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Elections Fail To Settle War

By Justin Raimondo
El Salvador’s recent elec-
. tions — a media drama enacted
against the backdrop of a civil
war — were good for every-
body but the people of El Sal-
vador.

The Reagan administration
was overjoyed — and just as
surprised as everyone else — to
note that over one million Sal-
vadoreans voted in the elec-
tions. The ultra-rightists Na-
tional Republican Alliance
(Arena) party — headed up by
flamboyant death squad leader
Major Roberto D’Abuisson —
also had reason to rejoice;
Arena came in second, with
25.7% of the vote and 19 seats
in the constituent assembly

which will be charged with
drawing up a new constitution.

“Combined with the National
-Conciliation Party (PCN) —

traditionally the party of the
military leadership — the far
right has a majority in the con-
stituent assembly. Even if all
the other, smaller parties —
like Democratic Action (AD),
representing small to middle
businessmen and El Salvador’s
would-be middle class, vag-
uely committed to some ill-
defined free market ideas —
aligned themselves with Presi-
dent Jose Napoleon Duarte’s
Christian Democrats, the right-
ists would still have the edge.

Even the left — which
boycotted the elections, and in

some cases made the mistake of
actually trying to prevent
people from voting — has some
reason to rejoice. In the short
run, the election is a telling re-
pudiation of the guerrilla
movement. Even accounting
for the fact that the population
of government-controlled
areas was often intimidated
into voting, the large turnout is
a good indication that many
Salvadoreans are tired of the
violence which seems largely
indiscriminate. There was ap-
parent lack of unity in the guer-
rilla’s policy toward the elec-
tions; in some areas, guerrillas
left the voters alone. But in
other areas, FMLN ‘units
guarded highways, blew up

For a free Nicaragua

Since the defeat of U.S.-
backed dictator Anastasio De-
bayle Somoza, the essentially
nationalist Sandinista revolu-
tion —under tremendous pres-
sure from U.S. imperialism —
shows every sign of hardening
into aunique variant of martial
law socialism.

Destabilization Plan

On March 10 the
Washington Post reported that
the CIA was planning acts of
terrorism and ‘‘economic
sabotage’” within Nicaragua in
order to bring down the nine-
man Sandinista directorate. A
comprehensive plan involving
millions of dollars and an inva-
sion force of some 1500 mer-
cenaries has apparently been
developed — and, according to
“informed sources,” the plan
has the approval of President
Ronald Reagan.

On March 14, saboteurs de-
stroyed two key bridges near
the Nicaragua-Honduras bor-
der.

On March 15 the Sandinista
directorate ‘‘temporarily”’ sus-

pended all civil liberties; all
opposition newspapers are
subject to street censorship, the
right to assemble was sus-
pended, and police were given
broad powers of detention and
arrest in the name of the ‘“na-
tional emergency.” And so the
climax of the first act in the
drama of post-revolutionary
Nicaragua has come to an end.
The Revolution that was fought
to make Nicaragua free is under
attack on all sides; and the
threat of U.S. intervention
looms over the political land-
scape, overshadowing all else,
even the ideals of the Revolu-
tion itself.

How did what was essen-
tially a war for national inde-
pendence degenerate into an
increasingly rigid Marxist re-
gime?

The single biggest factor in
the Marxification of Nicaragua
has been the very real threat of
U.S. military intervention,
either overt or covert. Reagan
and Haig have sought to make
an example of the Sandinistas,

- confident

openly threatening to ‘“‘go to
the heart of the problem” in
Central America by some
ominously unspecified action
against the Sandinista regime.
Washington did not even
bother to deny the Washington
Post revelations; with the self-
swagger of a
schoolyard bully, Reagan ad-
ministration officials would
neither confirm nor deny the
allegations of a U.S. destabili-
zation plan, offering only the
traditional ‘“‘no comment” in
answer to reporters questions.

What was undoubtedly a de-
liberate leak, orchestrated by
the more virulent hawks in the
Reagan foreign policy estab-
lishment, doomed what was
left of the liberal/moderate pri-
vate sector opposition within
Nicaragua to political oblivion.
Included in the leaked de-
stabilization campaign was a
multi-million dollar slush fund
slated for oppositionists wil-
ling to tow the U.S. line. If the
KGB itself had been plotting

(Continued on page 6)

buses and tried to intimidate
potential voters into going
along with the boycott. This
tactic had the exact opposite ef-
fect. Tired of being told what
they could and could not do —
first by the junta, then by the
rebels — the people correctly
saw that te vote would be an act
of defiance. This is a big set-
back not only for the “left” —
but for the whole revolutionary
movement against U.S. im-
perialism in the region.

However, in the long run, the
elections will work to the re-
bels’ advantage. The failure of
the supposedly ‘‘moderate”
Christian Democrats to win a
working majority, and the rise
of D’Abuisson, could mean the
beginning of the end for the
U.S.-backed regime.

Already the Christian Demo-
crats are threatening to go over
to the rebels if Arena and the
PCN form a new government
from which they are excluded.

But the U.S. embassy —
which is openly acting as a re-
feree between the various fac-
tions — is unlikely to let that
happen. Undoubtedly the
Christian Democrats — who
came in first, with 35.3% and
24 assembly seats — will be of-
fered some role in the new ar-
rangement. But the real issues
are: what form will the new
government take, and what
role will Jose Napoleon Duarte
have in it?

These are two crucial issues
which may divide the new

.government into such a welter

of competing factions that the
people may well turn to the
guerrillas well before a U.S.-
backed ‘‘moderate’”’ military
coup can be organized.
The Loyal Opposition

All of the various parties
which opposed the ruling
Christian Democrats have one
thing in common: like the
guerrillas, they despise Duarte,

‘although for entirely different

reasons.
The Arena party, which

(Continued on page 4)

Wide World Photos
A FUTILE GESTURE? — Sal-
vadorans, weary of violence,
turn out in large numbers in
the capital city of San Sal-
vador.
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Guardian Angels under attack

It was 11 p.m. in Newark’s
crime-ridden Dayton Street
housing project. Frank Melvin,
a young black Guardian Angel,
had been in the area with nine
other members of the volunteer
community organization
which is pledged to fight crime
and assist the poor and elderly,
fixing a leak in an apartment.
Two police officers were also
in the area, investigating a
burglary. According to eyewit-
ness accounts, Melvin ran to-
ward the site of the alleged
burglary. Before he was shot he
cried out, “Stop, I'm a Guar-
dian Angel.”

Police maintain that patrol-
man Milton Medina shot Mel-
vin from a rooftop as the young
black man ran toward another
policeman. The Guardian
Angels — including several
who were on hand — maintain
Melvin was killed by another
police officer from street level.
After refusing comment for 10

hours, Newark police director
- Hubert Williams finally admit-
ted that one of his men had in-
deed shot and killed 26-year-

old Frank Melvin; Medina was @&

taken off street patrol, but was
not suspended.

“The officer who fired the
fatal shot was not .on the roof
and was not officer Medina,”
said Guardian Angel leader
Curtis Sliwa, at a news confer-
ence held on the steps of
Newark’s City Hall. Sliwa
maintains that the nine Guar-
dian Angels with Melvin that
night agree that the shooting
was a ‘‘knee-jerk”’ reaction by a
white officer to the presence of
a young black man at the scene
ofanalleged crime. The Angels
who were there that night as-
sert that Melvin was killed
from about 10 feet away, ac-
cording to Sliwa, ““for no appa-
rent reason”’ — other than the
fact that Frank Melvin hap-
pened to be black. Most of the
Guardian Angels are black and
Latino, with 2100 members in
33 chapters across the country.

Angels Descend on Trenton

The Guardian Angels have
called for the New Jersey Dis-
trict Attorney to appoint a spe-
cial prosecutor to investigate
the murder of Frank Melvin.
On January 3, hundreds of
Guardian Angels and suppor-
ters traveled to Trenton, the
state capital, to press their de-
mands for a full investigation.
Attorney General James R. Zaz-
zali, meeting with Sliwa and
his wife Lisa — who is second
in command of the group her
husband founded — Zazzalire- .
fused to appoint a special pro-
secutor, but promised to
‘““monitor’’ the whitewash
which is sure to come.

Sliwa’s response was to call

the Newark police department
a “bozo operation” engaged in
an obvious cover-up. Sliwa
maintains that the ‘“‘county
prosecutors who are affiliated
with the Newark political
machine’’ cannot and will not
conduct animpartial investiga-
tion.

In response to what is be-
coming a massive public out-
cry at yet another racist slay-
ing, the FBI has announced
that it will conduct a prelimi-
nary investigation into the
shooting. But the Newark polit-
ical machine Sliwa denounced
as intent on a cover-up is stub-
bornly refusing to give an inch.
Although the Newark office of
the FBI said that the request for
an investigation had come
from the U.S. Justice Depart-
ment’s Civil Rights Divisioii,
Essex County prosecutor
Schneider says he won't turn
over the case file “‘to anybody,
not the FBI, not another pro-
secutor’s office nor any other
law enforcement agency."

Frank Melvin was the father
of two children; he was buried
January 6.

Defend the Guardian Angels!

As we warned last year at
this time: “Police terror is the
trump card of the U.S. ruling
class; if all else fails — the
smears, the cries of ‘vigilante,’
the threats of the transit cop
‘union’ — there’s always sheer
physical force. Of course, this
trump card is played only as a
last resort — but no one, espe-
cially libertarians, should have
any illusions about the capabil-
ity or willingness of the U.S.
ruling class to utilize the most
extreme methods of repres-
sion.”

The LV article (“On'The Side
Of The Angels”; Libertarian
Vanguard Feb/March 1981)
went on to. predict the inevita-
ble confrontation between the
Guardian Angels and the
police monopoly: “The politi-
cal importance of defending
the Guardian Angels .. . can-
not be overemphasized. . ..
Because Sliwa and his organi-
vation are a reproach to the
|policel — and the system
ihiey serve — police attacks on
the Guardian Angels are very
likely.™

As crime soars along with
the unemployment rate, the in-
ability of the police to protect
the population from genuine
criminals is underscored by
futile enforcement of victim-
less crime laws. While ““law &
order’’ politicians call for
further curtailment of civil
liberties, chipping away at
what is left of the Bill of Rights,
as theanswer to the crime wave
these very same politicians are
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GUARDIAN ANGELS MARCH — Carrying a flag-draped mock
caskely, Guardian Angels march in Trenton, N.]J. to ask the State
Attorney General to investigate the shooting of Angel Frank Mel-

vin.

openly hostile to volunteer
groups like the Guardian
Angels. The Angels — unlike
their tax-subsidized counter-
parts — ignore victimless

“crimes”’; their sole concern is
to fight violent crime and
crimes against property.
When the built-in ineffi-
ciency and brutality of any

government activity — from
managing the economy to
policing the streets — becomes
unavoidable, voluntary institu-
tions created by free coopera-
tives will rise to do the job.

But these free cooperatives
must be defended — because
the State monopolists, in this
case the police, are not about to
give up their monopoly with-
out a fight. Frank Melvin is the
first casualty in a war which
has only just begun. The Liber-
tarian Party (Radical Caucus) is
definitely taking the side of the
Angels in what is a war which
pits the State against the
people. :

The politicians — both the
right and the left — don’t like
the Guardian Angels one bit.
Cops, unions, the “law & or-
der”’ crowd, the left — and, of
course, pickpockets, rapists
and murderers — all hate the
Guardian Angels and are doing
their best to stop them.

Support your local Guardian
Angels. Join the campaign fora’
full investigation of the murder
of Frank Melvin. The attack on
the Guardian Angels is a direct
attack by predominantly white
police against a group of black
and Latino youth, as well as a
concerted assault on
everyone's civil liberties. “‘Law
& order” politicians have a ves-
ted interest in turning the cur-
rent crime wave into a tidal
wave; only then will they be
able to ram through repressive
legislation like the newest ver-
sion of SB-1, a revision of the
Criminal Code opposed by
every civil libertarian. Only a
self-organized community can
or will stop the rising tide of
crime; only by linking up this
movement with the campaign
against police repression can
we begin to make our cities liv-
able again. O

Calif. Libertarians boycott
Ron Paul over D.C.vote

For the 1982 California
Libertarian Council conven-
tion, held in February, the con-
vention committee invited Ron
Paul; Republican member of
the House of Representatives,
to speak at the main banquet. A
substantial number of liberta-
rians boycotted the banquet in
protest of a recent vote cast by
Representative Paul. Liberta-
rians for Gay and Lesbian Con-
cerns distributed a leaflet exp-
laining the situation in detail.
Here is the text of that leaflet:

Late last- year the
Washington, D.C. City Council
voted to legalize homosexual
acts between ° consenting
adults. Since all D.C. city ordi-
nances are subject to review by
Congress, the so-called Moral
Majority and other right wing:
groups attempted to get the or-
dinance overturned. It is a sad
commentary on the politics of
the current Congress that this
repeal effort was overwhelm-
ingly successful. It is an even
sadder commentary on the
‘““libertarian’ credentials of
Rep. Ron Paul — the banquet
speaker at this convention —
that he caved-in to pressure on
this important issue by voting
in favor of overturning the D.C.
ordinance.

In answer to questions from
Libertarians regarding his vote,
Rep. Paul attempts to excuse
himself on two counts: 1) the
ordinance reduced the penalty
for rape, and 2) the ordinance
allegedly legalized sexual rela-
tions between students and
teachers. But this is an in-

adequate evasion. The fact is
that the ordinance would have
reduced the penalty for rape
from mandatory life in prison
to 20 years. This reduction was
strongly supported by feminist
and anti-rape groups because
few juries would give rapists
life sentences — and thus con-
victions for this offense were
almost impossible to win. The
effect of the life sentence re-
quirement was to let rapists go
unpunished.

Congressman Paul’s second
allegation regarding an alleged
attempt to legalize sex between
students and teachers is com-
pletely untrue. In fact, the exact
opposite is the case. The D.C.
ordinance expands the scope of
prohibitions concerning sex
between ‘“‘inferiors and
superiors’”’ — i.e., a nursing
home attendant taking advan-
tage of bed-ridden patients, a
teacher taking advantage of
students — by making the law
gender neutral. Previously the
law only dealt with males tak-
ing advantage of females.

At a time when gay people
are under attack from the New
Right, it isn’t so surprising that
Republicrat politicians are
running to jump on the band-
wagon. Ron Paul, a Republican
Congressman facing a tough
re-election campaign in a con-
servative district, is no excep-
tion. But by inviting him to be
the only speakerat this conven-
tion’s major event the conven-
tion committee is making a
clear political statement. By so

honoring Ron Paul we are
downplaying the importance
of a principled stand uphold-
ing the rights of all individu-
als. What this action tells gay
people — both LP activists and
those who have voted Liberta-
rian in the past — is that their
support is neither wanted nor
needed. »

Rep. Ron Paul’s dubious at-
tempt to justify his vote is, at
best, a crude deception. At
-worst, it signals a trend among
some ‘‘libertarians” to sub-
merge themselves in the con-
servative tide and embrace
Reagan’s right wing ‘“revolu-
tion.” Just as Reagan discredits
the free market by linking it to
militarism and attacks on civil
liberties, so ostensible ‘‘liberta-
rians”’ like Ron Paul discredit
the cause of liberty by getting
in bed with the ‘“Moral Major-
ity.”

We urge principled Liberta-
rians to boycott the banquet.
Rather than attend an over-
priced banquet devoted to the
usual pomp and circumstance,
we urge Libertarians to attend
the Alternative Banquet — an
inexpensive meal at a local re-
staurant where you can discuss
with your friends how to make
civil liberties issues a vital part
of the upcoming election cam-
paign. Make your own alterna-
tive banquet. BOYCOTT THE
RON PAUL BANQUET!

Libertarians for Gay and Les-
bian Concerns

P.O. Box 380

San Francisco, CA 94101
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LIBERTARIANS PROTEST TAXES — Florida Libertarians in one of 10 demonstrations organized by
LPRC member Diane Pilcher. Photo by Janie Pilcher.

Revived militarism

Busts U.S. budget

Editor’s Note: As we go to press

-Senate Republicans and
Reagan have called for $95
billion in tax increases overthe
next three years and Republi-
cans and conservative ‘“‘boll
weevil”’ Democrats in the
House are balking at the possi-
bility of $40 billion in Social
Security cuts. We can’t predict
‘the exact outcome. But we can
assure you that taxes are going
up with Reagan’s approval.

The Congressional Budget
Office has announced that
President Reagan’s staff under-
estimated the proposed deficit
for fiscal year 1983 by $29 bill-
ion, warning of ‘“‘continuing
large and growing Federal de-
ficits into the forseeable fu-
ture.”

In spite of Reaganite rhetoric
about reduced Federal spend-
ing and a balanced budget, the
budget office calculates that
the President’s budget would
result in spiraling deficits,
from $111 billion in fiscal year
1982 to nearly $140 billion in
fiscal 1985, far more than the
figure handed out by
Stockman, Regan & Co.

Record unemployment is
turning both blue and white-
collar workers away from the
President; high interest rates
are alienating the middle class;
in spite of official denials by
prominent economists, people
arebeginning to talk about ‘‘the
depression’ quite matter-of-
factly, just as if they were talk-
ing about the weather. The co-
alition of ‘“Main Street Ameri-
cans” Reagan called for at a
rally of diehard conservatives
— the Feb. 26 session of the
Conservative Political Action
Conference — seems to be fal-
ling apart at the seams.

The ‘“New Right”’ wants
Reagan to push ‘‘social issues’’;
they want a constitutional
amendment outlawing abor-

tions, prayer in public schools
and -“‘pro-family” legislation.
But their narrow concerns are
lost as.Republican leaders face
an economic crisis which
could give the Democrats both
houses of Congress.

