one 
letter in six (the droop quota) is 
supportive. The fact that multi
member districts would be geograph
ically larger creates some real 
problems with regard to travel and 
campaign expense, but true consti
tuencies need not be very much larger 
than at present. If voters didn't 
change their party preferences from 
1980, the "average" Democrat would 
need more support than today, and 
the "average" Republican would 
need less support. Popular party 
leaders of any party would be much 
safer in a proportional system than 
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they are today, where they may face 
hotly contested reelection battles in 
close single member districts with 
members of other parties. If a 
politician could find the required 

· quota of support in a small area he 
would not need to cover an entire 
district, and parties could present 
" slates" of candidates and combine 
campaign staffs for efficiency. After 
all, the same number of candidates 
taken as a group must reach the same 
number of voters as the number of 
candidates prior to proportional 
representation. 

Libertarian Party self interest 
might suggest we support a system of 
proportional representation unless it 
were in conflict with our pri°nciples. 
However, I have found not all 
Libertarians will agree with this. 
What then do our principles say about 
a proportional representation pro
cess. Obviously, by electing any 
Libertarians at all, our positions will 
be heard, and government may be 
influenced, slowly at first, in the 
direction of a freer society. Propor
tional representation cannot by itself 
limit the potential impact of 
government on our lives. That was the 
intended function of our Constitution. 
Proportional representation can, how
ever, limit the remaining influence of 
one group of citizens on another. This 
influence is limited to a "proportion
ate share." Furthermore, within the 
larger geographic boundaries of a 
multimember district, constituencies 
are truly voluntary. Today we are told 
every ten years, by two parties with 
which we have no influence, where 
our constituency is. Our votes are 
diluted, and we are not given the 
choice of choosing a non-geographical 
or less geographical constituency 
called libertarianism. 

Libertarian principles might also 
suggest a preference for one 
particular system of proportionate 
representation. For example the STV 
system maximizes a voter's freedom 
of choice, and in so doing makes the 
electoral process a more voluntary 
one. STV allows the voter to choose 
candidates either with or without 
regard to party affiliation, and 
guarantees no vote will assist in the 
return of any candidate or party 
unless that is the voter's wish. An STV 
system emphasizes the worth of 
individuals as something more than 
bloc voting machines. Either system 
eliminates a voter's fear of• 'wasting'' 
his vote. In large geographical areas, 
all parties could field better qualified 
slates of candidates. Libertarians 
might get votes even from areas 
where we were not strong enough to 
field a candidate in the 1980 elections. 
While support for proportional 
representation might seem like a 
self-serving grab for power ( ... or 
balance thereof), asking for only a 
"fair share" sounds neither unrea
sonable nor greedy, and the 
Libertarian Party would hardly be 
accused of plotting to abuse power. 
After all, we are the party which seeks 
to reduce the number and size of state 
tentacles. 

Proportional representation will 
begin to attract serious discussion in 
California if the Libertarian party 
continues its growth, and the largest 
party in the state becomes a minority. 
Libertarians have already begun to 
challenge the two party system, and 
only proportional representation is 
consistent with that challenge. Most 
western democracies except Great 
Britain have adopted one form or 
another of proportional representa
tion.~ In only a few instances, such as 
France, has such a system been 
abandoned once adopted. Even in 
Great Britain, which has a plurality 
system like our own for single 
member districts, 70% of the yoters 
think it would be a good idea to have a 
new voting system which would 
insure that the seats won by a party 
were proportional to the votes cast for 
its candidates. 
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ELECTORAL SYSTEMS 

A discussion of proportional representation 
by Lury Denton 

Do you know bow many groups are 
not represented in the California State 
Assembly in proportion to · their 
numbers and the "one man, one 
vote" principle of democratic theory? 
Be!.ides minority parties like ours, one 
could name ethnic minorities such as 
blacks and Hispanics, and yes .•• even 
Republicans. To an extent, these 
groups suffer taxation without 
representation. While tuation is bad 
enough, taxation without represent&• 
tion is worse. 

One wonders why our founders, in 
their wisdom, did not foresee and 
prevent such inequities. The answer 
is that these men intended fpr govern• 
ment to be small and unobtrusive. 
Government was not at first the 
nuisance it has become today. While 
there were originally no parties, they 
soon developed. Our founders 
actually thought many small parties 
would form. The "two party" system 
is a result of our electoral process, but 
an unintentional one.. As long as 
government did not control our lives, 
trample on our liberty and confiscate 
our property, it mattered little how 
many parties there were or which of 
them prevailed. It matters now ... 

The flaws in our electoral process 
show up most clearly in voter apathy 
at the polls. Does p.nyone really feel 
his vote counts any longer? (The 
California initiative __ proces is, I 
suppose, a counter-example, where 
voters actually see their opinion 
counted on an issue). Think for a 
moment how little our vote counts in a 
State Assembly race: In any particular 
district there are really only two 
parties, of approximately equal size: 
the party that votes and the party that 
refuses to vote. In the past, the race 
has been between the Demopublican 
incumbent and a Demopublican 
challenger. Since the electorate 
cannot tell the difference, Republican 
and Democratic votes are almost 
always evenly divided. If more 

Democrats than Republicans . get 
elected, they are said to have ·a 
"mandate." The fact remains, 
however, that almost all of our 
representatives are elected by less 
than twenty jive percent of the eligible 
voters. 

With our plurality electoral pro
cess, if each district voted 50.0001 % 
Democratic and 49.9999% Republi
can, the State Assembly would wind 
up 100% Democratic. In general, for 
N parties Jn plural elections it is 
pos~iblefor f50/N)% of the electorate 
to win a majority in the legislative 
body. If those examples sound 
extreme, consider this one: The 
Single Transferable Vote (STV) 
system of proportional representation 
was used between 1937 and 1947 to 
elect the New York City Council. In 
1945, two Communists managed . to 
get 7% of the vote and 7% of the 
seats. In 1947, with public opinion 
running strongly against Communism 
by that time, and under pressure from 
Tammany Hall, proportional repre
sentation was defeated and replaced 
with a majority system. In the next 
city council election, the Democratic 
Party won 24 of25 seats on the council 
with only 52.6% of the vote . 
Reapportionment and gerrymander
ing tend to make the problem worse 
after each Census. 

We erroneously refer to this system 
as "majority rule," and as an 
institution, it ranks right up there with 
Mom, Apple Pie and the Flag. What 
we actually have in State Assembly 
races is a plurality system, and 
winner-take-all. Most people don't 
even realize there are alternative 
electoral systems from which to 
choose , but developed countries 
around the world are using them 
today. Importantly, many countries 
which used our Constitution as a 
model for their own, nevertheless 
chose "proportional representation" 
systems rather than winner-take-all 
systems. 

Proportional representation is im-
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possible without multi-member dis• 
, tricts. In my opinion, a minority 

should not '1ave to live in one place • 
like the Mormons in Utah .or the blacks 
in metroplitan areas • to achieve 
equitable representation. While it•s a 
long shot, one way to achieve 
proportional representation may be to 
change the electoral process itself 
through an initiative to amend the 
state constitution. Recently, a cont
mittee was formed to study the 
feasibility of just such an initiative, 
perhaps for the 1984 ballot. 

On March 28th, Jack Dean and I 
met with William Shearer and 
Thomas Goodlow of the . American 
Independent Party, Albert Gonzalez 
and Jack Tucker of the Peace and 
Freedom Party and moderator C.T. 
Weber to discuss the merits of 
working for proportional representa
tion in California. Basically, two types 
of measures were favored by the 
group ... 0'1e, a "list" or STV system 
for election to the State Assembly; 
and the other, an " Alternative Vote" 
for the election of Governor or U.S. 
Senator. Members of the group 
resolved to seek the endorsement of 
their respective parties for the idea. 
While AIP and P&F received such 
endorsements, the LP ExCom decided 
in May against making a commitment 
at this time to the effort. ExCom 
members were preoccupied with 
candidate selection for the 1982 races, 
and believed resources for a 
proportional representation effort 
were not justified or even available at 
this time. 

List systems were first proposed by 
Thomas Gilpin of Philadelphia in 
1844. Today they are used to select the 
upper or lower house in such countries 
as West Germany, the Netherlands, 
Israel, Guyana, Austria , Denmark, 
Norway, Belgium, Finland, Switzer
land, Luxembourg, Italy, Sweden and 
Turkey. France once used a list 
system for a few years after World 
War II but later dropped it in favor of a 
second ballot majority system. 

Under a list system, parties are 
given legal recognition and treated as 
units for which fair representation is 
sought. Although that is usually the 
way it works in practice, I'm sure you 
could drop ~ e. legal recognition part, 
and replace the word parties with lists 
for which fair representation is 
sought. Anyway, the state would be 
divided into multimember districts. 
At present, we have 80 single member 
districts. 

Although all multimember districts 
need not necessarily be of the same 
size, one possibility would be to divide 
the state into 8 ten-member districts. 
As illustrated in the accompanying 
table, if California had used a list 
system with 8 ten-member districts in 
the 1980 election, the Libertarian 
Party would have won three seats, 
exactly our share. Actually, if the 
electorate really believed Libertarian 
candidates.would win office, our vote 
totals would have been much larger. 

While there are many versions of 
list systems, the one described most 
easily (and which comes the closest of 
any system to the proportional ideal), 
is the "greatest remainder" version. 
In this system, parties submit lists of 
candidates on the ballot, and are 
awarded seats in proportion to their 
total votes. Within a multimember 
district. the total votes are divided by 
the number of seats in the district to 
establish a quota. Each party's total 
vote is divided by this quota. 

A party is awarded a seat for each 
whole quota it polls. and the 
remairling seats are allocated to the' 

party or parties with the largest 
remainder left. West Germany 
allocates seats to national remainder 
totals. A party's seats may be filled by 
its candidates in the order of their 
names on the list ( determined 
separately in a primary, or a 
convention, or by caucus); however, 
in some countries voters have the 
discretion to vote specifically for or 
against individuals on a list, and even 
to make substitutions. A ballot 
qualified individual could of course be 
a list of one. 

Until 1971, women were much 
under-represented in Norway. They 
organized the crossing out of men's 
names and the substitution of 
women's,_ with the result that they 
dominated some councils and became 
a very large minority on others. 

An alternative to the greatest· 
remainder rule is used in most of the 
countries mentioned. The object of ' . 
this formula, developed by its Belgian 
inventor Victor d'Hondt, is to make 
sure that the average number of votes 
to win one seat shall be as nearly as 
possible the same for each party. In 
California, for example, the average 
successful Republican candidate must 
poll 50% more votes than the average 
successful Democratic one, due to a 
sort of natural gerrymandering. The 
vote totals for eacn party are divided 
by the integers 1, 2, 3 and so on as far 
as may be necessary, and the smallest 
of the N highest numbers becomes the 
quota, where N is the number of seats. 
Each party is then given a number of 
seats equal to its vote total divided by 
the quota, fractions being ignored. 

While the greatest remainder 
formula slightly favors small parties, ., 
the d'Hondt formula gives a slight 
edge to larger ones. Denmark, 
Norway and Sweden use the Lague 
variation of the d'Hondt formula, 
which reduces the reward to large 
parties b11t increases the handicap to 
smaller p~rties. The Lague formula 
consequently promotes middle size 
political parties and reduces the 
number of legislatively represented 
small parties. 

The Single Transferable Vote (STV) 
was first suggested by Thomas 
Wright Hill in 1821 and further 
elaborated by Thomas Hare in 1859. 
STV systems are used today in 
Winnipeg, Calgary and Edmonton 
Canada, in Australia, India, South 
Africa, and Malta. About twenty U.S. 
cities have used STV to elect city 
councils at one time or another, 
including Sacramento about sixty 
years ago, and, as mentioned 
previously, New York City. Presently, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts and 
Boulder, Colorado use the system. An 
STV system allows a voter to express 
his preferences for individual candi
dates, either with or without regard to 
party affiliation. An advantage over 
the list system is that no vote assists 
any candidate or party unless· the 
voter so desires. Both STV and list 
sys_tems offer equitable representa• 
tion to parties and eliminate the 
voter's fear of " wasting his vote ." 
The Alternative Vote is another name 
for an STV system in a single member 
district. Its use will become increas
ingly desireable in California guber
natorial races when no single 
candidate can achieve a majority due 
to expected Libertarian Party growth. 

The STV system employs a ballot 
which allows the voter to ·"rank 
order" competing candidates in order 
of his preferences. While voting is 
easy, counting is complex. In 
principle,, what re;illy hapllens i~ tnat 
candlda:tes with the lowest vote totals 

STRATEGY FORUM 

Integrating theory and practice 
by Justin Raimondo 

Milton Mueller's anicle, "Toward A 
Coherent Strategy" (Caliber; April/ 
May 1981; p.9)couldn't have come at a 
better time. Radical libertarians can 
only welcome such additions to the 
growing genre of literature devoted to 

· analyzing the twists and turns of the 
Clark campaign. 

. THE REAL ISSUES 
Although Mueller is rather timid 

about defending the Clark campaign 
in any particular instance - Clark 
isn't even mentioned until the very 
end, and even then only briefly - it is 
clear that this is the real focus of the 
debate over strategy and tactics. Be
hind Mueller's smokescreen of coined 
phrases, misty jargon, and "empirical" 
pragmatism is a first attempt at a 
"theor~tical" justification for Clark's 
" Low-Tax Liberalism." That this at
tempt starts out by declaring that 
Libertarians "have failed to define any 
principles of social change with which 
to guide their actions" can mean only 
one of two things: either Mueller is 
admitting, in public and in print, tha t 
the Clark campaign was a disaster a nd 
SIS is well on its way - or else Mueller 
has fallen prey to the fallacy of self
exclusion. (One can only assume that 
when Mueller uses the term "Libertar
ians" he means to include himself.) 

"The absence of a coherent political 
strategy," says Mueller in the first 
sentence of his article-, "is a problem 
which continually ha unts the Libertar
ian movement." Thus, with refreshing 
candor, one of the major (or, perhaps, 
one of the more vocal defenders of the 
Clark campaign) tells us that Libertar
ians "have failed to define any princi
ples of social change ... " (Emphasis 
added.) But what does this mean, com
ing from someone who has been run
ning Students for a Libertaria n Society 
(SlS) since it was fo unded? Is Mueller 
sayi,ng that both the Clark campaign 
- which he defends to this day - and 
SIS were operating like rudderless 
ships adrift at sea, waiting for a strong 
current to push them into prominence? 
If so, then we say: Bravo! This, of 
course, is what we in the Libertarian 
Pa rty Radical Caucus (LPRC) have 
been saying all along. 

Clearly, an overwhelming majority 
of LP activists perceive that the up
coming Libertarian Party National 
Convention in Denve r will be a fork in 
the road. There is a very good reason 
why most LP publications are filled 
with debates over strategy, these days, 
the specifics of which don't vary greatly 
from state to state. The widespread 
revulsion to Clark's "Low-Tax Lib
eral" substitute for libertaria nism ex
tends far beyond the LPRC; in fact. we 
believe the majority of LP activists 
agree with our assessment of the Cla rk 
campaign. (See "A New Beginning ... 
Or A Rude Awakening?"; Caliber; 
Februa ry/ March 198 1 and also the 
LPRC pamphlet A Matter of Princi
ple, which deals with the Clark cam
paign in detail.) The leadership of the 
campaign was counting on "millions 
of votes." Now, after the November 
debacle. they are faced with the oner
ous task of either defending the "Low
Tax Liberal" sello ut (definitely a 
minority position among our "Low
Tax Liberals"!) - or else admitting 
that Clark "waffled" on matters of 
concern to "special interest groups" 
(i.e. the immigration issue) while sum
ming up Clark 's "Low-Tax Liberal-

. ism""asan overa ll cva luat ion" to bc"a 
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success and a terrific step forward for 
the Libertarian Party ·as a whole," in 
the words of one candidate for Nation
al Chair. 

Thus, as we wade through Mueller's 
"political analysis" we must be careful 
to pull the discussion down to earth by 
constantly referring to the focus of the 
debate - the Clark campaign, and the 
crisis in the LP. 

CLEARING THE AIR 
Although Mueller claims that his 

article is an attempt "to lay the ground
work for strategic discussion within 
the Libertarian Party" -and "come to 
grips with strategic issues on a theor
etical level", "Toward A Coherent Stra
tegy" further mystifies the issues. 

"Strategy", intones Mueller, " is a 
means to an end." Therefore, he con
cludes, "once we conceive of the issue 
of strategy in terms of human action, 
we can profitably apply all the insights 
of Austrian economics - which ana
lyzes the pure logic of human action 
- to political strategy." It is true, as 
Mueller states, that "a strategic frame
work may be viewed as performing a 
function simila r to the price mecha
nism" - but the analogy is far from 

exact. And so, after mystifying the 
issue with an implied appeal to a uthor
ity, after draping his simplistic view of 
homo economicus in the robes of what 
passes for " Austrian eco nomics". 
Mueller goes all out. From a simple 
literary flou rish. Mueller constructs a 
forbiddingly mechanistic, rather ste
rile view of the world accord ing to the 
"pure logic of human action." "Politi
cal stra tegy," declares Mueller, "is best 
thought of as a problem of allocation." 
but who or what is being "allocated" 
here? Where do these abstract " resour
ces" come from'! There is not even a 
hint that we are talking about living, 
breathing individ ua ls here; so much 
for Mueller's cla im to the mantle of 
methodological individualism and "the 
insights of Austria n economics!" By 
stretching the a nalogy of the price 
mechanism to absurd lengths, Mueller 
goes off the deep-end - but where 
does it all lead'! 
· It leadsstraig.ht to "Low-Tax Liber
alism". rampant opportunism, and po
litical oblivion. 

T HEORY VERSUS PRACTICE'! 
M ucllcr posits his barren world view 

and then asks: "What can provide the 
proper basis for selecting a nd prioriti , 
ing issues and constituencies'! What 
standard ca n we use to evalua te con
flicting claims'!" 

Given his view of poli tics as cs!>cn
tially a game involvi ng the mani pula
tion of va rious "constitucnciclt". ccr
tainl v the entire body of liberta ria n 
thco;.y is going to be ~o help. /\ nd. in 
fa ct. Mueller il> the firl>t to admit thil>. 
"1--'or the act i, 1st. the uni\cr..al appli t-

a bility of libertarian principles is not 
very helpful. Strategic thinking, then 
- unlike philosophical analysis - is 
necessarily selective and hierarchical 
in nature." And so we have it: theory is 
to be perma·nently separated from prac
tice. Mueller even has a name for this 
new duality; he calls it " Political Radi
calism versus Philosophical Radical
ism." Mueller juxtaposes what he calls 

4 political analysis; that is, empirical 
analysis of statism as a system of 
power" to "philosophical analysis". 

" Political analysis" is, apparently, 
the process which led ·the Clark cam
paign. to throw the LP platform over
board and start proclaiming the virtues 
of "Low-Tax Liberalis m". This 
method one -imagines, is what led 
Clark and his staff to declare that wel
fare wouldn't be abolished until we 
had achieved "full-employment" -
and that immig ra ti o n ba rrie rs 
wouldn't be abolished until welfare 
could be abolished. 

Incred ibly, Mueller even quotes 
Murray Rothbardto buttress -his case. 
He says: "That Abolitionism is not a 
strategic insight is shown by Roth
bard 's own writings on the subject. In a 

OfCOORSE IN AN 
lllA~~1Y1"mE 
WOUI.O SE NO SPEED 
LIMITS!.~ UNfU.. WE 
NllltE (Ou, 

paper on st rategy. Rothbard draws a 
sharp line - correctly - between the 
rea lm of principle a nd the realm of 
strategy." He then proceeds to rip a 
quote from Rothbard completely out 
of context, in addition to somewhat 
obviously mis-reading it. 

Here is the quotation. in f ull {pas
sages omi11ed hy Mueller are in hold. 
My emphasis is in italics.) 

... by making such a cbuf:r(lhat 
abolitionism is unrealistic) they 
are hopelessly confusing the de
sired goal with a strategic esti
mate of the probable outcome. 
In frami ng principle, it is of the 
utmost importance not to mix in 
strategic esrimates with the forg
ing of desired goals. First. one 
must form ulate o ne's goa ls. 
which ... would be the instant 
abolition of slavery or whatever 
other statist oppression we arc 
considering. And we must first 
frame these goals without con
sidering the probability of attain
ing them. The libertarian goals 
are "realistic" in the sense that 
they could be achieved if enough 
people agreed on their desirabil
ity ... The "realism" of the goal 
can only be challenged by a cri
tique of the goal itself, not in the 
problem of how to attain it. 
Then. aft er we ha, c decided on 
the goal. we face the entirely 
!,C parate ).tra tcgic qucltti on how 
how to attai n tha t goal alt rapidly 
al, pOl,l,i hle. how to build a move
ment to attain it, etc. Thus, Wil
liam Lloyd Garrison was- not 
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being "unrealistic" when, in the 
1830•s, he raised the glorious 
standard of immediate emanci
pation of the slaves. His goal was 
a proper one, and his stratecic 
realism came in the fact that he 
did not expect his coal to be 
quickly reached. Or, as Garrison 
himself distincuished: "Urge im
mediate abolition as earnestly as 
we may, it will, alas, be gradual 
abolition in the end. We have 
never said that slavery sould be 
overthrown by a sincle blow; 
that it ought to be, we shall 
always contend." 

In the first place, a nyone with a copy 
of Egalitarianism As A Revolt Against 
Nature can see that Mueller's "editing" 
job comes very close to outright falsifi
cation; clearly, the passage cited, taken 
as a whole, is intended to convey the 
exact opposite view imputed to it by 
M!Jeller. That Mueller would even 
attempt to transform Roth bard's argu-. 
ment for abolitionism_, for the full 
integration of libertarian theory and 
practice into a justification for his 
utterly a rbitrary dichotomy is surpris
ing, to say the least. Secondly, even if 
we accept the out-of-context quote all 
by itself, it becomes clear that Roth
bard still is not saying that theory and 
practice are unrelated; Rothbard says 
that it is of utmost importance not to 
mix "strategic estimates with the forg
ing of desired goals". Clearly. when 
read in context, Rothbard is urging 
libertarians to be·ultimately guided by 
their moral sensibilit ies rather than by 
a bloodless cost-benefit analysis. 

This, of course. is the whole crux of 
the matter. What the opportunists in 
our movement need to do - if their 
mecha nical, Friedmanite cost-benefit 
pragmatism is to win the day - is to 
eradicate the mora/basis of the case for 
laissez-faire. This harkens back to 
M ueller·s bleak, one-d imensional crea
tion. hom o economicus, who lives in a 
world inhabited by (undefined) "con
stituencies" a nd who can only discover 
real ity through "empirical analysis" of 
what is. without reference to non
"strategic" concepts such as Libertar
ianism. 

But u·here, in this rather odd Muel
lerite universe. do values come in'! 
Does this Never-Never Land where 
pres uma bl y "va lue -free" ro bots 
"empirically" discover how to allocate 
scarce political resources, really exist'! 
If such a planet exists it is most cer
tainly not inhabited by huma n beings 
- those infin itely complex creatures 
who are in fact so unlike the automa
tions posited by Mueller. · 

WHAT \~ fl."BO U I \ ON\SM'! 
"la -.m. - writes MueJkr. '"'ahrail., \ .. 

rionism helps us to frame our goa ls. 
but it docs not tell us how to attain 
them. That Abolit ionism is persist
ently put fort h as a 'strategic" do·ctrine 
shows just how far the Libertarian 
movement is from developing a real 
strategic framework." Before demon
strating that j ust the opposite is the 
case - that the lynchpin of Libertar
ian stra tegy can only be derived from 
ethical principles - it is necessary to 
discuss M ucller·s usage of the term 
"abolitionism.,. Apparently Mueller 
uses this term to include a whole grab
bag of concepts: judging from his a rti
cle. it can mean anything from defend
ing liberty in the name of rights and 
moral principle to confining ones· pol
it ical activit ies to call ing for the imme
diatchabolition of all taxes. " Lest you 
think I am exaggerating the danger of 
scctarianil,m, .. intones Mueller, "there 
ilt a nother episode from the I.PC Con
venti on wh ich might cha nge your 
mind. One RC member attacked the 
Clark campaign\ White Paper on tax 
c ut :-. a :-. ·opportuni~ti c.' Wh y?" 
Bcca ul,c. th il, unident ifi ed LP RC 
member alleged ly :-.aid. by not propos-

SeeRAIMONDO/p. 28 
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COMMENTARY 

by David Boaz 
An answer to critics of the Clark campaign 

comfortable though not overwhelm
ing majority. 

Adolph Hitler said that if yo~ make a 
lie big enough and repeat 1t often 
enough, many peo~le ~ill believe_ it. 
Two interrelated Btg Lies are bemg 
regularly propounded _in libertarian 
circles these days, and it's time to 
examine them in light of the facts. 

The two Big Lies I am referring to 
are (1) that the Libertarian Party, or 
at l~ast the Clark campaign, has not 
been successful recently, and (2) that 
"Libertarian principle was betrayed" 
by the Clark campaign. Those who 
advance these arguments blame both 
problems on the recent leadership of 
the party, particularly Ed Crane, 
Chris Hocker, and the other members 
of the Clark for President staff. So, 
they say, Crane and "the people 
around him' ' must be removed from 
positions of leadership in the party. 

