Libertarian
VANGUARD

$2.00

December 1982

Voice of Radical Libertarians

Issue 23

November 2, 1982: LP Holds Its Own

WE HELD OUR OWN. That about sums
up the LP’s performance in 1982. Results
around the country were mixed with
slight to moderate increases in most
states, and no increases and slight de-
clines in others.

The total number of voters who cast
at least one vote for a Libertarian was
about 1.5 million, compared to 1.7 mil-
lion in 1980. However, in 1982 there
was a lower turnout and Libertarians
only appeared before % of the voters
(compared with 100% in 1980 by virtue
of Ed Clark’s 50-state ballot status), so
the relative proportion increased
slightly.

Some alarmists in the LP see 1982 as
an indication of disaster. Update has
claimed that the LP “suffered the most
serious electoral setback in its ten year
history.” What this means is that vote
totals in several states, particularly
Alaska, were not up to the hype that was
presented over the past year by the
Crane Machine.

The biggest setback in this election

by Eric Garris

was Alaska, where the Crane Machine
poured virtually all its resources. The
Randolph campaign for Governor, rely-
ing upon the nomination of a moderate
Republican to differentiate Randolph
from the major parties, was crushed by
the primary victory of conservative Tom
Fink, a Randolph ally. The campaign
spent over $550,000 for 26,000 votes,
or about 14.7%. This is only three points
over Ed Clark’s 1980 Alaska percentage.

At the same time, Alaskan LP legis-
lative candidates and local activists were
taken for granted. They were on their
own with no help from national and
state parties, and little help or communi-
cation from Randolph. Randolph and his
national fundraisers counted on eight
possible wins, but no one came close.
They did well, however, receiving as
much as 39% in a two-way race and 28%
in a three-way race. For other informa-
tion on Alaska, see the individual state
breakdowns.

Statement Released by Fugitive Draft Resister

WASHINGTON, October 25, 1982—
The following statement was released
today by Paul Jacob, a political activist
who was indicted by the Arkansas Grand
Jury on September 23, 1982 for failure
to register for the draft. Though he is the
11th person to be indicted for this of-
fense, Jacob’s case is unique in that he is
the only draft resister who has been in-
dicted that the F.B.I. cannot locate for
prosecution, despite a nationwide
search. Jacob, former chairman of the
Arkansas Libertarian Party, left his home
in 1981 (after receiving a threatening
letter from the Selective Service System)
and has been living underground in an
attempt to avoid prosecution. His state-
ment follows:

I refuse to register for the draft. The
draft is absolute state control over the
individual. The draft is slavery and I will
not assist the government in their at-
tempt to take away my freedom.

The Selective Service System (the
agency which brings us the military
draft) is in serious trouble. Continued
noncompliance, which is now 1 in 5,
will soon mean the end to the registra-
tion program and may stop a future draft.

The government cannot enforce the
registration law against so many resis-
ters, but they will try to intimidate the
many by making examples of a vocal few.

The trial and conviction of Benjamin
Sasway clearly demonstrate that the U.S.
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Update also claims that no other Liber-
tarians were elected to office this year.
This is not true. If the Craniacs imported
to Alaska had taken notice of their own
grass roots, they would have noticed a
victory. In the October municipal elec-
tions in Alaska, Bruce Wammack was re-
elected to a Borough Assembly seat. A
few other Libertarians were also elected
in November. Paul Dillon, an appointed
incumbent City Councilman from Philo-
math, Oregon, won reelection. And an
incumbent County Coroner in Wiscon-
sin who changed his ballot listing to
Libertarian won reelection unopposed.

The biggest gains were made in Mon-
tana, where Larry Dodge received close
to 4% for U.S. Senate. Another statewide
candidate received 9.5% in a three-way
race, and several legislative candidates
scored in double digits.

Third party elections expert Richard
Winger believes that the LP gained in
1982. “In most areas, support for LP can-
didates matched or bettered Clark’s
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1980 totals.” He feels that, in general,
1982 was a successful election.