“We must begin to ask our-
selves tonight how we can
forge and wield a popular
majority from one end of this
country to the other — a major-
ity united on basic, positive
goals with a platform broad
enough to endure long into the

The ruling elite has
absolutely no use
for the free market.

future, tar beyond the lifespan
of any single issue or personal-
ity.” Barely midway through
his first term in office, a candi-
date who campaigned on a
platform of fiscal austerity and
a balanced budget is now ask-
ing Republican congressmen,
to vote for raising the debt ceil-.
ing. Those who worked for:
Reagan’s election — those.
rockribbed conservatives who,
took Reagan’s vow to “get gov-.
ernment off our backs” seri-.
ously — are getting mighty
restless. Aside from the single-
issue pressure groups, like the
anti-abortion crowd and the
‘‘pro-family”’ vultures grouped
around Jerry Falwell, many
Reagan supporters were taken
in by Reagan’s ‘“‘free market”
rhetoric.
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But the pro-free market fac-
tion within the administration
is the least influential and will
be the first to be demoted out of
existence — already Martin
Anderson, Doug Bandow and
other quasi-libertarians have
resigned or been forced out.
The openly militarist wing: of
the conservative movement —
best represented by groups like
the American Security Coun-
cil, funded by major arms
manufacturers — has domi-
nated the Reaganite coalition
from the start. Reagan’s
quarter-trillion-dollar ‘‘de-
fense”” budget is a monument
to the hegemony of the ‘“na-
tional security” bureaucracy.

It is no accident that the
highest deficits in U.S. history
coincide with the biggest
military expenditures ever. Al-
though Reagan is hinting at
some sort of compromise,
proposed cuts in military
spending are not likely to affect
the budget significantly.

Huge deficits mean that the
government will literally
monopolize credit, crowding
out corporate borrowers and

preventing the long-awaited .

economic recovery. As the
public sector continues to
grow, a huge parasite feeding
atthe public trough, the private
sector shrinks and plant clos-
ings, unemployment and
economic disaster result. The
competition for funds will
keep interest rates high, dis-
couraging job-producing ex-
pansion by big business and
devastating housing, farmers,
and small business.

In spite of election-year ver-
biage extolling the virtues of a
balanced budget and the evils
of government intervention,
Reagan is a true conservative:
when it comes to defending the
Empire, money is no object.
And as for the evils of govern-
ment meddling in the economy
— although the U.S. auto in-
dustry is on the rocks, the ar-
maments manufacturers like
General Dynamics and Lock-
heed have more business than
they can handle. The whole
armaments industry is, of
course, totally dependent on
tax dollars; as such, it is the
cutting edge of the growing
public sector.

In spite of growing pressure
to make significant reductions

Abolish the
Income tax!

By Murray N. Rothbard

Most Americans have come to the basic libertarian insight that
the federal government — the major embodiment of the State in
the U.S. — has grown monstrously large. Throughout the land,
we hear the cry that government “get off our back.” Yet the
government’s swollen budgets expand at a rapid rate, regardless
of party or of the rhetoric of each Administration. Its ever-growing
number of bureaucrats foist petty and great tyrannies upon us,
even as they eat out our substance. The government is

_ everywhere: controlling, regulating, cartelizing, subsidizing,

repressing, spying, and outlawing. In the name of *‘defense,” the
government is registering young men, probably will soon be
drafting them, and is feverishly building up fearsome weapons of
mass destruction that could easily destroy the human-race. This
military might is being used to intervene everywhere around the
world, as the U.S. attempts to mold every other nation in its own
image. Government is piling up ever higher deficits, which crowd
out private investment, cripple productivity and economic
growth, and channel the savings of the public into wasteful gov-
ernment boondoggles.

How then can we do it? How can we get rid of Big Government?
It is all too clear how not to do it: urging piddling piecemeal
cuts of individual budget items. Let the Office for the Study of the
Sex Life of the Moth be cut by 5 percent, and TV is bombarded
with images of weeping bureaucrats, scientists, and moths — all
warning that the pursuit of knowledge, national security, and the
moth population will all vanish if the cut is not restored.

No, the way to get rid of Big Government is tocut off its water: to
slash drastically at its source, and let the bureaucrats rearrange
whatever trickle might remain. And that water rests on one
mighty and crucial source: the justly and widely hated income
tax. The income tax, personal, corporate, and social security
(which, of course, acts like an income tax and is in no sense
“insurance”’),amounted in fiscal 1980 to over 90 percent of federal
government revenue.

The income tax is not a permanent part of the American herit-
age; it was imposed during the Civil War, declared unconstitu-
tional by the Supreme Court, and then enshrined in the 16th
Amendment in 1913. The income tax has become particularly
beloved by the federal government because its rates can be ad-
justed to soak different groups, because with the withholding
provision revenues can be extracted smoothly, and because it
alone of all taxes imposes a fearsome and runaway Inquisition
over all aspects of our lives, our incomes and our spending.

The IRS has virtually unlimited power to inspect, spy and
snoop — to tell us how much we are forced to pay, and to require
us to keep the records and fill out the forms to smooth the path for
our own pockets to be picked. While all taxation is theft, no
taxation permits such absolute despotism over us all as the in-
come tax.

The income tax, then, is the root of the malignant tree of Big
Government. Lay the axe to that root, abolish the income tax,
repeal the 16th Amendment, and the tree of tyranny will wither
and die. America will take a great leap to reclaim the ideal of
liberty, of ultra-minimal government, on which this country was
founded. O

NOTE: The Libertarian Party’s national platform specifically calls for
repeal of the 16th Amendment; to date, nine state legislatures have
petitioned Congress to initiate the repeal process. Information on the
repeal effort is available from Project Liberty, 1041 Cherokee Street,
" Denver, CO 80204.

first step toward real tax relief
for Americans. The Republi-

in military spending, Reagan is
going full-speed ahead with

plans to push his program of
Pentagon socialism through
Congress. “As much as I detest
the idea of deficits,” Reagan

. declared on March 3, I must

accept a large deficit if that is
what it takes to buy peace for
the rest of the century.”

Although Reagan is so far
holding firm on his three-year
tax plan, his insistence on
holding the line on military
spending undercuts his own
economic program. Many con-
servatives are coming to realize
this — and, what is more, they
are beginning to view the “na-
tional security” bureaucracy
with the same distrust directed
at other government agencies.

Militarism leads directly to
the “Big Government’’ conser-
vatives claim to abhor. We
cannot have a free market
economy and an Empire at the
same time; the latter can only
undermine the former.

Reaganism can only betray
the free market. Only liber-
tarianism offers a fully consis-
tent alternative to the bankrupt
policies of the Reaganauts —
who have done more to dis-
credit free market economics
since November of 1980 than
anyone else.

The Reaganites defend their
measly tax cut — which, in
fact, means little or no savings
for the average taxpayer. The
Libertarian Party Radical
Caucus  (LPRC) calls for the
abolition of the income tax as a

cans and their Democratic op-
ponents are united on the need
for a record military budget —
only the Libertarians call for
radical cuts in military spend-
ing as a matter of principle. An
immediate two-thirds cut in
military spending would go a
long way toward balancing the
budget, freeing credit, driving
down interest rates, speeding
the recovery and cutting the
unemployment rate.

But these reforms can’t save
the system. The ruling elite,
which uses the power of gov-
ernment to maintain and in-
crease its power no matter who
is nominally elected to office,
has absolutely no use for the
free market. A major group
which benefits from the de-
ficits is-the bankers, who pock-
et the interest and continually
lobby for increasing the supply
of paper money. A free market
economy — where these feed-
ers at the public trough would

“ be deprived of their special,

government-granted privileges
— is the last thing they want to
see.

As Reagan gets ready to
sell-out his most zealous sup-
porters — those who took his
“free market” rhetoric to heart
— they are beginning to under-
stand that Reaganism can only
betray. The best among them
are turning to the ‘‘party of
principle,” the Libertarian
Party — and the radical liberta-
rian politics of the LPRC. O
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El Salvador

(from page 1)
out-organized the Christian
Democrats, with campaign or-
ganizations in every province
— hates Duarte because they
think he’s a Communist. This
extraordinary thesis was
explained by Arena leader
D’Abuisson when he compared
the Christian Democrats to a
watermelon. “It’s green on the
outside,” said D’Abuissonatan
election rally in San Salvador,
“but red on the inside.” Green
is the color of El Salvador’s
Christian Democrats; Arena’s
party color is white, tradi-
tionally the color of rightwing
death squads through Central
America. During the election
campaign D’Abuisson several
times publicly looked forward
to the day when he could have
Duarte and the Christian
Democrats tried for ‘“‘treason.”

Given the election results,
with the PCN as balance of
power, what is likely to emerge
from the ashes of the Christian
Democratic regime is a coali-
tion government ‘‘Italian
style.” Whether this is the best
system for a nation in the midst
of abloody civil war is obvious;
but the U.S. has made El Sal-
vador’s bed — and now the
Christian Democrats have to
sleep in it.

And if politics makes strange
bedfellows, then it is also true

that political bed-partners are _

often the fickle type. One result
of the elections will most likely
be the further break-up of the
Christian Democratic party
into at least three factions.
What is left of the more reason-
able Christian Democrats —
aside from the Social Christian
party split-off, who have al-
ready joined the rebels — will
go over to the guerrillas if
D’Abuisson’s rise is not
checked. Another faction,
headed by Duarte, will refuse
to support government which
excludes its leader. And yet
another Christian Democratic
splinter will join the Arena/
PCN government — leaving
open the possibility that Duarte
himself may jump the fence, in
the hopes of reviving a fading
political career.

The rise of D’Abuisson pre-
sents a dilemma for the Reagan
administration; committed as
itis toan ever-widening war in
El Salvador, how can they back
a man who heads up EIl Sal-
vador’s death squads and who
was banned from traveling to
the United States because he
was considered too ‘“danger-
ous?” This is the man former
U.S. ambassador to El Salvador
Robert E. White called ‘“‘a
pathological killer” before a
Congressional committee; this

Salvador.; i ©

is the man who, White claims,
is responsible for the assassina-
tion of Archbishop Romero,
after the archbishop criticized
the junta’s terrorism. D’Abuis-
son was dismissed from the
armed forces in October, 1979.
He was arrested in May of 1980
after distributing video casset-
tes of himself denouncing the
government for being ‘‘pro-
Communist” and calling for a
military coup.

During the campaign,
D’Abuisson and Arena called
for the “extermination’’ of the
guerrillas and their sympathiz-
ers, vowing to kill as many as
200,000 people if it was
“necessary.”’ Other items on
D’Abuisson’s political agenda
include invading Nicaragua,
elevating the local rightwing
death squads into the state ap-
paratus and protecting the
quasi-feudal land claims of to-
day’s big landowners.

While the U.S. foreign policy
establishment — i.e., Haig and
his relatively ‘“moderate’” fac-
tion of policy-makers — is cer-
tainly not overjoyed at the

prospect of seeing D’Abuisson _

play out his role as the postur-
ing caudillo, there is every in-
dication that they could learn
to live with it. As the Los
Angeles Times wrote:
D’Abuisson, 38, isn’t saying
a lot of things he used to.
And, equally significant,
U.S. officials aren’t saying
as many nasty things about
D’Abuisson as they used to.
(4/3/82)

When the notorious
D’Abuisson succeeded in lock-
ing the Christian Democrats
out of the legislative leadership
by getting himself elected pres-
ident of the new Assembly,
U.S. policymakers launched a
campaign to head off the flam-
boyant fascist. In the end it was
the military which intervened,
preventing the election of an
extreme rightist as El Sal-
vador’s provisional President.
When push came to shove, it
was the PCN — i.e., the military
— which cast the ‘deciding
votes in the Assembly in favor
of Alvaro Magana.

Described as a political “in-
dependent,” Magana's sym-
bolic role is to act as the “neut-
ral’’ mediator between the
three Vice Presidents and the
badly split Assembly. (Each of
the three biggest parties — the
Christian Democrats, Arena
and PCN — has been alloted
their very own Vice President.)
But Magana — President of
Banco Hipotecario, El Sal-
vador’s largest mortgage bank,
now nationalized — is not
meant to be just a figurehead;
he is expected to take the lead

ik - ? £

in turning the nation’s crippled
economy around. Magana re-
ceived his masters degree in
economics from the University
of Chicago, where he studied
under Milton Friedman. And
so, as in Chile, yet another
pupil of Milton Friedman seeks
to make a brutal military dic-
tatorship more cost-effective.
In the case of El Salvador, this
is utilitarianism with a ven-
geance! -
Although the leader of
Democratic Action (AD), Rene
Fortin Magna, had often been
described as a leading conten-
der for the role of ‘“‘com-
promise’’ candidate, the eleva-
tion of the Friedmanite Magana
could be seen as a sop thrown
by the military to AD’s consti-
tuency, El Salvador’s be-
leaguered middle class. Bit-
terly opposed to the threat of

quasi-fascism on the rise, the

Democratic Action Party has
distanced itself from the par-
ties of the right. “In my opin-

ion,” one prominent AD offi--

cial is quoted by the New York
Times as saying, ‘‘the worst
imaginable thing for this coun-
try would be a government by
the rightists.”

AD’s program consists of
sweeping-but-vague rhetoric
in favor of private enterprise
and pluralism, nothing more
concrete than re-privatizing
the banks and other institu-
tions nationalized by the
Duarte regime. Apparently, AD
has resigned itself to tailing
after the Christian Democracy.

Although AD is considerably
to the right of Alfonso Robelo’s
Nicaraguan Democratic

Movement (MDN), the two :

groups are roughly compara-
ble.

For the moment, the rise of
Roberto D’Abuisson has been
checked. But the balance of
power within the new *“democ-
ratic” regime cannot be main-
tained for long. Arena, and
some ultra-rightist elements of
the PCN, are determined to take
power. The Christian Democ-
rats and the U.S. are just as de-
termined to keep them out. As
perverse as it may sound, the
possibility of a three-way civil
war in El Salvador is very real.
This bizarre scenario — left
fighting right fighting center —
could be set off by a coup at-
tempt — either an attempt by
D’Abuisson to finally lead his
death squads to power, or else a
pre-emptive strike engineered
by the U.S. in league with the
current junta and the Christian
Democrats.

A possible omen of things to
come visited a recent session of
the Assembly, when a Salvado-
ran Air Force helicopter buz-
zed that body’s formal installa-
tion ceremonies on the morn-
ing of April 26. According to

Ludwig Vogel

S.F. LIBERTARIANS PROTEST INTERVENTION — San Francisco L.P. members participate in a
March 27 march and rally sponsored by the Bay Area Coalition against U.S. Intervention in El

the New York Times: ‘‘Minutes
before the ceremonies, for un-
known reasons, a Salvadoran
Air Force helicopter buzzed
the palace with a machine gun
waving through its open port,
then soared into the distance.”
. The “democratic” veneer of
the junta’s bloody reign is
tissue-thin. As in Nicaragua,
those “democrats” who think
they are being “practical” by
supporting a junta-with-a-
democratic-face may very well
have to choose between
D’Abuisson and the rebels. The
Christian Democrats can never
carry out AD’s program; in-
deed, a party supposedly de-
voted to pluralism and private
enterprise cannot content itself
with tepid economic quasi-
reforms while the Army is
permitted to ravage the coun-
tryside. Such a party will prob-
ably be swept away in a torrent
of blood.
War Goes On

Whatever permutations the

coalition government takes,
the civil war drags on. As civil
strife plays havoc with the
economy — and as the right-
wing death squads escalate
their deadly terror — pressure
for a negotiated settlement will
mount,

. The Government forces have
been unable to even contain the
FMLN guerrillas; from their
bases in Morazan and other
rebel-occupied enclaves the
rebels have expanded their
striking range and their influ-
ence. In spite of arms and train-
ing provided by the U.S., the
war is not going well for the
Salvadoran Army.

While the FMLN has not
made any really spectacular in-
roads, the well-armed troops of
the junta and the death squads
are slowly losing ground. As
the government in San Sal-
vador moves further to the
right — as the U.S.-backed
forces accelerate their terror
campaign — the “legitimate”
government of El Salvador is
increasingly isolated. As the
Army goes from village to vil-
lage, plundering, raping and
slaughtering, this new “demo-
cratic” regime will drive
pluralist elements and what
remains of the private sector
into the rebel camp.

In Nicaragua it was a general
strike led by La Prensa and the
business community which
tipped the balance of power in
favor of the insurgents. Until
and unless the FDR-FMLN
broadens its base of support to
include this vital sector, the
political and military stalemate
will continue to paralyze El
Salvador.

The party that brings peace
to El Salvador is the party that
will shape its future. The Re-
volutionary Democratic Front
(FDR) — political arm of the
FMLN, headed by Social
Democrat Guillermo Ungo —
has reiterated its desire for a
negotiated settlement. It is
ironic that Ungo and the FDR

insist on downplaying the im-
portance of the large turnout in
the recent elections — since the
spectacle of so many risking
deathinajourney to the pollsis
evidence enough that the
people are yearning for peace.

While the official line of the
FDR-FMLN calls for a “politi-
cal solution,” a large faction
within the guerrilla forces op-
poses this peaceful orientation.
The split in the rebel camp was
highlighted by the disunited
response to the elections —
with the more militaristic
groups launching an abortive
attack on the elections while
others sought to simply
downplay the importance of
the whole procedure. Locked
out of the electoral process by
rightwing terrorism, the best
elements within the FDR’
FMLN are now temporarily iso-
lated.

Negotiated Settlement

On March 27, 40,000
marched against U.S. interven-
tion in El Salvador, calling for
negotiations now to end the
slaughter.

The Libertarian Party Radi-
cal Caucus (LPRC) supports
this demand. However, the
main slogan of the rally,
“Money for jobs, not for war”
— a device used by the left to
keep the anti-war movement
their private playground —
was opposed by all Liberta-
rians as well as those anti-war/
anti-draft activists who want to
build a broad movement. In re-
sponse, our slogan, ‘“No mar-
tial law — from El Salvador to
Poland!” was voiced by the
LPRC March 27 contingent.
And it wasn’t only Libertarians
who took up the cry.