This whole argument is a tissue of 
lies, and it is time someone said so. 

Let's look first at the success of the 
party. Did anyone meeting in Denver 
in 1972 really believe that the 
Libertarian Party would be as 
successful as it has been by 1981? 
Some 85 idealogues met in June 1972 
to found a new political party based on 
an ideology never before consistently 
expressed in America and not even 
approached in generations. The party 
offered a point of view that, being 
neither right or left, confused the 
media. Reporters found it difficult to 
explain to their audiences, so they fell 
back on the standard "laundry list" 
article listing any number of 
libertarian positions-preferably the 
most radical or frightening-without 
any coherent explanation of the 
underlying philosophy. Early party 
leaders encouraged this tendency by 
telling the media that • 'we combine 
the John Birch Society and SDS," 
thus managing at one fell swoop to 
.alienate 99% of the American people. 

In 1974 Ed Crane was elected 
National Chair. The two previous 
party leaders, David and Sue Nolan, 
turned the party's membership file 
over to him-several hundred names 
kept in a shoebox. The party in 1974 
was a small group of people occupied 
mainly by infighting, bickering, and 
name-calling. (Strangely, seven 
years later some of those early party 
leaders are at it again.) The 
newsletter was an 8 ½ x 11 sheet sent 
to a few hundred people. Crane 
turned it into a professional tabloid 
and sent it to every libertarian name 
he could find-Reason subscribers, 
bookbuyers, and so on. State 
organizations generally consisted of 
one name on a file card. Crane set 
about building real, functioning party 
organizations. Libertarians both with
in and outside the party soon came to 
believe that libertarian political 
activity might actually be viable. 

The next important task was to find 
a credible presidential candidate for 
1976. The obvious choice was Roger 
MacBride, a highly intelligent, 
well-read man with radical principles 
and sufficient wealth to fund a 
campaign, a lawyer, author, and 
television producer who would be 
regarded by the media and the voters 
as a man of substance, not t.he usual 
third-party candidate. There were 
only two problems-MacBride didn't 
want to run for President, and some 
libertarians objected to a wealthy 
lawyer who presented radical ideas in 
a reasonable way. But Crane 
managed to convince MacBride that 
only he could give the party-and the 
cause of liberty-the boost it needed, 
and at the 1975 nominating conven
tion those who wanted a principled, 
effective Libertarian Party carried the 
day, nominating MacBride by a 

Dai•id Boa=, who served as research 
director for the Clark for President 
campaign. is a policy ana~1·st for the 
Cato Institute in San Francisco. 

Crane gave up a successful 
investment career and took a 
substantial pay cut to become a 
full-time National Chair for the 
duration of the campaign, and moved 
to Washington to run both the party 
and the campaign. The Libertarian 
Party managed to get its candidates 
on 32 ballots that year, more than any 
other third party, stunning political 
observers who understood the 
intricacies of ballot laws. And in 
November, after a campaign virtually 
ignored by the major media, 
MacBride received 177,000 votes-not 
a landslide by any means, but enough 
to finish ahead of all other third 
parties, even the American Indepen
dent Party headed by Georgia Gov. 
Lester Maddox, who had received 
many times the press coverage. 

After 1976 the Libertarian Party 
was recognized by aware members of 
the media, if not the public, as the 
third largest party in America, though 
admittedly still in the minor-party 
league. The 1978 elections, however, 
substantially improved on that image. 
As 1978 approached, it was clear that 
there would be two major focuses of 
attention for the party-Alaska, where 
a Libertarian might actually win a 
legislative seat, and California, where 
a significant gubernatorial campaign 
could really put the party on the map. 
Again, there was an obvious choice for 
Governor of California-Ed Clark, a 
longtime party activist. Again, the 
obvious candidate didn't want to run. 
Crane, who had stepped down as 
national chair in 1977 and turned a 
well-organized party over to David 
Bergland, and California activist Ray 
Cunningham persuaded Clark that he 
was essential to the party's growth in 
1978. Crane set the basic strategy for 
the Clark campaign, and Chris 
Hocker, Bob Costello, and I managed 

of thousands of people in person and 
to millions by radio and television 
interviews. And in the end, almost a 
million people voted Libertarian in a 
presidential race that was tightly 
contested and offered them three 
well-publicized choices. Two and a 
half million Americans voted Liber
tarian in at least one race. 

But success isn't measured in vote 
totals alone. The 1980 campaign 
produced real, working party organi
zations in virtually every state. The 
party's contributor rolls were tripled. 
Membership increased 67% in the 
first four months after the election. 

Is this just hype? Is it just another 
party activist assuring other activists 
that our work is not in vain? Well, 
perhaps-but three of the leading 
political analysts in America agree. 
Jack Germond and Jules Witcover, 
writing in the Washington Star, said, 
" In terms of what they set out to do, 
they have to be considered one of the 
modest political success stories of 
1980. The goal was, and is, no less 
than to establish a real third party 
movement in the country, and his 
(Clark's) success in winning more 
than 900,000 votes was the best of a 
no-name candidate in this century." 
Germond and Witcover' s chief rival, 
David Broder of the Washington Post, 
wrote, ' 'Ed Clark and the Libertarians 
have had a great success in terms of 
their own objectives. Oark has 
emerged as a man of charm and 
conviction. With the extensive 
advertising his contributors have 
purchased, the Libertarian message 
has reached a far wider audience than 
ever before. It has an internal logic 
that challenges conventional thinking 
and stimulates debate." 

At his writing, eight months after 
the 1980 election, it is clear that the 
gains we made last year were lasting 
ones. Despite the usual post-election 
letdown, state parties in most states 

"The truth is that the Libertarian Party has become 
progressively more principled (more "hard-core," in 
the vernacular) in the last nine years. " 

it. The campaign was remarkably 
successful. 

How did it happen? Murray 
Rothbard, in describing Clark's 
"phenomenal performance" in Liber
tarian Forum, said Clark did it by 
"captivating the media," explaining 
that "Clark had the rare ability to 
cleave to radical and principled 
positions, while coming forth with 
transition programs consistent with 
principle that sounded cogent and 
reasonable to the media." 

Libertarian successes in the 1978 
campaigns brought the party to the 
attention of the major media. Perhaps 
just as important, they convinced a 
number of libertarians that political 
activism was effective-David Walter 
of Pennsylvania and Eric O'Keefe of 
Michigan, to name just two, first 
became active in the Libertarian Party 
after the 1978 elections. 

The 1980 campaigns built on this 
success. For the first time ever, a 
third-party candidate got on every 
state ballot-even George Wallace had 
not accomplished .that. Sure, John 
Anderson did it, too, with four times 
the money, a thousand times the 
media coverage, and a series of court 
and FEC rulings as amazing as a July 
blizzard in South Texas. Neverthe
less, SO-state ballot status was a 
stunning achievement for a third 
party. Not only did it give the party 
needed credibility, the process of 
achieving ballot status strengthened 
existing state parties and developed 
organizations where none had existed 
before. 

Some 5 million pieces of literature 
were distributed. American television 
viewers saw 250 minutes of Libertari
an advertising. Ed Clark spoke to tens 

are more active than ever. A 
Libertarian has been elected to a city 
council in the Deep South. Dick 
Randolph has a real chance of winning 
the governorship of Alaska. Already, 
plans are being made for ballot status 
in 1982, serious major campaigns in 
several states, and attempts to win 
some le~slative races in the lower 48. 

I should address one significant 
criticism of the 1980 campaign here. 
Some campaign critics have pointed 
out that Clark and campaign staffers 
had predicted "several million" 
votes. Thus, they say, when the 
campaign finished just under a 
million, either it was a failure on the 
campaign's own terms, or the 
campaign had made a serious mistake 
in deluding libertarians into unrealis
tic expectations. There are basically 
two answers to this. The first is that, 
without John Anderson, Clark might 
very well have gotten several million 
votes. The campaign's most vocal 
critics won't acknowledge that 
Anderson was a real problem, or they 
say that Anderson took votes from 
Clark only if we were seeking liberal 
votes. Such a refusal to acknowledge 
Anderson's impact can only stem 
from either a malicious desire to 
criticize the campaign regardless of 
the facts or from a political naivete so 
hopeless as certainly to disqualify 
them from any significant political 
role. 

It 's not just that Anderson took 
voters who might otherwise have 
voted for Clark, though he did in fact 
get the votes of many independent
minded voters who wanted to vote 
against Carter and Reagan, and from 
voters who perceived him as fiscally 
responsible, socially liberal, and 

somewhat dovish-just the voters who 
should have been attracted to a 
candidate who was really anti-tax, 
socially liberal, apd pro-peace. But 
the problem is also that Anderson took 
the media attention that might 
otherwise have been Clark's. The 
media knew that voters were 
dissatisfied with the two major-party 
nominees. When Anderson, a non
threatening "alternative," came 
along, they were able to satisfy their 
audiences and their consciences by 
covering him. That way they could 
avoid covering Clark, who would 
otherwise have been the third 
candidate. Any realistic analysis of 
the 1980 election must point to this 
conclusion. 

The second am wer to the criticism 
of the "several million" hype is that 
campaign staffers dropped the point 
when it became clear that Anderson 
was in the race to s'tay. They told Clark 
orally and in written memos that he 
should avoid any specific vote 
prediction. But reporters always want 
one, and Clark mistakenly gave it to 
them. 

But this is a minor caveat. Can 
anybody seriously look at the LP' s 
record and call it anything other than 
success? Who among the small group 
of people that gathered in Denver in 
1972 could have expected the results 
we have achieved in barely eight 
years? Anybody who had even an 
inkling of the obstacles-legal, institu
tional, and traditional-placed in the 
way of new parties in America should 
have regarded the task as almost 
hopeless. And anybody who hoped for 
a quick victory was dreadfully naive; 
the libertarian revolution is progress
ing, but it will not b~ won in a day, or a 
decade. The struggle is a long one, as 
is usually the case when the goal is so 
important. But we are well ahead of 
schedule. To say otherwise is to 
advance a Big Lie. 

Let us turn, then, to the other Big 
Lie: that the party, or particularly the 
Clark campaign, has achieved its 
success by selling out libertarian 
principles. This is a serious charge. 
Clearly, none of the accomplishments 
cited above would constitute success 
if they had been achieved at such a 
price. Success for the Libertarian 
Party must mean progress toward 
liberty; anything else may be vote 
totals, or organization, or public 
recognition, but it is not libertarian 
success. 

The truth is that the Libertarian 
Party has become progressively more 
principled (more "hard-core," in the 
vernacular) in the last nine years. At 
its founding, the LP was virtually an 
extreme right-wing organization. It 
endorsed civil liberties, but its 
emphasis was on economics, and its 
foreign policy was vague at best. The 
Party's first platform, drafted by 
David Nolan (who is now referred to in 
his own publications as "the 
conscience of the Libertarian Party"), 
was a right-wing document-strong in 
its defense of individualism and 
free-market economics, but hardly 
radical in its presentation of foreign 
policy, which was after all the greatest 
issue of 1972. 

By 1974, the Party still had not 
clearly chosen a radical course. The 
leading contender for National Chair 
was Eric Scott Royce of Virginia, who 
urged support for such "libertarian" 
Republicans as Steve Symms, then a 
newly elected Congressman from 
Idaho. The Party's radicals chose Ed 
Crane, who had been outspoken in his 
criticisms of so-called "libertarians" 
in the major parties and who argued 
that the Libertarian Party must clearly 
set itself apart from the older parties, 
as their candidate. The convention 
delegates, offered a clear choice of 
strategies, chose radicalism. Crane 
was elected National Chair, and the 
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linking of the campaigns for President 
and Chair is the last thing we need. 

In addition, were these objections 
to be overcome, there is another 
problem with the idea of the Chair and 
the nominees negotiating. The 
problem has to do with what are their 
''fallback positions.'' In the usual 
case of a negotiated contract, each 
party has the option of declining to 
enter into any agreement at all, and 
this is always kept in the back of their 
minds: the alternative to reaching 
agreement is to be left where they 
were before they started. But what 
does this mean in our case? What if 
the Chair and the nominees cannot 
reach agreement on the relationship 
between the party and the campaign? 
They are not just strangers who can go 
their separate ways. Not to reach 
agreement on a contract would 
jeopardize the campaign, throw the 
party into confusion, and discredit 
the party and the campaign in the eyes 
of the media and the public. 

Then, there is the question of the 
adequacy of a successfully negotiated 
contract to handle unforeseen prob
lems. Kevin Dye, Treasurer of the 
California Libertarian Council re
cently wrote of the Emerling proposal: 
''It is difficult to conceive how any 
contract could be so ingeniously 
devised as to cover the contingencies 
entailed by a national campaign. ' 
Moreover, even if the contract were 
perfectly drawn, the sanction pro
vided would be inadequate to enforce 
it. It is reasonable to suppose that, by 
the time any crisis warranting 
withdrawal of mailing list privileges 
could develop, the campaign would 
have prQgressed to the stage at which 
the campaign committee would have 
already developed an extensive list of 
its own, putting it largely beyond 

· reach of such a 'sanction."' 
Lastly, let us not forget that the 

place where disputes over contracts 
are handled is the law courts. Do we 
really want a long, drawn-out battle -
airing internal · differences in the LP 
before the public - beginning in the 
middle of a campaign and probably 
continuing unresolved long after it? 

Dye himself, of course, has 
proposed elsewhere in this issue the 
radical alternative of making the 
National Committee itself the Presi
dential Campaign Committee. This 
proposal initially appears quite 
attractive, as we would need adopt no 
special sanctions, nor make any 
special provisions about ownership of 
mailing lists, approval of literature, or 
limitation of debt. 

The proposal has two serious flaws, 
however. One is that the unwieldy size 
of the NatCom would make effective 
and timely decision-making difficult. 
The National Committee now meets 
quarterly and has its hands full when 
it does, yet campaign strategy 
decisions must often be made in days, 
or even hours. . 

The second problem is really the 
more serious. As with the above 
proposals to have the Chair play a 
major role by negotiating a contract, 
the Dye proposal would lead to 
immense pressures for those compet
ing for the nomination to '' get their 
people elected" to the NatCom. This 
would completely change the charac
ter of the National Committee, and 
disrupt future-oriented management 
of the party. There would be no 
future-oriented management if all 
NatCom members were primarily 
concerned with short-run campaign 
needs. 

Let's face it; it is very often a 
different kind of activist that we want 
on the NatCom than on the 
Presidential Campaign Committee. 
Imagine being a delegate at the 
National Convention deciding how to 

cast your votes for the National 
Committee: Do I vote for the 
experienced activist who I know has 
the long-run interests of the party at 
heart, or do I vote for his opponent 
who supports my candidate, but 
doesn't have a track record of 
activism? 

It would be far better to remove the 
oversight of the campaign one step 
from the National Committee. If I may 
draw on my experience as an engineer 
and a management consultant 
specializing in decision-making, I 
think there is a way to gain most of the 
good features of Dye's proposal 
without the bad. At a more abstract 
level, the main advantage of Dye's 
proposal over the others is that it 
allows for an adjustable amount of 
feedback. The others are examples of 
what is known as "on-off'' control; 
that is, their sanctions are generally of 
the "all-or-nothing" type. 

Such controls are appropriate in 
certain situations. The thermostat in 
your home is an example. In 
maintaining the room temperature, it 
turns the heater on and off rather ban 
trying to adjust its temperature. This 
leads to the room temperature 
continually rising and failing by a few 
degrees, but it's not hard to live with. 

On the other hand, imagine trying 
to driv.e your car down the street if the 
steering had only two possible 
positions - "right turn" and "left 
turn''. You would go careening wildly 
from curb to curb. 

While I will be the first to admit the 
shortco~ings of mechanical analogies 

to human action, it seems to me that 
there is a valuable lesson here. 
Building a movement for successfully 
rolling back the State is more like 
driving a car than it is like keeping a 
house at a livable temperature. The 
degree of stabilty you get from being 
able to make small corrections to 
movements in a wrong direction will 
greatly reduce the likelihood of the 
party crashing through the guard rail 
to its destruction. 

Dye's proposal has such an 
advantage; because the NatCom 
would be the campaign committee, it 
would be able to make relatively 
minor corrections to the campaign 
early, before they got out of hand. 

How can we retain this degree of 
flexible control without the previously 
mentioned drawbacks of making the 
National Committee the Presidential 
<::ampaign Committee? I believe it can 
be done by empowering the outgoing 
NatCom to appoint a five-member 
Campaign Review Committee that is 
empowered to impose a graduated 
series of p(?ssible sanctions on the 
campaign. The committee's powers 
might include: 

1. Prior review of literature, 
broadcast scripts, and other material, 
whenever possible; 
2. Withdrawal of previously-re

leased literature or other material; 
3. Revoking permission to use the 

National Committee's mailing list; 
and 
4. Termination of a campaign 

employee, consultal).t, or volunteer. 
Because of the severity of steps 3 
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and 4, it might be required that they 
be approved by a majority of the group 
consisting of the four officers of the 
party and the Campaign Review 
Committee. 

In addition, the debt of the national 
campaign should be limited at all 
times to some fraction of contributions 
received by a certain date, say, 
one-fifth of contributions of $500 or 
less received by June 1 of the election 
year. The current language empower
ing the NatCom, by a three-fourths 
vote, to revoke the nomination should 
also be retained. 

This kind of structure will, I believe, 
give us some degree of control over 
the national campaign short of having 
to unseat the candidate, while 
insulating the National Committee to 
some extent from the heat generated 
during election years, and not asking 
impossible things of it. It is a 
fundamentally sound decision struc
ture, without ambiguities of the sort 
inherent in other proposals. It does 
not rely too heavily on the 
performance or contribution of any 
single person, and yet it offers the 
possibility of responding to rapidly 
occuring events in a timely fashion. 

Responsibility is a key word to 
libertarians. It is my hope that the 
adoption of this proposal will retain 
the admirable tradition of holding our 
Presidential candidate and his or her 
staff responsibile for the campaign, 
while introducing a degree of 
accountability that will prevent any 
reoccurence of errors made in the 
past. Such accountability is essential 
to our long-run success. 

HUMMEL/from p. 11· 
poly privileges or land grants, 
state-owned railroads or state invest
ment in railroads was negligible. 

The heaviest state involvement in 
railroads came prior to the Panic of 
1837, and nearly all the state-owned 
railroads were unloaded during the 
subsequent fmancial hard-times. The 
states not only left the development 
and expansion of the railroad network 
to the market, but also during this 
period, they finally threw off their 
mercantilist and interventionist heri
tage and, for the first time, instituted 
a reign of near laissez-faire at the 
state level. Not coincidentally, the 
period prior to the Civil War 
witnessed some of the most rapid 
economic growth in the nation's 
history. 

The second case involves govern
ment debt that clearly should have 
been repudiated, but was not, with 
pernicious consequences. During the 
American Revolution, when the 
mem hers of the Continental Congress 
made the fateful decision to keep 
George Washington's puny Continen
tal Army in the field, rather than 
relying totally upon the militia-with its 
guerilla tactics, they locked them
selves into a financial bind. They had 
to find a way to supply and pay 
Washington's army. Since taxation 
was out of the question, Congress 
Jiesorted to printing unprecedented 
amounts of paper money and to 
borrowing. With the Revolution won, 
Congress had no qualms about 
virtually repudiating the $226 million 
in paper money it had issued during 
the war, much of it forced upon 
citizens through impressment of 
goods and services, legal tender laws, 
and wage and price controls. In 
contrast, it considered the $35 million 
it had borrowed from vario1J$ sources 
to be a sacrosanct obligation. 

Very few of the loans to Congress 
had been coerced. Only a portion of 
the $4 million in civilian claims 
against primarily the Quartermaster 
and the Commissary Departments 
could conceivably fall into that 
category. Of the remainder, $12 
million represented claims of the 
officers and men of the Continental 
Army or claims of other public 
officials, while $8 million had been 
borrowed from foreign governments. 
Worst of all, the final Sll million in 

debt resulted from loans that had 
been made to the Continental 
Congress in its own depreciated paper 
currency. The specie value of $11 
million had been deflated from a face 
value of $67 million for these loans, 
but this still represented a clear 
overestimate of their real specie 
worth and, thus, a generous subsidy 
to the creditors. Certainly, once 
Congress had repudiated its paper 
money, which was morally the more 
pressing of its obligations, there 
should have been no obstacle to 
repudiating the debt. Unfortunately, 
this did not happen, although 
Congress did have to suspend interest 
payments for a while. 

Because Congress failed to repudi
ate its debt, the debt became a 
political weapon which was skillfully 
manipulated by such nationalists as 
Alexander Hamilton in order to bring 
about a statist counter-revolution, and 
replace the more libertarian Articles 
of Confederation with the Constitu
tion. When the new government went 
into operation, the debt had grown 
from $35 million to over SSS million, 
mostly through accumulating interest 
payments. Hamilton increased the 
debt further by having the national 
government assume $20 million worth 
of the states' war-time debts, which 
also had not been repudiated. The 
interest on this $75 million debt 
accounted for approximately one hall 
the total expenditures of the new 
~overnment. Because of this heavy 

interest payment, Hamilton was able 
to expand his Treasury Department 
into the largest in the government, 
employing 2000 customs officials and 
revenue agents who swarmed across 
the land, collecting tariffs and an 
onerous array of excise taxes. 

I do not intend to simplistically 
imply that everything would have 
happened differently if only Congress 
had repudiated its debt. Nonetheless, 
the debt was a major factor in 
generating pressure for the increas
ing centralization of state power that 
took place during this era. 

Conclusion 
Those who favor big government 

have good reason to oppose the 
repudiation of gevernment debt. The 
opposition to repudiation on the part 
of the foes of state power, on the 
otherhand, involves a moral and 
practical contradiction. This contra
diction remains unnoticed because 
the opponents of debt repudiation 
refuse to specify their alternative. As I 

· stated at the outset, government debt 
will not just go away. Repayment, 
perpetual maintenance, or repudia
tion are the sole options. The 
repayment o~ perpetual maintenance 
of a trillion dollar government debt, or 
of the half trillion that is actually owed 
to the public, would necessitate a 
powerful government imposing heavy 
taxes. The complete repudiation of 
this debt is the only course consistent 
with the goals of justice and liberty. 

SUPPORT THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC COUNCIL 
"The American Economic Council is a breath of fresh air on 

Capitol Hill. Its lobbying for the gold standard is not o;,ly a wonderful 
change from special interest lobbying, it is also essential in the fight for 
sound money. The AEC is a formidable and effective force against 
depreciating paper currency." 

Congressman Ron Paul 
We have been effective, but need your help to do more. Your 

contribution is your investment in freedom ... for yourself, your 
family, your grandchildren, and your country. Please send us 
your gift today. 

I like what you are doing, keep it up. Here is my contribution 
of O S 1000 OS500 O S250 OS 100 OSSO □Other __ _ 

Make checks payable to: 
American Economic Council 
9301 Wilshire Blvd., 7th Floor 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
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credit was designed to be larger than 
that. Also, the credit is $400 more 
than the one Clark endorsed in his 
campaign for Governor, the campaign 
Rothbard describes as "cleaving to 
radical and principled positions." 

Roth bard goes on to say that there 
is no clear-cut statement by Clark that 
tax credits are only a transition 
program. Balderdash. The White 
Paper says, "It is fundamentally 
contrary to the principles of a free 
society for government to involve 
itself in education .. .It is time that we 
establish freedom of education, ... and 
remove government from this area 
altogether.'' The same statements are 
made in A New Beginning. 

Rothbard thoroughly distorts the 
campaign's treatment of money and 
inflation. he states, "(In the White 
Paper on Taxing and Spending 
Reduction) there was not a mention of 
Fed responsibility. Quite the con
trary. The public was assured that if 
the Clark 30 % budget and revenue cut 
were put into effect, this would end 
inflation." (Rothbard's emphasis.) 
Not true. The closest thing to such a 
statement is " The federal budget 
must be balanced as part of a realistic, 
hard-nosed program to stop infla
tion." In the real world, itls necessary 
to stop deficit spending to stop 
inflation. Of course, that' s not all it 
takes, and that's why the White Paper 
refers to a balanced budget as "part" 
of an anti-inflation program. It is true 
that there is no mention of Fed 
responsibility. That's because it is a 
White Paper on Taxing and Spending 
Reduction, not on inflation. 

Rothbard goes on to say, "Later in 
the campaign, under severe pressure 
by outraged libertarian economists, 
Clark did, at various points, endorse 
the gold standard, as well as issue a 
paper by myself on the causes and 
remedies for inflation. But all this was 
grudging and low-key. The real, 
upfront discussion was balanced 
budget all the way." Poppycock. To 
answer just a few of the misstate
ments in this brief paragraph: To my 
knowledge, no libertarian economist 
other than Rothbard ever brought 
"severe pressure" or "outrage" on 
the campaign over this issue. The 
paper by Rothbard on inflation was 
requested in January 1980 (hardly 
"later in the campaign"). It was not 
published until late in the campaign 
because we did not receive it until late 
in the campaign. "Grudging and 
low-key" are rather subjective 
charges. All I can do is point to the 
position paper an(J A New Begbmlng 
as examples of what Clark said about 
inflation. The discussion in A New 
Begbmlng is, I believe, one of the 
best po(1ular explanations of a 
complicated subject (inflation) avail
able . It is also more hard-core than 
Rothbard's call for "the gold 
standard," which is normally under
stood to mean a government-estab
lished standard. Clark called for 
abolishing the Fed and urged 
consideration of F.A. Hayek's pro
posal for private, competing c;urren
cies-the real libertarian position on 
money. 