Murray Rothbard hoped that the elec-

tion would sober up LP activists. “It’s
clear that the great Craniac swindle is
over,” he said. “The quick victory model
is dead in the water. We have to settle in
for the long haul. We need to recruit
cadre, educate, and build on the grass
roots.” Rothbard pointed out that “we
cannot rely on what the objective con-
ditions might be,” but “we must con-
tinue to hang in there and build the
party.”
Rothbard drew an analogy to the
American Revolution. “It’s like the de-
bate over conventional versus guerilla
warfare,” he said. “Washington almost
lost the Revolution by trying to build an
army like the British. But most victories
were achieved with quick, guerilla
actions. We just don’t have the resources
to build an army like the major parties
now.”

Ken Fanning, defeated LP legislator
from Alaska, pointed out that “the major
parties feel threatened and are fighting
back against us.” He cited the anti-Liber-
tarian radio ads that were run by the
Republican Party in Alaska and which

attempted to loosen soft LP support in

crucial races.

Fanning feels that more educational
activities have to be at the core of party-
building over the next few years. “We
have a big job to educate people about
the economic disaster we are headed
toward,” said Fanning. He believes that
the LP must quickly reevaluate its strat-
egy and tactics.

In 1982, the LP ran over 900 candi-
dates, a record number. But many activ-
ists think that quality is much more
important than quantity. “We should run
fewer candidates,” Murray Rothbard
told LV. “We should concentrate more
on local party building, and run in selec-
ted races.” There seemed to be no cor-
relation between high vote totals and
the number of candidates run.

The election results left LP Presiden-
tial nominee-seckers with fewer candi-
dates than they expected to have. At this
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point, names mentioned most promi-
nently include Ron Paul, Dick Randolph,
Joe Fuhrig, Larry Dodge, and Walter
Williams.

The LP fell far short of the goal set out
ayear ago in LP Neuw's of obtaining ballot
status in 24 states. The party added or
kept ballot status in 14 states. Ballot
status was obtained in Alaska, Arizona,
Montana, and Indiana, and lost in Ore-
gon and Michigan. Ballot status was
maintained by vote totals in California,
Nevada, Hawaii, and Wisconsin, and by
merely running candidates or just being
there in Alabama, Idaho, Kansas, Dela-
ware, South Carolina, and North Caro-
lina. The goal of ballot status may be
overemphasized in some cases. With
laws varying widely from state to state,
ballot status is worth a lot more in Texas
or Oregon than in Idaho or Alaska.

The following is a state-by-state sum-
mary of the results we have at press time.
Some states are incomplete or omitted
because they do not compile minor
party results until weeks after the elec-
tion. We hope to cover those results in
our next issue.

ALABAMA: We kept ballot status just by
staying around. Henri Klingler received
about 1% for Governor and Tim Gatewood
received 8.8% for Public Service Commis-
sioner in a two-way race. Five Congressional
and two legislative candidates received be-
tween 0.7% and 4.8%.

ALASKA: After spending over $550,000,
Dick Randolph received 26,500 votes
(14.7%), for an average cost of over $20 per
vote. In return for all this, the LP achieved
permanent ballot status.

The latest Update incorrectly stated that
Randolph’s total was the best for a third party
candidate for Governor nationwide in 40
years. It is the best since 1974.

Randolph was counting heavily on mod-
erate Terry Miller winning the Republican
primary. Instead, conservative Tom Fink, a
Randolph ally, upset Miller. Both Randolph
and his campaign advisors agree that this was
the factor that put Randolph out of the run-
ning. With Randolph stressing economic
issues and supporting the relocation of the
State Capitol (a $2.8 billion ballot issue), he
agreed with his Republican opponent on vir-
tually every campaign issue. Randolph was so
close to Fink that Fink was under considera-
tion as a running mate for Randolph after
Fink's expected loss in the primary. Report-
edly Randolph suggested half-jokingly to Fink
at a meeting with other LP leaders months
ago that they should flip a coin to see who
would run for Governor and who would run

for Lieutenant Governor.