The attempt to corral the
growing anti-war movement
into a leftist auxiliary of the
“ready for Teddy” Democrats
has nothing to do with build-
ing a movement in solidarity
with the people of El Salvador.
The purpose of such a move-
ment must be to unite all who
can be united around the de-
mand for an end to U.S. milit-
ary and economic aid to El Sal-
vador’s oligarchy — nothing
more and nothing less. By it-
self, the U.S. left cannot suc-
ceed just as the FMLN, if it does
not broaden its base in El Sal-
vador, will fail.

The open disunity which
plagues the rebel forces as well
as the government at this cru-
cial juncture in El Salvador’s
history means that we can be
certain of only one thing — in-
creased U.S. military and polit-
ical presence in the region. If
the rebels have the courage to
turn the tables on the U.S. by
demanding a cease-fire and
mutual disarmament by both
sides — to be followed by truly
free elections — the rightists
can be isolated.

All libertarians would like to
see at least a liberal democratic
regime in El Salvador — not
one-party tyranny of the left or
the right, but a pluralist Re-

(Continued on page 5)
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DEATH SQUAD LEADER — Maj. Roberto D’Abuisson, leader of
the Arena party, is the new president of the El Salvador’s con-
stituent assembly. Former U.S. Ambassador Robert White has
called D’Abuisson “a pathological killer.”

El Salvador

(from page 4)

volution throughout Central
America. The phony land re-
form program of the Christian
Democrats — the mirror image
of the FMLN’s — should be
scrappedso thata genuine land
reform program can be in-
itiated. The peasants — not the
government — must be given
clear title to individually
owned plots. (If the peasants
decide to voluntarily form
“cooperatives,” no one should
be empowered to stop them,
provided small farmers aren’t
forced to subsidize the co-ops
with their taxes.)

Only a negotiated peace, free
elections and a free economy
can mend the wounds of El
Salvador’s savage civil war.
But the turmoil in Central
America has a root cause — its
position in the “back yard” of
America’s overseas empire. As
long as the U.S. continues to

militarize the region free elec-
tions and a free economy are
justa distant dream. And so the
U.S. continues to play out its
role as the main danger to peace
and freedom in the world.
Claiming to be the champion of
liberty, the Reagan administra-
tion betrays the cause of liberty
at every opportunity; In the
name of “free elections,” the
U.S. colonialists lock out the
real opposition and polarize
the country; in the name of
‘“‘democracy,” Reagan arms

* death squads to be unleashed

against an entire people.

The American people must
be mobilized against U.S. in-
tervention in El Salvador: the
U.S. anti-war movement must
reach out to the American
people, not with leftist slogans
left over from the 1930s and the
1960s, but with an appeal fo-
cused on the moral bankuptcy
of the U.S. position. O

Nicaragua

(from page 9)

of U.S. intervention. Undoub-
tedly the Marxists were eager
to swell the ranks of an army
dominated by Terceristas and
commanded by Pastora himself
— if only to even up the odds a
little.

The split with Pastora —
which probably preceded his
announcement by many
months — is a pivotal event.
Pastora has called their bluff —
and now the FSLN must lay its
cards on the table.

The Nicaraguan Revolution
has only just begun. Even as
Alfonso Robelo — who once
called for a compromise with
Somoza’s National Liberal
Party, and is today calling for
similar ‘‘compromise’’ with
martial law Marxism,
Nicaraguan-style — endorses
an FSLN “emergency”’ decree
which suspends most civil
liberties, the real spirit of
Nicaragua’s ongoing revolu-
tion breaks through barriers
erected by reformists and be-
trayers on both the left and the
right. ,

When Eden Pastora broke
with the FSLN, setting up his
rival Revolutionary Sandinista

perialism of both the East and

the West,”” citing Vietnam, and -

El Salvador as examples of the
latter, Afghanistan and Poland
as examples of the former.
What is needed in Nicaragua is
a party whose uncompromis-
ing opposition to one-party
rule is equalled only by its re-
fusal to collaborate with the
superpowers. While the rank-
and-file of traditional conser-
vative groups like Robelo’s
MDN is wusually sincere
enough, they are nearly always
betrayed by their own corrupt
leadership — which is often in
league with the U.S.

It remains to be seen, how-
ever, what direction the FRS
will take. Although Pastora de-
clares that he is the true San-
dinista, and denounces ex-
Somocista National Guards,
undoubtedly the U.S. will try
to unite all groups opposed to
the FSLN. Thus the U.S.
foreign policy establishment —
that great organizer of defeats
— seeks to transform a democ-
ratic revolution into another
Bay of Pigs.

Itis in this sense that the U.S.
— not the Soviets or the Cubans
— is the main danger to liberty

Front (FRS), he attacked “im- ... in Central America. 3. .

Castro’s

By Ted Gioia

In March of this year more
than 80 members of the House
of Representatives signed an
open letter to Fidel Castro in
which they requested his in-
tervention in the case of the
imprisoned Cuban poet Ar-
mando Valladares. The letter,
initiated by Representative
William Hughes of New Jersey,
calls for the release of Valla-
dares, who is now in his 21st
year of captivity.

On December 27, 1960 Val-
ladares began serving a 30-year
jail sentence for his opposition
to the Castro regime. The poet’s
recalcitrance before his arrest
was scarcely moderated after
his incarceration; not only did
he refuse to recant, but even
more audaciously he con-
tinued to write.

Although barely in his 20s
when jailed, Valladares has
aged beyond his years during
his two decades of imprison-
ment. His brutal treatment at
the hands of his captors has left
him paralyzed in both legs, and
the past few years have seen
him in a state of continual poor
health.

One of the few ways artists
like Valladares can hope to see
their situation improved is
through publicity in the West-
ern media, but American and
European newspapers have
been slow to point out the
abuses of Castro’s Cuba. After
two decades of economic disas-
ters and increasing repression,
the love affair between the
bearded revolutionary and
Western intellectuals has man-
aged to survive with surpris-
ingly little damage.

Yet Castro’s sympathizers
may be:surprised to discover
that his harsh treatment of ar-
tists is not restricted to the lin-
gering supporters of Batista.
Many of those writers who ini-
tially welcomed Castro as a
harbinger of a Cuban renais-
sance have themselves become
the victims of his cultural
policies. Reinaldo Arenas, one
of the new generation of Cuban
writers to spring from the peas-
ant class, fought against Batista
as a pro-Castro guerrilla. Ini-
tially he was supported by the
authorities, and with his first
novel, The Well, he became
recognized as one of the
youngest luminaries of the
Cuban literary scene. Falling
out of favor with the-regime,
Arenas made the serious mis-
take of sending a manuscript
abroad for publication after it
was rejected by the state pub-
lishing house. First he lost his
job, was not allowed to receive
foreign visitors, and was

* placed under surveillance.

Later his manuscripts were
confiscated and he was ar-
rested. After making the neces-
sary public retractions, Arenas
was allowed to emigrate to the

. United States in 1980.

The cases of Valladares and

‘Arenas are, unfortunately, not -

isolated ones. Any account of
contemporary Cuban writing
would be full of similar ac-
counts:

e Virgilio Pinera: the most
highly acclaimed Cuban
playwright of the century. Pin-
era was dismissed from his
post, not allowed to accept in-
vitations from abroad, kept
under surveillance, and not al-
lowed to publish his works.
Nonetheless Pinera left behind
a large body of unpublished
works at his death in 1979; un-
fortunately these were confis-
cated by authorities and may
never see print.

® Amaro Gomez Boix: a jour-
nalist for the Cuban Broadcast-
ing Institute in Havana, Boix
had the poor sense to write
works in his spare time which
were critical of the govern-

Gulag for artists

ment. He did not try to publish
these writings, nor did he cir-
culate them among his friends.
Authorities determined that
possession alone was a serious
enough offense. His home was
searched in July, 1978 and a
novel and some poems were
found. For this crime against
the state Boix was sentenced to
8 years in prison.

® Ernesto Diaz Rodriquez; this
poet was already serving a 60-
year prison sentence when a
manuscript of his book, Un
Testimonio Urgente, was
smuggled out to the United
States. When it was published,
Rodriquez was brought before
authorities and was subjected
to 30 consecutive days of brutal
interrogation.

® Angel Cuadra: The poet
Cuadra was arrested in 1967 for
“conduct against the security
of the state.” He was released in
1976, but a year later his parole

- was revoked. The reason:

Cuadra had a book of apolitical
poems published in the United
States. Cuadra has completed
his sentence, but has still not
been released from Castro’s
prisons.

This list could be continued
indefinitely with accounts of
writers terrorized by Cuban au-
thorities. Almost as tragic,
however, are the many
would-be writers in Cuba who
have never dared put pen to
paper, or if they have, the result
has been the type of propagan-
distic literature which the state
allows to be published. The
Ministry of Culture has the
final say on what manuscripts
are published, and the author
who wishes to see his writings
in print in Cuba (and to have it
printed elsewhere is, as we
have seen, hardly encouraged)
must work within the Minis-
try’s dictates.

Many writers who
welcomed Castro
have themselves
become victims of
his policies.

\

During the mid-'60s, many
Western observers- hoped that
Cuba would show that
Socialism and artistic freedom
could co-exist. Between 1966
and 1968 Castro allowed the
publication of a number of im-
portant works: Fuera del Juego
by Heberto Padilla; Siete Con-
tra Tebas by Anton Arrufat;
Condenados de Condado by
Norberto Fuentes; and,
perhaps most surprisingly,
Paradiso by Jose Lezama Lima.
A showing of foreign avant-
garde art, previously frowned
on by the government, was al-
lowed in late 1967, following
the lead of the Soviets who
were practicing greater le-
niency in the same area. Fi-
nally in 1968 Castro called for
the holding of a Cultural Con-
gress, at which both Cuban and
foreign artists would be al-
lowed to express their view-
points.

But even at the height of this
thaw repression continued.
Certain writers were not al-
lowed to attend the Cultural
Congress, and criticism of
existing policies was held to a
minimum. Castro held to his
maxim: “Within the revolu-
tion, everything; against the
revolution, no rights at all.”
The hopes of Western Intellec-
tuals for a free Cuba were
dashed with Castro’s support
for the invasion of Czechos-
lovakia later that same year.

The following year saw a re-
turn to tighter control of cul-
tural activities. The purges
against intellectuals became
even more pronounced after
the disastrous 1970 sugar cane
harvest, and this time extended
to professors at the University
of Havana, editors of journals,
theater groups, and even dance
companies.

In April of 1971, at the First
Congress on Education anc
Culture, Castro made clear his
policy on literary activity. He
remarked:

““We, a revolutionary people
in a revolutionary process,
value cultural and literary crea-
tions with only one criterion:

- their utility to the people. Our

valuation is a political valua-
tion.”

The clear implication was
that all art in Cuba was, and
would remain, a party concern.

At the same time as this Con-
gress on Education and Cul-
ture, authorities moved to ar-
rest Heberto Padilla, the same
author whose works had been
allowed to be published during
the thaw of the mid-'60s. This
time, however, Castro relented
after an uproar among Western
writers and artists. An open let-
ter to Castro, condemning
Padilla’s arrest, was signed by
noted thinkers such as Jean-
Paul Sartre, Simone de
Beauvoir, Italo Calvino, Al-
berto Moravia, and Octavio
Paz. Padilla was eventually re-
leased, but only after admitting
his guilt in an unbelievable as-
sortment of crimes. After these
trumped-up charges were
made public, Castro was sent a
second, even more indignant
letter by leftists such as Susan
Sontag and Nathalie Sarraute.
Yet Padilla’s forced confession
was no unique event in Cuban
history; countless workers and
peasants have similarly agreed
to the most outlandish charges
after being pressured by au-
thorities, and in Padilla’s case,
a forced retraction was infi-
nitely preferable to what he
might have undergone. :

Valladares as well, who the
French call the “poet in the
wheelchair,” has also been
pressured to recant. In a letter
to the United States, written in
1979, he remarks: :

“A high official of the politi-
cal police has notified me that
my family’s departure from the
country is entirely in my
hands; that for it to happen 1
have to draft a letter denying
my friends among intellectuals
and poets abroad; that I have to
forbid everyone, including
newspapers and organizations,
to speak or write about me and
my literary works or even men-
tion my name; and that [ must
disavow and deny every truth
they have spoken in defending
my situation. To write that let-
ter would be to commit moral
and spiritual suicide. I shall
never write it!”

The moral and spiritual
suicide which Valladares re-
nounces has cast its ominous
shade over all of Cuba’s dying
culture. The exiled Cuban wri-
ter, G. Carbera Infante remarks
that several years ago he con-
cluded that there were perhaps
five important writers left in
Cuba, but with the death of
Pinera and Carpentier, and the
exile of Arenas and Benitez
Rojas, he now sees only one au-
thor of international standing,
Nicolas Guillen. The Cuban re-
naissance that Castro’s sym-
pathizers hoped for, may yet
take place, but only among
writers in exile. But some, like
Armando Valladares. niay not
even be granted the <ombre
privilege of exile. (1
(Ted Gioia is a student at the
Graduate School of Business at
Stanford University.j: f 7 22
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NICARAGUAN MILITIA TRAINS — Members of the Nicaraguan People’s Militia, fornierly headed
by Eden Pastera — ‘“‘Commander Zero.” !

Nicaragua . . .

(Continued from page 1)

the destruction of the Nicara-
guan oppositionists it couldn’t
have been accomplished so
suddenly or so brutally. This is
how Washington betrays the
friends of the free market
abroad — by giving Managua
the opportunity to equate op-
position to socialism with'sup-
port for U.S. imperialism —
and the pretext for rounding up
the last defenders of the
crumbling private sector. The
U.S. government charges that
Nicaragua’s turn toward au-
thoritarianism is the result of
outside interference — in other
words, everything is to be laid
at Cuba’s (and Russia’s)
doorstep. But, in fact, if outside
pressure is to be blamed for the
path Nicaragua seems to be tak-
ing, then it can be traced back
to the U.S. policy which made
the militarization of Nicara-
guan society possible and even
almost inevitable.

In response to Secretary of
State Alexander Haig’s belli-
cose rhetoric — which is now
being translated into covert ac-
tion — Nicaragua’s democratic
opposition has opposed CIA ef-
forts to topple the regime. “The
Reagan administration should
keep quiet because this way
they are just giving the San-

. dinists someone to blame for

all their problems,” says Al-
fonso Roberto Callejas, leader
of the Nicaraguan Democratic
Movement — the largest, most
effective of the legal opposition
groups. Robelo, who was a key
factor in the business strike
which signaled the end of
Somoza, continues: “All this
verbal aggressiveness doesn’t
help our case at all. What it is
doing i$ building up public
pressure on the Administration
itself to act, and if they actin a
military way, we have no more
space in this country. It would
mean the end of the democratic
forces in Nicaragua.” Robelo
also defends Nicaraguan sup-
port for El Salvador’s rebels,
wondering aloud how
Washington can realistically
expect Managua to abandon
the guerrillas despite the jus-
tice of their cause. “How can
the Sandinist Front do that,”
Robelo insists, ‘“‘when the only
way they defeated Somoza was
through international help,
much of it from the same
people in El Salvador who are
now asking for help today?”
Although the U.S. govern-

ment claims Nicaragua is giv-
ing material aid to El Sal-
vador’s Farabundo Marti Na-
tional Liberation = Front
(FMLN), Washington has yet to
produce convincing evidence.
As for the Nicaraguan leader-

‘ ship, they have denied these

charges all along, even calling
on the U.S. to “tell us where
and when so we can put a stop
to it.”” Other U.S. government
assertions — such as the pre-
sence of thousands of Cuban
and Soviet advisers in

Nicaragua —are similarly lack--

ing in proof.

The political influence of the
Soviet bloc, however, is unde-
niable. It was Fidel Castro him-
self who intervened in order to
unite the five separate guerrilla
factions in El Salvador. And
nobody doubts that the FMLN
leadership confers with the
Sandinistas, while (correctly)
maintaining that they will
make their own revolution in
their own way. Significantly,
the government-controlled
newspaper, Barricada, has
supported martial law in Po-
land — denouncing Solidarity
in language which could have
appeared in Granma, the offi-
cial voice of Cuba’s Communist
party. Apparently martial law
is to be abhored in El Salvador
and Guatamala —but not in Po-
land.

Which Way for Nicaragua?

Perhaps the Polish revolu-
tion sent a premonitory chill
down the spines of the 9-man
Sandinista Directorate — and
with good reason. For the
example of a mass, anti-
socialist movement in Poland
is hardly something the leader-
ship of the Sandinista National
Liberation Front (FSLN) want
their people to emulate —
especially now that the equiva-
lent of martial law has been de-
clared in Nicaragua.

Although the military threat

" from the U.S. is a major factor

in the militarization of
Nicaragua society, it is not the
only factor. That some sections
of the FSLN have been attempt-
ing to impose a one-party dic-
tatorship since the overthrow
of Somoza is revealed when we
look at the history of the strug-
gle between Marxism and
pluralism in post-
revolutionary Nicaragua.

A year after the departure of
Somoza, the FSLN issued
edicts severely restricting the
activities of opposition groups.

A rally planned by Nicaraguan
Democratic Movement (NDM)
partisans was banned by the
government after it became
clear that the event would have

. signaled the growing power

and influence of non-Marxist
tendencies. The youth organi-
zation of the MDN was sub-
jected to open harassment;
gangs of the government spon-
sored Sandinista Youth made
sure that the MDN was
banished from the nation’s
schools. As tensions rose, the
climax came with an attack on
MDN headquarters; MDN
members were beaten and files
were burned. Then the gov-
ernment made its move; be-
sides restricting political activ-
ity, the FSLN banned all strikes
and all “unauthorized” land
occupations — this latter in
order to forestall attempts by
peasants to take land
monopolized by INRA, the

_ state-controlled land reform

program.

Since then, the FSLN censors
shut down La Prensa, the voice
of the democratic opposition,
no less than five times. Busi-
ness leaders, trade unionists —
even members of Nicaragua’s
Communist Party! — have been
arrested for daring to oppose
official government policy.