In the area of foreign policy, 
Rothbard writes, "Clark's policy 
pronouncements. supported by his 
White Paper on Foreign and Military 
Policy, abandoned a principled policy 
ofnon-intervention." (Emphasis his.) 
Hogwash. The White Paper states, 
• 'The case for non-intervention is 
based on the moral principles of peace 
and respect for other peoples." Both 
the White Paper and A New 
Beginning set our foreign policy in the 
tradition of the Founders: "peace, 
commerce, and honest friendship 
with all nations-entangling alliances 
with none.'' Both then go on to 

present a realistic picture of the world ans that Roth bard, Evers, and so on 
that demonstrates the practicality of are actually pro-nuclear, but if this 
libertarian foreign policy. Now, if statement is any evidence, I may be 
one's goal as a libertarian is to engage wrong. (c) Clark was in favor of 
in intellectual masturbation, to sit restricting Mexican immigration; 
around in a living room with other Reagan "presumptively" seem to can 
libertarians telling each other how for unrestricted immigration. Clark 
principled we are, then one doesn't did waffle on this issue, but the 
need such a practical analysis of campaign statements did not, and 
foreign policy. But if our goal is to Clark stopped waffling in the fall. As 
change the world by persuading for Reagan, he never made any such 
people of ou.- position, then it seems suggestion, and it appears now that 
obvious to me that we have to all he wants is to reinstitute the 
demonstrate that our ideas will work. bracero program, described accurate-

Moving now to a specific foreign ly by Rothbard as "government-
policy point that has been made more sanctioned-and-enforced exploitation 
than once, it is charged that the White on a massive scale.'' (d) Clark was 
Paper described the Iranian rescue against welfare cuts until we have 
mission as within the "outer limits" achieved fu]l employment. He did 
of permissible intervention. Once imply that in some off-the-cuff 
again, not true. The campaign put out statements, but the White Paper did 
a press release denouncing the raid as propose major welfare cuts in the first 
soon as it happened. And the "outer year-something, again, that Rothbard 
limits" phrase appeared in the rough has finally realized Reagan is not 
draft of the White Paper, which had doing. (e) Clark favored "enterprise 
been sent to Rothbard and other zones" for Miami only. In a pig's eye 
members of the Review Committee he did. Campaigning In Miami, he 
before the campaign staff had made proposed making Miami an enterprise 
its own revisions (thus refuting zone. Campaigning in other cities, he 
another standard argument of the urged the same thing there. This is a 
campaign critics, that the Review good example of the kind of distortion 
Committee never saw material in found in the Rothbard and Nolan 
advance; Rothbard could only have epics. Take a statement issued in one 
found that phrase in the rough draft). city, designed to show the residents of 
The phrase was removed from the that city how libertarian ideas could 
published version of the White Paper, have an immediate beneficial effect 
which said instead, "No military on them, and then pretend that Clark 
actions-like the April rescue mission- opposed the same idea elsewhere. 
can be considered acceptable.'' Any During the campaign, Clark frequent-
complaints about that? ly talked about unemployment when 

"Anyone who heard him (Clark) talking to a group of 
non-libertarians must acknowledge that he was persua
sive - he was able to convince people that libertarian 
ideas made sense- and in the final analysis, isn't that 
the most important thing to ask of any presidential 
candidate. " 
Another charge Rothbard makes is 

that the White Paper on Spending 
promises to keep OSHA. I refer the 
reader to pages 46 and 47 of the White 
Paper, where the discussion of OSHA 
concludes with "It should be 
abolished." Oear enough? 

I could go on. A complete list of the 
misstatements of fact in "The Oark 
Campaign: Never Again" and other 
critiques of the campaign, however, 
would fill Caliber and then some. So I 
must conclude with an examination of 
one of Rothbard's most absurd 
sections, "Where Reagan Was 
Better." First, Rothbard states that 
Clark's tax cut was not "perceivably" 
(his emphasis) more radical than 
Reagan's. Well, an immediate 50% 
cut in everyone's taxes ls more 
radical-by far-than Reagan's reduced 
tax increase (a hoax that Rothbard has 
commendably fina11y gotten around to 
discovering this spring.) Unfortu
nately, the media portrayed Reagan 
as a radical tax-cutter, and we weren't 
able to destroy that image. That' s the 
breaks-but I don't think we should 
have changed our whole approach just 
to " prove" we were more radical than 
Reagan. Then Rothbard offers five 
"significant areas where Reagan was 
more libertarian than Clark": (a) 
Clark was for the ERA; Reagan was 
against it. Well, as I said above, I also 
oppose the ERA, but I can't say I think 
the libertarian position is clear on it, 
and anyone who thinks Reagan is 
more libertarian than Clark on 
women's rights obviously has a 
bizar,re notion of both libertarianism 
and women's rights. (b) "Clark was in 
favor of outlawing nuclear energy per 
se. Reagan was not." Clark never 
made any such statement, though in 
my opinion the nuclear power flyer 
implied such a position. It did not, 
however, state that, and no other 
Clark statement even suggested it. As 
for Reagan, to say he was "not in 
favor ofoutlawing nuclear energy" is 
the height of disingenuousness. 
Reagan. of course, is in favor of 
massive subsidies to nuclear energy. I 
have never accepted the dark 
mutterings of anti-nuclear Iibertari-

he went in to Midwestern states in 
particular. His statements usually 
began, " Too many people are out of 
work here in Ohio." Why doesn't 
Rothbard charge that Oark therefore 
did not think that too many people 
were out of work in the other 49 
states? 

Well, this listing of misstatements 
must draw to a close somewhere. 
With even this many identified 
untruths in the major critique of the 
Clark campaign, one must wonder: 
how much of the rest can be true? 
Some of the statements cited above 
are so obviously untrue and so easily 
checked that one must conclude that 
their author either intentiona1Jy 
misrepresented the truth or engaged 
in a willful and reckless disregard for 
the truth. Un either case, it is hardly 
the appropriate form of libertarian 
debate. 

Let me pose a question here. It is 
true that Clark waffled on some· 
issues . . It is also true· that the 
campaign chose to put major 
emphasis on the immediate programs 
that a libertarian administration could 
implement, and I will agree that there 
is room for debate as to whether each 
transition program was of the 
appropriate magnitude. The attempt 
to present libertarian ideas in such a 
way as to make them appealing to the 

, American people certainly carries 
with it a risk that we may not present a 
sufficiently principled argument in 
some cases. On the other hand, one 
could go before every audience and 
say. "I own my life and the fruits of 
my labor. Therefore, taxation is theft 
and the state is evil. We must abolish 
the state, and if some people get hurt, 
that's their problem." That would be 
a morally correct approach, and in 
that case one would never run the risk 
of failing to present libertarian 
principles. One would also never 
convince anyone. So let me ask this: 
Which is the greater betrayal of the 
noble cause of freedom in our time-to 
attempt to present a reasonable, 
radical. libertarian program that 
appeals to people .and occasionally to 
err on the side of caution; or to 

self-righteously throw libertarian 
principles in people's faces, thus 
ensuring that we will remain pure and 
unfree? 

It is easy to sell out, to join the 
Reagan administration or the Jerry 
Brown administration,. or to hail 
Reagan's victory and urge him to cut 
domestic spending (though not 
military spending) as Rothbard's 
new-found allies at Reason magazine 
have done. It is also easy to become 
sectarian, to withdraw into one's 
living room and insist that only we are 
pure. The difficult task is to make the 
decision to try to achieve freedom. 
That requires avoiding the traps of 
both opportunism and sectarianism. It 
requires sticking to one's principles 
and building an independent move
ment and it also requires living in the 
real world, learning to present 
principled positions in a practical, 
appealing form, learning to deal with 
the needs and fears of real people, and 
being willing to take the responsibility 
for making difficult decisions that 
cannot always be answered by 
repeating the non-aggression princi
ple at the top of one's lungs. It is 
regrettable that those libertarians 
who have made the difficult decision 
to try to roll back the state and achieve 
freedom have been subjected to such 
hysterical and unprincipled attacks. 

I have been encouraged recently, in 
talking to a number of libertarians, to 
find that so many of them are 
dismayed by the pettiness, the 
backbiting, the hysteria being dis
played by some prominent libertari
ans. To quote just one example, I 
received a letter recently from a Clark 
state coordinator, who said, " I am 
really distressed with the seeming 
split in the Party, but I am enraged 
with the immature and obvious smear 
tactics being conducted by some of 
our so-called ' pure' libertarians ... If 
(my state) libertarians are representa
tive of libertarians all over the nation, 
then in my experience, I find that the 
people who have the biggest mouths 
are also the ones with the biggest 
fannies-because that's aU they do-sit 
and mouth off. It makes our job more 
difficult, but it also makes me more 
determined to work harder. Why 
don't they go back to their small living 
room meetings and leave the rest of us 
a1one?" 

We've talked about the Libertarian 
Party " coming of age." Perhaps this 
controversy will be the real test f 
whether we have come of age as a 
serious movement for change. Will 
libertarians have the maturity to step 
back from the mud-slinging and 
analyze our success in real-world 
terms? Or will they fa11 for the petty 
jealousies, personal vendettas, and 
sectarianism that have destroyed so 
many other political movements? 

Let me conclude by re-emphasizing 
the point I made at the beginning of 
this article. Some prominent libertari
ans are engaging in a form of 
Orwellian Newspeak. The White 
Papers, the best co11ection of 
libertarian public policy material ever 
produced, are " infamous." The 
presentation of reasonable, radical, 
libertarian proposals for change is 
"betrayal of principle." The most 
professional libertarian television ads 
ever are dismissed as ''tacky and 
sleazy." Some of the hardest-work
ing, most competent, most dedicated, 
most radical people in the libertarian 
movement are derided as "liars, 
cheap opportunists, toadies, hire
lings, and unethical individuals." 
Distributing 100,000 copies of the best 
popular book on libertarianism 
available is described as' 'mis-educat
ing." A tripling of LP membership 
and contributor rolls is described as 
"minuscule." And the achievements 
of the Clark campaign-organizations 
in virtually every state, ballot status, S 
million pieces of literature, 2 ½ 
million Libertarian votes-are dis
missed as "an abysmal failure." 

Well, it ' s time to call this attack 
what it is. It ' s the Big Lie. 

platform became much more hard
core. (Ed Clark served as Platform 
Committee Chair.) 

Over the next three years Crane and 
other radicals kept the party on an 
increasingly hard-core course. The 
1975 convention approved a yet more 
radical platform and chose the most 
consistently radical candidate for the 
presidential nomination. 

Let's skip a few years and move to 
an examination of the main point in 
the second Big Lie: that in the Clark 
for President campaign, ''Libertarian 
principle was betrayed, the LP 
platform traduced and ignored, our 
message diluted beyond recognition .. 
They sold their souls-ours, unfortun
ately, along with it-for a mess of 
pottage." (IJbertarlan Forum, Sep
tember-December 1980). 

Quite simply, that is untrue. What 
the Clark for President campaign 
largely did, in point of fact, was what 
LF praised the Clark for Governor 
campaign for: "cleave to radical and 
principled positions, while coming 
forth with transition programs 
consistent with principle that sounded 
cogent and reasonable to the media.'' 
The major proposals of the Clark 
campaign were presented in four 
White Papers. These White Papers 
represented the most extensive body 
of public policy proposals yet 
produced by libertarians. They were 
also widely cited by journalists as the 
best material produced by any 
campaign. And what did the White 
Papers say? 

The White Paper on Taxing and 
Spending Reduction called for a $200 
billion one-year budget cut and a $180 
billion one-year tax cut, thus 
prod~cing a balanced budget in 
Clark's first year (assuming Jimmy 
Carter's budget figures had been 
correct). The .proposals included 
abolishing three major taxes-estate 
and gift taxes, customs duties, and 
the windfall profits tax-cutting every 
American's income taxes by at least 
50% with greater reductions for 
lower-income taxpayers whose stan
dard deductions had been eaten away 
by inflation, a major business tax cut, 
and an education tax credit. Now of 
course this is not the only one-year tax 
proposal that would be consistent with 
libertarian principles. One could 
easily argue that we should have 
called for a 75 % income tax cut, or for 
abolition of the corporate income tax 
along with a 25 o/o personal tax cut, or 
for any other such proposal. But we 
believed that this was the best 
proposal we could devise for cutting 
taxes quickly. It is a reasonable, 
radical, libertarian tax-cutting pro
posal, and no libertarian should have 
been ashamed of it. 

In that same White Paper, we 
offered a line-by-line .description of 
$201.4 billion of budget cuts. This 
detailed budget analysis was tremen
dously impressive to journalists, who 
despair of ever understanding the 
federal budget. Of course, liber
tarians believe that everything or 
virtually everything in the federal 
budget should be abolished. But we 
can't achieve our goals instantly, and 
it is important to convey to the public 
the knowledge that we have practical 
proposals that could be implemented 
right now if libertarians were elected 
to office. Fina11y, of course, the White 
Paper point out that libertarians 
didn't intend to stop with this $200 
billion cut in government but would go 
on cutting more and more as long as 
we were in office. 

The White Paper on Foreign and 
Military Policy, largely written by 
Earl Ravenal, offered the same sort of 
radical yet practical proposals based 
on the principle of non-intervention. 
In it Clark pledged to withdraw all 
U.S. troops from overseas, to 
dismantle all our land-based missiles 
and to cut the defense budget 
immediately by $SO billion. The White 
Paper pledged to seek corresponding 
troop withdrawals and force reduc
tions from the Soviet Union, but made 
the important point that the U.S. 
should-and President Clark would
make them unilaterally if need be. 
The Paper afso, of course, called for 

an ~nd to draft registration and 
foreign aid and listed a number of 
weapons systems that could be 
terminated. 

The White Paper on Social Security 
Reform offered the only practical 
proposal yet advanced for actually 
getting out of the social security 
system. Of course, libertarians favor 
abolition of social security; but the flat 
statement "abolish social security" 
will not be taken seriously. You've got 
to show how it can be done. We did, in 
a proposal that would start by an 
immediate end to social security 
taxes. 

Finally, the White Paper on 
Education offered a proposal for 
major education tax credits. It went on 
to describe tax credits as merely a first 
step to the abolition of public schools. 

The other major campaign docu
ment, Ed Clark's book A New 
Beginning, had chapters on each of 
these subjects as well as on inflation, 
energy, poverty and welfare, and civil 
liberties. As LP activists across ·the 

deserves an enormous amount of 
gratitude from libertarians. He was 
the candidate that we needed in 1980. 
Had he not run, we would have 
suffered a major setback. Anyone who 
was not on the campaign trail with 
Clark, as I was, can simply not 
imagine the physical and mental 
'!xhaustion, the indignities, the strain 
that a presidential campaign involves. 
For sixteen hours a day, six or seven 
days a week, for four months Ed Clark 
traveled from city to city, answering 
the same questions over and over, 
rarely seeing his family, occasionally 
getting a good meal, once in a rare 
while getting a full night's sleep. For 
his time, his money, and his effort, we 
can never repay him. Beyond that, 
Clark has aunique ability to under
stand issues from a libertarian 
perspective and to explain libertarian 
positions in a way that sounds 
reasonable to non-libertarians. 

Anyone who heard him talking to a 
group of non-libertarians must 
acknowledge that he was persuasive 
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country have stated, it is the best 
introduction to libertarianism avail
able anywhere. 

The distribution of 100,000 copies 
of it to date is yet another major 
achievement of the Clark campaign. 

These five documents formed the 
substance of the Clark campaign. 
Every one of them presents a radical 
libertarian program in reasonable, 
practical terms. The television ads, 
too, offered a principled argument in a 
reasonable manner. These · were the 
major means of communication by the 
Clark campaign to the outside world, 
and they were in virtually every detail 
thoroughly principled and reflective 
of libertarian values. 

Of course, most of the cirticisms 
that campaign critics like David Nolan 
and Murray Rothbard have made are 
directed at things Ed Clark said in 
off-the-cuff remarks. Interestingly 
enough, however, both Nolan and 
Rothbard condemn the nefarious Ed 
Crane, who moves like a sinister force 
through all their writings, for being 
" really" responsible for everything 
Clark said. Perhaps they have been 
afraid for political reasons to attack 
Clark directly, or perhaps they 
genuinely feel a reluctance to insult so 
severely a man who deserves such 
gratitude from libertarians. 

But consider: When they portray 
Clark as an unthinking puppet of 
Crane, they insult him far more than if 
they criticize the things he said. Ed 
Clark is a highly intelligent, 
well-educated man with an indepen
dent life and career. He is fully 
capable of formulating his own 
answers to questions about libertari
anism. If he made mistakes, let us at 
least concede that they were his 
mistakes. If there are criticisms of the 
campaign's printed materials, Clark, 
Crane, Hocker, and myself as 
Research Director must share what
ever blame is dished out. But Ed 
Clark's speeches and interviews were 
his own. 

Before I offer my own criticisms of 
some of Clark's statements, let me 
point out something that the 
campaign's ciritcs rarely do. Ed Clark 

\, \ 
- he was able to convince people that 
libertarian ideas made sense - and in 
the final analysis, isn't that the most 
important thing to ask of any presi
dential candidate? 

The failure of campaign critics to make 
even these basic points that has 
deterred many of the campaign's 
critical supporters from offering their 
own perspectives. One hardly wants 
to be grouped with the people who 
have let personal vendettas, political 
ambition, or whatever lead them to a 
blind condemnation of everything 
about the campaign. 

Nevertheless, perhaps it is time for 
a more balanced appraisal. As 
Research Director and then as Clark' s 
traveling political aide, I saw both 
Clark's work and the staff's from up 
close. As my comments to this point 
indicate, I believe the campaign was 
both principled and effective. And 
having seen the incredibly long hours 
of hard work put in by a group of 
dedicated libertarians, I regret the 
level of the attacks on the campaign. 
But few things in life are perfect, so 
let's look at some of the mistakes. 

Clark waffled ·on immigration, the 
critics charge. That's . true. (The 
White Paper on Spending doesn't.) 
He stopped this waffling, however, 
after pressure from the campaign 
staff. But it did happen, and it 
shouldn't have. 

Clark's appearance on ABC Night
line five days before -the election was 
quite bad. In his last three minutes 
with the American people, he talked 
about President Kennedy instead of 
the positive programs of his 
campaign. As anyone who was around 
the campaign office the next day 
knows, Crane and other senior 
staffers were livid about the 
performance. Clark had been in four 
different cities that day before his 
late-night appearance. That's not an 
excuse, but it may be an explanation. 
At any rate, it certainly wasn' t any 
grand plot by Clark, Crane, or anyone 
else-it was just a mistake. 

Clark originally used the term 
• 'low-tax liberals' ' to describe a group 
of people he expected to be attracted 
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to his campaign-primarily the kind of 
people who gave his campaign for 
Governor 8 and 9 % in the suburbs of 
San Francisco. It was a valid term in 
that context to explain what kind of 
people would vote for a candidate who 
was neither right nor left. But he 
occasionally used it to describe 
himself or libertarians, and it was not 
valid in that context. Staff members 
argued against it, and I never heard 
the term in the fall. 

There were other mistakes during 
the campaign. I have yet to see a 
perfect candidate (but I also have yet 

· to see a better one than Ed Clark). But 
they were not part of any self-defeat
ing strategy to "sell out libertarian 
principle for a mess of votes." They 
were mistakes, made in an honest 
attempt to present libertarianism as a 
radical yet practical and appealing 
idea. And in keeping with the 
libertarian principle of being respon
sible for one's own actions, let' s 
blame the individual responsible for 
each mistake, not blindly select some 
devil-figure and make him respon
sible for everything bad (though 
nothing good) about _the campaign. 

To continue my promise to 
acknowledge some real mistakes of 
the campaign, let me point out that I 
even have some disagreements with 
things the staff did. Like many of the 
campaign critics, for instance, I 
oppose the Equal Rights Amendment 
(for reasons that have generally been 
well-presented by Messrs. Rothbard 
and Evers). But Clark made it clear 
from 1978 on through the 1979 
convention that he supported ERA. 
The convention delegates either 
agreed or didn't find that a major 
problem. So I can't say I was deceived 
or "sold out" on that issue by Ed 
Clark. I supported him even though I 
disagreed with him and other 
campaign staffers on that issue. Also, 
like every other campaign staffer, I 
think the use of Chris Hocker as an 
"Anderson supporter" in a campaign 
commercial was risky and highly 
improper. Finally, I think the nuclear 
power flyer was a mistake. Even here, 
though, I must object to the hysterical 
charges of the campaign critics. The 
flyer did not involve, as Rothbard 
charges, Clark "endorsing" Gofman. 
What does such a statement mean? 
The fact is that Gofman endorsed 
Clark, and we should accept that 
endorsement just as we accepted 
Nicholas von Hoffman's endorsement 
and sought Howard Jarvis's, even 
though none of those people is a . 
libertarian. But the flyer did Imply 
that libertarians oppose nuclear 
power per se (though it did not 
state that), and I object to that 
misrepresentation. I argued against 
its text in the office; I was overruled. 
So what should I have done? Worked 
for Reagan, who according to 
Rothbard was "substantially more 
libertarian than Oark on several 
significant issues"? Spent the 
campaign sulking? Denounced Clark 
publicly? I hardly think libertarianism 
would have benefited by any of those 
course. lnsiead, I chose to work very 
hard for a campaign that was bringing 
a reasonable, radical, libertarian 
viewpoint to the American people 
even though I disagreed with some 
parts of it. 

So I have agreed that some of the 
specific criticisms of the campaign, or . 
of Clark's statements, were valid. 
New Jet's look at a few of the charges 
that are not valid. Many of these are to 
be found in the September-December 
issue of IJbertarlan Forum. There' s 
not space here to refute every 
incorrect point made, but I think a few 
obivous misstatements should be 
pointed out. 

Rothbard, for instance, demands to 
know why the Clark education tax 
credit is limited to $1200 per student, 
which he says is "substantially below 
most private school annual tuition." 
That is not true; the average private 
school tuition is about SllOO, and the 

See BOAZ/p. 24 
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ISSUES FORUM 

The trillion dollar question: 

Should the national debt be repudiated? 
by Jeffrey Rogers Hummel 

The total debt of the national 
government currently exceeds $900 
billion. That figure is greater than one 
third of the gross national product of 
the U.S. In the last ten years, since 
1970, the national debt has more than 
doubled from a meager $383 billion. 
Earlier this year, Congress raised the 
debt ceiling to $985 billion, and on 
April 6th, the House Budget 
Committee recommended raising the 
ceiling again still higher to 5994 
billion for fiscal year 1981. Thus, 
despite his promise to balance the 
budget, Ronald Reagan will probably 
go down in history as the first U.S. 
President to preside over a trillion 
dollar national debt. When that 
happens, interest alone on the 
national debt will approach $100 
billion per year. 

The debt of the national govern• 
ment is only part of the problem. The 
recent near-bankruptcy of New York 
City brought home the fact that the 
debt of local and state government is 
also reaching staggering proportions. 
State governments owe more than 
$100 billion, while local governments 
are in debt to the tune of nearly 
another $200 billion. The total debt of 
government at all levels within the 
United States, consequently, is 
already well over a trillion dollars, or 
more than half the GNP. 

The ability to borrow is extremely 
important to government. Govern
ment obtains revenue in one of three 
ways: taxing, issuing money, and 
borrowing. At first glance, borrowing 
may seem much less harmful than the 
other two means of government 
financing. Borrowing is voluntary and 
does not involve the coercion of 
taxation, nor does it cause the 
inflationary discoordinations within 
the economy that result from 
governmental monetary expansion. 

Government borrowing is neverthe• 
less detrimental. It depends upon the 
power to tax. No one would voluntarily 
Joan money to go..v~rnment unless it 
had some means of paying the interest 
and repaying the principal. Govern
ment, in effect, uses its coercive 
power to guarantee its own loans. The 
result is that loanable funds are 
enticed away from other uses more 
desired by consumers. This diversion 
of savings from productive invest• 
ments drives up interest rates and 
lowers the capital structure of the 
economy. Consumers are poorer than 
they otherwise would be. 

Borrowing, furthermore, inevitably 
increases the tax burden. Borrowing 
may appear to be an alternative 
employed in lieu of taxation, but it 
obligates the government to pay 
interest and repay the principal, 
increasing the future tax load. Even if 
the debt is ' never repaid, but 
continuously refinanced, the perpetu• 
al stream of future interest payments 
involves a net tax increase larger than 
the amount borrowed. · Through 
borrowing, the government takes 
money out of the loan market which it 
replaces subsequently with tax 
money. Government borrowing plun• 
ders the economy twice over. First it 
misallocates savings; then later it 
raises trut.es. 

Jef f Hummel is a graduate student 
in history at the University of Texas, a 
contributing editor for the Texas LP's 
newspaper Free Texas, and a member 
of the National Platform Committee. 

Libertarians wish to reduce signifi• 
cantly, if not t<;>tally eliminate, the 
power of government. The libertarian 
position on taxation and government 

.monetary expansion is clear and 
unambiguous. Taxation is theft, or 
more precisely, extortion, and should. 
completely cease. Government mone
tary expansion should be brought to a 
halt by denationalizing money, 
making money into a good provided 
solely by the market. There is, 
however, no generally accepted 
libertarian position on the third source 
of government revenue: borrowing. 