When Fink won the primary, it became
clear that Randolph was running a losing
race. But the Randolph campaign continued
to dominate the Alaska LP’s political agenda.
(Randolph says he and his staff knew they
had no chance after Fink's primary victory.)
Many local activists and national observers
believe this cost them at least a few legis-
lative seats. The legislative candidates re-
ceived no money or support from the na-
tional or state LP organizations. Many activ-
ists had hoped that, when Fink won, Ran-
dolph would deemphasize his statewide
effort and turn his efforts toward helping the
Fairbanks candidates. All of the local legis-
lative candidates were outspent and out-
campaigned by their opponents.

Ken Fanning, our one incumbent running
for reelection, received only 39% in a two-
way race. He and Randolph both believe that
he lost due to reapportionment. Fanning was
forced to run in the district in which he has
lived. “There’s no way a Libertarian or a Re-
publican could have won in that district,”
Fanning said in an interview with LV. “It’s
part of the university area and is very liberal.
Many are on the government dole.”

However, he disagrees with Randolph as
to why we lost the other local seats. “1 dis-
agree with Dick, who thinks it [the Alaska
campaign| was a success,” he said. “We got
kicked in the teeth and we need to reevalu-
ate.” He blamed defeat on a strategy which
overemphasized the Governor’s race. “Dick
wasn’t around enough. The Governor’s race
eroded our funds and manpower. People
who would have given us lots of money gave
it to Dick, and we had no support from the
state party or national.”

Former national director Eric O’Keefe,
who worked on the Randolph campaign the
last two months, told Richard Winger that “if
we had known that the legislative candidates
were in trouble, we would have done some-
thing about it.” A simple poll in the important
districts would have told them.

An interesting factor in the race was the
appearance of radio ads which attacked the
LP. The ads, paid for by the Republican Na-
tional Committee, featured a conversation
between two people, one of whom was
thinking about voting for the Libertarians.
The other gives him a grand list of all the
things we are for as the potential Libertarian
voter grows more horrified. At the end of the
ad the voter is informed that Libertarians
would even legalize “kiddie porn,” to which
the voter replies, “Over my dead body!” The
Randolph campaign responded quickly,
pointing out that the Alaska LP does not sup-
port legalization of pornography for anyone
but adults ( this differs from the national LP
platform). After the ads generated much
publicity, Republican Fink ordered them
off the air. Randolph and Fanning believe that




the ads were “so outrageous” that they did
not hurt Randolph’s campaign.

Randolph’s support for moving the state
capitol from Juneau to Willow (near Anchor-
age) puzzled many Libertarians. “Juneau is
just not accessible to most people, you can’t
drive there,” Randolph told Vanguard. “The
money issue is an important one to Libertari-
ans ($2.8 billion) but they would have spent
that much rebuilding the capital in Juneau
and building a major road to it. Those plans
are underway and supported by Governor-
elect Sheffield.” The obvious Libertarian
solution, overlooked by Randolph, is to op-
pose both measures.

John Wood, chair of the ALP platform
committee and a leader of the Anchorage LP,
was very critical of the Randolph campaign.
“The people running the campaign didn’t
know a damn about Alaska politics and alien-

Eric O’Keefe, Kent Guida, and other Cra-
niacs sent to Alaska to run the Randolph can:
paign quickly alienated local activists by
“running the whole show” and received the
nickname “The Aliens” from the locals. “It
quickly became ‘Us’ against ‘Them,” said
Wood. “You don’t win elections that way.”

When asked about the much touted six to
eight wins that Randolph and his “lower
forty-eight” fundraisers promised, Wood
replied, “that’s a lie. We could have elected
two at best if everything went our way.” He
thinks that several candidates ran excellent
races and some of them did “very respectab-
ly.” “We can't just come in here and start
electing everyone to state office. We have to
educate and start electing people to local of-
fices first. We have to look at the long run
and work on educational efforts.” Wood
himself ran in the October election for