Mobs of thugs have been
used by the government to in-
timidate and silence the demo-
cratic opposition, several times
threatening to demolish La
Prensa’s Managua office. On
January 10, a march sponsored
by the MDN — attended by
over 3000 MDN supporters —
was attacked by Marxist hooli-
gans. The police used this
government-initiated violence
as a convenient pretext to break
up the rally.

When the Sandinistas de-
feated Somoza, they promised
the people free elections. How-
ever, these days, questions
about the scheduled date of
this long-promised event are
not welcomed by the FSLN.
FSLN leader Humberto Ortega,
in answer to the widespread
belief that the FSLN has no in-
tention of allowing the people
of Nicaragua to choose bet-
ween competing parties in a
free election, said elections
will be held sometime in 1985.
“They will be elections to es-
tablish revolutionary power,”
he said, “not to question it.”

_Clearly, the dominant sec-
tors of the FSLN are eager to

The Falklands:
Ignored victims

By Bill Evers

Alexander Haig may get the
headlines with his shuttle dip-
lomacy or Maggie Thatcher
with her borrowing from
Queen Victoria: “Failure? The
possibilities do not exist.” But
there are forgotten people in
the Falklands crisis — people
whose rights are being forgot-
ten, neglected, or abused.

Almost completely forgotten
are the present-day heirs of the
Argentine sheepherding
families that were driven by
force off the islands by British
marines from the warship Clio
in 1833. (Before the Argentines
moved there, previous French,
British, and Spanish settle-
ments had been abandoned.)

Also forgotten are those
people of all nationalities (but
especially Argentines who live
nearby) who have been kept
out by British immigration pol-
icy and the mercantilist lock-
hold on the islands granted by
the British government to the
Falkland Islands Company.

In 1851, Queen Victoria
made the Falklands the special
estate of the Falkland Islands
Company — a mercantilist en-
tity like the East India Com-
pany or the British South Af-
rica Company. Today the Falk-
land Islands Company holds
nearly half the land on the is-
lands, owns half the sheep, and
employs about half the
economically active people. As
aresult it has a stranglehold on
local retail outlets, banking,
shipping, and the vital wool
industry.

Thoroughly forgotten in this
time of chauvinistic en-
thusiasm is the Bristol or Edin-
burgh ratepayer who is having
to finance the British armada.
Not to speak of the inflation-
racked Argentine taxpayer.
Britain has been negotiating
with Argentina for 16 years —
trying much of that time to de-
velop a face-saving way to rid
itself of this Antarctic imperial
anomaly. The stumbling block
has been the Falkland Islanders

establish a one-party state simi-
lar to the Cuban model. Obvi-
ously they have no intentions
of allowing elections any freer
than those which take place in
Poland or any other Marxist
state. The real question is: can
they pull it off?
For a Free Nicaragua

Although the FSLN has
nationalized over half the
economy and - virtually
abolished all civil liberties —
with the full endorsement of
Alfonso Robelo and MDN con-
servatives — the future of lib-
erty in Nicaragua is not to be
written off as hopeless.

The Catholic Church, the
leaderless-but-growing demo-
cratic opposition, the inability
of the new elite to produce
wealth only the private sector
can create, as well as a rebel-
lion brewing on the Atlantic
Coast all of these things mili-
tate against the imposition of a
new military dictatorship.

More importantly, the legacy
of the Sandinista revolution it-
self — the fact that the democ-
ratic opposition was in the
vanguard of the fight against
Somoza — undermines the
FSLN’s increasingly untenable
position. Many people fought,
watching friends and family
die, to overthrow one dictator-
ship — it is unlikely these very
same people will put up with
yet another dictatorship for
long.

At press time, the dramatic

(Continued on page 9)

themselves.

The Falklanders (or ‘‘Kel-
pers”’) enjoy being a British
colony. Sending an armada to
protect them is really a fantas-
tic welfare scheme in which
the British taxpayer is being
fleeced to satisfy the whims of
the Falkland sheepherders
(and their mercantilist absen-
tee landlord).

Now things have gone so far
that the Falkland Islanders
themselves are threatened. Of
course, British colonists do not
have a right to settle on other
people’s land and then claim
that land for Britain. But it
would be cruel and sad for the
Islanders to end up massacred
or their all-wood homes to burn
to the ground because of bombs
dropped by the British.

Already scores of British and
Argentine soldiers have died in
what began as a comic opera
cross between “Tight Little Is-
land” and ‘“The Mouse that
Roared” but has fast become a
tragedy.

There are several ironies also
worth noting. The first is the
spectacle of the Wall Street
Journal and the neoconserva-
tives attacking the Argentine
government, which they had
only recently been defending
against charges that it sys-
tematically violated human
rights. :

The second is that the Argen-
tine junta’s decision to occupy
theislands will aid the fortunes
of their foes the Peronists. The
Peronists have always been
anti-British. Before Peron’s
corporatism crippled Argenti-
na’s economy, the country was
quite prosperous — in large
measure because of the work-
ings of the market and a wel-
come mat for foreign invest-
ment. Before Peron, 60% of the
foreigninvestment was British.
Peron nationalized foreign in-
vestments, began subsidized
import-substitution indus-
trialization, installed protec-
tive tariff walls, set up massive
welfare schemes, and financed
the package with inflation.
Now the Peronists want to Te-
turn to power and reverse the
few minor steps in the direc-
tion of a market economy that
have been taken in recent
years. They hope toride a wave
of anti-British and anti-
American sentiment on their
way back to power.

The third irony is the fate of
the United States government
in the crisis. Secretary of State
Haig described the Falklands
controversy as ‘‘a pimple on
the ass of progress for 200
years, and I guess someone just
decided to lance it.” But this
cynical assessment has had to
give way to ever deepening
American government in-
volvement. The reason the U.S.
government has entered the
conflict is to shore up the shaky
NATO alliance in which Bri-
tain is an important member
and to show Saudi Arabia that
the American government
supports its allies. The irony is
that Argentina is also an ally.
The logical solution for Ameri-
can collective security advo-
cates faced with a world in
which Greece is armed against
Turkey, Saudi Arabia is armed
against Israel, and a Rio Treaty
ally is fighting a NATO ally
would be to give up the idiocy
of collective security. Instead
the U.S. is supporting Britain.
Once again collective security
has expanded a conflict rather
than preventing it. Increas-
ingly a fight over some small
islands is pitting the United
States and Europe against Latin
America and the Soviet bloc.
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A personal view

By Justin Raimondo

We cannot, of course, say
goodbye to Ayn Rand without
saying goodbye to our youth.
And no one does that quite so
easily. “To hold an unchang-
ing youth is toreach, at the end,
the vision with which one
started.” This quotation from
Atlas Shrugged — cited by
Barbara Branden in the begin-
ning of her 1962 biographical
essay “Who Is Ayn Rand?” —
sums up the styleand spirit ofa
woman who is, in many ways,
responsible for the develop-
ment and growth of the modern
Libertarian movement.

More than anything the
death of Ayn Rand can only
make us feel old. For those of us
swept off our feet in early youth
by the power and passion of
Ayn Rand the artist — and
there are many of us in the
Libertarian movement, al-
though our numbers are
dwindling — the death of Ayn
Rand is an event fraught with
meaning. As a world in the grip
of collectivism comes to echo
the leitmotif of decline and dis-
integration which pervades
Atlas Shrugged, the death of
that novel’s creator is the kind
of dramatic touch Rand would
have appreciated.

Much has been written — far
too much — about the Rand
“cult”’; lurid descriptions of
Rand brandishing a solid gold
dollar-sign brooch, Life
magazine’s portrayal of un-
iformly ascetic young devotees
sipping ice water while attend-
ing leading acolyte Nathaniel
Branden’s lectures, ‘a sneering
hatchet-job by the vitriolic
Nora Ephron in the New York
Times. Over the years — after
the Rand/Branden split and the
demise of the organized Objec-
tivist movement — admirers of
Atlas Shrugged and The Foun-
tainhead heard very little
aboutan increasingly reclusive
Rand. The death of her hus-
band, Frank O’Connor, was fol-
lowed by a long public silence.
Rumors flew; she was working
on a new novel, she was very
ill, and she was contemplating
a television adaptation of Atlas
Shrugged. At her last public
appearance, as the featured
speaker ata New Orleans “hard
money”’ conference, she con-
firmed the fact that she was de-
finitely planning to adapt Atlas
Shrugged for television.

For those of us who stood
outside the cult created by
Nathaniel Branden and his
wife Barbara through the
Nathaniel Branden Institute —
i.e., the great majority of Rand’s
admirers — it is the passing of
Ayn Rand the artist that we
mourn. To those of us who
waited — silently but hope-
fully — for another novel, the
feeling of loss is overwhelm-
ing. How I looked forward to it
— the evocation of feelings I
hadn’t had since childhood,
joyous and solemn at once,
which Rand’s fiction had the
power to conjure.

Ayn Rand’s career is a
monument to the power of art
in society. In the soul-less
world of loudspeakers blaring
propaganda, economic de-
cline, war hysteria and tyranny
— in the world of the not-so-
distant future — Rand’s novels
are a defiant “No!” flung in the
face of history. As long as her
novels remain in print, the
would-be movers behind the
collectivist juggernaut can
count on at least one formida-
ble obstacle. The character of
Howard Roark, the hero of The
Fountainhead, did more for the
dause of individualism and

libertarianism.than all the
propagandistic activities of her
_followers combined.

I never had any use for the
organized Objectivist move-
ment — aside from attending a
few lectures in New York City
at the Nathaniel Branden Insti-
tute, my contact with the so-
called “cult” itself was mini-
mal. Having read The Foun-
tainhed at the tender age of 15,
I put off reading Atlas Shrug-
ged for months — on the
grounds that nothing could top
The Fountainhead, and that
anything after that would
necessarily be disappointing.
(Avid readers of The Foun-
tainhead will immediately
recognize the aura and influ-
ence of the Randian mindset in
this particular line of reason-
ing.) Other boys spent their al-
lowances on baseball cards — I
saved up for a subscription to
The Objectivist, the monthly
journal jointly edited by Ayn
Rand and Nathaniel Branden.

My own excursions into this
cultic universe were few and
far between; aside from Rand’s
books and The Objectivist, my
only contact with Rand’s
idiosyncratic following was
through occasional visits to
lectures sponsored by the
Nathaniel Branden Institute
(NBI) in New York City. Head-
quarters in the Empire State
Building, the color-
coordinated offices and lecture
halls of NBI — painted shades
of cool blue — filled three
stories of that venerable skys-
craper.

I remember one lecture —
Ayn Rand herself lecturing on
“Basic Principles of Litera-
ture” — particularly well. After
the lecture, devoted fans lined
up for autographs. I bought a
paperback edition of We The
Living, thrilled at this oppor-
tunity to meet my favorite wri-
ter. Autograph seekers were in-
structed to write their names in
the upper right-hand corner of
the page, in order to speed
things along. I waited nearly at
the end of what seemed like an
inordinately long line. As I ap-
proached Rand herself I was
startled to behold a rather
kindly-looking, sturdy woman
with glasses. It took me a few
moments to realize that this
benevolent-looking older
woman — so unlike my rather
fanciful mental picture of Ayn
Rand — was indeed the author
of The Fountainhead and Atlas
Shrugged.

I presented my book to her.
She looked at me, smiling —
and then glanced down at my
name, printed neatly in the
upper right-hand corner of the
page. She looked at me again,
with those large, penetrating
eyes, and I could sense that
something was puzzling her.
“I'm sorry,” she said, looking
genuinely sorry, “but I can’t
sign your book. Please wait
until I have finished signing
autographs and I'll explain
why.”

Nothing could have bowled
me over more than this;
wordlessly, I obeyed. But sec-
retly, I was thrilled by the
prospect of yet more interac-
tion with my literary idol. My
friends — three fellow high
school students who shared my
admiration for Rand — could
hardly believe what was going
on. As for myself, I was equally

amazed. It was all so mysteri-

ous — why would Ayn Rand
single out a 16-year-old ad-
mirer in such a manner? Sud-
denly it dawned on me that this
sort of attention was more than
a little ominous.

Ayn Rand

Having signed her last au-
tograph of the evening, Rand
herself approached me. It was
then that I learned the nature of
my awful transgression. It
seems I had written an article
for the newsletter of the Liberty
Amendment National Youth
Council entitled “Objectivism
and the Liberty Amendment.”
Shortly after the publication of
this early literary effort, I re-
ceived a letter from Henry
Mark Holzer, Ayn Rand’s
lawyer, threatening to sue me
for passing myself off as a
spokesman for Objectivism.
Now, perhaps I really
shouldn’t have mailed Mr.
Holzer’s letter back to him in
several pieces — but youth is
always somewhat hotheaded,
and young Randians are cer-
tainly no exception. I promptly
forgot the whole matter — only
to be reminded of it by Miss
Rand.

I agreed with Miss Rand that
my article — as published —
was an inadequate attempt to
link Objectivism to the cam-
paign to abolish the income
tax. However, I explained, at
least two thirds of the article
had been cut by the editor —
without my knowledge or con-
sent. Rand’s tone — which had
never been hostile or intimidat-
ing — changed immediately.
“So,” she said, “you want to be
a writer?!”” She then proceeded
to lavish me with advice on
how to deal with editors who
tampered with an author’s
work. “Don’t let them get away
with it,” she said, instructing
me as to the absolute necessity
of forbidding editorial changes
without my written consent.
(Of course, I followed her ad-
vice for years after that, always
including this completely un-
reasonable demand in my
cover letter — which perhaps
explains why I received so
many rejection slips. . . .) [ was
stunned, nearly drunk with all
this attention. She introduced
me to Henry Mark Holzer —
who had been hovering around
us as we talked, frowning dis-
approvingly and looking
slightly embarrassed — and to
Nathaniel Branden, who was
pointedly cold. But Ayn, in

Wide World Photos

contrast, radiated warmth and
genuine interest: I don’t think I
shall ever forget her unusual
kindness.

This incident underscores, at
least for me, the moral am-
biguity of the Rand cult. On the
one hand, Ayn Rand’s great-
ness as an artist and an indi-
vidualist cannot be denied. But
the rancorous, small-minded
Praetorian Guard which sur-
rounded her during her
lifetime (and which will un-
doubtedly cling to her skirts
even after her death) was and is
a useless byproduct of Rand’s
unique genius. Ayn Rand’s
novels will stand the test of
time — indeed, they already
have; each year, they sell in the
hundreds of thousands; each
year John Galt, Howard Roark,
Dominique Francon, Francisco
D’Anconia, Kira Argounova
will continue to inspire those
who search for values and
meaning in an age bereft of
both. But the dogma which
Nathaniel Branden Institute
marketed as a full-fledged
rationalist theology — dubbed
“Objectivism’” by’ Miss Rand
and her proteges — died well

_before its creator.

It was typical of the Objec-
tivist movement that its
death-knell — a paralyzing
split which destroyed NBI, pit-
ting Rand against Branden —
was sounded, not by some fun-
damental difference over
philosophy or strategy, but by
an intensely personal dispute.
The kind of thing that should
never have been discussed
beyond the small circle of those
it directly concerned suddenly
becamean issue everybody had
to take a stand on. Suddenly, a
movement which claimed to
worship at the altar of Reason
collapsed amid such a sticky
muddle of steamy irrationality
that a toad would not hop over
it or into it — not even in pur-
suit of a fly.

Using Rand’s name and pres-
tige, Branden had built an
empire. The cool-blue cor-
ridors of NBI, the impressive
auditorium, NBI's burgeoning
and multifarious activities —
these things which dazzled the

. eye of a 15-year-old boy. re-
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flected the enormous response
Rand’s radical. individualism
elicited in the public. In a
world which even then seemed
to be stumbling toward a to-
talitarian future — any reread-
ing of Atlas Shrugged can only
verify Rand’s uncanny ability
to capture the zeitgeist of our
era-in prose — NBI's tape-
transcription courses were

being offered in nearly every -

major city in the country.
Branden and a growing staff of
lecturers were soon delivering
live performances all across the
country; NBI Press started pub-
lishing books and pamphlets;
NBI Theater was planning a

stage adaptation of The Foun-

tainhead, supposedly written
by Barbara Branden (like so
many other things, this never
came off). The Objectivist, a
monthly magazine, had a cir-
culation of around 20,000 and
climbing.

Suddenly, it all came crash-
ing down, like the financial
edifice built up by Ivar
Kruegar, the hero of Ayn
Rand’s courtroom drama The
Night of January 16th. In re-
sponse to an article by Rand
explaining the split, “To
Whom It May Concern,” pub-
lished in The Objectivist,
Branden authored a lengthy re-
sponse, ‘“‘In Answer To Ayn
Rand’’ managed to combine the
magisterial tone characteristic
of The Objectivist with subject
matter far too sleazy for the Na-
tional Enquirer. I shall never
forget receiving Branden'’s lit-
tle hate letter in the mail — un-
doubtedly every subscriber to
The Objectivist was mailed a
copy. I was thunderstruck. The
world projected in Ayn Rand’s
novels — as she described it,
“life as it might be and ought to
be” — seemed so far away from
the spirit and tone of Branden’s
letter that the distance could
only be measured in lightyears.

The Objectivistlimped along
for about a year; but NBI was
dissolved, and the organized
Objectivist movement —
which had dominated the
libertarian trend in this coun-
try since the late '50s — was
soon a thing of the past. Rand’s
disciplines went their separate
ways. Alan Greenspan became
a flunky for the Ford administ-
ration, and is now serving in a
similar capacity in the Reagan
administration. Prof. Leonard
Peikoff headed up a group of
Rand loyalists centered around
Rand herself in New York;
fiercely sectarian and severely
limited in numbers, all those
who refused to sign a loyalty
oath declaring Branden
anathema were ostracised. As
for Nathaniel and Barbara
Branden — with an unerring
instinct these professional cul-
tists homed in on Southern
California.