Yet, anyone who is serious about 
rolling back the state must do 
something about government debt. It 
will not magically disappear. There 
are only three possible alternatives 
with regard to government debt. (1) 
Government debt can be paid back. 
(2) Government debt can be 
maintained in perpetuity, with 
interest payments going on forever. 
(3) Government debt can be 
repudiated. These three alternatives, 
or some combination of them, are 
inescapable. Those who advocate 
substantial reductions in the size of 
government must decide which of the 
three they prefer. I believe that the 
only proper and defensible position of 
government debt is total and 
immediate repudiation. 

believe that taxation is a form of 
agression is irrelevant. They do know 
that the government taxes, regardless 
of their opinions about taxation's 
moral status. Should we excuse those 
who, prior to the Civil War, invested 
in slavery if they honestly believed 
that enslavement was the proper 
station for black people? If investors 
in a gang of thieves believe that 
stealing is a moral activity, they are 
still not entitled to the proceeds from 
theft. Government creditors have less 
of an excuse, because it is possible to 
loan money to thieves without 
knowing their source of income, but 
hardly anyone is ignorant of the fact 
that the government collects taxes. 

Admittedly, the government victi
mizes more than it benefits many 
owners of government securities, 
such as the elderly who put their life 
savings into government bonds only 
to see their capital wiped out by 
inflation. The state induces others to 
invest in its securities with various 
regulations. Commercial banks, in 
practice, must hold some government 
securities, while anyone wishing to 
recei.ve the tax breaks from trust 
funds vaces a similar requirement. 
The government, at times, even 
coerces individuals into loaning 
money, as for instance when new 
Army recruits are advised that 

"Over 40 percent of the national debt is held not by 
private citizens but by government agencies." 

The Moral Cue 
The strongest argument for the 

repudiation of government debt is 
moral. Repaying the debt, or 
financing the debt with permanent 
interest payments, would require 
continued taxation. Since taxation is 
coercive, this course is clearly unjust. 
No one has a legitimate claim to stolen 
tax money, especially not the owners 
of government securities. 

The government's creditors bar• 
gained in good faith, it will be 
answered. Repudiating the debt is a 
breach of contract and therefore also 
unjust. This is a peculiar rejoinder at 
best. If taxation is indeed theft, then 
the owners of government securities 
are morally no different than a group 
of investors who loaned money to 
finance the operations of a gang of 
thieves. No one would seriously argue 
that private thieves should go on 
stealing until they pay off the\r 
creditors. But this is precisely the 
position of those who would use tax 
money to repay government debt. 

All other investments entail risk. 
Why should investing in government 
be uniquely risk free? Indeed, those 
who loan money to the government 
are, in reality, investing in a criminal 
organization. The risk they face 
should be many times greater than 
that faced by investors in private, 
non-coercive, legitimate businesses. 
If the holders of government 
securities suffer huge losses as the 
result of repudiation, it will be no less 
than they deserve. The agreement 
between the government and it~ 
creditors is indeed voluntary, but 
voluntary agreements to commit theft 
and murder are not worthy of respect 
and ought not be carried out. 

The fact that the owners of 
government securities may not 

allotting some of their pay to savings 
bonds would be a "good idea." And 
some lost souls may conceivably go 
through life oblivious to the fact that 
the government is an engine of 
taxation. 

The moral case for repudiation, 
however, does not depend upon the 
cuplability of the government's 
creditors. Opinions can vary about the 
level of guilt or innocence of each of 
these ga:>Ups, but this does not alter 
the coercive nature of taxation. The 
plight of these groups may make them 
legitimate objects of either voluntary 
charity or enforced compensation 
from their oppressors, but it cannot 
justify taxing innocent third parties. 

Some have suggested that an 
alternative to taxation would be to 
retire the debt with the revenue 
obtained from the sale of those 
government assets-such as national 
parks, public buildings, and streets 
and highways-that become available 
as the state is dismantled. First, there 
is a practical difficulty with this 
option. Suppose the sale of govern• 
ment assets does not yield sufficient 
funds to cover the entire debt? Then 
do you use taxation to repay the 
remainder, or do you permit partial 
repudiation? If you are willing to allow 
partial repudiation, on what grounds 
can you object to total repudiation? 

Much more important than this 
practical difficulty is still the moral 
objection. The government is an 
institution that has both voluntary and 
involuntary relationships with its 
citizens. The involuntary relation
ships have visited untold damages 
upon those whom the government has 
taxed, regulated, and in general, 
exploited. The revenue from the sale 
of government assets should comp• 
ensate people for these involuntary 

damages rather than reimburse them 
for their voluntary dealings with the 
state. A gang of thieves should be 
required to repay their past victims 
before they repay those creditors who 
knowlingly invested in robbery. 

Consider the victims of the social 
security system. Year after year, they 
have been forced to pay taxes in to a 
government retirement fund that is 
not nearly as lucrative as alternative 
private schemes. Surely, they have a 
much better claim to the proceeds 
from the sale of government assets 
than do the owners of government 
securities. In fact, I would argue that 
all taxpayers should be reimursed, 
with interest, for every cent they ever 
paid in taxes, long before considera
tion is given to the claims of the 
government's creditors. 

Taxpayers are only one of the 
groups due compensation. The direct 
victims of numerous other govern
ment interventions, from drug laws to 
licensing restrictions, also have valid 
claims. Including them makes it 
obvious that all of the government's 
assets are hardly sufficient to fully 
compensate the victims of the state, 
much less pay back the state's 
voluntary allies. Even if every past 
and present government official were 
made personally liable for the 
damage, there still would not be 
enough money. It is a cruel fact of 
reality that the very existence of 
government has resulted in a massive 
waste of resources which are no 
longer around for any kind of 
compensation. To let the allies of 
government feel this loss would be 
fairer than to inflict it on the state's 
victims. Since most owners of 
government securities have also 
been, in one respect or another, 
exploited by the state, they would be 
entitled to some compensation 
anyway. . . 

Any plan for maintaining the debt 
by perpetually paying interest on it 
encounters similar problems. A 
totally voluntary government could 
just not afford the $100 billion yearly 
interest payments on a trillion dollar 
debt, or even a substantial fraction 
thereof. The total liabilities, including 
both bonds and stocks, of the largest 
U.S. corporation, General Motors, 
equal only a little more than $30 
billion, and one would hope that a 
voluntary nightwatchman state would 
be much smaller. 

One last principled objection to 
debt replldiation remains. Does not 
the repudiation of government debt 
imply that government should never 
go into debt? If so, this indicates an 
error in my reasoning, since there is 
obvi_ously nothing wrong with a 
completely voluntary government 
contracting debt. For the anarchist 
libertarian, of course, this objection 
poses no problem, since the anarchist 
wishes to see the state abolished. 
Even for the advocate of limited 
voluntary government, there is a 
crucial distinction between a debt 
contracted by a government once it 
has, in fact, started to rely on 
voluntary financing, and a debt 
contracted by a government which 
still retains the power to tax. The 
latter debt is guaranteed through the 
coercive powerofthe state; the former 
is not. 

The distinction is analogous to that 
between an loan that Chrysler obtains 
voluntarily on the market, and a Joan 
that Chrysler secures because the 
government has guaranteed repay• 
ment . Suppose Chrysler defaults on 

ideological oversight they can offer. In 
this case, there was a sharp difference 
of opinion between the campaign and 
the Natcom. After intense lobbying 
and some • biased reporting [in 
Frontlines] from the pro-nuclear , 
lobby within the LP, the Natcom 
passed a resolution denouncing the 
leaflet. The advocates of Natcom · 
control thus imply that the furor 
which erupted over the Gofman leaflet 
would never have happened had there 
been an effective oversight commit-

, tee. This argument seems strong at 
first, l,ut is actually self-defeating. 

The real issue here is not campaign 
structure but campaign strategy and 
the libertarian position on nuclear 
power. The advocates of oversight are 
begging the question when they start 
by assuming that the Gofman leaflet 
was " unlibertarian" and then con
clude that some method is needed to 
suppress such things. I think the 
Gofman leaflet was impeccably 
libertarian, and many other people 
within the Party agree with me. My 
letter to Frontlines challenged its 
critics to list a single "unlibertarian" 
sentence or idea within it. There was 
no response. From my perspective, it 
would have been unprincipled to 
suppress the leaflet, just as some 
people saw its production as a 
betrayal of principle. 

In other words, any position the 
Clark campaign took on nuclear pow~r 
was bound to offend someone. On 
issues such as nuclear power, where 
there is no clear consensus within the 
LP, oversight by the Natcom would 
not avoid such problems. It would 
intensify them. Ideological opponents 
would try to use the campaign as a 
battleground in the struggle to impose 
their views on the Party. 

We had many indications of Clark's 
position on nuclear power, and the 
views of his closest issue advisors, 
before we nominated him. Even if you 
disagree with the content of the 
Gofman leaflet you must concede that 
Clark spoke out against nuclear power 
several times before we nominated 
him. I have filmed interviews from the 
'79 Convention to prove this. Clark 
won the nomination fair and square, 
and had a right to take the stand he did 
on nuclear power because of this. 

Indeed, the nuclear power dispute 
exposes one of the central fallacies of 
Natcom oversight. The advocates of 
such oversight conveniently assume 
that libertarians do not disagree over 
what constitutes a compromise of 
principle by a candidate. They say 
that "we" need protection from 
"their" compromises, but they never 
say just who is "us" and who is 
"them." The members of the Party 
would be unanimous in their 
disapproval of a candidate only in the 
most extreme cases • if our nominee 
announced his support for the 
Chrysler bailout, for example. But in 
extreme cases, where the candidate 
engages in an act of total betrayal, the 
only solution is outright repudiation. 
The Natcom can do that now; no 
constitutional amendment or over
sight is needed. If it is .not a clear, 
obvious case of compromise, there is 
likely to be a lot of disagreement. If 
libertarians are divided, what gives 
the Natcom the right to overrule the 
decision of a National Convention? 
What makes them a better judge of . 

this than the delegates, the local 
parties, or the campaign staff • who 
can always choose not to support the 
candidate, or refuse to distribute a 
piece of literature which offends 
them? Giving the Natcom power over 
the campaign merely adds another 
layer of bureaucracy, and with it, 
more potential for infighting and 
power plays. 

The lesson of the 1980 campaign is 
not that we need oversight and 
bureaucfacy. The lesson is that once 
we nominate a candidate, we are stuck 
with him • stuck with his interpreta
tion of the issues, his chosen staff, and 
the strategy that they together 
represent. To me, this indicates that 
we had better be very careful, very 
selective and very tough negotiators 
with our candidates for the Presiden• 
tial nomination. The candidates 
themselves should not be the only 
issue; their strategic vision, their 
understanding of libertarianism, their 
campaign staff and their financial 
backing should also be given weight. 
If we do not choose competent and 
principled candidates, nothing the 
Natcom can do will make them any 
better. If we think otherwise we are 
deluding ourselves. 

The virtue of the present system 'is 
that it is more analogous to the 
operation of a free market than the 
alternatives proposed, and hence has 
all the beneficial features of free 
competition. A candidate for the 
Presidential nomination does not 
formulate his positions because he is 
ordered to by a Central Committee, he 
does so because the nominating 
process gives him an incentive to 
maintain good relations with the bulk 
of the party. He must win both the 
nomination and their active support 
for the campaign itself. If no one 
supports him, there will be no precinct 
workers, no contributions and no 
votes. No candidate wants that. 

On the other hand, if a nominee 
wins the cooperation, support and 
participation of party members, who 
is the Natcom to say that he is doing 
something wrong? 

At any rate, it is plainly 
unlibertarian to attempt to keep our 
candidates on the right track by 
means of oversight committees and 
the like. Libertarians should not have 
to be told that one group of people 
cannot really control the actions of 
another. Indeed, the only way to 
control the ideological content of a 
campaign is to run the campaign, and 
the only way to control the actions of a 
candidate is to be the candidate. 

If the advocates of these constitu
tional ,amendments really want to 
assure themselves that a candidate 
and campaign staff will not sell out, 
they can put up a candidate and run a 
campaign themselves. If they cannot 
win the nomination, then they are 
certainly not qualified to sit in 
judgement over those who can. That's 
the entrepreneurial way. The pro
posal for Natcom control is just 
another expression of a fundamen
tally unlibertarian desire that appar
ently lingers on even within the 
movement: the desire to control what 
other people do, without having to 
exert the effort necessary to persuade 
them to do it. For that reason alone, 
we ought to reject the proposed 
constitutional amendments. 
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tives have equally low regard for lib
erty. Ultra conservatives, like 
members of the NAZI or KKK. parties 
or similar fascistic groups are not even 
pretending to defend free enterprise. 
They, unlike their less consistent fel
lows, realize that given their prime 
goal of remaking human nature and 
society, they cannot tol/!ra•~ even free
dom of trade. And ultra It, ;rals, like 
mem bers of the Socialist Workers 
Party, the Communists, and so forth, 
are not ashamed to admit that freedom 
of the press means litt le to them except 
as a mea ns by which they ca n secure a 
place in our society. After all , both 
fascism and communism are through 
and through totalita rian, with no lib
erty remaining anywhere in their sys
tems, except, of course, the liberty that 
can exist because such sys t ems 
obviously cannot manage the total 
control tha t they who leheartedl3/ 
intend. . 

So what we have here is the follow
ing scheme. Looked at sensibly, we 
have on the one end of the spectrum 
totalitarianism (Left or Right), and on 
the other libertarianism. Those are the 
real alternatives we must chose from. 
There are middle-of-the-road systems, 
of course, but most of these are drift
ing toward the totalitarian end of the 
spectrum. Only those who commit 
themselves to liberty completely can 
effectively argue against those who 
propose yet another "rrlinor" step on 
the road toward the establishment of 
the total state. 

You will notice, of course, that each 
such s.tep is proposed very meekly, 
quietly. First it is only the very, very 
rich who must be regulated (liberals) 
or the very, very naughty (conserva
tives). After this obviously does not 
achieve the desired goal of utopia. 
some more measures are required, ones 
that would fi rm-up the loose and half• 
hearted commi tment to improving 
mankind . It is only the natural resil
iance and experimentalism of ordinary 
human beings, committed to nothing 
very much but enjoying their liberty 
more or less, that prevents some coun
tries from going all the way. 

But that happens only when the 
general conditions of society are not in 
a state near panic. One can live in semi
slavery and remain pretty stable, sacri
ficing only what one knows little 
about, namely, the rewards of living in 
full freedom. Since through most of 
human history most people have lived 
under almost total subjugation. most 
people arcn·t well aware of how glor
ious it could be to li, c in full freedom. 
So the\' v. ill tolerate ~omc of the impo• 
sitions· of v., i:l fa n: ~,ates. mixed econ• 
omie~. city planning hoard~. or an:hi
tcctual commi~~ions. etl·. 

But pla) ing \\ ith thc~c ~e mi-,la,e 
~ocial toob e,cntual l) lead~ 1<1 d i~a~· 
tcr. Housing ma rl-.eh nillap~t·: t·nergy 
so urn:~ d r) up: ~t udenh hegin to 
re, olt: hlacb hcgin to call lnr rc \lil u
tion. an<.l ~o forth . One ea,111111 ta .\ . ta., 
and ta:-- hu~i,u::~~ and c., ;>el't it to hl' 
tl ouri~hing. You ca nno: impo~e price 
controb on ga~nlinc ;, nd c.\pel't that 
natural adjustment~ ,, ill he made to 
the ~hrink."1gc of M>llle re~ourcc~. with 
gradual de, cloprnt·nt ol other~. You 
cannot Jraft people. forhid them to 
entcrw in them~ehc~ a~ they \\ ill. and 
e.\ pect them lorc,er to rema in ~ilent. 
You cannot d me up the labor ma rket 
through greater and greater govern• 
llll' llt ~uppo rt e<.l un ion i,atio n and 
expect the age-long disenfrn nchi~ed 
black and women popu lation to ~it hy 
idl\ \\ hi ll' other~ get all the good jobs 
(a ,;d c,en the had ones being taken 
from them h, minimum wage lav.~ 
v. hieh close~ ,·hem off economically). 

So upheaH1b stemming from semi• 
~1a, c legal administration wi ll wake• 
up the popula tion once in a while. At 
thi~ time v.,c begin to ask ~ome of the 
la rgc questions e, en in small elections. 
At this time the issue arises as to 
v.,hcther the \\Ords we spea k so cas u
all> at 1- ourth of J uly cclcbrallom, 
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have any meaning, and whether we 
mean what we say when we use thes~ 
words. 

Currently Americans, who still live 
reasonably well compared to the rest 
of the world, are beginning to be awa
kened. Those who have sat on the side
lines, who· only voted every four years 
without really thinking much about 
the general ideas that have always been 
at issue- these people are beginning to 
ask questions they did not think were 
necessary to ask before. And the main 
questions they are asking are: "What 
direction should we take in our think
ing and in our legal policies? Should 
we accept fu rther moves toward some 
type of restrictions. whether proposed 
by the Right or the Left? Or should we 
take a very determined turn toward 
liberty and stake our chances and 
those of our chidren on the capacity of 
human beings to solve their problems 
instead of being told what to do?" 

Libertarians say this: Cut the 
chains, open up the gates, let individ• 
ual initiative reign free. This very gen
eral point comes to the following in 
practical affairs: Wherever possible, 
reduce the bureaucracy, decentralized 
decision-making, leave it up to indi
viduals to form their own voluntary 
groups and do not herd them into 
groups they did not freely and will
ingly join. Do not collectivize property 
but make it even more private than it 
seems now- for it mostly only seems 
private now. while hundreds of com
missions and gro ups sit in charge 
ordering private owners to jump this 
way or that. 

Libe rta rians argue for confining 
government to do what it can do best, 
namely, to secure for us the rights to 
life. liberty, and happiness. To do that. 
government shold do no more than 
make sure that force and fraud are not 
permitted to reign in human affairs in 
one's community. The police should 
worry about murder. assault, theft 
not vice. dirty movies. prostitution. 
dope, etc. The courts should worry 
about whether the Bill of Rights have 
been adhered to by private citizens and 
government alike, no more. Disputes 
arise and the courts shou ld judge 
whether anyone's rights have been 
infringed. If not, throw it out of court ! 
And the legislature- well this. the 
greatest culprit of them all- should 
merely extend the principles of the Bill 
of Rights to cover novel situations. 
Nothing new should be done by the 
legislature after it has repealed 90% of 
the legislation of the last 100 years. 
Then, after that glorious wiping of the 
slate of governmenta l sins, the legisla• 
turc should concern itself with updat
ing the basic principles of a free society 
so as to handle new technology, new 
art. new relationships, and so forth. 

Many people say that we must 
emerge from the 18th century and 
move into the 20th, that is why we need 
more government. more collectivi;,.a
t ion. more central pla nning. more 
permissions from groups of little dicta• 
tors who wish to rule on our lives day 
in and out. 

But moving toward the central state 
is not progress but regress. It is the 
King and his cronies that ruled before 
the 18th century. It is the Shahs and 
the theocrats of Iran who operated 
central states. Socialism and commu
nism. contrary to the views of many, 
are not progressive but regressive sys
tems. embodying the principles of feu
dalism. not of democracy. 

Libertarianism is progressive, tak
ing further what was the best modern 
idea of them all, the freedom of the 
individual. 

· 'Democracy in the United States 
will last until those in power learn that 
they can perpetuate themselves 
through taxation. '· 

-Alexis de Tocqueville (1832) 
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direction of the campaign? Don't we 
need continuous checks upon the 
candidate to prevent disaster? 

My answer is an emphatic NO. We 
need that kind of "protection" the 
way the ghetto needs the protection of 
the vice squad. 

It is impossible for the Natcom to 
run the campaign. This is not to say 
that the Natcom is incompetent, but 
simply that is was not set up to fulfill 
such functions. How can it run a 
campaign when it has 32 members 
who live all over the country, and who 
meet four times a year at most? Also, 
there is no consensus on anything in 
the Natcom. Again, this is not because 
there is something disagreeable about 
its members, but simply because of 
the way it is structured. Two thirds of 
the Natcom members are elected by 
regions, and the other third (not 
counting the National LP officers) are 
elected by factions. Indeed, the virtue 
of the Natcom is that it is drawn from 
different regions and factions with 
different ideas about what to do. It is 
there to represent our differences, not 
our areas of agreement. 

But a Presidential campaign ought 
to be run by people who agree with 
each other. The campaign ought to 
operate with a consensus on tactics 
and strategy, and the purpose of the 
nominating c~nvenilcn is to deter
mine which consensus prevails. That 
is why the Campaign Committee is 
separate from the LP Natcom now, 
and why it ought to remain so. 

Let me dispose of the argument 
from "democracy" quickly. It is 
specious and unlibertarian to argue 
that the Natcom is "representative" 
of the members and can thus be given 
authority to overrule the candidate 
they nominated. Libertarians, as 
anti-collectivists, know better than 
this. The Natcom is not the 
embodiment of the "will of the 
Party,'' it is a collection of individuals 
whose constituencies, talents, inter
ests and ideology vary dramatically. 
Representative democracy may be a 
fine way to hold in check the coercive 
power of the state, but it is a lousy 
method with which to run a campaign 
or any other creative enterprise. 

Natcom control of the campaign 
would also lead to insurmountable 
practical difficulties. For example: 
what if the Natcom and the 
Presidential candidate strongly dis
agree over who should run the 
campaign? Under the present system, 
the candidate chooses the campaign 
manager, and hence we are assured of 
a unified and integrated campaign 
organization. But if the Natcom can 
overrule the candidate, then the 
candidate might h~ve to work with a 
campaign manager and staff he didn't 
like. This is a prescription for disaster. 
Presidential campaigns are very 
stressful affairs. Try to imagine a 
candidate and staff working together 
under trying circumstances if they 
were brought together against their 
will! Can you really see a candidate 
with some integrity, like Ed Clark, 
delivering speeches with which he 
doesn't agree, his schedule controlled 
by people with whom he'd rather not 
work, and his picture on literature that 
he thinks should be do,ne differently? 

It is not far-fetched to worry about 
this problem, either. Ed Clark was 
very popular, but his chosen 
campaign staff was not. Thus, under 
the proposed constitutional amend
ment, the Natcom could easily have 
selected a campaign staff that Clark 
did not prefer. Furthermore, a 
majority of the Natcom could support 
one candidate for the nomination but 
the Convention could nominate a 
different candidate. The Natcom 
could thus thwart the choice of the 
Convention by imposing its own staff 
and campaign strategy on the 
nominee. 

Natcom control of Presidential 

campaigns would unduly centralize 
the Party by making all Presidential 
candidates beholden to the Natcom. 
Whoever controls the campaign staff 
in effect controls the campaign. Sure, 
the candidate can say whatever 
he/ she wants. But most of his/ her 
public image - the leaflets, tv ads, 
issue research and nationwide 
advance work - is shaped by the staff. 
If the candidate does not have the 
power to hire and fire his/her own 
staff, then the staff can do whatever it 
wants with him as Jong as it has the 
support of the Nactom. Thus, in the 
future all candidates for the LP 
Presidential nomination would have 
to win majority support of the Natcom 
to be viable. No candidate is going to 
spend all the time, money and effort it 
takes to get the nomination if upon 
doing so they merely become a slave 
of the Natcom, subject to its oversight 
and its choice of a staff. To confuse 
matters even more, because the 
Natcom is elected at LP National 
Conventions after the Presidential 
candidate is nominated, we wouldn't 
even know who would be controlling 
the campaign until after we nomi-
nated the candidate. • 

I think it is self evident that a 
committee of 32 members which 
meets only four times a year cannot be 
the central decision-making unit of a 
campaign. But some people think 
differently; I will, therefore, demon
strate its absurdity so plainly that they 
cannot fail to agree. 

The LP Natcom can make decisions 
in three ways: a) it can hold a meeting; 
b) it can hold a mail ballot; and c) it can 
delegate a smaller committee to 
exercise its powers. Clearly, meetings 
are not very significant if we are 
considering control of a Presidential 
campaign. If the Natcom is to oversee 
the production of literature, evaluate 
the campaign staff, and be respon
sible for the general tone of the 
campaign it will have to make 
decisions more than three times a 

up his mind, or if he hears disputed 
assertions which he must check up on, 
he has to call around still more. With 
32 members we are talking about 
nearly 500 calls per round. 

Conference calls are no solution. 
First, it takes nearly the same amount 
of calling and return-calling to reach 
agreement on what time each member 
is available to be on the phone. 
Second, once connected, conference 
calls with 32 people eager to have 
their say could easily bankrupt the 
campaign treasury. 

It will take a week to decide whether 
or not to have a mail ballot, another 
week to send the ballot out, verify its 
receipt and discuss it, and yet another 
week to send it in. That's three weeks. 
How many times during the course of 
a Presidential campaign can action be 
postponed for three weeks? But that is 
not even the worst problem. The 
greatest problem is the enormous 
amount of time, money and effort the 
campaign staff would have to 
squander on internal politics. Faced 
with the looming threat of Natcom 
intervention, the campaign staff 
would have to spend time currying the 
favor of each of the 32 members. This 
means that they are not going to be 
on the phone to local LP organiza
tions, the media and fundraising 
sources as often as they could be. 
Every minute spent on such 
politicking is time stolen from 
building the movement. 