Alaska Results
Number

Name Race Percent In Race Place
Ken Fanning (inc) State Rep.—Fairbanks 389 2 2
Jerri Benshoof State Sen. —Fairbanks area 239 &) 3
Ron Berg State Rep.—Fairbanks area 274 3 3
Susan Shaffer State Sen. —Kenai Peninsula 34.8 2 2
Andre Marrou State Rep.—Kenai 278 3 2
Ken Damm State Rep.—Kodiak 315 2 2
Wes Craske State Rep.—Sitka 21.0 2 2
John Manley State Rep.—Juneau 15.6 2 2
Darrel Welsh State Rep.—Matanuska Valley 9.1 - 4
Paul Wagner* State Rep.—Fairbanks 10.1 4 3
Lynette Clark® State Rep.—Fairbanks 8.0 4 4
Lorraine Stout State Rep.—Highway System 20.0 4 3
Ted Carson State Rep.—Kenai 17.2 3 3
‘Running for the same seat |

ated most of the LP organization in Anchor-
age [the largest population center],” Wood
said. “They came in and ran a ‘closed shop.””

Wood complained that the Randolph cam-
paign kept local activists in the dark about
developments on the campaign. “No one
knew the Lieutenant Governor candidate he
picked [Christensen]. He had not been in-
volved in the LP. When he resigned, I didn’t
find out about it until the media called for
comment.” Christensen resigned from the
ticket three days before the filing deadline
and was replaced by Donnis Thompson.
Wood said the lieutenant governor fiasco
was only one example of the disorganization
that pervaded the Randolph campaign.
“Their plans were totally disorganized,” he
said. “They should have campaigned early
around the state to spread the libertarian
message and put into place a grass roots
organization for the campaign. They should
have also prepared a contingency plan in case
Tom Fink won, instead of basing all plans on
running against Miller.”

Anchorage municipal assembly and received
39% in a four-way race. He came in second,
six points behind the winner.

Wood plans to run for state chair of the
ALP at their April convention and expects to
be opposed by Randolph’s people. He said
that Eric O’Keefe has applied for a not-yet-
created position of state director at a salary
somewhere between $40,000 and $50,000.
“Randolph wants to run again in four years
and wants to keep O’Keefe around,” he said.
Wood pledged that he and Chuck Adams,
chair of the Anchorage LP, would oppose
O’Keefe’s appointment “all the way.”

Wood promised to fight for principled
campaigns in the Alaska LP. “If they [the
Randolph-Crane forces] take over, we're
going to run candidates locally down here on
libertarian principles and screw any ideas
they have about running some Republican.
They have to live up to our principles, be-
cause that’s what we’re going to run on.”

Fanning believes that the Alaska party and
the national LP need to do more education of

“influential people” to convince them that
our program is “sane and rational” “The
major parties are starting to feel threatened
by us and are starting to fight back,” he said.
“We have a big job to do educating people
about the economic disaster we are coming
toward, and the majors are going to fight us
at every point.”

Randolph believes that most of the legis-
lative races were blown by the candidates
themselves. “We should have been able to
win 8 races,” Randolph told LV. “But the can-
didates just didn’t run the kind of races, make
the kind of commitment they needed to
make to win, with two exceptions.” Those
two exceptions are Fanning, whom he feels
was reapportioned out, and Jerri Benshoof,
who got 23.9% in a three-way race for State
Senate in the Fairbanks area. Randolph said
he wanted to study the returns before saying
why he thinks Benshoof lost.

In what might have been their best district,
two Libertarians petitioned for one legis-
lative seat in Fairbanks. This resulted in very
negative media coverage and bad feelings in
the Fairbanks LP. Reportedly, Paul Wagner
received the nomination at a Fairbanks LP
meeting with over 60% of the membership in
attendance. Lynette Clark claimed that while
Wagner had won the support of the majority
of the Fairbanks LP, she had the support of
most LP members in her district, and had
already filed her petitions by the time of the
meeting.

Both filed anyway, and both campaigned.
Bad feelings ran high, and there was even
debate over excluding Clark supporters from
attending an executive committee meeting
(which is supposedly open to all ALP mem-
bers). Wagner received 10% and Clark 8%
of the vote. The group that supported Clark
has decided to split off from the ALP and
form the Fox Libertarian Party. It was report-
ed that Clark’s group may be seeking affilia-
tion with the national LP.