Branden, a psychologist, had
developed what he referred to
as the Objectivist school of
psychology; but this was much
too hard-edged, too New York
for the moist, warm climate of
Los Angeles and environs.
Branden adapted well; now it
was ‘“‘Biocentric” psychology.
The Biocentric Institute was
born; books, lectures, and “in-
tensives’’ — featuring this new
touchy-feely adaptation of
Branden’s ‘‘application” of

Rand’s ethical views — and

Branden was back in business.
Ex-Objectivists looking for a
break from their austere catech-
ism — and the ever-numerous
cadre of Californians hyp-
notized by the jargon of
psychobabble, eager to equate

(Continued on page 8) -
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narcissism with individualism
— swelled the ranks of Bran-
den’s new followers.

Branden freely acknow-
ledged his “intellectual debt”
to Rand, but his rather unim-
aginative “application” of her
philosophy to the field of
psychology soon began to take
a definite direction of its own,

as if the icy rigidity of Randian’

Man were melting under the
rays of the strong Southern
California sun.

But the link to Rand was still
there, sugar-coated and nearly
lost in the peculiar, vacuous
vocabulary of the so-called
“human potential movement.”
Appearing as a featured
speaker at the 1977 Libertarian
Party National Convention,
held in San Francisco, he de-
voted most of his hour and a
half talk to a rambling excoria-
tion of Rand, recalling her in
the most insulting language
and rancorous manner without
quite descending into the old
gutter-level - style which
characterized his magnum
opus, “In Answer To Ayn
Rand.”

In order to give this relent-
less diatribe the proper
touchy-feely touch, Branden
delivered his speech while
constantly shifting the position
of arevolving chair, hands ges-
ticulating all the while, like the
unrelenting hands of a clock.
This stunt, he explained, was
necessary in order to keep him
“in touch” with his audience.
A more revolting display of
hypocrisy and pure venom has
never been performed since
that day. As Branden trotted
out one old Rand story after
another — the point of each one
seemed to be Rand’s insuffera-
ble arrogance as opposed to
Branden’s alleged benevolence
and naivete — the sheer petti-
ness of these anecdotes made a
filled auditorium feel even
more cramped and stifling than
it already was. As a member of
the convention committee, I
remember feeling ashamed at
having helped provide a plat-
form for this kind of parasitism.
(Parasitism is an ugly word; but
it had to be said.) Rumor has it
that the original title of The
Fountainhead was to have been
““‘Second Hand Lives” — a title
which just about sums up the
motley crew which made up
Rand'’s chief disciples.

According to a recent report
in Frontlines, Barbara Branden
is due to come out with a biog-
raphy of Ayn Rand. According
to the article, Ms. Branden had
effected a partial reconciliation
with the aging (and ill) Rand —
but that this last attempt to
patch up an old feud failed
when Barbara revealed her
plan to write a biography of her
old teacher. This same
Frontlines article reveals that,
prior to initiating this new pro-
ject, Ms. Branden had con-
tented herself with the prac-
tice of what she called ““intros-
pection.” Of course, the market
for introspection being what it

is these days, Ms. Branden's at- .

tempt to make just one more
big killing hardly takes one by
surprise.

Ayn Rand was anything buta
consistent advocate of indi-
vidualism; although her novels
blaze with fiery denunciations
of ‘“looters” and passionate
paeans to the man who stands
alone, her politics did not al-
ways measure up to her own
moral ideal. In fact, Rand
couldn’t have cared less about

politics, and took every oppor-
tunity to proclaim the relative
unimportance of politics as
merely an application of more
important fundamenal princi-
ples. Because she obviously

saw herself as an artist/

philosopher first, taking a
political stand out of sheer
necessity, she tended to make

careless political pronounce--

ments. Her numerous
blindspots — she was a Cold
War enthusiast, although her
essay ‘“The Roots of War” indi-
cates that she knew better —
were automatically taken on by
her faithful followers. She op-
posed the Vietnam War for the
wrong reasons, and spent more
time red-baiting the anti-war
movement than denouncing
mass murder. She endorsed
Nixon in '72, and forgot about
her allegedly consistent devo-
tion to the sanctity of private
property when discussing the
relationship of Israel to Pales-
tinians. A refugee from Soviet
Russia whose first novel, We
The Living, was a devastating
indictment of Soviet-style col-
lectivism, she hated Com-
munism so much that she re-
fused to understand it. For
Rand — who had barely es-
caped from the ‘“‘worker’s
paradise” with her life —
Communism was Satan with a
sword. It was not too hard for a
novelist, a dramatist to idealize
what she liked and exaggerate
the power of that which she de-
spised — and so America, her
beloved adopted country,
could do no wrong, except in-
advertently. For her, U.S. im-
perialism did not exist.

But Rand’s politics weren’t
all that bad, especially toward
theend. She had sense enough
to see through Ronald Reagan’s
game; her last public appear-

.ance was highlighted by a spi-

rited denunciation of the
“Moral Majority” and its links
to the Reagan administration.
Unlike some self-styled “liber-
tarians,” who have jumped on
the Reagan bandwagon, Rand
knew that ‘“‘conservatism” is
the worst enemy the free mar-
ket ever had (see her essay
“Conservatism: An Obituary”’).

Unlike our present-day
quasi-‘‘libertarian’’ oppor-
tunists, and unlike those of her
orthodox followers who will
doubtless claim the Objectivist
mantle, Rand despised the
American rightwing, knowing
them to be worse in their way
than their leftwing counter-
parts. Certainly no one can ac-
cuse Ayn Rand of ever having
been afraid to take up an un-
popular cause or swim against
the tide — who else would
have titled a bestselling book
The Virtue of Selfishness? Un-
like our present-day ‘‘low-tax
liberals,” who must consult a
public opinion poll before tak-
ing a position, Rand defied
“public opinion” — and, con-
sequently, had more of an ef-
fect on public opinion than all
our ‘“‘low-tax liberals’’ and
‘‘pro-peace conservatives’’
combined.

In spite of many a political
faux pas, Ayn Rand gave liber-
tarianism the moral fire it
needs to win — the same moral
fire which is so often missing
in the pronouncements of
Libertarian Party ‘“moderates.”
This is the immortal contribu-
tion of Ayn Rand, the artist and
great individualist, this is the
source of her tremendous
power as a novelist and ‘parti-
san of liberty — her dedication
to individualism as a moral
ideal. O

Special BRICKBAT:

Hocker’s revealing memo

A BRICKBAT to Chris
Hocker for the memo (dated
February 16, 1982) that fol-
lows. Hocker wrote it to his fel-
low Crane Machiners (whom
he calls ‘“‘the best and the
brightest’’). This memo has
been incorrectly attributed by
some to Jule Herbert. Lest some
of Hocker’s language about his
fellow libertarians seem harsh
to you, you should realize that
Hocker actually belongs to the
‘““soft’” wing of the Crane
Machine. In fact, during the
time Hocker was national di-
rector of the Libertarian Party,
Ed Crane often criticized
Hocker for not taking a tough,
vindictive hard-line with
non-Cranian elements in the
EP.

Clear evidence that the Crane
Machine is really primarily in-
terested in controlling the na-
tional 1984 campaign and not
in the stature and quality of the
candidate can be seen in Hock-
er’s treatment of the prospect of
Ed Clark running again as the
candidate. No one denies that
Ed Clark was a very presentable
1980 candidate. Despite
Crane-Machine opportunist
campaign management and the
candidate’s own flubs, Clark
certainly had the stature
needed by the LP’s candidate.
Yet Hocker, who was part of the
Clark management team, is
hysterical at the thought of
Clark running again or having
important influence in the LP.
The reason: as Hocker’s words
make clear, he and the rest of
the Crane Machine fear they
wouldn’t be in charge this
time. '

Aside from the snideness
and arrogance in this Crane
Machine memo, one has to ask:
Does its argument have merit?
Some merit— but interestingly
there is an option that the
Crane Machine refuses to con-
sider. How about a 1984 Presi-
dential campaign that has both
a high-quality candidate and a
focus on building the LP at the
grassroots? It would be a wel-
come change from the Crane
Machine’s exclusive love for
media hype.

Hocker’s memo:

As you may recall, my fellow Ameri-
cans, the last memo dealt with the True
Nature of the Enemy Within. It was long
on analysis and short on what to do
about it. This is Part II.

1 am convinced that we will see, by
early 1983, a coalition in the LP which
will explicitly and in some detail be ad-
vancing the following strategy, particu-
larly with regard to the presidential
nomination:

“The only activity that really matters
is local-level elections and associated
political activity. That’s where Liberta-
rians have the only chance of winning.
Therefore, we should concentrate the
bulk of our resources on local races, and
the presidential campaign should be
subordinate to them. We should nomi-
nate someone who will spend most of
his time helping local candidates. We
shouldn’t spend very much on national
media, and what we do spend should be
local-oriented and broadly ideological.
The kind of presidential campaign we
tried in 1980 is all wrong for 1984, so the
kind of candidates we pick for the presi-
dential ticket really don’t matter that
much.”

Most of us no doubt already recognize
that line of reasoning; we've all heard it
before. In the past, and right now, the
people who believe that aren’t or-
ganized, at least not around that specific
theme. But I'd bet that there are people
in every state who already believe it in
greater or lesser stages of articulation,
and that it’s only a matter of time before
some of the more energetic of them start
to weave a Grand Theory out of it.

I'm also convinced that the Clarks will
be dead center in the middle of it, once it
evolves. This will be their point of unity
with the Rothbard/Colorado/asshole fac-
tion.

It means that they will try to nominate
someone like Dick Siano or Dick Jacobs
— both good local candidate types who
would be disasters as presidential can-
didates. This is based on the assumption
that Ed Clark really doesn’t want to run
in 1984, and is waiting until 1988. If in

fact he’ll be a candidate in 1984, then he
will adopt this line to ensure his nomi-
nation. Essentially, Clark with a
Hunscher platform, appealing to just
about everyone except the hard-line
Crane Machiners.

Note that this Grand Theory is com-
patible with every version of
Wrongthink we’ve had to contend with
for the past year. For those who truly
believe in “bottom up” organizing, it
jibes with the belief that local activity is
the motive force needed for any sig-
nificant national impact. For those who
are terminal Crane-haters, it’s a perfect
way to minimize the Crane influence.
And for those who just plain don’t un-
derstand how things work, it’s an easy
and appealing argument to make and to
accept. It holds the subconscious mes-
sage that all us rank-and-file soldiers
don’t have to just shut up and let the big
guys run the show anymore, we've got
our own show right here in the City
Council race, and that’s where it's at.

Let' me emphasize that every shred of
available evidence indicates that the
Clarks will be the leaders of this view-
point. First, everything they've been
saying since 1980 supports it, especially
Ed with his ‘“we need to turn out more
people for campaign events” refrain.
Second, they’ve amply demonstrated
that they hold no loyalty whatsoever for
the Crane Machine, and will be happy to
push it to the background. Third, it rep-
resents an easy counter-strategy for Ed
the Grand Strategist. Fourth, it creates a
perfect set-up for Ed in 1988, because it
eliminates all thought of a serious na-
tional candidate to supplant him, and
guarantees him and Alicia long-term
control of the party. Finally, ifindeed he
wants to run in '84, then it gives him an
extremely strong shot at the nomina-
tion.

The Clarks have de-
monstrated that they hold
no loyalty for the Crane
machine.

Again, I'm sure that everyone of us
who has talked to rank-and-file party
peoplein the last year has encountered a
version of the ““local races are where it’s
at” line. As itapplies to 1984, I'll refer to
it_hereafter as the “Holding Pattern
Strategy,”” an abbreviated form of ‘“We
should concentrate on local races at the
grassroots and put our major national
effort on hold until we've built up our
local strength.”

We shouldn’t underestimate the
enormous superficial appeal of this line.
First, it’s true that LP percentages in
local races are usually many times those
of statewide or national campaigns.
Second, the results of the Clark cam-
paign lend credence: “Look at all the
money we spent, and he still only got
one percent of the vote.” In other words,
it’s an easy strategy to sell. Third, it ap-
peals both to do-nothings and to those
who resent the people who have been
working at the national level.

The most popular counter to the Hold-
ing Pattern line is that a strong national
campaign is needed to expose millions
of people to the party and its ideas, and
thus generate an awareness that will
translate into votes for local candidates
if not the top of the ticket. This by itself
is not terribly hard to argue, and most
people will buy it at least in part. But
that opens us up to the next problem:
“Well, if you need the national exposure
to get votes for the locals, then it really
doesn’t matter who we run for Presi-
dent. Have him appear on a few general,
name-ID-type TV and radio ads, and
then let him spend his time visiting
Fresno and Waco and Peoria to get local
press coverage-and boost the local can-
didates.” Which is, of course, what Ed
Clark or Bill Hunscher or Dick Jacobs or
whoever they put up in 1983 will say
they're going to do.

So what we have to sell is the impor-
tance not only of a strong national cam-
paignperse, butalsoa first-line national
ticket, further attempts to generate na-
tional media coverage, etc. etc.

The first thing we should do, I think,
is gear up an all-out attack on the Hold-
ing Pattern Strategy before it becomes a
coherent, articulated counter force.
Swing the balance of debate. Get our-
selves off the defensive and put the bur-
den of proof on the assholes. Use every
available forum — Update, frontlines,
LP News — to weaken the ““Local races
are everything” line and demonstrate
the necessity of a sophisticated
national-level campaign. Again, I want
to recommend that we make our points
wherever we can by appearing at state
conventions and party gatherings, and
in conversations with activists. Express
shock and wonder that anyone could
seriously think that a major national
campaign isn’t important: “You know,
I've heard something now a couple of
times and it concerns me sufficiently
that I think it’s important to talk about it.
I've heard people saying that we should
no longer spend time and money on
presidential races. ...”

We should accumulate data to back
up our arguments. To my knowledge,
it’s commonplace to have a ‘“‘pyramid
pattern” in the 1980 election results;

that is, Clark gets 1 percent, the Senate
candidate gets 2 percent, the Congres-
sional candidate gets 4 percent, etc. We
should draw up tables showing this re-
lationship, and we should also gather
‘evidence in the form of personal experi-
ences or whatever that would indicate
that people voted for Smith for Assem-
bly because they liked what they saw of
Ed Clark for President.

We have, by the way, a strong emo-
tional appeal of our own, and we should
use it. The “Holding Pattern Strategy”
implies that we are doomed to being
tiny and ineffective on the statewide or
national levels, at least for the foresee-
able future. It's a pessimistic viewpoint.
Let’s attack it as a pessimistic strategy:
“I for one don’t accept the idea that we
should give up-trying to influence the
system at every level. The most intru-
sive arm of the State is the federal gov-
ernment. Reagan has increased spend-
ing in every branch of the government,
and he’s leading us back to the draft and
war. These aren’t abstractions, these are
issues, and I don’t want to see the Liber-
tarian Party back away from these issues
by choosing not to make its voice heard
on the national level. ...”

It would be most helpful, for our pur-
poses, if Randolph would win his race
for governor. Even ifhe doesn’t, we need
his promised four to five legislative
seats to prove our case that a strong race
for a major office helps our candidates
for minor offices. In any case, we need to
enlist Randolph as a spokesman for our
point of view.

In addition, we should convince
people like Dick Siano and others who
have won local elections to speak on our
behalf, to say that they couldn’t have
done it without the larger effort of the
Clark for President campaign, espe-
cially the way it was run. Let’s go after
Siano and anyone else who has ever
won anything, or come close, where
they were identified as Libertarians.

Finally, a point about our own inter-
nal attitude. Let’s assume that we’re able
to recruit a top-notch presidential can-
didate for 1984. The temptation will be
‘to think, ““Shit, this guy’s so good that no
one in their right mind will oppose him,
and we can go ahead, nominate him,
and do what we want.” What I'm
suggesting here is that, whoever we re-
cruit, he will be opposed by a coalition
that will include the Clarks and that the
lines of debate will be over strategy
much more than over the qualifications
of the candidates; in fact, the assholes
will try to portray the good qualities of
our candidate as liabilities: “He’s too
slick. He'll divert attention from the
local candidates. He'll just go after the
national media.”

Now, I think we can all agree that if we
lose the presidential nomination in
1983 to a “Holding Pattern” candidate,
we and the party are finished, because
the party can't afford a holding pattern,
ever. So I would argue that we should
start running scared, right now, in prep-
aration for 1983. We should always as-
sume the worst and move as fast as we
can to counter it. We should get off the
defensive and start aggressively selling
our strategies. There’s pretty much of a
strategic vacuum out there right now,
and we should move in with our rela-
tively sophisticated, complex strategy
before the relatively easy and cheap
“Holding Pattern Strategy’ can jell.
Whatever we do, we can'’t afford to be
smug and to assume that the party will
automatically look to us for leadership
and wisdom. And if something other
than the worst happens — if Ed Clark
endorses our candidate, or something
equally unlikely — then it should come
as a pleasant surprise. To reemphasize:
Even if I'm wrong about the Clarks, or
the likely opposing strategy, or the de-
tails of what is happening and is going
to happen, it is still correct to proceed as
though we’re facing a serious, well-
organized opponent.

Oh, there’s one more thing (as Hepple
would say). I've occasionally heard
some of us talk about what amounts to
political retaliation against strongholds
of pro-assholery. For example, that we
do nothing to help the Texas LP this year
because they're all going to vote against
us anyway and we don’t want to help
strengthen their position. Well,I want to
register my opposition to that line of
thinking. If we want to continue in the
leadership of a progressing party, we
should continue the policy of making
the most of whatever and whoever we
have to work with. It’s still true that the
only way to attract good, new, intelli-
gent, correct-think activists is through
effective political activity, meaning that
we should take the chance that a solid
gubernatorial campaign in an asshole
state (Texas is only an example) should
produce a new crop of people who will
ultimately replace the current state
leadership. Assholes tend to be the
strongest in stagnant, weak parties (re-
gardless of the actual membership size).
The only way to have even a chance of
getting rid of them is to take the steps
necessary to get those parties moving
ahead. So I would counsel against dis-
pensing money, resources, advice, etc.
only to “our allies,” and instead to rule
out internal political considerations
when making decisions on whom to as-
sistand howmuch. ]« « /&0 1
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‘Fascism with a human face’?