B~ause the Natcom is so large and 
diverse, its power to intervene in the 
campaign could easily lead to just 
such a maelstrom of phone-calling 
and politicking, votes and counter
votes. Any campaign, no matter who 
runs it, is bound to displease some 
faction within the Party. Moreover, 
the Natcom has every incentive to 
intervene in the campaign and little 
reason not to. The Natcom is in no 
position to help the campaign in a 
positive way - it cannot work 
precincts, deliver literature to the 
public, produce a television spot or 
issue strategy memos. All the Natcom 
can d.o in the course of a campaign, is 

"If a nominee wins the cooperation, support and parti
cipation of party members, who is the Natcom to say 
that he is doing something wrong?" 

elected by, and subject to the 
direction of, the Natcom. This is 
supposed to make it more "account
able." But it doesn' t. An airtight case 
can be made that the candidate and 
his/ her hand-picked campaign staff 
receive a far more direct and 
meaningful vote of approval, and from 
a larger portion of the Party, than the 
Natcom or any committee it appoints. 

The nominating process undergone 
by an LP Presidential candidate is the 
most exhaustive of any LP office. The 
candidate and (to a lesser extent), the 
central figures in his campaign, are 
subjected to a thorough examination. 
Candidates seeking the LP nomina
tion must speak before numerous 
State Conventions and field questions 
directly from the members. They 
begin to campaign long before the 
National Convention itself. The staff 
chosen by the candidate must prove 
its mettle in practice, not merely in 
theory, by organizing the campaign to 
win the nomination. As candidates are 
interviewed by libertarian publica
tions, their comments and positions 
become a matter of public record. 
Also, candidates for the Presidential 
nomination must debate their oppo
nents, who are always more than 
willing to unearth flaws in that 
candidate's positions. 

If we contrast this with the scrutiny 
received by Natcom members, we 
embarrass the Natcom. Most LP 
members cannot even tell you who is 
on the Natcom. Natcom members 
campaign for only the three short days 
of the Convention. The only 
information we get about them comes 
from three minute nomination 
speeches or, at best , a short leaflet. 
This is hardly an elaborate review 
process - and it shows. One recent 
member of the Natcom caused a fuss 
when he ran in a local election as a 
Republican. The Natcom couldn't 
even muster enough votes to censure 
him. This is our great guardian of 
principle? 

The worst thing about the case for 
Natcom control of Presidential 
campaigns is that it is based on 
self-delusion. The pretext for the 
whole argument is the bitter 
disappointment over the Clark 
campaign felt by a few people. 
Whatever our individual opinion of 
the Clark campaign might be, we are 

• deluding ourselves if we think that 

- - --------------------------- bureaucratic oversight would make 

year. That leaves it with mail balJots 
and smaller committees. 

Mail ba11ots are one of the worst 
decision-making methods ever de
vised by man. They are slow, they 
promote factionalism, and they do not 
facilitate rational deliberation. Nat
com member A can call up Natcom 
member B and tell him that members 
C, D, E, F, & Gall agree with him that 
the Campaign manager should be 
fired or a piece of literature 
suppressed. Natcom member B, who 
hasn't been following the controversy 
very closely, might agree to go along 
with this request if in fact most other 
people on the Committee, especially 
his good friends C, D, E, F, & G, 
believe so. 

But how does he know they agree? 
He doesn' t. .Thus, to verify A's 
assertion B has to call them up 
himself (If he is neither energetic nor 
skeptical of A's claims he won't make 
the calls, thus increasing his chance of 
making an irrational decision). 
Moreover, he doesn't know of any 
counter-arguments to A's proposals. 
Natcom member H may be able to 
answer all of A's arguments easily -
but the method of communication 
makes it impossible for him to do so 
directly. Things can even be arranged 
so that H doesn't know what is 
happening until it is too late to reach 
the other members of the committee. 
Thus, to get the other side of the story, 
assuming he is energetic enough to do 
so, B must call all the other members 
ofthecommittee. Ifhestill can't make 

criticize or seek to change what the 
candidate and staff do. 

In fact, the more problems it can 
find with the campaign, the more 
important its own role becomes. Thus 
it will have a built-in tendency to 
intervene but no incentive and 
indeed no ability to contribute to the 
campaign in a positive manner. This is 
especially true when decisions are 
made "blindfolded," i.e. through 
mail ballot. A small, dedicated faction 
with an ideological or personal axe to 
grind can spend all of its time calling 
up other members of the committee 
attempting to provoke intervention. 

The Natcom cannot meet regularly 
and its power to make decisions by 
mail ballot is undesirable. That 
leaves the appointment of a smaller 
committee. To be sure, appointing a 
smaller committee overcomes some of 
the practical problems relating to size, 
but it seems to me a peculiarly 
self-defeating solution. For whose 
views are to be ''represented" on this 
small committee and whose are to be 
excluded? And what oversight do we 
have over the oversight committee? 

Immediately, we run into the same 
"dire problem" with which we began, 
'lamely that a small group of people 
outside the reach of the nominating 
Convention controls the campaign! 
Since the Natcom's agent of oversi8ht 
has become as small as the Campaign 
Committee which was supposedly the 
problem to begin with, why is it in any 
position to do better? 

The only possible answer is that it is 

things any different. Even the 
harshest critics of the Clark campaign 
admit that Clark was far and away the 
best candidate available. Yet with one 
exception (discussed below) all of the 
mistakes and slip-ups they denounce 
were not committed by the campaign 
staff and the nefarious Ed Crane, but 
by the candidate himself. Clark took 
an unlibertarian position on immigra
tion, was soft on heroin legalization, 
predicted too many votes and 
concocted the term "low tax 
liberalism," all by himself. In each of 
these cases, the campaign staff 
disagreed with him and attempted to 
change his statements. Clark's 
appearance on the ABC Nightline 
program, which drove Dave Nolan 
into a rage by suggesting that 
libertarians were seeking a return to 
the Kennedy era, also irritated Ed 
Crane, Chris Hocker, Tom Palmer and 
other campaign staffers. This means 

· that even if the Natcom or Murray 
Rothbard himself had picked the 
campaign staff, the outcome would 
have been no different. Unless 
someone is suggesting that men with 
dark suits and wrap-around sun
glasses follow our candidates around 
and rough them up a bit when they say 
the wrong thing, there is simply 
nothing we can do about it. 

The printing of an anti-nuclear 
leaflet featuring the endorsement of 
John Gofman has been used by the 
other side in this dispute as their main 
example. That's not surprising, 
because it's really the only concrete 
example of the alleged need for 
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taxation, it is impossible to predict, 
without additional information, whe
ther a particular owner of govern
ment securities will, on net, gain or 
lose from the repudiation of 
government debt. Those who have an 
investment portfolio consisting of 
some government securities plus a 
selection of other assets, will find 
that, as their government securities 
are wiped out, their other assets rise 
in value because of the reduction in 
the anticipated tax burden. 

the coercively guaranteed loan. 
Would a true advocate of voluntary 
government endorse using tax money 
to pay off the loan? If not, then why 
confer an identical privilege to those 
who have loaned money to the 
government directly? As long as the 
government collects taxes, all loans it 
negotiates will be tainted with the 
stigma of coercion. Not until the 
government converts to voluntary 
financing will its loans be worthy of 
the same respect due the loans 
contracted between private indivi
duals and institutions. 

F.conomlclmpact 
One reason that people oppose 

government debt repudiation is that 
they fear that it will lead to economic 
dislocations and hardships. They also 
automatically assume that the major 
beneficiary of repudiation will be the 
government itself. A little ecQnomic 
analysis will show that both of these 
worries are unfounded. 

Over 40 percent of the national debt 
is held not by private citizens but by 
government agencies at various 
levels. Of the $934 billion national 
debt outstanding at the beginning of 
this year, U.S. government agencies 
and trust funds held $190-billion, the 
Federal Reserve held $117 billion, and 
state and local governments held S73 
billion. That portion in the bands of 
U.S. government agencies and trust 
funds is rito~ey the government owes 
to itself, and repudiating it would 
merel~ eliminate an accounting 
fiction . Repudiating that portion owed 
to states and local governments, while 
affecting the solvency of those 
governments and perhaps forcing 
them to repudiate as well, will not 
have a direct impact on the welfare of 
private citizens. 

Repudiating those government 
securities owned by the Federal 
Reserve System would have the added 
advantage of exposing the true source 
of inflation. Many conservatives 
charge that the national debt is 
inflationary. Strictly speaking, this 
charge is false. If the government 
borrows from the public, purchasing 
power is merely transferred from the 
public to government. When the 
government borrows from the Federal 
Reserve System, in contrast, the 
Federal Reserve creates new money 
to cover the loan. This process is 
called monetizing the debt. What 
seems on the surface to be a simple 
loan transaction is, in reality, an act of 
governmental monetary expansion. In 
this respect, and in this respect alone, 
the national debt is inflationary. 

Repudiating the national debt will 
technically bankrupt the Federal 
Reserve System. The Federal Re
serve will no longer have sufficient 
assets on one side of its balance sheet 
to match all the outstanding Federal 
Reserve notes and deposits on the 
liabilities side of its balance sheet. 
This apparent bankruptcy, unfortun
ately. would amount to another 
accounting fiction. Since the Federal 

Reserve creates money, it cannot go 
bankrupt. It would simply be forced to 
admit that what it really does is issue 
fiat Jl\Oney. 

To understand the economic impact 
of repudiating those government 
securities held by the public, we must 
first examine the nature of non
government debt. Every loan transac
tion has two parties, the lender who 
foregoes the current use of money 
in exchange for a financial asset, and 
the borrower who gains the current 
use of money in exchange for a 
financial liability. No new wealth is 
created. Purchasing power is trans
ferred. For every asset created, there 
is an offsetting liability. Thus, on the 
macro-level, the repudiation of 
private debt (which I do not advocate) 
leave~ unchanged the net wealth of 

People will tend to gain or lose not 
on the basis of whether they own 
government securities but on the 
basis of whether, over the entire 
range of their economic activities, 
they are net tax consumers and losers 
from repudiation on the one hand and 
net taxpayers and gainers from 
repudiation on the other will not be 
exact. Government debt is not the 
only means by which the state 
dispenses the benefits from taxation. 
The correspondence, however, will be 
close enough to insure that large 
numbers of the government's credi
tors will be helped more than they are 
harmed. These offsetting gains, 
because they result from the lifting of 
future tax liabilities, would be In 
addJdon to any compensation that the 
state's victims might receive for put 
depradations. 

To what extent people actually 
anticipate the tax liabilities generated 
by government debt is a technical 
issue debated by economists and one 
of the more obscure points in the 
monetarist-fiscalist controversy. We 
need not resolve this question here. 
Even if people do not perfectly 
anticipate their tax liabilities, they 

"Those who have an investment portfolio ... will find 
that, as their government securities are wiped out, their 
other assets rise in value because of the reduction in the 
anticipated tax burden. " 

society. For every liability repudiated, 
an asset is destroyed. On the 
micro-level, in contrast, repudiation 
has a distribution effect. Debtors gain 
at the expense of creditors. 

Now let us apply these principles to 
government debt. The holders of 
government securities have acquired 
assets, but where are the offsetting 
liabilities? It may superficialJy appear 
that government itself holds the 
liabilities, and while technically 
correct, this impression misses the 
underlying economic reality. The 
ultimate liabilities that the creation of 
government debt brings into exis
tence are tax liabilities, since it is 
taxation that supplies the revenue to 
pay interest and, on infrequent 
occasions, the principal on govern
ment debt. Just as private debt 
creates no new wealth, neither does 
government debt. For every financial 
asset created by government borrow
ing, a conesponding tax liability also 
exists. The discounted present value 
of this stream of future tax liabilities 
exactly equals the present value of 
government securities. 

To the extent that individuals 
perfectly anticipate their tax liabili
ties, the repudiation of government 
debt will cause, on the macro-level, no 
change in new wealth. More 
important, on the micro-level, the 
existence of these offsetting tax 
liabilities serves to mitigate the 
distribution effects of repudiation. 
Opposition to government debt 
repudiation is based upon the 
understandable but superficial im
pression that the gains from 
repudiation accrue to the govern
ment. Instead, the real .. fainers are 
taxpayers. 

Since nearly everyone pays taxes or 
owns assest whose value is reduced by 

clearly anticipate a major part of 
them. Despite the complexity of the 
income tax, nearly all wage earners 
know the difference between their 
nominal wage and their ·take-home 
pay. Businesses that consistently 
underestimate their future tax bite are 
soon driven out of the market by 
losses. 

The major influence of incorrect 
anticipations upon government debt 
repudiation would be on the 
macro-level. If individuals underesti
mate their future tax liabilities, the 
assets brought into existenc(i by 
government debt exceed the antici
pated liabilities. Suffering from what 
is sometimes called " bond illusion," 
people think they are wealihier, 
overall, than they actually are. 
Government debt repudiation will 
lower people's perception of their net 
wealth, bringing it into greater 
consistency . with reality. On the 
micro-level, the mitigating influence 
of offsetting tax liabilities will remain, 
although in some cases, individuals 
will be relieved of future taxes they 
never thought they had to pay. 

None of these effects will occur 
instantaneously. If a policy of 
repudiation is ever implemented, it 
wi11 first have to gain public 
acceptance. This fact will insure that 
the destruction of the value of 
government securities will be spread 
over time. As more and more people 
predict what will happen, they will try 
and unload their government securi
ties before the rest catch on. 
Government securities will graduaUy 
fall off in value, while other assets 
rise. Those who continue to put their 
faith in government will be caught 
1olding government securities when 
1ey are finally repudiated. 
The government, of course, could 

.:onceivably repudiate its debt and 
raise taxes at the same time, thus 

Caliber/ August-September 1981 / 11 

confiscating the gains to taxpayers of 
repudiation. To argue, however, that 
we should not eliminate one form of 
government oppression because 
another might take its place is invalid. 
I could just as logically object to the 
repudiation of government debt 
because the government might 
simultaneously decide to exterminate 
all libertarians. The fact of the matter 
is that debt, by its nature, obligates 
the government to mate future 
payments. That obligation will 
ultimately be met through taxation or 

· monetary expansion. Repudiation, by 
definition, eliminates that obligation. 

If after considering the moral 
arguments and the mitigating eco
nomic impact, anyone still worries 
about the fate of government 
creditors, that individual is perfectly 
free to give his or her own money to 
the most deserving losers from 
repudiation, and to persuade others to 
do likewise. I am continuously amazed 
at those gradualist libertarians who 
acclaim the efficacy of voluntarism in 
the long-run, but are afraid to try 
voluntarism during the transition 
period. If private charity is sufficient 
for a free society, then it ought also to 
be sufficient to help those few, if any, 
who are undeservedly harmed by the 
transition to a free society. 

matorlcal Cases 
A look at the early history of the 

United States provides additional 
evidence for the repudiation of 
government debt. If this historical 
survey is representative, it contra
dicts the prediction that debt 
repudiation brings dire conse
quences. It also shows that debt 
repudiation is associated with de
creasing state power, while a rigorous 
adherence to the sanctity of 
government obligations tends to 
centralize power. 

The first case involves beneficial 
debt repudiation. After the War of 
1812, New York State began the 
construction of a canal connecting the 
Hudson River with the Great Lakes. 
The Erie Canal, completed in 1825, 
was unfortunately one of those rare 
and curious cases where a state-run 
enterprise actually made a good 
profit, and it encouraged other states 
to emulate New York. An orgy of canal 
building resulted. UsualJy, state 
governments owned and operated 
these new canals. In those few 
instances where the canals were 
privately owned, the states contri
buted the largest share of the 
financing. 

By 1840, the canal boom had 
blessed the United States with 3326 
miles of economically unjustified 
canals at an expense to the states of 
$125 million, a large sum in those 
days. This massive state invstment in 
canals, when added to the budget 
growth stimulated by the Warof 1812, 
led to a huge outstanding debt for 
most of the states. Virtually all of the 
new canals were a total waste of 
resources and did not bring the 
returns for which the state govern
ments hoped. The states consequent
ly faced financial stringency, and 
during the Panic of 1837 most of them 
became desperate. By 1844, $60 
million worth of state improvement 
bonds were in default. Six states
Mississippi, Louisiana, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, Indiana, and -Michigan 
-repudiated their debts outright, 
while several others defaulted 
temporarily. 

Rather than having disastrous 
consequences, this repudiation 
brought on a widening circle of 
benefits. States became very wary of 
investing money in internal improve
ments or in anything else, while 
investors became very cautious about 
loaning money to the states. This 
insured that when railroads came into 
prominence, the states left financing 
to the market. Although the states 
continued to subsidize the railroads in 
subtle ways, through special mono-

See HUMMEL/p. 28 
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THREE PERSPECTIVES ON CONTROL 

I 
Entrepreneurs 
or 
bureaucrats? 

by Milton Mueller 

Milton Mueller, one of Caliber'5 
contributing editors, is former execu
tive director of Students/or a Libertar
ian Society (SLS) and is currently edi
tor of their newsletter Liberty. 

A project 
of 
the Party 
by Kevin Dye 

Kevin Dye is treasurer of the Cali
fornia Libertarian Council and a 
member of the Los Angeles County 
Libertarian Central Committee. 

3 
Res pons ib ility 
• 
IS 
the key 

by Scott Olmsted 

Scott Olmsted is a member of the 
California Libertarian Council State 
Executive Committee, and is Califor
nia s representative on the National 
Pla{form Committee. 

Everyone is familiar with · the race 
for LP National Chair. Delegates have 
been dunned with the candidates' 
mailings and solicited by their 
supporters. But a far more important 
debate seems to be passing by 
unnoticed: the debate over the 
proposed amendments to the LP 
Constitution. 

Most LP members are bored to 
tears with Constitution debates. 
Admittedly, they usually involve 
bureaucratic trivia and mindless 
rule-mongering. But this is not so in 
1981. This constitution debate has 
become another battleground in what 
Murray Rothbard has labelled "the 
war over the soul of the Party.•• 

Murray is the only libertarian I 
know who can start wars so easily and 
so frequently. But this time he is 
right-even though he's on the wrong 
side of the war. This constitution 
debate reflects two fundamentally 
different ideas of what the Libertarian 
Party should become. On one side we 
have the advocates of bureaucratic 
oversight and democratic decision
making, and on the other side, the 
advocates of entrepreneurial organi
zation and methods. 

By far the most controversial ques
tion our 10th anniversary national 
convention will face is how to define 
the place of our presidential campaign 
in our organizational structure. For 
months, those who advocate placing 
the campaign under some sort of 
external discipline have been telling us 
that such a reform and nothing else 
will secure the ideological purity, 
sound management, fiscal solvency, 
and moral integrity of future cam
paigns, while those who oppose any 
such measure have warned that it 
would paralyze our campaigns and 
frighten off all but the weakest of 
candidates. 

I submit that both these opinions 
are mistaken. Each side in this con
troversey seems to evaluate the prop
osals by envisioning a rerun of the 
Clark campaign, with themselves fil
ling the same roles they did last year, 
but endowed with omniscience, and 
with the proposed machinery at hand. 
Thus, the proponents seem to imagine 
the campaign staff repeating last year's 
mistakes in a zombie-like fashion, 
while the body entrusted with cam
paign oversight, all-foreseeing, vigor
ously exercises its authority to cut off 

In creating a political patty to carry 
forward the libertarian program, the 
libertarian movement has embraced a 
strategy with great promise, but also 
with grave · dangers. For the very 
raison d' etre of a political party in 
contemporary America is to run 
candidates for office, and lots of them. 
But this means that hundreds or 
thousands of people will be speaking 
for the party, and, in the eyes of the 
public, for the movement. They will 
be most effective in promoting our 
cause if they speak with a consistent 
voice, making it clear that Libertari
ans stand uncompromisingly for one 
_set of principles. 

The danger is that all these 
spokespersons will not speak in such a 
consistent fashion, but will diverge 
notably in their stands on the issues 
and their degree of commitment to 
principle. 

For this reason, it is, and shall 
probably always be, among our 
highest priorities to devise structures 
for the party and its campaigns that 
incorporate an effective degree of 
corrective feedback and account
ability into the process of running 
candidates for office. In doing so, we 

It should not go unnoticed that a 
debate over the Constitution of the 
LP, and not its platform, will 
determine whether the Party will take 
an entrepreneurial or bureaucratic 
direction. For ten years now, we have 
been literally obsessed with our 
platform. At times, we act as ifwe can 
guarantee that freedom will prevail 
simply by defining it clearly and 
precisely enough. Granted, when the 
LP and its entire ideology were new, it 
made sense to put a lot of time and 
energy into the formulation of our 
platform. But the main problems 
facing the Party are no longer issues 
of principle, they are issues of political 
strategy. How do we put our 
principles into practice? 

The attempt to define a viable 
libertarian strategy is intimately 
bound up with the question of the 
Libertarian Party's internal organiza
tion. For if we cannot organize 
ourselves in a manner that is both 
effective and consistent with liber
tarian ideology, then how can we 
expect to spread libertarianism to the 
rest of the world? That is why the LP's 
strategic cr1s1s has led to a 
constitution debate. 

the zombies at the pass, before they 
can recreate the anticipated debacles. 
Likewise, the opponents seem to 
imagine themselves struggling val
iantly to avoid those same errors, 
while the oversight authority, enraged 
by mistakes which are yet to be made, 
vents its spleen by abusing its-author
ity, interfering in the day-to-day: 
affairs of the campaign. Like generals, 
we are a ll prepared to fight the last 
war. 

In fact, of course, any reform will 
affect not last year's participants mak
ing last year's decisions, but as yet 
unknown figures making fresh deci
sions in an as· yet unknown political 
environment, with full knowledge of 
the events of 1980. Moreover, even if 
any proposed reform had been in place 
in I 980, it is doubtful that it would 
have been used to much advantage, as 
most of those now so critical of last 
year's campaign were unalarmed when 
policies they now clearly take to have 
been in error were still inchoate. 

But if a redefinition of the place of 
the presidential campaign in our 
organization cannot retroactively rec
tify the d:lark campaign, nor even gua
rantee us against future errors, what 

should keep in mind that such a task is 
not a once-and-for-all design contest. 
As with all human activity, learning 
and changing are essential to long-run 
success. What works today could fail 
tomorrow, and we should always be 
ready to adapt to new and changed 
circumstances. But that should not 
keep us from acting today in the best 
way we can given our present state of 
knowledge. 

Currently, the most pressing task of 
this sort that we face is the 
modification of the rules governing 
the Presidential and Vice-Presidential 
campaigns. I believe that it will prove 
to be to the long-run good of the party 
that the recent CLARK campaign and 
the criticism it has generated have 
brought this issue to the fore. To have 
this happen now, while we are still a 
relatively small party, makes it easier 
to experiment in order to find the best 
way to address this problem. 

In considering changes to the 
structure of the national campaign 
and its relationship to the party, we 
should first be clear about what kind 
of choice this is. some people seem to 
think that having LP controls on its 
own campaigns is somehow antiliber-

What are the issues in this debate? 
There are several, but the sole issue 
with which I am concerned is how the 
constitution should define (or refrain 
from defining) the relationship 
between the national LP organization 
and its Presidential campaigns. 

Currently, the LP organization is a 
separate and distinct entity from the 
Campaign Committee which actually 
runs the Presidential campaign. If a 
candidate wins the nomination at the 
LP National Convention, he/she 
chooses his/her own campaign 
committee and campaign manager. 
Usually, a candidate seeking the 
Presidential nomination will form a 
Campaign Committee before winning 
the nomination, and this Committee 
will raise money and set up an 
organization in its attempt to win the 
nomination. Once the nomination has 
been won, the Campaign Committee 
runs the campaign with the coopera
tion and endorsement of the national 
LP and is allowed to use the LP's 
mailing list. 

In other words, candidates for the 
LP nomination are much like 
competing entrepreneurs. State and 
National LP Conventions, with all 

can it do? At best, it can provide a 
means for integrating the party appa
ratus at the national level to make pos
sible the application of all the party's 
resources to the achievement of a sin
gle set of goals, with a single line of 
authority and responsibility for their 
realization, frustration, or misconcep
tion. At minimum, it must enlarge the 
range of options available for dealing 
with wayward campaigns so that 
future situations can be dealt with 
according to their own peculiar cir
cumstances. I therefore suggest that 
we begin our analysis, not with a 
defense or denunciation of last year's 
people or events, but instead with an 
examination of the strategic and 
organizational role of the presidential 
campaign in our party. 

No presidential campaign is an end 
in itself, save possibly vanity cam
paigns such as those of Harold Stassen 
or Benjamin Fernandez. Likewise, 
every campaign is accountable to 
someone; who the appropriate author
ity is depends on the purpose of the 
campaign. If the candidate's election is 
the sole purpose of the campaign, it 
follows that the campaign organiza
tion should be accountable to him 

tarian. This is completely on the 
wrong track. We are, of course, 
opposed to government controls of all 
peaceful activities. But to suggest that 
it is unlibertarian to believe in internal 
control mechanisms in a private, 
voluntary organization is to make a 
serious mistake. To follow this logic, 
we would have to abolish the LP' s 
constitution and bylaws, and we 
would have to oppose the structure 
and internal controls of all corpora
tions, partnerships, and voluntary 
associations in existence. 

So if the question before us is how 
best to incorporate some feedback 
into the national campaign so as to 
check any tendency toward com
promise, and yet not hinder the 
effective use of campaign resources, 
we could, without much effort, 

. construct dozens of alternatives of 
varying degrees of complexity. Rather 
than do that, however, let me spend 
the time here to·analyze a few of those 
that have already surfaced in various 
libertarian publications. 

The simplest proposal is that we do 
nothing; that is, we stick with the 
mechanism currently in our constitu
tion that allows the National 
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1980 national election summary ... 
moving forw~rd and backward 
by Kevin Dye 

The Libertaria n aggregate national 
vote more than tripled from 1978 to 
1980, but the increase was due princi
pally to a 2½-fold rise in the total 
number of candidates. rather than to 
any significant improvement in their 
average performance. This is the con
clusion reached after analysis of a 
compilation of election returns for all 
of last year's candidates recently com
pleted by San Francisco activist and 
ballot law specialist, Richard Winger. 

The compilation, and a similar one 

also prepared by Winger, are summar
ized in tables accompanying this arti
cle. The tables show the vote totals for 
each type of office by state. They 
include candidates on the ballot as 
Independents and in non-part isan 
races, as well as those listed as Liber
tarians. They also include the vote 
totals for those write-in candidates 
whose returns were published by the 
state authorities_, although s uch 
returns were not used in computing the 
average percentages shown for each 
state and class of office, and such can
didates are segregated in the figures for 

total numbers of candidates. 
In addition to those shown, 39 other 

candidates in I 978 and 47 in I 980 ran 
write-in campaigns for which no votes 
were canvassed. Moreover, the tables 
do not include candidates for offices 
voted on at some time other than the 
presidential election. 

There are grave dangers inherent in 
using aggregate vote figures such as 
these: I) a presidential year is being· 
compared with a mid-term yi:ar; 2) 
there is no corresponding information 
on the other parties to serve as a stand
ard of comparison; and 3) there is no 

-----MAP LEGEND-
(applies to all maps) 

• Candidate on Ballot 

@ Write-in Candidate Only 

D No Candidate 

~ Office Not Up For Election 

way to tell what sort of campaigns 
these candidates ran from the informa
tion given, i.e., ma ny ran minimal 
campaigns, a nd some may even have 
run campaigns of dubious relation to 
libertarian principle, while at least a 
few ran races that were both serious 
and principled. 

See ELECTIONS/p. 31 

------------------TABLE I . - November, 1978 Election Results by State and Office------------------

STATE OFFICE 
Governor Other 

Alabama 
Alhk■ 
Arizona 
ArkaM■\ 

( alifwnia 
( uluradu 
( ·onntctkul 
IHlawut 
►'lurid■ 
(;ro,ci• 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
llllnul, 
Indiana 
Iowa 
K■n\ll, 

Ktntuck) 
1.ouhi■na 
~1tinr 
Mu,l•nd 
~l■,\■Ch\l!lt'lh 

Michl~•• 
Mlnnt"iota 
\1i"'-'l,\ippl 

Mi"°"ri 
Muncana 
1'tbn..\.k1 
Ntuda 
Sc-,,. ltamp, hirt 
r\t,,. J tn.t") 

:-i.tw Mnicu 
:'\nt lurk 
~orth ( a.,ulina 
~or1h IJakolJI 
Ohlu 
Oklahoma 
Orf'aun 
Ptn""'~h•nla 
Khod; l,i.nd 
~uch < arolin■ 
~outh l>■ lmla 

Tt"' 
I l■h 
\ 'nmont 
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\\ 1,hin1tfon 
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-----------------TABLE 2. - November. 1980 Election Results by State and Office--------------------

, STATE OFFICE 
PRESIDENT Governor Other 

Alabama 
Alma 
Arito111 
Arkan.u,: 
( "alifornia 
C"olor1do 
C'onrwclicut 
Dtlawart 
Horida 
Gtor&ia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
IUinoi1t 
lndlana 
Iowa 
Kan!ils 
ktntudt)' 
l.ouiM1na 
M1int 
Maryland 
Ma!ll.lthll"itlti 

Michlaan 
MinnHOta 
Mi .. iHippi 
Mi-,uri 
Montana 
Ntbruka 
Ntucb 
Ntw llampsttirt 
Ntw Jtrst) 

Ntw Mtxico 
N.-.. \ ork 
North <""•rolin• 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
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.99 
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70 
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l •. 14K 
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4.05 6 2.859 

J 5.593 
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4 2 1 (,JK 

I 1.045 
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2 l h 12 17.Mb 

1 2.2n 

I I. INI 

.'.!.K70 ~.,, 
0 IY IK9 47K.ll19 

& .'.!v.1 
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1.75 
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2.08 
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6.51 
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1.95 
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OF PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGNS 

their associated debate and politick
ing, are the "marketplace" where 
they compete. The LP per se is a 
separate organization which contracts 
with the winner to run a campaign. An 
example is the 1980 race for the 
nomination, where Bill Hunscher 
competed against Ed Clark. Each 
candidate' s campaign staff and 
financial backers were organized as a 
political committee. When Clark won, 
the campaign committee and cam
paign manager he chose, not 
surprisingly, bore a strong resem
blance to the Clark for President 
nominating Committee formed before 
the convention. (The two were not, 
however, identical. Political horse
trading led to some changes, 
including the formation of a literature 
oversight committee.) 

Disappointment with the Clark 
Campaign has led some people to 
propose changes in this system. 
Specifically, they want to make the LP 
National Committee, a committee 
with 32 members (17 elected by 
region, 10 elected at-large, the 4 LP 
national officers and past national 
chair) responsible for the Presidential 
Campaign. This is to be accomplished 

alone. The major parties' presidential 
campaigns closely approximate this 
situation; that is why their campaigns 
are run independently of their national 
organizations. Such a policy makes a 
good deal of sense for an organization 
which stands for little more than lust 
for power, but any organization which 
lends its name to a candidate has a 
vested interest in that candidate's rect
itude and performance. Thus, even the 
major parties suffer when their candi
date loses badly due to a bungled cam
paign (as in '64), or wins only by con
suming resources that otherwise could 
have been used to build the party's 
strength in Congress (as in '68), or wins 
only by unscrupulous tactics that 
blacken the party's name (as in_ '72). 

In the case of our own party, one 
must add several additional and still 
weightier considerations to the list. 
The purpose of our presidential cam
paign is not to elect anyone; that is 
plainly beyond our power and will 
remain so for the forseeable future. It 
is, rather, to propagate a political phi
losophy and to build a national party 
organization that we run our presiden
tial campaigns. Accordingly, our 
interest in the conduct of our presiden-

Committee (by a three-fourths vote) to 
repudiate the candidates. This is the 
proposal that Milton Mueller has 
chosen to defend elsewhere in this 
issue. Sfnce all this approach provides 
for is unseating the candidate and has 
no intermediate steps, it does not 
provide correctiye feedback for the 
common sorts of lesser problems that 
campaigns are likely to have. I'm also 
afraid that after all the discussions 
following the CLARK campaign, to do 
nothing to remedy the problems 
would be immensely demoralizing 
and disruptive to the party. By leaving 
things as they are, we will be · 
vulnerable to a repeat of the CL~RK 
debacle, and that also would surely 
tear the party apart. The " do 
nothing" alternative is simply not 
satisfactory. 

A proposal that differs little in 
substance from the " do nothing" 
alternative has been advanced by 
Kent Guida in an Update interview. 
Guida proposes a "Committee on 
Principle" that would review the 
campaign's statements but would not 
have any power of its own. It would 
have to turn to the National 
Committee for any action to be taken. 

by making the LP National Committee 
(Natcom) synonymous with the 
Campaign Committee. This would 
give the Natcom the power to hire and 
fire campaign staff, including the 
manager; the power to oversee 
campaign literature and media 
productions; the power to control the 
campaign budget; Thus the Presiden
tial Campaign Committee, which used 
to consist of four or five officers plus 
the hired campaign staff, would 
suddenly balloon into a 32 member 
committee plus whatever professional 
staff it hired. 

Why, you might ask, would anyone 
propose to run our Presidential 
campaign the way the government 
runs the economy? Why are we 
adopting the model of a regulatory 
agency to guide the internal 
organization of a movement devoted 
to unfettered entrepreneurial action? 
What problems with the present 
system are serious enough to justify 
this action - and will the cure be better 
than the disease? These questions 
about Natcom control of Presidential 
campaigns crop up immediately. The 
advocates of Nactom control believe 
they can auswer them. Let me state 

tial campaign is all the greater. If a 
major party campaign falls far short of 
its advertised goals, the public blames 
the candidate rather than the party, as 
it can recall earlier victories by that 
party; we have no such track record to 
fall back on. If a major party presiden
tial campaign raises funds from all 
available sources, there are still those 
needing leverage specifically ·with a 
Congressman or legislator to whom 
their lesser candidates may turn; our 
fund-raising base, being ideological, is 
more limited, so lack of restraint by 
one candidate can seriously strap 
another. If a major party presidential 
candidate co nveys an unfavorable 
image of his party, there are many 
other candidates and office-holders of 
that party from whom the public may 
garner a different impression; our pre
sidential candidate is still the only one 
of whom many people are aware, so 
the impression his campaign creates is 
all many people will know of us. 

These strategic considerations argue 
strongly that the campaign organiza
tion should be accountable to some 
organ of the national party. Indeed, 
this contention is disputed by no one; 
after all, whoever seeks the national 

As this is essentially what the CLARK 
Policy Review Committee turned out 
to be, it is likely to be just as 
unsatisfactory. 
· A more substantial modification to 
the current mechanism has been 
offered by Alicia Clark, who proposes 
that the delegates could be repolled 
after the convention, with two-thirds 
required to withdraw the nomination. 
In addition to the previously
mentioned problems, this has added 
logistical difficulties. It would take far 
too long to implement this method, 
plus there is the additonal question of 
what is required to trigger the 
repolling process. Once the conven
tion is over, it should be left to smaller 
and faster-acting bodies to handle 
campaign problems. 

Two new, but similar, proposals 
have come from Paul Grant and 
Michael Emerling. Grant would have 
the candidates negotiate a contract 
with the National Chair that spells out 
the various rights and duties of the 
parties involved and resolves the 
questions of ownership of the 
campaign resources (such as mailing 
lists) and responsibility for debts. 
Emerling would also have the 
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their case as objectively as I can. 
The LP Natcom, they say, is a 

representative body which, unlike the 
nominating Convention, is perma
nent. They hope that the Natcom will 
be able to act as a continuous guardian 
of the contract made between the 
Convention and the Presidential 
nominee. If a Presidential campaign 

··FAIR TAXi& .. 
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convention's nomination is by defini
tion responsible to tha t body. There 
are, however, two organizational 
questions in dispute which must be 
examined before any assessment of the 
proper role of the presidential cam
paign is possible. The fi rst of these was 
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National Committee empowered to 
withdraw use of the party mailing list. 

A major problem with this kind of 
arrangement is that it is much too 
dependent on who the Chair is. It 
would be quite possible to elect a 
Chair who either didn't want any 

should take an unlibertarian position, 
or renege on a promise they made ·to 
win the nomination, the Natcom will 
be there to take action. Isn't it a good 
idea, they ask, to give the LP, in the 
form of the Natcom, some ongoing 
democratic representation in the 

See MUELLER/p. 22 
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stated most clearly by Ed Clark in his 
recent interview in Update when he 
asked " Will we go farther and faster if 
we divide up the functions of attrac
tion and education between the cam-

SeeDYE/p. 30 

degree of accountability, or was tied 
to the campaign and so negotiated 
with a conflict of interest. Presidential 
candidates might try to ••get their 
person in" as National Chair. This 

See OLMSTED Ip. 25 
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COMPLAINT AGAINST FCC 

Principles in practice ••• 
by Jule R. Herbert, Jr. 

On August 28, 1980, the Ed Clark 
for President Committee registered a 
complaint with the Federal Commun
ications Commission ( FCC). The Com
mittee's complaint alleged that NBC's 
refusal to sell all 20 of the five-minute 
prime time slots it had requested vio
lated Section 312 (a) (7) of the Com
munications Act of 1934, which gov
erns political broadcasting. 

When this fact was fully reported in 
Broadcasting magazine, it came to the 
attention of several libertarians, who 
promptly circulated a letter accusing 
the Clark for President Committee of 
violating libertarian p rinciple. Other 
prominent LP members who had been 
generally critical of the Clark Cam
paign seized upon the issue, and soon 
the LP Natio na l Committee saw fit to 
appoint an "investigative" committee 
to look into the matter. Frontlints 
described the events as "peculiar" a nd 
treated the matter as a n expose. 

After a ll, wha t was the presidential 
nominee of the LP, which opposes 
government intervention in the broad
casting industry (and all others, for 
that matter), doing by asking the FCC 
for relief against NBC, presumably a 
p rivate enter prise? To understand why 
this action was necessary a nd j ustified, 
we must first understa nd ho w govern
ment regulat ion of broadcasting in 
general and political advert ising in 
particular dist orts the market and 
smothers political debate. 

The basic Communications Act of 
1934 claims the ai rwaves as the prop
erty of something called "the public . .. 
In reality. this means that the ai rwaves 
are owned by the government. The 
same Act sets up the FCC to adminis
ter this property a nd to allocate its use. 
The FCC allows what is called private 
ownership of most broadcasting sta
tions. but makes all the fundamental 
decisions concerning allocation. tech
nical standards. licensi ng. and "third
party" use. A broadcaster is deemed to 
own its equipment but not to have a 
property right in a signal or broadcast
ing itself. T he history of the broadcast
ing industry reveals that political fac
tors. more than any other, determined 
which groups of individuals came to be 
licensed as broadcasters. 

Commercial advertising rates and 
program content are, in a limited sense, 
subject to marke.t forces - although 
the market's operation is severly res
tricted by the limits imposed on the 
number of competitors a nd a host of 
other regulat ions . . By restricting the 
number of broadcasters serving any 
geographical a rea, the government 
enables those it has granted licenses to 
cha rge monopoly prices. Nonetheless. 
these prices serve to "effectively" allo
cate scarce resources to the highest 
bidders. 

But when it comes to political adver
tising, there is nothing even a,pproxi
mating a market pri nciple of a lloca
tion. Indeed. the law governing politi
cal broadcasting was consciously -de
signed to eliminate all market princi
ples and virtually all discretion of the 
broadcasting equipment owner. In
stead of the First Amendment protec
tion accorded print media. political 
broadcasting is saddled with a system 
of administrative rationing guided by 
1he ideal of "equal opportunity. " The 

Jule Herbert, who served as treas
urer of the Clark for President Com
mittee, is president of the National 
Taxpayers Legal Defense Fund in 
Washington, D. C. ,. ,, 

airwaves are treated as a sort of giant 
public auditorium to which all politi
cians have equal access - some being 
a bit more equal than others. 

As the FCC explains it: 
Congress adopted the law on politi

cal broadcasting ... to achieve these 
basic purposes: 

1. Prevent discrimination between 
competing candidates by broadcasting 
stations ... ; 

2. Make sure that candidates a re 
allowed to speak freely on the air 
withou t censorsh ip by broadcasters •.• ; 

3. Guarantee time rates to political 
candidates as favorable as those of
fered by broadcasters ... to their most 
favored advertisers ... ; 

4. Make sure that candidates for 
federal elective office are given or sold 
reasonable amounts of time for their 
campal&ns. 

These regulations negate the ma rket 
principle of allocation by requiring the 
same price for all candidates - the 
lowest possible price. Once a candi
date is sold time, all his opponents 
must be, too, and'the time given must 
reach either the same or a comparably
sized audience. Like all forms of polit
ical rationing, these laws can become 
dreadfully arbitrary and illogical. 

are somewhat constrained , while 
advertising in general is somewhat 
more expensive), radio and television 
advertising is extremely attractive to 
political cand idates. Unlike ordinary 
advertisers for whom the relative costs 
of different types of advertising media 
are roughly equal, a political cam
paign wants to put virtually all of its 
advertising budget into broadcasting. 

Needless to say, the scramble for 
available spots becomes keen. 

Because the networks would prefer 
to run no political ads and candidates 
would each like to buy as many as 
possible, it is the FCC's rulingi. - not 
the market - which determine who 
will ~nd who will not get po litical 
broa~casting time. Polit ical advertis
ing, ~o repea t, is rationed by polit ics 
- nO:t by the market , nor by those who 
own the broadcast ing equipment. 

If a candida te's ads are a product of 
political interventio n, then how does· 
the; LP, which opposes such interven
tion, promote itself through television/ 
without violating its principles? 

The question is not an academic 
one. In fact, of all of the controversies 
and debates which have surfaced in the 
aftermath of Ed Clark 's campaign, this 
one is probably the most practically 

"Classical liberals and modern libertarians have long 
recognized the important role of equality under the law 
as a check upon arbitrary political power." 

The rules exempt news programs 
from equal opportunity requirements, 
but the FCC must arbitrarily decide 
what is and what isn't "news." If a 
political ad is sponsored by an inde
pendent political committee the appli
cable law is different than if the identi
cal ad is sponsored by the candidate's 
committee. And so on. 

The government's decision to dis
tribute valuable advertising time at 
below quasi-monopoly, market clear
ing prices leads to intense political 
competition for the spaces made avail
able. because not all of the demands 
for time can be satisfied. The problem 
is getting worse:. "The 1980 elections 
gave rise to 45 formal rulings at the 
FCC concerning political broadcast
ing laws. Those were double the num
ber issued during the 1972 and 1976 
general elect ions combined." (Broad
casting, Feb. 6, 1981) 

Thus far, the FCC has not found it 
convenient to set out specific instruc
tions to candidates or .broadcasters as 
to how allocations of space a re to be 
made or how much time the b roadcas
ters must make available for polit ical 
broadcasting. The operative rule is 
simply that licensees must "allow reas
onable a mounts of time ... by a legally 
qualified candidate." (Emphasis 
added .) All time must be sold at the 
··1owest unit p rice.·· 

What are the consequences - inten
. ded - or unintended of such a rule'! 

First. broadcasters. especially the 
three major networks. lose all incen
tive to make sales to poli tical candi
dates. Political ads arc for the net
works not a benefit but a ,·ost. part of 
the trade-off for the ir politically pro
tected position. 

Second ly. kceping in mind that 
broadcasting arc really 111 the broader 
ad\Crtl\ing bw,incs\. competing v.ith 
othcr adveriising form\\\ h1ch arc rcla-
11\ cl) unrcgulatcd a\ \\t:II a\ other btt\-
111c~~ 111 general (v.tt h thc clkct that 
tl1L·1r n.:gular (.JUa\i-monopoly price\ 

significant. The state did not seize the 
airwaves out of benevolence. Estab
lished politicians can be expected to 
use the power of the state to protect 
and shelter themselves. As the LP 
grows, these people would no doubt 
love to see the party handicap itself by 
following misguided and suicidal mis
applications of its own principles. 

Logica lly, there are only three alter
natives a libertarian candidate can 
take to the problem of political adver
tising in a state-controlled broadcast
ing system. 

A) The candidate can refuse to buy 
any timqon radio or television. After 
all, lower than "market" prices and the 
requirement to sell time are mandated 
by the government, therefore to buy 
time is to coerce the owners of broad
casting equipment and to benefit 
unjust ly from government power. 

B) The candidate can attempt to 
buy time at the politically determined 
rates, but decline to employ the FCC's 
"reasonable access·• ru les should the 
networks refuse to sell the time. This is 
the position implied by the critics of 
the Clark Campaign who attacked the 
campaign for going to the FCC but not 
for attempting to buy the "subsidized" 
time in the first place. 

C) T he candidate can take the path 
actually chosen by t he Clark Cam
paign: buy t ime a t the rates charged 
and fight for access if or when the net
works deny the candidate as much or 
as attractive time as is made available 
to the other candidates or which would 
otherwise be sold to other candidates. 
· Which choice is appropriate'! 

Alternative "A" is downright silly. 
· Television is the most important 

medium of political communication 
today. The LP has no meaningful 
altcrnati\c to the purchase of TV time 
at government-set rates. just as it has 
no altcrnati\'c to the use o[ the 
g<ncrnmcnt's monopoly postal sys
tem. If the LP refuse\ to huy t ime 
bccau,c of the government\ act 1011. it 

SPARKS 

is punishing itself for the government's 
acts and destroying the movement to 
stop all such state intervention in the 
market. Finally, there is no way to 
determine whether the actual prices 
charged under the existing system are 
higher or lower than those which 
would emerge on the free market. 

Alternative "B" doesn't make much 
more sense. At first impression, per
haps, it may seem to be the middle-way 
between two undesirable extremes. 
According to Frontlines, it is also the 
position that some non-libertarian 
network executives apparently 
assumed the Clark Campaign would 
take. But there is no libertarian logic to 
it, and we should be careful not to 
allow non-libertarians to dictate the 
supposed implications of our princi-
ples to us. · 

T he Clark Campaign's correspon
dence with NBC clea rly demonstrates 
that the networks a lloca te a certain 
unspecified amount of time for politi
cal advertising a nd then d ivide up the 
time among the "serious" Presidential 
candidates. Thus, if Clark d id not get a 
specific .. availa bility," another candi
date would have. 

There is a saying that "Politics a in't 
beanbags." Still, there are sets o f 
" rules" which set the parameters ot 
behavior. T he rule that is supposed to 
cont rol the ratio n ing of political spots 
is the not ion of "equa l opportunity." 
Currently, it is left up to each candi
date to secure his ~r her entitlements 
under the plan for the allocation of the 
state-owned airways. If the LP 
announced that its candidates would 
not do so - that it would not insist on 
having equal opportunity with Repub
licans and Democrats to purchase pol
itically allocated spots - the net
works, which have an incentive to sell 
as little time as possible and which 
view third parties as a complicating 
factor, would not treat the LP as hav
ing equal claim to purchase ads. We 
would only be offered a minimal 
number of "availabilities." 

In the real world, alternative B 
quickly devolves into alternative A. 

Nor does alternative B offer a higher 
or different morality than alternative 
C. Suppose the FCC had chosen, as 
was within its power, to promulgate 
specific regulations in advance on the 
subject of access allocation: e.g., each 
candidate is entitled to purchase so 
many minutes at such and such times 
at certain prices. There could then 
have been no confusion or disagree
ment as to what all candidates, includ
ing Libertarians, were entitled. Those 
current critics who opt for alternative 
B would have no com plaints. 

Or suppose the FCC had ruled that 
Republicans had the right, as a matter 
of law, to purchase twice the amount 
of time as Libertarians. Who then 
would have objected to legal action to 
void that clear denial of equal 
protection'! 

The logic of alternative Bis that, by 
putting the onus of initiating a demand 
for equal treatment on the LP's candi
date. the state can effectively restrict 
access to the electronic media to the 
favored parties. 

We are left with alternative C. In the 
first place, to submit that we are mor
ally entitled to enforce a law which we 
don't believe in - just as we did in our 
suit against the !..J.S. postal m onopoly 

is bound to cause concern among 
some. In a just world we would not 
ha\ c to confront this type of problem. 

But th is is a problem which hbcrtar
ia n\ should get used to. !'he closer we 

See next page 
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Should the LPC be de-regulated? 
by Richard Winger 

Assemblyman Dennis Brown (R
Long Beach) will soon introduce a 
proposal by the County Clerks Asso
ciation to allow qualified parties with 
less than 5% of the registrat ion to nom
inate by convention, instead of by 
primary, according to Brown's aide 
Ted Blanchard. 

The bill would also repeal all of the 
code sections sealing with the internal 
organization of the Peace & Freedom 
and American Independent Parties 
(there is no Libertarian Party code sec
tion since the bill providing for one has 
not passed). The bill would allow these 
parties to make their own rules. In 
effect, the bill "deregulates" political 
parties with less than 5% of the regis
tration, letting them run themselves 
with substantially less state interfer
ence and subsidy than exists now. 

All registered Libertarians (and 
members of other sma ll qualified par
ties as well) would receive a not ice with 
their primary sample ballot , telling 
them when and where their county 
Libertarian Party nominating conven
tion would be. County conventions 
would vote for delegates to the state 
convention, and for nominations for 

.congress and state legislature. In the 
case of mult i-county dis trict s, the 
results from each county convention 
would need to be tallied before the 
results wo uld be known. County 
chairmen would be provided with a list 
o f registered voters in their county 
who are registered .. Libertarian" in 
a d vance of the meeting. The state con
vention would nominate statewide and 
board of equalization candidates. Of 
course, the details of this proposal very 

• likely would be altered , if t he p ro posed 
b ill makes any headway. 

ADVANTAGES 
The advantages of Libertarian 

Party support for this bill would be: 
I) We would differe ntiate ourselves 

"We could show that we mean it when we say we are 
opposed to government regulation and subsidy. Cur
rently, the primary provided to the LP is a subsidy from 
the taxpayers. 

from the Peace & Freedom and Amer
ican Independent Parties, who are sure 
to oppose the bill. 
2) We could show that we mean it 
when we say we are opposed to 
government regulation and subsidy. · 
Currently, the primary provided to the 
LP is.a subsidy from the taxpayers to 
the LP (taxpayers pay for the process 
by which the party chooses its nomi
nees ~nd officers). 
3) W~ could embarrass the supporters 
of AJ3 2 131 (see related article), who 
claim; that some parties must be !!limi
natedl, in order to cut elect ion costs. 