The Polish Revolution —
and the emergence of martial
law socialism — continues to
send shockwaves through the
U.S. Left. Important defections
from the ranks have occurred
as a direct result of the Polish
events. The latest is Susan Son-
tag, the well-known writer and
critic, long a left-leaning fellow
traveler.

Sontag  dropped  her
bombshell on February 9, at an
“Evening for Solidarity’’ in
New York City’s Town Hall.
Organized by ‘‘American
Workers and Artists for Sol-
idarity” and co-sponsored by
the American P.E.N. Center
and the Nation Institute, this
was supposed to be the Left’s
answer to “Let Poland Be Po-
land.” Instead of Frank Sinatra
and Turkish dictators we had
Pete Seeger and PATCO.
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Susan Sontag

Scheduled early in the prog-
ram, Sontag stunned the audi-
ence by launching a three-
pronged attack on the foibles of
her fellow leftists. After noting
the utter hypocrisy and impo-
tence of Reagan, Haig and
Thatcher as Western govern-
ments refinance the Polish
debt, Sontag turned the guns
around, from right to left: :

I have the impression that

much of what is said about

politics by people on the
so-called democratic left has
been governed by the wish
not to give comfort to “reac-
tionary” forces. With that
consideration in mind,
people on the left have wit-

tingly or unwittingly told a

lot of lies.

Here Sontag underscored the
political anxiety underlying an
event like an “Evening for Sol-
idarity,” the inevitably defen-
sive posture of such a gather-
ing. A murmur went through
the crowd. Then Sontag drop-
ped the bombshell:

There are many lessons to be

learned from the Polish

events. But, I would main-
tain, the principal lesson to

be learned is the lesson of

the failure of communism,
the utter villainy of the
communist system. It has
been a hard lesson to learn.

And Iam struck by how long

it has taken us to learn it.

By now, the audience was
audibly upset; a few scattered
boos in the midst of dead si-
lence. Undaunted, Sontag
skewered them on, her rhetori-
cal sword.

The emigres from com-

munist countries we didn’t

listen to,who found it easier

to get published in the

Readers Digest than in the

Nation or the New States-

man, were telling the truth.

Why didn’t we hear them

before, when they were tel-

ling us exactly what they tell -
us now? We thought we
loved justice; many of us

did. But we did not love the

truth enough. Which is to

say that our priorities were
wrong. The result was that
many of us, and I include
myself, did not understand
the nature of the communist
tyranny. We tried to distin-
guish among communisms:
for example, treating

“Stalinism,” which we dis-

avowed, as if that were an

aberration, and praising
other regimes — outside of

Europe — which had and

have essentially the same

character.

The latest in anti-*‘Stalinist”
left-chic is Nicaragua, where
the Sandinistas have banned
the opposition press, arrested
Communist Party members as
well as businessmen, and
launched a campaign against
the Miskito Indians, forcibly
relocating 15,000 from their
Atlantic coast home.

Then Sontag delivered the
knock-out punch. Diagnosing
the Jaruzelski regime as inci-
pient fascism, Sontag went on
to explain that her conception
encompassed far more than
evolution of the Polish military
coup and the political charac-
ter of the Red junta. Sontag
continued:

I mean to use the word in a
further sense. What the re-
cent Polish events illustrate
is something more than that
fascist rule is possible
within the framework of a
communist society ... I
would contend that what
they illustrate is a truth that
we should have understood
a very long time ago: that
communism is fascism —
successful fascism, if you
will. What we have called
fascism is, rather, the form
of tyranny that can be over-
thrown — that has, largely,
failed. I repeat: Not only is
fascism (and overt military
rule) the probable destiny of
all communist societies —
especially when their popu-
lations are moved to revolt

— but communism is itself a
variant, the most successful
variant, of fascism. Fascism
with a human face.

Many applauded Sontag’s
eloquence; however, not a few
catcalls punctuated the stun-
ned silence on the left side of
the aisle. Since that evening
the controversy has yet to die
down. The Nation reprinted
Sontag’s remarks along with a
critical symposium by
everyone from Diana Trilling
to Andrew Kopkind and Phil-
lip Green (a member of the Na-
tion editorial board), plus a de-
lightfully scornful reply by
Sontag.

Trilling takes Sontag to task
for doubting Ronald Reagan’s
sincerity; leftist writer Daniel
Singer, author of a singularly
misdirected book on Poland,
The Road To Gdansk, calls
Sontag’s working-class origins
into question. Phillip Green —
in a leftist version of Jeane
Kirkpatrick’s preference for
rightist ‘“‘authoritarianism”’
versus leftist ““totalitarianism”
— proclaims that the exact re-
verse is true because rightist
juntas ‘‘are built around the
violent suppression of or-
ganized labor.” And so the
suppression of Solidarity goes
down the Memory Hole — as
the Phillip Greens of this world
march into the Orwellian fu-
ture, shouting slogans in per-
fect unison.

Daniel Singer, who spoke
after Sontag at the New York
City meeting, said he wanted
Solidarity to adopt “The Inter-
nationale” as their anthem, al-
though he supposedly “under-
stands” why they didn’t. (In
fact, Lech Walesa and his
lieutenants walked out of a
French labor union meeting
when that song was sung.) Son-
tag’s reply clarifies the whole
question of leftist Doublethink
and its poisoning of the politi-
cal atmosphere. “I do not wish
the members of Solidarity had
sung the ‘Internationale.’ I do
not think they were mistaken
in not doing so. Neither do I
wish to hear it sung by the
democratic movement in El
Salvador, whose struggle to
overthrow the tyranny backed
by the American government I
passionately support.”

- Sontag’s discovery of the
“utter villainy” of Communist
ideology amounts to the awa-
kening of the moral impulse in
her politics. This is the key to
understand her equation of
communism equals ‘‘fascism
with a human face.” Undoub-
tedly pedants of every persua-
sion will bristle at the merging

of these categories. Typically,
the quasi-libertarians over at
Inquiry magazine sniff that
Sontag is “imprecise.” Accord-
ing to Inquiry’s anonymous
editorial writer, fascism and
communism ‘‘are separate
political philosophies that,
while sharing some common
ground, differ on much.” In-
quiry then goes on to scold the
left for being ‘‘disturbingly
free” in brandishing this par-
ticular epithet.

It is hardly surprising that
Inquiry — which typically
misses the whole point, mock-
ingly referring to ‘“‘Rip van Son-
tag” — should be blind to the
awakening of the moral im-
pulse in Sontag’s politics. After
all, Inquiry’s own politics are
disturbingly free of such fac-
tors. (In the same issue, for
example, an Inquiry editorial
on El Salvador states ‘“The
tragedy is that in El Salvador
there is no obvious solution, at
least for the United States.”
Even though we are solemnly
informed that ‘‘the case against
U.S. intervention is even
stronger in moral terms,” appa-
rently it is not obvious to In-

quiry that the only moral “sol- .

ution” is, obviously, for the
U.S. to get out and stay out.)

" Sontag has gone right to the
heart of the matter; with un-
usual clarity of perception she
has identified the immorality
of the proposition which states
that man must live for the sake
of the state — a proposition
shared by both fascists and
communists.

As for the theoretical ques-
tion of a communist/fascist
convergence — why does In-
quiry rule this out, as if no one
had ever proposed it before?
(Of course, the idea is too obvi-
ous to be new; George Orwell
and James Burnham first raised
the question in, respectively,
1984 and The Managerial Re-
volution.) The case of Musso-
lini only illustrates the most
famous example of widespred
defections from Marxism to
fascism. But historical evi-
dence to the contrary not-
withstanding, there is nothing
to rule out the possibility of
Communism evolving into a
form of fascism. Surely Inquiry
will not dispute the fact that,
where Communists have taken
state power, the original ‘“re-
volutionary’’ ideology has

" been largely scuttled. What,

then, will replace the original
credo? Probably whatever is
convenient at the moment.

And it is true that the Polish .

regime seems to be acquiring
many of the characteristics of

fascism; the primacy of the
military, and nationalism
tinged with anti-Semitism. In
Nicaragua, a leftwing regime
has virtually declared martial
law while persecuting Indians
in the manner of Latin Ameri-
ca’s most rightwing juntas.
Does General Jaruzelski have to
don the swastika before Inquiry
will admit that Communism
may be evolving toward what
Sontag calls ‘“fascism with a
human face?”

Incredibly, Inquiry goes on
to attack Sontag for wanting to
“send in the Marines.” “Now
that Sontag has changed her
mind about which side is prog-
ressive,”” fulminates our
anonymous editorial writer,
“the most natural thing in the
world is for her to lend them
some muscle.” Now, it is in-
conceivable that Sontag should
want to “send in the Marines”
to Poland or anywhere else.

Surely Inquiry cannot be una- -

ware of this. Then what pro-
vokes this fit of pique? Like
many who watched as the Red
fist smashed Solidarity, Sontag
was struck — and rightly so —
by the impotence of the Reagan
regime, all the more com-
pounded by its ineffectual
blustering a la “Let Poland Be
Poland.” Sontag deplored
government-to-government
aid, unaffected by the Polish
events. Without calling for
economic sanctions, Sontag
rightly deplored the ‘“business
as usual” attitude so prevalent
in the West. But nowhere did
she call for “sending in the
Marines”’! One searches in vain
through the text of Sontag’s
speech for anything even re-
motely resembling the senti-
ments Inquiry attributes to her.
But, undeterred by facts, In-
quiry leaps into the fray. “If
new cries for American inter-
vention are all we can expect

- from Rip van Sontag, we’'d

rather she went back to sleep.”

It is, however, the alleged
libertarians at Inquiry who lie
sleeping. Their rather small-
minded response to a promi-
nent leftist intellectual now
moving closer to a libertarian
analysis reveals a petulant sec-
tarianism truly mind-boggling.

As for us, we welcome Susan
Sontag to the small but grow-
ing ranks of those who say no to
tyranny from El Salvador to Po-
land. One can only applaud
Ms. Sontag for taking up what
is undoubtedly a thankless task
— making the American left
face up to the political and
moral consequences of Doub-
lethink and double stan-
dards. O

Nicaragua

(Continued from page 6)
announcement of Comman-
dante Eden Pastora — the
Nicaraguan folk hero who led
the spectacular 1978 raid on
the National Palace and a lead-
ing Sandinista — signaling his
break with the FSLN leader-
ship has sent shockwaves from
Managua to the Atlantic Coast.
Denouncing the nine-man
junta for “‘betraying the revolu-
tion” — he calls them “traitors
and assassins”” — Pastora has
vowed to ‘‘drag them from their
mansions and Mercedes
Benzes at gunpoint.”

At a press conference held
April 15 in Costa Rica, the
enigmatic ‘‘Commandante
Zero” attacked arbitrary sei-
zures of land and other prop-
erty, as well as the jailing of
leftists ‘““who are being
punished for the crime of in-
terpreting Marx with different
criteria than their comrades in

power.”’ Pastora decried the
FSLN’s failure to hold free elec-
tions, as well as the FSLN lead-
ership’s assault on economic
freedom and civil liberties.
Taking up the cause of the Mis-
kito people, Pastora declared
that Nicaragua’s Indians are
being “jailed and killed with-
out there being a newspaper or
radio that can denounce before
the world this regime of terror

that rules on the Atlantic Coast .

and in all Nicaragua through
the feared State Security
police.”

Pastora, who left Nicaragua
to fight the U.S.-backed junta
in Guatamala, is now accused
by the FSLN Directorate of
being in league with the CIA. In
Managua, the stunned San-
dinista leadership is busy con-

ducting a mass ritual of exor- ,

cism — such as the spectacle of
4000, militia burning identity

cards which bear Pastora’s por-
trait as commander of the na-
tional militia — and the di-
mensions of the anti-Pastora
campaign take on Orwellian
dimensions.

Claiming that Commandante
Zero has been somehow
“Reaganized,” the hysterical
accusations hurled by the cur-
rent FSLN leadership at the
man who led the Sandinista
army to victory over Somoza do
nothing for the regime’s credi-
bility. Apparently one has only
to disagree with the ruling
junta in order to be labeled a
“counter-revolutionary” in the
pay of the CIA. Thus the usur-
pers reveal their weakness —
and their fear.

A split in the FSLN itself is
imminent. It is notto be forgot-
ten that, before the insurrec-

tion, Sandinistas were divided .

into three factions: the Ter-
ceristas, the Proletarian Ten-
dency, and the Prolonged
People’s War Tendency. It was
the Terceristas — led.by Pas-

tora — which initially consti-
tuted the bulk of the Sandinista
army. It was the Terceristas —
nationalist, democratic and
mass-based — who were re-
sponsible for the daring attack
on the National Palace in Au-
gust of 1978, and who fought
against the cautious
gradualism of the two Marxist
factions. In the first phase of
the armed struggle against
Somoza, it was the Terceristas
who stood at the head of a

peopleinarms. “The group has

by all reports received hun-
dreds of new recruits, includ-
ing some volunteers from all
over Latin America, especially
Panama,’”” wrote Elizabeth
Farnsworth in November of
1978: ;
Journalists who have visited
Tercerista training camps
report seeing bazookas, roc-
ket launchers, and large-
calibre machine guns, all
captured from the National
Guard or bought on the
black market. The Tercerista
goal, according to Daniel .

Ortega Saavedra, a founder

of the FSLN and a member of

the National leadership, is

to bring about the formation

of “a democratic govern-

ment, a government that

joins together all those who
fought against Somoza.
(Internews/International

Bulletin; 11/6/78)

The Terceristas led by Pas-
tora were the bulk of the San-
dinista armed forces from the
very beginning. Recruited into
the fight against Somoza in the
name of the most basic democ-
ratic program and slogans, they
soon came to idolize their au-
dacious and impatient com-
mander.

Although the Marxists
within the FSLN leadership
have done much to solidfy
their position in the armed
forces, it is hard to believe the
Sandinista army will swallow
the line that Pastora is a CIA
agent. Nicaragua’s rapid milit-
ary build-up cannot be solely
attributed to the very real threat
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Leftists harming peace

By Justin Raimondo

Thirty-seven German peace
groups, meeting in Bonn to
plan for a demonstration to
- greet Ronald Reagan when he
arrives on June 10, voted to
condemn U.S. policy in Central
America, the Middle East,
South Africa, West Europe,
“and other regions.” Resolu-
tions introduced by the
“Greens” — a leftwing group-
ing with an environmentalist
orientation which has been
regularly garnering 5% of the
vote in recent elections — con-
" demning Soviet interferencein
Poland and Afghanistan were
shouted down.

In response, the “Greens”
walked out. “Mr. Reagan can
come to Bonn completely re-

laxed now, "’ said Petra Kelly, a -

Green party leader. ‘““This
peace movement has shown it-
self incapable of discussion,”
she said, after a meeting of over
800 delegates rejected resolu-
tions expressing support for
Poland’s Solidarity movement
and condemning Soviet inter-
ference in the internal affairs of
both Poland and Afghanistan.
In addition, the meeting re-
jected aresolution —backed by
the Greens — which would

have pledged to use only non- -

violent means of protest at
anti-war actions.

Ulrich Tost, another promi-
nent Green party leader, said:
“The Communists dominated
the meeting completely. It took
place under seemingly demo-
craticrules, but that was a joke.
Wecould barely geta word in.”
Significantly, the major West
German peace organization —
the church-led Action for Re-
conciliation, which organized
a Bonn anti-nuclear weapons
rally mobilizing 250,000
people — has kept away from
the preparations for June 10.
The Greens take a more aggres-

sive, self-confident tact; they-

insist they’ll be there on June
10, but, according to the New
York Times, ‘“that they were
considering under what cir-
cumstances and how they
could differentiate themselves
from goals agreed upon by the
37 groups on Sunday.”

A growing European revolt
against  both superpowers,
millions marching against the
arms build-up, the Polish Re-
volution, the slow disintegra-
tion of NATO and parallel de-
velopments taking place
within the Warsaw Pact — all
of these things are presaged
and reflected in the turmoil of
the European anti-war move-
ment.

The left — which controls
the anti-war movement not
only in Germany, but in
America as well — has been in
a state of hysterical panic since
the declaration of martial law
in Poland. Demoralized and
split by the crisis of Polish
socialism, the shrill sec-
tarianism of leftist organiza-
tions within the burgeoning
anti-war movement acts as a
brake on its growth and suc-
cess. :
Which Way For The Anti-War

- Movement?

Desperate to recruit as the
disillusioned fall away, the
Marxist left is seeking to turn
the anti-war movement into its
very own private playground.
From Bonn to San Francisco its
tactics are essentially the same;
link up the anti-war movement
with every allegedly “progres-
sive” cause under the sun.

In the U.S., as well as in
Germany, organized leftist dis-
ruption threatens to split the
movement against prepara-

" tions for nuclear war and U.S.
military intervention abroad.

Faced with a situation
roughly comparable to what

the German ‘‘Greens’’ must
deal with, Libertarians active
in the movement against U.S.
aid to El Salvador have re-
sponded by raising the slogan:
“No Martial Law — From El
Salvador To Poland!” Alone
among all tendencies in the
anti-war movement, the ban-
ners of the Libertarian Party
Radical Caucus (LPRC)
proudly proclaimed our sol-
idarity with struggles. for self-
determination from Central
America to East Europe — get-
ting nothing but flack from lef-
tist parade monitors and grow-
ing support from the peace
movement rank-and-file.

During a demonstration
against U.S. aid to El Sal-
vador’s junta, parade officials
associated with the Workers
World Party/All Peoples Con-
gress (WWP/APC) threatened
to physically exclude the rela-
tively large LPRC contingent
from the parade route so long
as we insisted on chanting “No
Martial Law — From Poland To
El Salvador!” instead of
“Money for jobs, not for war.”