11 DISADVANTAGES 
lf'the b ill passed , disadvantages 

migtit be: 
I) It 1inight seem to the public tha t we 
had l)een officia lly labelled as "sma ll" 
o r "n\inor". 
2) Tl\'e mecha nics of nomina ting might 
be difficult . · 

These objections may be overcome 
if people become aware that even the ' 
major parties nominate by convention 
ill some states. In Virginia, this year 
botn· major parties nominated state
wide·candidates by convention. There 
were 7,300 Republican delegates and 
S,000 Democratic delegates. 
3) We would lose our presidential 
primary, but this is perhaps no loss for 
1984, since a consensus seems to be 
forming in the LP nat ionally that in 
1984 we sho uld not use the presidential 
primaries to which we are entitled. 
None of the t h ree cand idates for 
national chair of the LP is willing to 
advocate that we use our presidential 
primaries. Alicia Clark points out that 

the vote totals in LP presidential 
primaries would probably be so small 
that the party would be embarrassed. 
However, if we do decide to use presi
dential primaries, we will very likely be 
entitled to use them in California 
(unless the proposed bill passes), 
Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, 
North Carolina and Wisconsin, and 
there is a chance we could use them in 
Kansas, Massachusetts, New Hamp
shire, New York Pennsylvania and 
South Dakota. 

EXCOMHrom p. 6 
panel discussion on t he Reagan 
administra tion from libertarian per
spectives (Bill Evers on foreign policy, 
M ilton Mueller on civil liberties, a nd 
David ·Henderso n on econo m ics). 
After Bill established Reagan's inter
vention ist c redentials, M ilt on 
lamented .... .intellectuals who used to 
be liberals suddenly becoming Rea
ganites," and David praised Reagan's 
planned deregu lation and tax and 
s pe nding c uts. Questio ns from the 
a udience moved the panel into a d is
cussio n and debate o f two interest ing 
issues: ( I) whether libertarians sho uld 
support tax credits for special in terests 
and (2) what is a proper libertarian 
position on the current defense of the· 
United States. Concluding a discus
sion of difficult to understand or 
unpopular libertarian positions, Bill 

.. -----REQUIREMENTS FOR AN OLD PARTY TO REMAIN ON THE BALLOT------• 

States Which Merely Require lhe Party to Remain Organized: 
I. • Alabama 2. *Idaho J . Kansas 4. Mississippi s.•South Carolina 

STATE 

I. New York 
*2. Michigan 
3. Connecticut 
4. West Virginia 

*5. Wisconsin 
6. Pennsylvania 
7. Indiana 
8. Iowa 
9. Kentucky 

10. Missouri 
11. Texas 
12. Utah 
13. Montana 
14. Arkansas 
15. Dt Columbia 
16. Massachusetts 
17. New Hampshire 
18. Ari10na 
19. Illinois 
20. Louisiana 
21. Maine 
22. Minnesota 
23. Nebraska 

*24. Nevada 
25. Nonh Dakota 
26. Ohio 

•21. Oregon 
28. Rhode Island 
29. Tennessee 
30. Vermont 
31. Washington 
32. Alaska 

33. Colorado 
*34.· Hawaii 
35. New Jersey 
36. North Carolina 
37. Oklahoma 
3M. South Dakota 
39. Virginia 
40. Wyoming 
41. i\c\\ Mexico 

42. Georgia 

States Which Require the Party's Candidates lo Poll a Certain VOTE 
WHICH CANDIDA TE OF THE PARTY MUST POU CERTAIN VOTE? 

Governor 
Whoever is closest to the top of the ticket 
President or Governor 
Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
Any statewide candidate 
Secretary of State 
President or Governor 
President 
Any statewide candidate 
Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
Any statewide candidate 
President o r Governor 
An>: d151rictwidc candida1e 

Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
President or Governor (a lternately. hold Ilic of the registration} 
President or Governor 
President 
President or Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
President or Governor 
Any candidate 
Governor 
President or Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
Governor 
President or Governor 
Any statewide candidate 
Any statewide candidate 
Governor (but can have perm. ,tatu, for Pres. 
only by polling ro~·; for Pres. 
Governor 
Any statewide candidate or congre,, candidate 
Cumulati,e total for Assembly candida1e, 
Pre,ident or Go, ernor 
President or Gmernor 
Gowrnor 
An,• ~tah:w1dc arnrlMtatc 

Congre» 
Gove rnor l but ca n ha\e , taiu, tor l'rc,. uni, 
ju,t hy being orga1111ed) · 
l're,ident or (imernor 

WHAT·VOTE MUST HE POU? 

50.000 (under l<"i) 
I c·; of ..-inner:, , otc for Sec. ol State 
I I i 
I c·; 
1<·1 
2"; ol highest 11·inner :, rntc 
2c; (law cffccti,e in 1910) 
2'; 
21" , 1 

21 I 

2r; 
2<"i of congres~ional rntc 
sci ol Gub . ..-inner'., vote 
1r· • I 

7.500 votes (approx. J<;, 
1c· • I 

J,;; of gub. , otc 
5r · ti 
51-;' 
5'; 
51·; 
51" , 1 

51·; 
s1;; of congressional vote 
Sc· ., 
5c; 
5,; 
51; 
5''i 
51 i 
5('; 

lo< I 
ro1 ' 
lo< i 
1()1 i 
101 ; 

I0'i 
I0'i 
101 ; 

101 , 

Stale, Which Require a Parl) lo Maintain a Certain Regi~tralion 
l.*Dcla\\are .05' , 2 1 1m1da 5' 1 .,. Mar~land 101, 

Slate \\hich Require\ BOTH a Cutain \ 'ote and a Certain Regi,tration 
I *C.ihlorn1a poll 21

, tor any , 1at,·\, 1de c.111d1date /\'\I) h,,ld I l~th nl I', nt total 1qt1,11.111on 
*Iknotc, a ,tatc rn \\l11d1 the 11' i- pcrn1anen1ly qualtl1cd loi ,1a1,· oll"c. a, ol .tune 19XO 

,o I I : I here ar,· no lcga I p1,·,·edcnt, 1,, e,tahli,h lurn hight h,· rc·4u11 cmcnl\ can h,· Im a pa1 t) to remain 411ahl 1,·d I he Oklahoma I rhenanan Party nia) wt th,· 
111,1 pr,·ccdent . It 1, ,·u11cn1I~ pur,urn!! a la\\,111t alleging that 101 , 1, un,011,1111111on;ill~ l11gh I h,· ,·a,,· l<"l 111 kJcr.,I <l1,t1Kt cou11 and" no\\ 111 th, ,·ou11 ol 
:1pp1.·al, 111 fknH:r , , ' .- ' .. l ,, , .. 

" 

This is by no means a complete list 
of the possible advantages and disad
vantages. Once the bill is introduced, 
Libertarians who are interested in the 
subject should pay careful attention to 
it. 

The LP is now entitled to nominate 
..::andidates for state office by primary 
in California, Hawaii , Idaho, Nevada 
& Wisconsin, and in North Carolina if 
t he petit ion just s ubmitted is 
approved. 

The LP is currently entitled to nom
inate for state office by convention in 
Alabama, Delaware, M ichigan and 
South Carolina. 

The California LP should solicit 
information from the convention 
states about how well that system of 
nominations works, to help_ to decide 
whether to support the County Clerks 
association proposal. 

made a statement that epitomized the 
mood of the debate: "You have to real
ize that being a libertarian is not neces
sarily a rose garden." 

The executive committee, represent
ing the members of the California 
L ibe rtaria n Counci l, conducted its 
relatively routine business in a timely 
and fairl y s t r a ight forward way . 
Regional representatives were pleased 
to rece ive qua rter ly disbursements 
represe nting the reg ional share of 
dues. Lyn Sa powsky was elected to the 
Cre de nt ia ls Com mittee of the 
Nat ional LP . Scott Olmsted was 
elected to the National LP Platform 
Committee. Ed Wolford was chosen 
Platform Committee Coordinator for 
the California 1982 Convention. 

A number of committees were a bol
ished and a new committee on en
dorsements was established. Resolu
tions endorsing the CAST Initiative 
and the wording of a proposed Mari
jua na Initiative, and opposing AB 
2131 (the Democrat-sponsored bill 
which would eliminate the ballot sta
tus of the Peace and Freedom Party), 
harassment of midwives. and inherit
ance taxes were passed. The commit
tee heard a presentation by Omni 
Designers, specialists in community 
resource development, and then voted 
to rent the CLC mailing list to both 
Omn i Designers and Reason 
Magazine. 

Attendance at the Saturday night 
party in the new Libertarian head
quarters topped 90, including many 
executive committee representa lives 
from all over California; and profits 
from party donations (after paying for 
supplies). combined with donations 
collected at the seminars, came very 
close to paying for the meeting rooms 
a t the hotel. 

A series of three panels followed the 
conclusion of the executive committee 
meeting Sunday afternoon. First. 
Kevin Dye (CLC treasurer) moderated 
a panel on finding and funding local 
offices composed of Eric Garris, Mark 
Hinkle, and Jack Dean. The second 
•panel on local newsletters consisted of 
Ray Strong and Scott Olmsted with 
Gloria Rot unno answering technical 
questions related to typesetting and 
printing. Finally. Martin Buerge r , 
Sara · Baase, and Hank James dis
cussed building local o rganizations. 

Volunteers who helped organize the 
Saturday evening party included: 
Kare n Huffman. Aleece Huffman. 
Moya Huffman. Bill White, Kathy 
White, Erik White, Gloria Rotunno. 
R ay strong. Mark Hin k le , Dante 
DeAmicis, Lory DeAmicis, T.F. Fal
con. Russ Fridley, Bob Bennett, John 
Anderson. Dale Burrow. Jim Huf
fma n, frcd Moulton. Lyn Sapow~ky, 
Pam Loucks. Harvey Loucks. Eric 
Loucks. Andy Garret. Greg Snyder. 
Anna Ju~ti. and man1 other~. Bill 
E\·crs and Carolyn l-clton organi,cd 
the seminar \encs. · 
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ELECTION LAW 

AB2131 • • A threat to third parties 
by Richard Winger 

Assembly Bill 2131 is the bill which 
would raise the requirements for an 
old party to remain on the ballot. It 
passed the Assembly Elections Com
mittee on May 11 (only 2 days after 
any member of the public knew a bout 
it), and it passed the Assembly on May 
18, by a vote of 41 -38. All "Yes" votes 
came from Democrats. 

If the bill passes1 previously quali
fied parties would be required to have 
registration of at least one-half of I% 
of the total state registration. This test 
would be applied in January of every 
even-numbered year. Previously qual
ified parties would also continue to be 
required to poll 2% of the vote in every 
gubernatorial election year. 

If the bill passes, the registration 
requirement to remain on the ballot m 
January 1982 will probably be approx
imately 57,600. Since the March 1981 
state tally showed 78,734 Libertarian 
registrants and 139,845 registrants in 
the American Independent Party, the 
presumption is that the target of the 
bill is the Peace & Freedom Party. 
which only had 41,041 registrants. 

AB 2131 has received heavy criti
cism, especially from newspaper edi
torial writers. To counter this criti
cism, Democratic Assemblymen who 
voted for the bill have unleashed a bar
rage o f untrue sta tements and 
unsound arguments: 
(I) "We need to remove some parties 
from the ballot in order to save elec~ 
tion costs". Assemblymen Willie 
Brown, Richard Lehman, Art Agnos, 
Mike Roos, and Mel Levine make this 
argument. Mel Levine was even 
quoted in the May 18 Los Angeles 
Daily Journal (the Los Angeles legal 
newspaper) as saying he would be 
•·sympathetic'' to a bill with an "even 
higher threshhold" than AB 213 I's 
required I / 2 of I% of the total, 
because of the "fiscal crisis". He stated 
that each additional party narrie on the 
ballot now costs the counties $500,000 
per election. 

This is an unsound argument, 
because the legislature is free to pass 
the County Clerks Association plan to 
have small qualified parties.nominate 
by convention, which would save all 
this tax money and yet not disqualify 
any party (see related article). 

When a Republican Assemblyman 
pointed this out to Assemblyman 
Lehman in Committee on May 11 , 
Lehman's only retort was. "Well , why 
don't you introduce that County 
Clerks plan?" 
(2) ''Peace and Freedom is a declining 
party". Assemblymen Lehman and 
Richard Alatorre have said this. Their 
evidence for this statement is that PFP 
had more registrants on the date it 
qualified (Jan. 1968) than it does now. 
That's true, but misleading. By this cri
terion, the LP is also a declining party 
- we had 87,460 registrants on the 
date we qualified, and in the last tally 
we had 78.734. This argument ignores 
the fact that any registration drive to 
qualify a new party always includes 
people who register with the party to 
help it qualify. but who do not intend 
to remain permanently. It also ignores 
the fact tha t PFP registration. as a 
percentage of the total. has risen fo r 
each of the last seven years. and that 
1978 was PF P's best vote-gl!tting. year 
ever. 

Richard Winger. a long-time LP 
activist, is an expert on ha/lot laws 
nationwide, and was instrume111al in 
helping the Clark for President Com
mittee obtain ballot status in all 50 
stlJtes plus the District of Columbia 
and Guam. 

(3) "Under AB 2131, a party's registra
tion could decline to only one-half of 
what it had needed to qualify, and it 
could still remain qualified". Flat-out 
untrue, but asserted by Willie Brown, 
Agnos, Roos. Levine, Lehman and 
Robert Campbell. The requirements 
to qualify a new party are that it either: 
(I) submit a petition signed by voters 
equal to I 0% of the last gubernatorial 
vote; or (2) obtain registration equal to 
1% of the last gubernatorial vote. AB 
2131 would require that an old party 
must keep I/ 2 of I% of the statewide 
registration. The Assemblymen a re 
hoping that no one will notice the base 
upon which the percentages are calcu
lated. 1% of the last gubernatorial vote 
can be as low as I/ 2 of I% of the total 
state registration. and it is frequently 
only 20% higher. These yea rs are 
examples: 

Year 1% of the last gub. vote 
(needed to get on) 

1934 14,449 
1946 22,643 
1978 63,646 
1982 71,322 

Furthermore, of course, a new party 
can qualify by petition, in which case it 
doesn't need any registrants on the day 
it qualifies. The Independent Progres
sive Party did qualify by using the I 0% 
petition in 1948, and it only had 2,006 
registrants on the day it qualified. 
(4) "The only thing that AB 2131 does 
change is the number of registered per
sons a third party must have if it failed 
to get 2% of the vote in the last elec
tion." A quote from letters by Agnos, 
Roos, and Levine, with emphasis in 
the original. 

This is the most shocking misinfor
mation of all these examples, because 
it misstates the law. Existing law 
requires an old party to meet both the 
vote test and the registration test; if it 
fails either test , it gets bounced. AB 
2131 does not change this (the bill 
changes a number in the law, and 
nothing el~e.) Either Agnos, Roos, and 
Levine didn't understand the law, or 
they are deliberately trying to confuse 
the public and the press. If their state
ment were true, obviously no one 
would be upset by AB 2131 , since the 
bill would have no effect. 

I believe that most Assemblymen 
still don't know that a party must also 
poll 2% in order to survive. The prece
dent was reinforced in 1954, when the 
Independent Progressive Party was 
removed from the ballot because it 
failed the vote test, even though it had 
registra tion greater than the lega l 
requirement. Section 6430 and 6430.5 
of the Election Law are very badly 
written and unclear to someone not 
familiar with precedents. The Consul
tant to the Assembly Elections & 
Reapportionment Committee cou ld 
have clarified the 2% vote test if he had 
wished to, but his analysis of the bill 
did not even mention the additional 
2% test. The Assembly Office of 
Research a nalysis of the bill also failed 
to mention the 2'?i,- . 

In 1979. when the same bill was 
before the Assembly committee, as AB 
572. the previous Consultant did men
tion in his analysis of the bill that a 
party must also meet the 21;i vote test. 
He was fired shortly afterward. and 
another employee of the legislature 
told me that the chief reason the con
sultant lost his job was that hi~ thor
ough and accurate analysis of the bill 
had angered Assembly Ri c hard 
Robinson, the author of the bill. Con
sultants to Assembly legislat ive com
mittees have no civil service protection 

a.nd serve at the pleasure ot the 
Speaker. 
(5) "The price we would pay for a ·wide 
open ballot would be great in terms of 
the anarchy which results when you 
have a political system which is frag
mented between a number of small 
political parties. A number of coun
tries in Europe have this type of multi
party system and the result in some of 
these countries is anarchy." From a 
letter by Assemblyman Alatorre. 

This argument hardly demands a 
rebuttal, but it should be noted that, 
prior to the I 890's, there were no state
printed ballots in the United States. 
Parties prepared the ballots and dis
tributed them to their supporters; or a 
voter was free to make his own ballot. 
Thus the state had no means to keep 
any party from participating in the 
election. Elections were truly free, in 

1/ 2 of 1% of the total 
(to stay on, per AB 2131) 

14,005 
18,908 
47,885 
57,600 

(estimate) 

terms of choice of parties a nd candi
dates (although who could vote was 
far more restricted than it is now). Yet 
we still had a stable two-party system 
("two-party system" was originally a 
political science term which meant 
that two parties naturally would be 
much larger than all the other parties, 
not a system in which only two parties 
exist). 

A two-party system exists naturally 
in a winner-take-all system (as 
opposed to a proportional representa
tion system). Being for or against a 
two-party system in a winner-take-all 
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election system is like being for or 
against gravity; it simply exists, no 
matter what anyone's attitude toward 
it may be. 

Alatorre's logic is poor, but at least 
he tried to make a reasoned argument 
instead of relying on untrue state
ments. 

You may note that only seven 
Democratic Assemblymen are cited 
above. What about the other 34 who 
voted for it? They don't make any mis
statements because they refuse to 
comment on AB 213 1, on paper any
way! I have tried to get letters from 
other Assemblymen who voted for the 
bill, but their secretaries either refuse 
to send me a copy (on the grounds that 
I don't live in their district) or tell me 
that the Assemblyman has never writ
ten a letter about AB 2131. Just for 
fun, if your Assemblyman is a Demo
crat who voted for AB 2131, try to 
coax him into writing you a letter that 
explains why he voted for the bill. If 
you succeed in getting a response, 
please send a copy of it to the editor of 
Caliber. Incidentally, the seven 
Democratic assemblymen who voted 
against AB 2131 are Bates, Farr, Hart, 
Kapiloff, McCarthy, Moorhead and 
Sher. 

If you aren't sure you 're opposed to 
AB 213 1, remember that it is being 
backed by the same friendly folks (the 
Assembly Democratic leadership) 
who voted down the Libertarian Party 
code section. Assemblyman Howard 
Berman, in a letter, compared our 
"none of the above" primary provision 
to a hypothetical Nazi Party code sec
tion disqualifying Jewish candidates. 
Assemblyman Berman is a prime force 
behind AB 2131 , and one of the legisla
tors who has not written any letter 
commenting on the bill. 

·discussion group was also held on July 18. Officers are: Cella Meyer Flint, chair; Ron Holman, vice 
chai r; Laurie Bearden, secretary-treasurer; and Delvin Harbour, Ex Com Representative .... Word has it 
that Region 2, chaired by John Revelle, is the "biggest little Region in the state" in terms of membership. 
Ranked as number 13 out of27 Regions, John notes that "almost all those a head on the list are over one 
million in popula tion (Sonoma is just over 200,000 and the smallest county ahead of us is San Francisco 
at 700,000. Not bad for Provincials, eh?" We'd have to al-!ree. John!. ... 
Region 22 has recently undergone a change of leadership. On May 29, the region held its annual Pot 
Luck Dinner and General Meeting at which new officers were elected. The new chair is Deborah Horner 
of Stockton, \Ajce-chair is Michael Pullen of Modesto, Recording Secretary is Dave Morrow of 
Stockton, and Ned Leiba of Stockton was re-elected treasurer secretary. Beside publishing a quarterly 
newsletter, the region has set up booths at flea marke ts and fairs in recent months in Stockton and 
ModestQ. Following each monthly business meeting is an open discussion of libertarian issues. August's 
discussion will feature a guest speaker, Jim Parkinson, a candidate for City Council in Stockton. As a 
money making venture. the region is selling "Taxation is Theft, Libertarian Party" bumperstickers. 
Caliber readers interested in purchasing a bumpersticker should send SI .25 (ea.) to Michael Pullen, 
Region 22. CLC. 128 Madera, Modesto, CA 95351 ... . The San Joaquin Region scored a big success with 
its first "'Practicality Night" on June 8. A three-person panel addressed the question: "What Would 
Happen in America If We Decriminalized Heroin?" Continued criminalization was defended by the 
head of the Fresno Sheriff narcotic and vice squad, a nd by a Professor of Criminology from Cal State 
Fresno. Decriminalization was proposed by Dr. Joel Fort, respected drug abuse authority from San 
Francisco. Thirty-eight non-libertarians joined eleven libertanans in watching the panel grappel with 
the hot potato question. The audience included a number of community thought leaders: four attorneys, 
five clergy, three educators, one judge, and four public health and private drug counselors. To assure 
tha t all attendees a lso heard the pure libertarian position on drugs. regional chairman Marshall Fritz 
gave a well received 10-minute monologue prior to the main event. The panel was ably moderated by 
long-time libertarian John Hix. Sanger libertarian Jack Paxton sponsored the professional videotaping 
of the event. An edited version will be made available to schools. churches, and "public" television. 
Future "Practicality Nights" are being planned. with statists being invited to defend their position in 
panel discussions about public education, building codes, and compulsory education .... ln Region 12, 
Libertarians are starting to form coalitions with local merchants upset at the sign ordinance supported 
by Campaign for Economic Democracy and the Santa Monica Chamber of Commerce. The proposed 
ordinance would prohibit new signs projecting above rooflines. not flat against walls. and larger than 
one square foot per linear foot of storefront. Existing violating signs (95% of the signs in the People's 
Republic of Santa Monica). would be allowed for 10 yea rs or until the business changed names or 
owner,. CED and the Chamber of Commerce appear to be supporting the measure in order 10 

concentrate bu,ine,s into a smaller number of hands. At recent Planning Commission hearings, regional 
chair Clayton Cramer. ,poke against the ordinance. Surprisingly. several likely beneficiaries of the 
ordina nce. sign manufacturers, painters. and established businesses. a lso spoke agai nst it. Discussions 
arc now underway as to the best method of mobili1ing public opinion against the ordinance .. Tom 
Hayden of CED has began planning a run for Assembly for I 982. Region 12 Libertarians are discussing 
what sort of campaign should be run 10 against him .... Region 18 (Orange County) again sponsored a 
booth at the annual Count} Fair in Costa Mc,a in Jul} . Approximatel} 30 local CLC members staffed 
the booth during the 10 day C\Cnt. according to booth co-ordinator Bill Pozzi, who is also regional vice 
chai r. In the same wed .. on July 11 . Murray Rothbard ah.o appeared in Costa Mesa at the "Second 
81-Annual Ba, tillc Day" celebration sponsored by the Libertarian Supper Club of Orange County. 
Approximately 100 area libertarians and their guests attended the afternoon and evening cookout . 
according 10 Club co-directors Jack Dean and Peggy Nytes. 

VIEW FROM THE RAMPARTS is a column dedicated to items of interest to 
California Libertarians. If you have an interesting item you'd like to share. be it 
serious, humorous or merely informational, send it to Caliber, 9550 Warner 
Avenue, Suite 250. Fountain Valley, CA 92708. 
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LIBERTARIAN PARTY CONTROVERSY 

• • 
by Williamson Evers 

One of the most troubling things 
that happened during the Oark 
campaign was the secret attempt by 
the Oark campaign managers to use a 
government regulatory agency - the 
Federal Communications Commis
sion - to obtain special privileges for 
the campaign. The Oark campaign 
filed a complaint with the FCC to get it 
to force NBC to sen the campaign 
more prime time advertising spots 
than the network was offering. This 
was done in direct opposition to an 
explicit LP National Committee policy 
directive ruling out such use of the 
FCC. 

Unlike the Oark campaign's and 
the LP's other suits on ballot access, 
postal regulations, and the use of 
government facilities as the site of the 
Presidential debates, this complaint 
before the FCC was kept secret. 

It wasn't a secret to NBC. They 
knew they were being sued. 

It wasn't a secret to the FCC. They 
knew they were being asked to 
regulate. 

It was a secret kept from the 
members of the Libertarian Party. 

Submission of the complaint was 
not discussed by the official Clark 
campaign steering committee. It was 
not reported to the VIP mailing list. It 
was not written up in the Oark 
campaign newsletter. No news 
releases were issued on it. It was even 
unknown to Clark campaign co-chair 
Dallas Cooley, whose efforts at 
campaign oversight were frustrated at 
every tum. · 

Not only that, but the Oark 
campaign managers retained as legal 
counsel a left-liberal, Nader-type 
public interest law firm, the Media 
Access Project. This law firm. was at 
the time engaged in a concerted effort 
through law suits to expand the power 
of the FCC to force broadcasters to 
provide facilities to political candi
dates. The Media Access Project's 
overall effort via lawsuits like that of 
the Oark campaign eventually 
resulted in the U.S. Supreme Court's 
anti-First Amendment, anti-property 
rights decision on July 1, 1981, in the 
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get to having a serious impact upon 
American politics, the more often we 
will have to face it. Democrats and 
Republicans have manipulated and 
regula ted a host of institutions for 
their own benefit. The LP opposes 
these interventions, but it does not 
have the power to command them out 
of existence. It can however, seek 
recourse unde r the existing 14th 
Amendment which requires equal pro
tection under the law, even while 
knowing - and proclaiming - that it 
is the overblown scope of the law itself 
that sets up the injustice. 

Classical liberals and modern liber
tarians have long recog nized the 
important role of equality under the 
law as a check upon arbit rary political 
power. For exa mple, liberta rians 
oppose the existence of government 
schools, but recognize that as long as 
th ey ex ist , justice demands that 
schools not discriminate between dif
ferent racial groups. We arc agai nst 
the very existence of most, if not all. 
government jobs. but libertarians rec
ognize that as long as they exist, the 
government 's hiring standards should 
not discriminate on the basis of race. 
sex. religion. and so forth. 

This demand for equalit y 111 

.or hypocrisy in action? 
Standing Resolution 

of the Libertarian National Committee 

The national party, its elected and appointed officers acting in its behalf, and 
candidates nominated by it shall refrain from invoking or threatening to invoke 
the so-called "Fairness Doctrine" or any other Federal Communications Com• 
mission rule or any coercive instrument (emphasis added) to obtain broadcast 
air time for any Party candidate or spokesman on any privately owned and 
financed (i.e., non-government) broadcast facility. 

Carter-Mondale case. 
Furthermore, in representing the 

Libertarian Party's Presidential cam
paign, this law firm in writing 
attacked NBC for seeking to "reap" 
financial gains, that is, committing 
the offense of trying to obtain "full 
financial benefits for itself" naturally 
"at the expense of' the "public." 

This anti-business rhetoric meshes 
very well with the results that the 
Media Access Project has obtained in 
its reasonable-access suits (such as 
the Qark and Carter-Mondale 
complaints). The U.S. Supreme 
Court's decision in Carter-Mondale 
was a serious setback for deregulation 
of the airwaves - which the Media 

RESOLUTION TO BE PROPOSED ON CLARK CAMPAIGN USE OF THE FCC 

WHEREAS the Clark for President Committee's reasonable-access complaint 
against NBC filed with the Federal Communications Commission infringed 
upon the interrelated property rights and First Amendment rights of the 
broadcast network; 

WHEREAS the Clark Committee complaint called for increased government 
regulation of and interference with a private broadcaster and was not an effort 
to deregulate broadcasting; 

WHEREAS adoption of the ration~ used to justify the Clark Committee 
complaint, namely, that it is legitimate. to use force against any private-sector 
firm in a government-regulated industry (such as banking, law, medicine, 
transportation, or broadcasting), would lead to a vast and truly unjustified 
expansion in the use of force in these and other areas touched by government 
policies; 

WHEREAS the use of government power by Libertarian campaigns is seen as 
hypocrisy by the electorate; and 

-WHEREAS the November 25, 1972 Standing Resolution of the Libertarian 
National Committee explicitly states that no Libertarian candidate is to use 
''any ... Federal Communications Commission rule or any coercive instrument 
to obtain broadcast air time," and Section 312(a) of the Communications Act is 
such a coercive instrument; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Libertarian National Committee finds 
that the Clark campaign's complaint against NBC before the Federal 
Communications Commission was not in accord with the LNC November 25, . 
1972 Standing Resolution. 

Upon passage of this resolution, notification of these findings in the form of 
copies of this resolution is to be sent to Jule Herbert, Chris Hocker, and Ed 
Crane. 

governmental action is justified not 
only by libertarian political philo
sophy, but a lso strategicaliy because of 
its effects on governmental decision
making. Strictly speak ing. no a lloca
tion of scarce resources can be "equal". 
Thus. by insisting upon a bso lute 
eq uality in the political sphere we 
heighten the contradictions of political 
rationing. If the demand for equality is 
granted, the system becomes unwork
able. If the demand for equality is 
denied by the state. as is likely, then 'the 
exercise exposes state action for what 
it is and questions about who benefits 
and who pays can be pressed. 

In late 1979, the Carter-Mondale 
Campaign Committee asked to pur
chase a half hour of prime time televi
sio n from all three networb to 
announce Carter's reelect ion ca m
paign . All three networks refused. on 
the grounds that it was too early to 
start the campaign. The FCC. in a 
decision recently upheld by the 
Supreme Court. ruled against them 
and in favo r of Ca rter-M ondale. The 
announced standard~ of the Carter
Mondale ruling were the basis of the 
Clark Committee's compla int to the 
FCC. The complaint was turned down 
by the FCC. 

Obviously, the C lark Committee 
never would have won the kind of rul
ing that the Carter-Mondale commit
tee won. (MacBride lost a case almost 
identical to Ca rter-M ondale in 1976.) 
The system docs discriminate in favor 
of the established parties. That is why 
we will never sec any specific regula
tions handed down on the subject by 
the FCC. Nevertheless, in the interim. 
NBC agreed to sell us six spots said to 
have been "unavailable." but which 
would have been sold to Carter. Rea
gan. or Anderson. 

Had the issue been ~alient and the 
level of polit ica l debate more sophist i
cated . perhaps the event would have 
served as an illustration of the duplic
ity of sta te control. As it stands. the 
lesson to be learned is simply that the 
app licati on of libertarian principles to 
the events ln the woi·ld is sometimes 
difficult. And while the lesson is not 
itself very earthshaking. in this case the 
practical co n~e4uences of the fail ure to 
correctly apply libertarian analyses to 
the ex isting institutions of state
contro lled airwa\es would be disas
trou~ to th..: Libertarian Party. 

l'1101l'li \\Ill, p...·111•1,,11111 1111m .. runllinh. U11\ -lO IO". '\,,nl,, 
H,u'h,11 .1. ( \ 'll fU l 

Access Project strongly oppses in any 
case. The high court decision in 
Carter-Mondale stressed the public 
obligations of licensed broadcasters 
and the statutory requirement that the 
airwaves ''be used in the public 
interest,'' that is, remain under 
regulatory agency supervision. It is 
very unfortunate that Libertarians 
have been a party to this series of 
cases. 

The reasonable-access provision 
that the Clark campaign invoked has 
in the past been the subject of political 
controversy. Broadcasters and civil 
liberties attorneys like Floyd Abrams 
have correctly pointed out that the 
reasonable-access provision violates 
the First Amendment by intruding on 
the broadcasters' ability to make 
independent decisions on program
ming. It turns programming decisions 
over to the FCC. It deprives stations of 
editorial control over their own air 
time. If the stations do not obey, they 
lose their licenses. 

In congressional hearings in 1973 
and 1978, private broadcasters, 
including CBS and the National 
Association of Broadcasters, called 
for repeal ,of the reasonable-access 
provision in section 312(a) of the 
Communications Act. Senator 
William Proxmire has also supported 
repeal efforts and introduced legisla
tion to accomplish it. This repeal 
effort is something that Libertarians 
should support, and involvement with 
the repeal effort ought to be the only 
connection that Libertarians have 
with the reasonable-access provision. 

It should be noted that the Clark 
campaign was not somehow being 
shut out of the market for TV spots by 
the networks. ABC and CBS offered 
the Clark campaign all the 5-minute 
prime time spots it wanted and could 
pay for. NBC offered the Clark 
campaign more 5-minute prime time 
spots than it had to any other 
Presidential campaign up to that 
point. NBC also offered prime time 
60-second and 30-second spots and 
non-prime time 5-minute spots. NBC 
also reported that the Oark campaign 
showed no interest in purchasing 
JO-minute (or longer) time periods. 

Perhaps the most distressing 
matter of all is the fact that the Clark 
campaign's end-of-August complaint 
to the FCC came only weeks after the 
early August National Committee 
meeting in Ann Arbor. At the Ann 
Arbor meeting, the subject of Clark 
campaign lawsuits to obtain air time 
came up during discussion of the 
Presidential TV debates. A proposed 
resolution on this subject was tabled 
in part because it was pointed out that 
there was a Standing Resolution on 
this subject already on the books, and 
this Standing Resolution was discus
sed at that time by the National 
Committee. 

This Standing Resolution explicitly 
rules out the use by any Libertarian 
campaign of any FCC rule or any 
coercive instrument to obtain air time. 
The principal members of the Clark 
campaign management team were all 
in the room at the time this was 
discussed. One can only conclude that 
they '\vent ahead with their complaint 
before the FCC later in the month in 
full knowledge that they were directly 
violating a resolution of the Liber
tarian National Committee. 

Bill Evers is chairman of the State 
Central Commi11ee of the Libertarian 
Party of California and a member of 
the National Committee. 
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CANDIDATES FOR NATIONAL CHAIR OUTLINE THEIR PLATFORMS 

Alicia Clark 

-f~ 
Kent Guida 

!~,,, 
JQhnMason 

None of the Above 
by L. Neil Smith 

I would like to thank the editors for 
, this opportunity to discuss my 
candidacy for National Chair of the 
Libertarian Party, and to briefly state 
what I think are some of the major 
issues in this campaign. 

I firmly believe that the Libertarian 
. Party must be organized from the 

bottom up, and that the main role of 
the National Chair and the National 
Committee must be to aid state and 
local groups in increasing their 
membership and voter registration 
and to teach other political skills such 
as publicity and fund-raising . The 
Libertarian Party will become a strong 
force in national affairs only when it 
becomes strong in many different 
localities. We need more Alaskas. 

In order to expand the many fine 
grass-roots organizations that exist 
throughout the country-and in both 
the 1980 campaign and this campaign 

The years between now and the 
next presidential election will require 
Libertarians to reach new levels of 
principled, sophisticated political 
activity. We need to raise more 
money, run more candidates, win 
more votes, earn more press 
coverage. And most importantly, we 
need to constantly improve our-abi1ity 
to relate hard-core Libertarian 
principles and programs to voters, to 
demonstrate clearly and irrefutably 
why we are the correct political 
alternative for the 1980' s. 

We need a National Chair who is a 
true activist, someone who is 
committed to nuts-and-bolts, effec
tive political activity at all levels, 
including the ability to personally 
participate in key campaign activities 
wherever and whenever necessary. 
We need a National Chair who is 
thoroughly grounded in Libertarian 
principles, who is well-equipped to 
proudly articulate all the ideas 
contained in the Party Platform. In 

My campaign has two overall 
themes - building the party and 
rededicating it to Libertarian princi
ples. 

I have made the slogan of my 
campaign "Principle First" because 
making clear what we stand for makes 
it clear to the public that y,,e are 
distinctive and different from the 
Republicans and Democrats, because 
sticking to our principles is the only 
way we will have consistently high 
morale among our committed acti
vists, and because our principles are 
the whole reason for having a 
Libertarian Party and devoting 
ourselves to its success. 

In my letter to the Denver 
convention delegates, I stress my 
belief that, in many ways, the most 
important aspect of 1980 was at the 
state and local level, and that the 

New York's infamous Boss Tweed 
once said, "I don't give a damn who 
does the voting-as long as I do the 
nominating." Tweed's unusual frank
ness explains a lot about politics; even 
Libertarians are learning their own 
highly-esteemed ' 'Party of Principle' ' 
isn't immune. Backstabbing, innu
endo, vicious factionalism, all seem to 
have found a comfortable niche in our 
midst. 

Apparently the smoke-filled room 
doesn't change simply because you 
change the flavor of the smoke. 
Several months ago, when I was 
trying to make up my mind about 
voting for the next LP National Chair, 
I heard an ugly story about one of the 
front-runners. It came from the 
competition, and since I had recently 
corresponded with the subject 
regarding decentralizing the LP, I 
decided to confront him directly, ask 
him point-blank whether he was 

I have had the opportunity to visit over 
30 states and have discovered many 
able, dedicated people who have lots 
of good new ideas-it will be necessary 
for the NatCom and National Chair to 
spend far more time listening to local 
groµps and local leaders to ensure 
that programs enacted at the top of 
the party are acceptable to the people 
who must live with them. 

The National Committee should be 
a clearinghouse for ideas, and most 
ideas are generated at the local level. 
We must make sure that information 
is passed along-about successful 
petition drives in Maryland and North 
Carolina and the techniques used, 
about great state conventions in 
Massachusetts and Texas and how 
they got that way, about voter 
registration methods in Arizona and 
California, about our best campaigns 
and how the candidates did as well as 

short, we need a principled activist 
whose goal is political success for the 
Libertarian Party, not as an end in 
itself, but so that society can be 
transformed along Libertarian lines. 

I believe I fit that description. 
That's why I'm running for National 
Chair, and why I'm seeking the 
support of all Libertarian Party 
members. 

Personal Background: I first 
became acquainted with libertarian
ism by attending weekly economic 
seminars conducted by Ludwig von 
Mises at New York University in the 
late '60's. I formally joined the 
Libertarian Party in 1974, and have 
been an activist at the local, state, and 
national levels. I was Chair of the 
Maryland Libertarian Party, state 
coordinator of the Oark campaign, a 
full-time volunteer at national head
quarters for two months during the 
campaign, and am presently National 
Membership Chair of the Libertarian 
Party. My organizational experience 

national party must work closely with 
state party efforts to build on some of 
the more significant bases Libertar
ians established in 1980. 

To accomplish this, I have proposed 
a concrete plan to have the LP national 
office concentrate on the development 
and training of candidates, the 
development of state parties, \ issues 
research, and media relations. 

Candidate development. Here my 
primary proposal is a self-contained 
program that would offer candidates 
and their key staffers training in 
campaign techniques and handling 
the issues in a principled, effective 
way. I have also suggested that the 
national party assist in showing how 
to put together election analyses 
(evaluating precinct results, etc.) and 
in staying alert to potential candidates 
now outside the LP. 

acting as a consultant for a 
particularly nasty government 
agency. 

As usual, there was a tiny fragment 
of truth in it, involving a business 
partnership which, because of its 
location, had customers who worked 
for the government-fourteen years 
ago, long before the LP came along. 
The practice had ceased twelve years 
ago. W.e continued talking; I decided 
to give this straight-forwardly decent 
individual my vote. Frustratingly, 
circumstances forced him to withdraw 
from contention a few weeks later. 

Well then, why not try the same 
direct methods elsewhere? After 
preparing a list of questions, I made 
another long-distance call. Rumor 
associated candidate #2 with a 
wealthy clique which has altogether 
too much influence already, is 
responsible for most of our failures, 
and is plainly more interested in 

they did in many areas. How many 
Libertarians really know very much 
about how Murray Feldstein won his 
City Council seat in Flagstaff? 

As part of this grass-roots program, 
I propose a series of regional seminars 
sponsored by the NatCom that will 
draw upon the best talent available in 
many local LP' s. We need to share the 
knowledge so many of us have. 

As the party has grown, so has the 
number of new members who are not 
that aware of or committed to many 
libertarian principles. This is particu
larly true in California, where many 
people are registered in the 
Libertarian Party for different 
reasons. Local LP's need more than 
our national position papers and more 
copies of the platform. I propose a 
decentralized internal education 
program that will supply materials 
and direction to local groups to allow 

is heaviest in the areas of fundraising 
(I organized the raising of $16,000 in 
three weeks to inaugurate the 
Maryland ballot access drive), ballot 
access, and working with volunteer 
activists. 

I own and operate a marine 
construction firm in Annapolis, 
Maryland-less than an hour away 
from Party Headquarters in Washing
ton, D.C. This point is significant 
because it means I am available at 
virtually any time to personally assist 
in handling the work done at 
Headquarters. 

The Role of the Chair and the 
National Party: The National Chair 
will inevitably become a spokesperson 
for the Libertarian Party and should 
be capable, at a moment's notice, of 
relating our principles to major 
issues. We must continue to develop a 
unique, coherent Libertarian ap
--proach which ties together our views 
on the economy, civil liberties, and 
foreign policy. We must take 

State Party Development. I think 
that the national party should assist 
less developed state parties by 
facilitating contact between members 
of states parties and coordinating or 
providing expertise for the launching 
of new projects (like newsletters or 
speakers' bureau) by state parties. I 
believe that the national office should 
act as a clearing house for information 
about the success realized by various 
state parties. I am also convinced that 

· it would be very helpful to state and 
local efforts to have an introductory 
educational program for new mem
bers--a program that could easily be 
adapted to local conditions. 

Issues Research. The national party 
should investigate a broad range of 
issues and be in a position to tackle 
new subjects and get the results out in 
a timely fashion. We should begin by 

power than philosophy. He denied 
any close connection with these 
" badguys," then went right ahead 
answering my questions as if their 
leader were holding cue-cards. It was 
unmistakable: he stood for everything 
that desperately needs changing in 
the LP. I thanked him and hung up. 

A third candidate emerged, some
one I'd long known, worked with for 
MacBride and Clark at the state level. 
He was highly personable, and had 
come, at long last, to share my 
distaste for the faction backing #2. 
However, where they blatantly lied to 
the media and public concerning 
Libertarianism, he merely advocated 
"selectivity" -we often clashed over 
platform issues; while he advertised 
his "integrity" far and wide, he 
privately complained that hard 
principled stands embarrassed him 
when he ran for public office. 

Moreover, his "solution" to the 

them to teach new Libertarians what 
we are and what we believe. To 
remain the party of principle·, we must 
always be ready to educate each other 
about what those principles are. 

These are some of the things I 
would like to work on as your National 
Chair. I believe I am qualified to do so. 

I have been active in the party since 
Ed Clark formed the Free Libertarian 
Party of New York in my living room 
almost a decade ago. I have 
participated both organizationally and 
financially in numerous Libertarian 
activities culminating in 1980 with 
nu·merous appearances around the 
country for Ed Clark and other 
Libertarian candidates. Of the candi
dates for National Chair, J have been 
to more places and met with more 
people prior to this campaign than 
either of them. I further believe that 
my business experience handling a 

particular care to distinguish our
selves from the rhetorically pro-free 
market policies of the Reagan 
administration, and we can do this by 
explaining our views in terms of a 
comprehensive package, rather than 
isolllted issues. 

Being an articulate spokesperson 
means little if there is no organization 
to speak for, so building the 
Libertarian party in a "nuts-and
bolts" sense is an equally high 
priority. I believe the only true way to 
build an organization is to remove all 
obstacles to effective activism at all 
levels. Whether "grassroots," or 
"top-down," every successful action, 
anywhere and at any level, helps 
activity in other places and at other 
levels. 

Speclflc Proposals: I pledge to 
implement the programs described 
briefly below: 

1. Winnable Races: National should 
help focus resources on Libertarian 
campaigns which have a realistic 

surveying the hundreds of LP 
candidates from 1980 for their 
suggestions on the issues where work 
is most needed. 

Media Relations. We should set up 
a national network of media 
spokespersons outside of Washing
ton, D.C. to facilitate the handling of 
news releases on party activities and 
current issues. 

On these and all party projects, I 
pledge a new heightened fiscal 
responsibility. We should without 
delay set up a new large donor 
fundraising campaign designed to 
systematically expand the party's 
base of large contributors. 

I believe that my long and varied 
background in Libertarian Party work 
has given me the skills needed to 
implement these programs. Here's 
what I've done: 

LP' s problems was to help start a new 
power elite, centralizing the party 
even further. His allies watered down 
the state platform until it excluded 
mention of hard drugs, censored the 
party newsletter, denied members 
access to the mailing list-while 
disclaiming any "destructive faction
alism" within the state party. Some 
proposed exclusionary, dictatorial 
methods of running the national party 
and had helped organize the new 
clique only because they'd been 
purged from the old and wanted 
revenge. 

I didn't have to call up candidate #4: 
her supporters called me, several 
times, and at length. I rather liked #4 
personally, but, try as I might, I could 
discern no coherent program behind 
her candidacy, simply a lot of fuzzy 
generalities and benevolant wishful 
thinking. 

Subsequent mailings only con-

budget of over· one million dollars 
annually for ten years, presiding over 
board meetings of several corpora• 
tions, and as advertising manager for 
one of Mexico's largest companies, 
will aid me greatly both internally as 
an administrator and externally as a 
spokesperson. 

These are my basic qualifications. I 
further believe that I am the candidate 
most qualified to handle what I 
consider to be the biggest single 
problem facing the Libertarian Party 
today-our own internal dissention. 

Historically, new political parties 
and movements are destroyed not by 
outside forces, but by themselves. We 
will not be beaten by government 
subsidies to Democrats and Republi
cans, or by new and more stringent 
ballot laws, or by Reagan's rhetoric 
that supposedly pre-empts some of 

prospect for victory in 1982, 
particularly Dick Randolph's race for 
Governor of Alaska. 

2. Permanent Ballot · Status: We 
should assign high priority to 
qualifying candidates and running 
credible races in states where we can 
get permanent ballot status in 1982. 

3. Fundralslng: We can raise 
enough money both to pay our debts 
and to fund important programs by 
developing a permanent national 
finance structure which is decentra
lized in nature and rewards partici
pants at every level. 

4. Candidates School: For 1982 and 
beyond, National should offer a 
concrete, intensive program to help 
Libertarian candidates learn success
ful campaign techniques which have 
worked in the past. 

5. Media Contact Program: This 
will set specific goals to distribute 
news releases and hold news 
conferences on a firm schedule, to 
improve the quality and quantity of 

. Worked in the field in ballot drives 
for over a dozen candidates beginning 
with the 1976 MacBride campaign; 

. Completed two terms as Color
ado's state chair, during which time 
we opened and funded a permanent 
state office with paid staff, ran a full 
statewide slate of congressional 
candidates, extended and deepened 
our grassroots county-level organiza
tions, and published a regular, 
high-quality newsletter; 

. Coordinated the Clark-Koch ballot 
drive in Colorado and chaired the 
Colorado Clark campaign on an 
interim basis in 1979 and 1980; 

. Ran for a seat in the state 
legislature in 1978 and for the U.S. 
Congress in 1980--races which gave 
me valuable campaign experience; 
and 

firmed my optntons. Candidates #2 
and #3 were nothing more than 
front-men for the power-hungry, 
trying to pull the tweed over our eyes, 
while #4 was backed by a collection of 
well-intentioned wheel-spinners. (I 
recognized the latter category easily, 
having frequently been one, myself). · 
Clearly, none of them was acceptable. 

Hmmm. That sounded familiar. 
It 's always been there, at least on 

Libertarian ballots, the votes always 
scrupulously recorded. If I cast mine 
for "None of the Above," my 
conscience would be clear. If I could 
persuade others, well, perhaps· the 
volume would be sufficient to give the 
winner pause, to deny any claim that 
might be made to a mandate. And, 
should "None of the Above" 
somehow take a plurality, we'd have a 
constitutional crisis-which is always 
good for any institution. We'd see just 
how principled the candidates were: 
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our issues. We may be beaten by each 
other. 

We hold in our hands the 
opportunity to forge a new broad
based radical party built on one 
simple concept-the freedom of the 
individual. Our members and poten
tial members have many different 
ideas about what they want and how 
we should go about getting it-and 
most of the arguments I have heard 
boil down to the how. We must learn 
that a coalition of individuals planning 
political action for a group will have 
many different answers to the same 
problem. We must stop questioning 
the morality of people who have 
honest disagreements about meth
ods. We must build an atmosphere 
and procedures for the rational and 
tactful resolution of important politi
cal and ideological issues. We must 
learn to respect our own diversity. 

our media coverage. 
6. Local Activist "Blueprint": This 

will be a written record of successful· 
local party activity, compiled to guide 
activists who are trying to start and 
maintain new local party organiza
tions. 

7. Newsletter Promotion: This is to 
encourage and facilitate the exchange 
of party newsletters-and useful 
ideas-among state and local party 
activists in every state. 

8. LP Film: We've needed a short 
introductory film on the LP for years. 

. I'll see that one gets produced and 
distributed. 

Space limitations make it impossi
ble to describe my policies and 
programs at greater length, including 
my ideas on the proper relationship 
between the Party and presidential 
campaigns. I'll be pleased to send you 
a copy of my detailed ca"mpaign 
statement. 

Write to me at: 1566 Bay Head 
Road, Annapolis, MD 21401. 

. Served on the Libertarian National 
Committee since 1977 (so I am fully 
acquainted with the workings and 
activities of the LP across the 
country). 

I hope that you will join Libertarian 
activists like Pennsylvania state chair 
Dave Walter, California.LP state chair 
Bill Evers, National Committee 
member Mike Anzis, Hawaii state . 
chair Dale Pratt, 1972 LP national 
standardbearers John Hospers and 
Tonie Nathan, long-time Platform 
Committee stalwart Murray Roth
bard, National Committee member 
and LP co-founder Dave Nolan, 
National Committee member Fred 
Esser, Reason magazine editor, Bob 
Poole, National Vice Chair M.L. 
Hanson, and scores of others in 
supporting my candidacy in Denver. 

ask them, directly, what they'd do if 
"None of the Above" defeated them. 
There's a long-standing tradition 
that, in such a circumstance, the office 
should remain unfilled. 

If we can get by without a President 
for four years, or a county tax 
assessor, we ought to be able to limp 
along without an Lf National Chair. 
And what a lesson It would teach, both 
to Libertarians and the public! 

I've found my candidate at last, 
someone who'll never distort princi
ple or deceive the media. someone 
who'll never spend more than he's 
allotted or betray the party and what it 
stands for. I urge you to support my 
choice at the National Convention; it's 
precisely what the party needs right 
now. 

Vote "None of the Above" for 
National Chair. 

He'll never lie to you. 

! 

l 