After assuring these WWP
officials “‘these are the streets
of San Francisco, not the streets
of Warsaw,”” the LPRC stood its
ground. The WWP’s youth
group, Youth Against War &
Fascism (YAWF), had a well-
deserved reputation for street
violence and provocative be-
havior at the height of the
anti-Vietnam war movement.
And while today their
hopped-up militance has given
way to building a WWP-
dominated “anti-Reagan’’ front
group, the ““All-Peoples Con-
gress” — which seems entirely
preoccupied with paving the
way for the liberal Democrats
in '84 — their capacity, one
might even say their fondness
for violence continues un-
abated. Although, today,
WWP/YAWF/APC is nothing
but the tail on the Democratic
donkey, perhaps the ‘“militant”
tactics reflect the despair of a
failed politics. Workers World
does not hesitate to shout down
all opposition, single out cer-
tain political opponents for
physical violence and disrupt
any broad anti-war coalition
they cannot control. Instru-
mental in organizing the May 3
anti-war demonstrations in.
Washington last year — where:
they originated the ‘“Money for:
jobs, not for war!” slogan —
WWP/YAWF members are al-
ways eager to volunteer for
‘“‘security” functions; this is
how they move to physically
smash political opponents
while allegedly acting in an
“official” capacity.

As WWP robot cheerleaders
belt out slogans through
megaphones, distributing
mimeographed sheets in-
scribed with the “approved”
slogans, their pretenses to lead-
ing a mass movement grow in-
creasingly thin. The WWP’s at-

., tempt to link the anti-war
movement to the slogan “Roll
Back Reaganism” — the ‘“Na-
tional Days of Resistance” ac-
tion called by the WWP-front
‘All-Peoples Congress’ — was a
miserable flop. Last year on
May 3rd at least 50,000 rallied
against U.S. aid to El Sal-
vador’s junta — this year, fewer
than 5000 rallied in
Washington, D.C., in addition
to even smaller rallies in cities
across the country.

June 12

Is the split in the German
anti-war movement an omin-
ous portent of things to come?

The desperate sectarianism
of the left is the response of
conservative doctrinaires to
events — such as the Polish
Revolution — which their
dogma cannot explain or

acknowledge. These are hard
times for the left; even the faith-
ful are beginning to have
doubts, and socialist
shepherds eagerly see to it that
stray sheep don’t wander too

. far from the flock. Anxious to

seal off their own cadre from
political reality, in the short
run the developing split in the
anti-war movement could very
well diminish the size and ef-
fectiveness of planned mass
protests. In the long run, how-
ever, the sectarianism of the
left will seal it off from the mass
movement — which must and
will respond to the threat of
nuclear war one way or
another.

Nothing dramatizes the di-
lemma of the U.S. anti-war
movement more than the split

" in the organizations mobiliz-

ing for the June 12 anti-nuclear
weapons rally planned in con-
junction with the special UN
session on Disarmament, to be
held in New York City. On one
side, we have the June 12 Rally
Committee, headed by the
more traditional peace groups
such as SANE, Greenpeace, the
American Friends Service
Committee, and the Riverside
Church Disarmament Program.
Refusing to make the link bet-
ween the U.S. military build-
up and U.S. intervention in
Central America and
elsewhere, the slogans of the
Rally Committee are tailored to
fit the archetypal liberal:
‘Freeze and Reverse the Arms
Race,’ and ‘Redirect Resources
from the Military to Meet
Human Needs.’

If we learned
anything from the
1960s, it was the
effectiveness of
single-issue efforts.

The Third World and Prog-
ressive People’s Coalition, con-
trolled by the Rev. Herbert
Doughtry’s Black United Front
(BUF) and a variety of primar-
ily white Marxist grouplets,
calls for unilateral nuclear dis-
armament, condemns U.S.
military intervention in Cen-
tral America, and complains
that the Rally Committee hasn’t
emphasized the ‘“meet human
needs” rhetoric quite enough
for their liking.

Aside from all the personal-
ity clashes and what the Vil-
lage Voice calls “the most de-
structive kind of sectarian
‘turf-building,” ” real political
differences are beginning to
emerge. The Rally Committee’s
perspective was expressed by
Art Van Remundt, a member of
Greenpeace from the Nether-
lands, when he said:

The crowd (at the June 12

rally) should consist of as

broad a cross-section of the

American public as possi-

ble. To achieve this result

the rally must appear favor-
able to the new mainstream
constituencies and this
should be reflected in the
sponsorship of the rally. . .”

(Village Voice; 4/20/82)

Although the Voice claims
all this is “a codeword for
excluding urban minorities
and organizations,” this very
same article by Dave Lindorf
(“War in Peace: The Fight for
Position in New York’s June 12
Disarmament Rally’’) states:

.... the Third World and

Progressive People’s Coali-

tion by no means represents

the whole black or third
world community — evenin

New York. Even if many

other “minority organiza-

tions like the* Coalition of

movement

Black Trade Unionists and .
the Hispanic Labor Commit-
tee are annoyed (with the
Rally Committee), they ha-
ven’t flocked to join the
Third World .and Progres-
sive People’s Coalition ...
And at the same time, the
Rally Committee is not
without black support. . . .

Mark Roberts, national cam-
paign director for Greenpeace,
stated the real issue succinctly.
““A significant issue was trying
to attract middle America. I
think it’s fair to say that if any-
thing significant is going to
happen on disarmament, this
rally can’t be too far left. I per-
sonally would like to see more
right-wing and conservative
groups involved, since they are
also concerned about the arms
build-up since it causes de-
ficits.”

The split has led to the pos-
sibility of a court battle over the
June 12 rally permit, with both
groups claiming to be the
legitimate rally committee —
or perhaps the New York City
parks department will split the
rally into, as the Village Voice
laments, “‘two geographically
and politically separate

‘events.”

A Single-Issue Movement

This intramural battle is a
classic example of both sides
being in the wrong. For the
mainstream liberal Rally
Committee to claim that the
Third World and Progressive
People’s Coalition is ““too far to
the left” is hypocritical, even if
quite true. For it was the Rally
Committee itself which in-
sisted on the slogan ‘“Redirect
Resources to Meet Human
Needs” — hardly a rallying cry
designed to attract “middle
America’” in this era of
budget-cutting, not to mention
“rightwing and conservative
groups,” which means anyone
to the right of Eella Abzug.

As for the so-called Third
World and Progressive
People’s Coalition — their
multi-issue approach is more
suited to building a leftist
political party than building a
mass anti-war movement. The
left is, of course, perfectly
well aware of this — ‘they, at
least, have the relative advan-
tage of knowing precisely what
they want. The leftist coalition
states: “Many of us were in-
volved in the movements of the
’60s and we remember all too
well the attempts of the most
conservative leadership, usu-
ally backed by huge sums of
foundation money, to limit the
political slogans to the most
basic, to refuse to link one issue
with another, and in the most
treacherous fashion, to make
the movement ‘safe’ for politi-
cians to come in and lead it.”

Why the peace movement
shouldn’t use whatever money
it can raise to further its aims is
a question Lenin himself
would have known how to
answer — but not our latter day
Leninists. The real question
here, however, is not the left’s
petty-bourgeois contempt for
money, but the whole question
of a single-issue versus multi-
issue peace coalition.

The real problem is that
neither the Rally Committee
nor the rival Coalition choose
to focus on the issue of Ameri-
ca’s increasingly bellicose
foreign policy. The Rally
Committee’s insistence that tax
money should be “redirected”
anywhere other than back into
the taxpayer’s pocket con-
stricts the broad scope of the
peace movement just as much
as the infantile leftism of the
TW&PPC.

No one is “refusing to link
one issue with another” —
Libertarians, for example, link
the issue of the military build-

up to the build-up of ‘public
sector’ power and the growth of
the Leviathan State. But we do.
this in our own publications,
on our own placards and in our
own name. If the left wants to
“link issues,”” no one in a
broad, single-issue coalition
will prevent them from doing
so — in their own name. The
most basic demands are indeed
what unites diverse forces
around the single issue of U.S.
foreign policy. For the left sec-
tarians to invoke the memory of
the '60s anti-war phenomenon
in their argument for a multi-
issue approach is inexplicable;
if we learned anything at all in -
that tumultuous decade it was
the unparalleled effectiveness
of a single-issue anti-war
movement. That movement —
centered around the simple
slogan “Bring the boys home
now!” — mobilized millions,
and brought down a President.

The split in the American
and German anti-war move-
ments are mirror imges of each
other — and Libertarians prop-
ose a single solution to both
problems. Let each component
of the anti-war movement —
leftists, pacifists, Libertarians
and others — each offer their
own analysis of events in Po-
land and Central America,
without seeking to impose a
particular political line on the
entire pedace movement. Op-
position to war preparations
and military intervention by
both superpowers is the bottom
line; there is no need for the
anti-war movement to take a
position on martial law in Po-
land aside from condemning a
Soviet invasion if and when it
comes.

As for the issue of ““unilateral
nuclear disarmament”’; this is,
literally, a red herring. In fact,
such a superficially ‘radical’
proposal is irrelevant, since the
Soviets have time and time
again offered to begin a process
of mutual disarmament. To
state that it is necessary for the
U.S. to unilaterally disarm be-
fore the Soviets are willing to
go ahead is to imply that the
USSR’s current peace propos-
als are less than sincere — iron-
ically the same position taken
by Reagan and the hawks of the
Committee on the Present
Danger, who argue for an un-
precedented military build-up
and refuse to rule out a U.S.
first strike.

The refusal of the Rally
Committee toinclude “U.S. out
of El Salvador” among their
demands is sheer blindness.
There is no way to separate war
preparations from the war it-
self; America’s nuclear arsenal
must be seen, not as an alleged
““deterrent,” but as a vital in-
strument of America’s
empire-building foreign pol-
icy. No ‘‘peace movement”’
worthy of the name could sepa-
rate what are really two aspects
of a single issue.

Although the Rally Commit-
tee and the TW&PPC are cur-
rently negotiating to settle
their differences, hurriedly
patching up the split before
June 12 in order to achieve os-
tensible “unity” won't really
solve the problem. What is
needed is a thorough discus-
sion within the anti-war
movement and a firm determi-
nation to unite all who can be
united against the threat of
nuclear destruction. Not the
cozy liberal cabal which wants
to make the peace movement
‘“safe” for liberal Democratic
politicians, nor the “multi-
issue’’ obscurantism of the
Marxist grouplets — what is
required is nothing less than a
massive effort to roll back the
Pentagon and the prospect of a
nuclear ‘“‘final solution.” O
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e A BOUQUET to LP Con-
gressional candidate Chuck
Olson and other San Mateo
County (California) activists
who rejected the LP national
office’s toothless tax protest
leaflet and instead handed out
on April 15 an up-dated ver-
sion of the reasonable-radical
leaflet they had used in the
past. ...

e A BOUQUET to Lorraina
Valencia whose series of liber-
tarian opinion columns in the
Phoenix Gazette have been
both hard-hitting and effec-
tively persuasive. . . .

e A BRICKBAT to outgoing
Inquiry editor Glenn Garvin for
running an article by Jack
Shafer attacking enterprise
zones per se. The first two-
thirds of the article is excellent
— criticizing the gutting of the
enterprise zone concept by
American politicians. But then
Shafer starts criticizing the
concept itself.

He calls laws setting up such
zones a form of porkbarrel
legislation (but in fact no sub-
sidy is involved); he likens
them to Soviet five-year plans
(but in fact no central planning
of production targets is in-
volved). Shafer even calls en-
terprise zones immoral and
says that setting up such zones
is as immoral as it would have
been to abolish slavery early in
a dozen cities in the antebel-
lum South instead of waiting
until all slaves could be freed.

Shafer’s article is a good oc-
casion to clear up a point about
the gradualism-immediatism
debate. The immediatist posi-
tion is that slavery, tyranny,
robbery, and other injustices
are immoral and ought to be
abolished immediately. To ad-
vocate stalling in righting
these wrongs is also immoral.
But the immediatist still
realizes that change usually
comes gradually and has no ob-
jection in principle to clear
steps in the right direction.
Thus an immediatist might —
depending on the situation —
have tactical reservations
about merely calling for enter-
prise zones or freeing slaves in
a dozen cities. But an im-
mediatist who was a member of
a legislature -certainly would
not vote against freeing some
slaves or some enterprises now
on the grounds that freedom
has to come all at once or not at
alls,

e(Opportunists Move Right-
ward, Part [II? Inquiry’s new
incoming editor Doug Ban-
dow (a former Reagan White
House staffer) in recent
speeches and interviews has
been engaged in empty boast-
ing about Ronald Reagan'’s per-
sonal devotion to liberty as a
principle, the current Republi-
can Party ‘“‘renaissance,” the
importance of the U.S. gov-
ernment assertively promoting
American ideals around the
world, the Reaganite dream of
welfare programs that are all
right because they benefit the
truly “needy,” the sheer won-
derfulness of “the process of
transferring back to the states
and localities those programs
-vhich are their traditional re-
sponsibilities,” and the virtue
of the Reagan administration’s
‘“firm and consistent’” ap-

proach on military spending
and in foreign policy. A
BRICKBAT to him for such
nonsense, and it will be in-
teresting to see whether the
historically anti-Reagan In-
quiry changes its tune under its
new editor ...

eA BOUQUET to Inquiry
senior editor Ralph Raico, who
has kept up the quality of In-
quiry’s book and arts reviews
despite contrary pressures
from his publisher Chris
Hocker (who once wrote that
Saturday Review’s literary
standards were too highbrow
for a libertarian magazine!)
Another BOUQUET to Raico
for candidly writing to Hocker
telling him to stop using “the
pseudo-Cranian, irate-memo
style in communicating with
me.” ... :

oA BOUQUET to Colorado
Liberty for their candid as-
sessment of the disappointing
vote totals in the recent Judith
Jones campaign for mayor of
New York City. The Colorado
newsletter also notes that de-
spite the fact that Jones’s 6,902
votes were 1,900 less than Fran
Youngstein received in the
same race eight years earlier,
the Jones campaign issued a
statement that Jones’s total was
“the highest city-wide vote re-
ceived by any FLP candidate to
date.” A BRICKBAT to the
Jones campaign for such a blat-
ant untruth ...

oA BRICKBAT to Ohio
Crane Machine leaders Ann
Leech, Ross Levatter, and Carl
Nennerfelt for confiscating and
refusing to mail out the Jan.
1982 Ohio LP newsletter. What
provoked this drastic suppres-
sive response? Well, it turns
out that the January issue con-
tained a brief reference in one
paragraph in an identified
“‘opinion piece” to the fact that

- Leech and LP candidate Jim

Berns had attempted in De-
cember 1981 to recruit a person
who had anti-libertarian views
to run as the LP’s candidate for
Ohio governor R ¢
BOUQUET to Ohio LPer Dan
McKiernan for having written
the article that so offended the
high and mighty ...
Incidentally, McKiernan is
the author of a proposed
amendment to‘the Ohio LP
constitution. Hi¥"sensible and
hard-core amendment has been
fanatically opposed by Ohio’s
Crane Machine opportunists.
Here is the text of the amend-
ment that so upsets them:
“Neither the Party nor any of
its representatives shall will-

" fully support any measure

which conflicts with the
Statement of Principles of the
Libertarian Party of the U.S.A;
neither the Party nor any of its
representatives shall willfully
support any candidate or offi-
cial (as a candidate or official)
whose actions conflict with the
Statement of Principles of the
Libertarian Party of the U.S.A.”

oFrontlines, Human Events,
Washington Monthly, and Up-
date have all been writing
about the staff upheaval at the
National Taxpayers Legal
Fund. But nobody has satisfac-
torily cleared up the financial
imbriglio at NTLF. Frontlines
reported that $15,000 specifi-
cally donated to NTLF for its

procurement project had been

spent for other purposes, and

that Ernest Fitzgerald and Dina

Rasor were attempting to re-

cover the money. Frontlines
also reported that Kenta Guida
— hired by NTLF at a
$24,000-a-year salary — was
actually spending his time
working on the Crane
Machine’s house organ, Up-
date. Some have even said that
Guida was given the ostensible
NTLF job on the condition that
he work for free putting out
Update. Also Frontlines re-
ported Rasor’s description of
how Update’s supplies are
paid for by NTLF. We don’t
pretend to understand all of
what the Crane Machine is up
to in this matter, but we're sure
that NTLF’s donors are very
curious after the Frontlines

- BOUQUET-worthy story . . ..

oThe best new libertarian
publication in many a year is
the Humane Studies Review.
Its first issue deserves the
biggest BOUQUET our florist
can put together. Editor David
Hart is providing a vitally
needed bibliographic guide for
college and university studies.
The first issue features part one
(Calvinists to the Glorious
Revolution) of an introduction
to libertarian political thought.
Subscriptions are free from the
Institute for Humane Studies,
P.O. Box 1149, Menlo Park, CA

o A BOUQUET to Libertarian
Rep. Ken Fanning, Alaska, for
his comments on the House
floor calling Alaskan State Sen.
George Hohman'’s bribery con-
viction, “a relatively minor in-
cident of corruption in com-
parison to the millions of dol-
lars and hundreds of incidents
-of favoritism, special interest
contracts, vote buying, vote
trading, and politically moti-
vated deals which occur on a
somewhat regular basis around
here, and are accepted by some
as ‘the way the system works.”’

oA BOUQUET to Libertarian
Rep. Dick Randolph, Alaska,
for his introduction of the
“Liberty Amendment” in the
Alaska Legislature, which
would amend the U.S. Con-
stitution to repeal the federal
income tax. A BOUQUET also
to Libertarian Rep. Ken Fan-
ning who was one of three
votes in a House subcommittee
which served to recommend
passage of the amendment to
the Alaskan House ...

oA BRICKBAT to Libertarian
Rep. Ken Fanning for his label-
ing as ‘‘an excellent proposal,
very much along Libertarian
lines” a student proposal to
generate funds for hiring new
faculty by instituting a $10 per
credit hour increase in tuition
— to be matched 2 to 1 by the
State Legislature. Another
BRICKBAT to Fanning for his
vote in favor of student loan
legislation (despite his liberta-
rian vote last session against
the legislation), claiming that a
commitment was made and
that hefeltan obligation to con-
tinue through with it ...

oA BRICKBAT to Libertarian
Rep. Dick Randolph for his re-
cent statement in the media
concerning his campaign for
Governor of Alaska, “I am a
pragmatist. (The governor) can

only do so much. I won'’t dis-
rupt the whole system. [ would
not be changing the world
overnight, but I would be
changing direction.”” (em-
phasis added.) ...

oA BRICKBAT to Libertarian
candidate for State Senate,
Susan Shaffer (Alaska) for her
statement in support of a bill
introduced by Rep. Dick Ran-
dolph to distribute Alaska’s oil
royalty wealth to individuals.
“The government should never

have more money than is abso-

lutely necessary to maintain
the democratic system.” ...

oA BRICKBAT to LP NatCom
member from Alaska, Steve
DelLisio, for his statements at
the recent NatCom meeting in
Houston that the LP should
take pains to not ‘‘of-
fend’’people. Examples he
used were Libertarians who
suggest cutting popular pro-
grams that are not 100% gov-
ernment funded and advertis-
ing the Party’s position on drug
laws. Another BRICKBAT to
DelLisio for his vote in opposi-
tion to a resolution condemn-
ing U.S. government support of
the El Salvadorean govern-
ment. The BRICKBAT is
shared by Arizona NatCom
representative Emil Franzi,
who also opposed the resolu-
tion, which was passed with
only these two “No” votes at
the Houston NatCom meeting

e Mid-May was libertarian
week in the Wall Street Jour-
nal, which printed excellent
columns by David Boaz (of
Cato) on the growth of the fed-
eral income tax and by Sheldon
Richman (of the Council for a
Competitive Economy) on
Reagan’s protectionist trade
policies. Both  deserve
BOUQUETS for these fine arti-
cles. Speaking of Richman, his
on-target “Case for
Radicalism’ in the May
Frontlines was originally
commissioned by Kent Guida
for Update; but when he saw
that the article didn’t take the
Crane Machine line, Guida re-
fused torun it. A BRICKBAT to
Guida for his behavior in this
affair. . . .

e A BOUQUET to Tax Action
Report for an excellent edito-
rial in its February, 1982 issue
on the difference between sub-
sidies and “tax expenditures,”
which are, according to the
New York Times, dollars that
the government ‘““does not col-
lect in order to further social
goals.” The editorial quite
rightly notes that equating the
two concepts “implies that all
income really belongs to the

government and that when the
government decides not to
seize it, the people who keep it
are the recipients of govern-
ment aid.” Tax Action Report,
a “Monthly Review of the Tax-
payers Movement,”” has consis-
tently taken radical libertarian
stands on tax issues. It is edited
by Jule Herbert ...

® The Tax Action Report
editorial should be read by
Martin McCaffrey, whose
January 21, 1982 letter on tui-
tion tax credits to the Los
Angeles Times was reprinted
in LiberCal, the L.A. Liberta-
rian Party newsletter. McCaf-

frey opposes tax credits be-
cause while ‘“‘taxes are inhe-

. more of us each day ...

rently inequitable, loopholes
(i.e. deductions, credits, and
incentives) merely increase the
inequities.” Those who do not
like public schools ““‘should get
together and vote (them) out of
existence, and not ask tax-
payers to finance their displea-
sure.”” A BRICKBAT to McCaf-
frey and LiberCal for writing
and printing such trash ...
oIn this column last issue we
lamented the crazy and
paranoid goings-on at Students
for a Libertarian Society under
director Jeff Friedman. Now we
are pleased to note that under
current director Kathleen
Jacob, SLS has taken a much
steadier course, though this
good news is marred by the sad
fact that just as SLS has turned
around, its funding sources
have almost disappeared. In
spite of this handicap, SLS
chapters recently held protests
on 40 campuses against draft
registration, and preparations
are under way for their next
convention to be held in Madi-
son, Wisconsin on July 9-11. A
BOUQUET to Jacobs and SLS
for perservering under difficult
circumstances ...
oA BRICKBAT to Berkeley,
California libertarian Tod H.
Mikuriya, M.D. for his
thoroughly  unlibertarian
proposal to create a govern-
ment drug-dispensing agency
to legalize controlled drug use.
In an article in the November
22, 1981 This World (a sup-
plement to the San Francisco
Chronicle) Mikuriya proposes
that users would get embossed
identification cards good at de-
signated pharmacies and
would be billed through their
MasterCharge or VISA cards!
As a thinly veiled plan to create
a government monoploy (con-
trolled by members of his pro-
fession) where none exists
now, its implementation
would clearly be a step in the
wrong direction and no liberta-
rian should support it ...
oA BOUQUET to Ray Strong
for contrasting the “faith in
Ronald Reagan’’ approach with
a true movement-building ap-
proach to libertarian social
change. Writing in the Feb-
ruary, 1982 Santa Clara Liber-
tarian, Strong details Reagan’s
crimes and then asks, ‘“Are we
closer to freedom? Yes, not by
virtue of the Ronald Reagans,
but rather because there are
oThe Society for Individual
Liberty (SIL) has recently been
promoting its ‘“Principles of
Liberty” study course for liber-
tarian internal education. Les-
lie Graves Key reviewed the
SIL materials in the February,
1982 Update and found that
the course has several
shortcomings, including weak
foreign policy positions, overt
Randian tendencies, mislead-
ing analyses of the state, and
lack of attention to some im-
portant issues, including edu-
cation, gay rights, immigra-
tion, and nuclear disarmament.
While we generally enjoy SIL’s
hard-line ethical approach
(“slavery” is one of their favo-
rite words), we think Leslie
Key deserves a BOUQUET for
an honest and generally accu-
rare critique ...
(Continued on page 12)
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eDick Jacobs, an active
member of the Michigan LP for
several years, is promoting an
amendment to that state’s con-
stitution that would cut the
state income tax in half (to 4 %)
and abolish the state business
tax. Sounds great, doesn’t it?
What libertarian could be
against cutting taxes? Well, the
catch is that Jacobs included in
his initiative a section that
mandates a minimum level of
state spending for education
and creates a . school
employees’ retirement fund.
He argues that this is necessary
to prevent a tax shift to local
units of government. A
BRICKBAT to Jacobs for violat-
ing the abolitionist principle
never to advocate steps away
from liberty, and a BOUQUET
to William Spiers and others
who oppose the Jacobs initia-
tive on the grounds that it is a
sellout to the education estab-
lishment and would create ad-
ditional obstacles to our ulti-
mate goal of separating gov-
ernment and education ...

e Another BOUQUET to the
Cato staffer who lost the Roy
Childs file during Cato’s move
to Washington. Last issue we
printed some interesting items
from that file. This issue we
shall take a look at an October
1981 memo written by Roy.
The memo is stylistically a
fawning, sniveling, cry-baby
combination of True Confes-
fions and True Romance. Some
interesting sidelights in the
memo are Roy’s contention
that “Cato seems to be floun-
dering” and his characteriztion
of Ed Crane’s administrative
abilities as “weak.”

The confessions include
Roy’sadmission that he did not
hold up the “banner” of prop-
erty rights as Libertarian Re-
view editor and that he deliber-
ately “soft-pedalled” criticism
of the domestic policies of
commmunist regimes while LR’s
editor. Roy also admits that he
engaged in premeditated un-
dermining of the goals and
purposes of LR that had been
outlined to him by backer
Charles Koch and publisher Ed
Crane. LR was originally to be
a magazine aimed at the liber-
tarian movement. But, Roy
says, with a laugh, “I had other
ideas . .. I never edited LR in
that vein, really.”

In fact, Roy confesses, he
quite purposefully concealed
his real plans and intentiouns
for LR from Koch and Crane.

Part of Roy’s romantic in-
fatuation is with himself. Roy
says that Inquiry magazine
under editors Bill Evers, Ron
Hamowy, and Glenn Garvin re-
lied on knowlédgeable, ac-
complished journalists to write
for their magazine. In contrast,
at LR Roy boasts: “I relied on
me.”’

Apart from Roy’s rather effu-
sive self-love, the memo con-
tains some good samples of
Roy’s sycophancy toward his
boss Ed Crane: “You're an in-
spiration to me,” “you have
brilliant ideas,” and so forth.

The memo reveals Roy’s cur-
rent consuming desire — to
write the think-tanker’s
analogue of the Great Ameri-
can Novel. Roy says he wants to
write books on policy for Cato.

So, write them, Roy. We won’t .

stop you. But some of us have
long memories. Where oh
where, Roy, is the book The
Permanent Revolution: Liberty
Against Power that was an-
nounced for “‘early 1976 pub-
lication lo these many years
ago? We're still waiting, Roy,
and so is the publisher with
whom you contracted.

There are two more substan-
tive aspects of Roy’s memo that
deserve comment. One is Roy’s

attack on H.L. Mencken. The
other is his suggestion to put
anti-libertarian writings in
libertarian magazines.

Roy attacks Mencken (whois
dead, so he can’t defend him-
self) for not having converted
all his readers and writers to
libertarianism and held onto
them as libertarians during the
1930s. Surely, however, Roy is
being simplistic in lashing out
at Mencken here. There were a
lot of defections from the free
market in the '30s. Menckenes-
que witand journalism can’t be
held to blame with much
plausibility.

Lastly, Roy recommends that
libertarian magazines print lots
of articles that take explicitly
anti-libertarian stances by
people like Irving Kristol and
Norman Podhoretz so that they
may be “openly confronted” in
debate. Really, Roy, this is one
of the least sensible ideas you
have had in a long time. Anti-
libertarians already have
plenty of places to publish
their articles. Increasingly
scarce libertarian dollars
shouldn’t be going to subsidize
anti-libertarian articles ...

eSpeaking of BRICKBATS
for Roy Childs he deserves one
for having retained at Liberta-
rian Review the writer David
Brudnoy as a regular commen-
tator on politics and on cinema.
Brudnoy was an open advocate
of censorship of books and
newspapers on anti-subversive
and national security grounds.
Brudnoy’s statement in the
New Guard, “books can kill,”
was not a reference to pummel-
ing innocents to death with
heavy volumes. It was a forth-
right attack on the ideas and
information in published
works. Brudnoy wasn’t merely
an occasional apologist for the
Israeli state, he was a public
proponent of suppression of
the Pentagon Papters. Shame,
Roy, shame ...

eA BRICKBAT to Eric
O’Keefe for taking orders from
Ed Crane — whoisn’t O’Keefe’s
employer. In a Feb. 16 memo
Crane told O’Keefe to stop op-
posing LP-sponsored public
opinion research that is advo-
cated by Ed Clark. (Crane:
“There will be plenty of oppor-
tunities in the future to go to
the mat with Ed Clark. I don’t
believe his January 29 memo is
one of them.”’) Crane points out
to his followers and employees
to whom the memo was sent
(O’Keefe, Tom Palmer, David
Boaz, Leslie Key, Chris Hocker,
Kent Guida, Howie Rich, and
Andrea Millen Rich) that the
important thing is not to op-
pose the research, but to take
control of it. (Crane: ‘“Clearly,
the majority of people to whom
(Clark) addressed his memo
lack the necessary judgment to
develop a useful analysis out of
whatever research is being
done.”) The people that Crane
is refering to-as having bad

judgment are: Alicia Clark,

Sheldon Richman, Carolyn -

Judd Felton, Emil Franzi, Bill
Evers, Dave Nolan, Jeff Hum-
mel, and Jorge Amador ...

oA BOUQUET to the Crane -

Machine’s Madame Defarge,
Leslie Key, for daring to say
privately that Ed Crane’s
hand-picked 1984 LP Presiden-
tial candidate, Fred Smith of
Federal Express, was not a
libertarian and for saying that
Ed Crane should never run
another LP Presidential cam-
paign. . ..

e A BOUQUET to the Geor-
gia Libertarian for running the
article ‘“The Other Moral
Majority” by Jimmy Harris.
Harris spotlights the hypocrisy
of liberals who wail about Jerry
Falwell, Anita Bryant, and
others but at the same time
blithely impose their own
moral values on the country....

Ronald Reagan’s racist
Immigration programs

- The Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS)
has launched an all-out attack
on millions of so-called ‘“‘il-
legal aliens” in the U.S. As part
of the Reagan administration’s
goal of curbing the influx of
immigrants to this country, the
INS recently cancelled 70,000
temporary resident permits
held by Americans of Mexican

“descent.

Tens of thousands of tem-

porary residence permits —

“Silva letters” — have been is-
sued by the INS since 1977 —
the year a federal court ruled
that the INS had discriminated
against Mexicans and others by
granting visas to 150,000
Cuban political exiles and
counting them as part of the
quota for the whole Western
hemisphere. (Under current
U.S. immigration law, each
country in the Western hemis-
phere is allowed 20,000 visas
per year.)

As thousands of un-
documented immigrants came
forward to claim their “Silva
letters,”’” they gave up their
anonymity and placed them-
selves in the hands of the INS.
Now these people — perhaps
as many as 70,000 — face de-
portation or forced detention in
INS concentration camps.

The National Immigration
Coalition issued a statement
denouncing the move. ‘“The
suspension of the ‘Silva letters’
is a cruel measure,” the Coali-
tion declared at a Los Angeles
press conference on Jan. 11,
“which is using panic and anx-
iety among hundreds of
thousands of workers and their
families. After being assured of
safety against deportation
since 1977, now these people
are relegated to the insecurity
of being undocumented, ex-
posed to detention and depor-
tation at any moment.”

“We’ve -been picking up
about 20 or 30 illegal aliens a
day in the last several months,”
says INS deputy district direc-
tor Omer Sewell of Los
Angeles. “Now we expect that
to go up to maybe 75 or 100 a
day.” The Los Angeles INS of-
fice has increased its staff from
18 to 50. Half of all local INS
investigators are assigned to
what is called “area control’ —
i.e., street sweeps and random
arrests which amount to
round-ups of brown-skinned
‘‘suspects.”

These terror tactics are only
part of the Reagan administra-
tion’s campaign to keep
America white. This racist
program includes strict penal-
ties for employers who hire il-
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legals, a worker “identification
card” and other measures.
Pending legislation would au-
thorize the administration, in
an “immigration emergency,”
to:

® Close or seal any harbor,
port, airport or road or any
other place which might be
used to pick up immigrants.

-® Stop and board or seize any
American or foreign flag vessel
suspected of carrying illegal
immigrants.

e Institute what the Reagan
proposal refers to as ‘“‘con-
straints on domestic travel” in
connection with the closing of
roads or the sealing of harbors.

® Use “‘any component of the
Department of Defense, includ-
ing the Army, Navy and Air
Force”’ to stop, board and
search vessels or aircraft, make
arrests and seizures in spite ofa
law which explicitly forbids
such activities by the armed
forces.

Reagan’s racist declaration
of war involves much more
than this, however; the new
proposals also provide for reg-
ional detention centers where
immigrants are destined to face
indefinite incarceration with-

" outrecourse to the courts or the

law. All illegals picked up in
the escalating sweeps will be
sent to special concentration
camps at the sole discretion of
the Attorney General; accord-
ing to the Los Angeles Times,
this will take place “with se-
vere restrictions on access to
the courts, and without regard
to violations of environmental
laws at the camps.”

Hearings before special im-
migration judges and in Fed-
eral courts in exclusion and
asylum proceedings will be
eliminated. Reagan’s scheme
would allow asylum and ex-
clusion “hearings” to be held by
the military on board seized
vessels. And even if some re-

fugees manage to break’

through the military blockade,
judicial review of those ap-
prehended after they arrive in
the U.S. will also be restricted,
although not yet eliminated.
The Libertarian Party Radi-
cal Caucus (LPRC) calls for an
end to INS terrorism and a mas-
sive, single-issue campaign to
defeat Reagan’sracistimmigra-
tion plan. Libertarians con-
demn the government’s esca-
lated attacks on El Salvadorean
refugees; after a short stay in
INS detention facilities, Sal-
vadorans are shipped back to
their beleaguered homeland —
where most of them are mur-
dered by the notorious death
squads shortly after arrival.

The anti-war movement
must take up the cause of Sal-
vadoran refugees; indeed, out
of humanitarian considera-
tions, the plight of the refugees
should be the focus of any “sol-
idarity” movement worthy of
the name. Instead of using the
anti-war movement as a private
political playground, a staging
area to launch a crusade
against the Republicans for
Teddy Kennedy’s benefit,
anti-war forces have a moral
obligation to defend the inno-
cent victims of El Salvador’s

'U.S.-backed comprador re-

gime.

As Haitian boat-people wash
up on Florida’s beaches, the
conscience of the nation — or
what’s left of it — is awakened.
The Libertarian Party Radical
Caucus (LPRC) is actively
fighting for the abolition of all
immigration laws and for open
borders. Like restrictions on in-
ternational trade, immigration
quotas are an immoral viola-
tion of rights which cripples
and distorts the evolution of
the economy and society.

Unlike the opportunist wing
of our movement — which
supports 1980 Libertarian
Party presidential candidate’s
contention that we can't have
open borders until all welfare
programs are abolished — the
Libertarian Party Radical
Caucus condemns this attitude
as willful ignorance. Clark, like
Reagan, suggested increasing
Mexico’s alloted yearly immig-
ration quota — Reagan’s prop-
osal would hike it up to 40,000.
Apparently, these opportunists
are uninterested in the obvious
fact that mostillegals stay away
from government agencies, for
fear of being deported. In fact,
whatever government services
working illegals receive they
more than pay for in automati-
cally deducted taxes.

In fact, illegals come here for
one overwhelming reason: to
work. Which is precisely why

‘protectionist labor unions —

the white “labor aristocrats” —
are putting mounting pressure
on Washington to crack down.

The Libertarian Party Radi-
cal Caucus is fighting for what
was once an American tradi-
tion — open borders. Regard-
less of opportunist betrayals at
a time when the winds of ra-
cism and protectionism are
howling across the political
landscape, the Libertarian
Party Radical Caucus stands
ready to defend the rights of
immigrants to settle in what
was once the “land of the free”
— and is now Reagan’s
America. O
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