The Alaska LP must reevaluate its strategy.
While Bruce Wammack won reelection to
the Fairbanks Borough Assembly, incumbent
Libertarian John Davis lost his reelection bid
for the Kenai Borough Assembly. Worst of all,
they lost their biggest asset, a presence in the
legislature. One thing they must learn is that
they cannot achieve success based upon the
chance of who wins another party’s primary.
The Alaska party should also start to address
a broader variety of issues, including civil
liberties and foreign policy. International
issues have never been addressed by the
Alaska LP and they have never runa candidate
for the U.S. House of Representatives or the
Senate. To do so will likely put them at odds
with either the national LP’s non-interven-
tionist position, or the conservatism of their
constituency.

Randolph seems to be the only one who
sees his campaign as a great success. “We
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have a much stronger statewide presence,”
he said. “We brought in many good people
in all major communities of the state.” He
says he is “extremely unlikely” to run for the
legislature in two years. Asked about a 1984
Presidential race, Randolph paused and re-
plied, “At this time, no I would not. I said a
while back that I would not run, and nothing
has happened at this point to change my
mind.” (emphasis added)

ARIZONA: The ploy of running “newly-
converted” conservative Republican and
former Congressman Sam Steiger for Gover-
nor to achieve ballot status worked—barely.
Steiger received 36,526 votes for 5.04% (5%
is required for ballot status). Randall Clam-
ons received 2.77% for U.S. Senator and other
statewide candidates received as much as
5.31%. All ran as independents.

Steiger generated the most controversy in
the LP this election year with his statement
on television that he would support bringing
back the draft. Steiger later recanted under
intense pressure from LP leaders.

Buck Crouch, touted as a possible winner,
received 25.36% for State Legislature in a
two-way race. This compares to 1980 when
he received 19% in a three-way race. Terry
Orgill received 14.76% and Jack Jones re-
ceived 9.57% in three-way races for the legis-
lature. Orgill’s race was for two seats; about
29% of those voting cast one vote for him.
Other candidates received between 1.99%
and 6.51%.

ARKANSAS: In our only Arkansas race,
Carolyn Williams received about 31.25% ina
four-way race for Little Rock Board of Com-
missioners. Very good, Carolyn! )

CALIFORNIA: As a whole, LP vote totals
were down. Legislative and Congressional
candidates received an average of two per-
centage points less than in 1980.

Joe Fuhrig, who ran one of the best state-
wide radical campaigns in LP history, received
105,206 votes (1.37%) for U.S. Senate. This is
the largest number of votes for any third party
candidate for Governor or Senator this year.
His total budget was under $25,000 and he
campaigned extensively around the state for
ten months. Dan Dougherty, who ran a more
traditional (Clark-like) campaign for Gover-
nor and spent $45,000, received 79,028 votes
(1.02%).

Two candidates received at least the two
percent needed for retaining ballot status:
Less Antman for Treasurer ( 2.28% ) and Bart
Lee for Attorney General (2.20% ). (Fuhrig,
Antman, and Lee are Radical Caucus mem-
bers.) Other statewide candidates got be-
tween 1.42% and 2.02%.

Congressional and Legislative candidates
facing two major party opponents received
between 1.30% and 5.72%, down from highs
of 17% and 9% in 1980. Dan Gorham, a for-
mer state legislator from Florida. received
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14.37% in a two-way race for Congress in
Los Angeles.

Bill Evers received 4% for one of the four
seats on the state Board of Equalization. He
was endorsed by the San Francisco Chronicle.
In San Francisco, George O'Brien got 33,112
votes (26.45%) for Board of Education and
Robert DaPrato got 15,219 votes (11.66%)
for Community College Board.

Lack of coordination and direction was a
major reason for the low totals. No candi-
date ran an exceptional race, and there was
no high-visibility statewide race to create a
“coattail” factor. The media paid very little
attention to LP candidates. Very little was
done near the end of the campaigns to capi-
talize on the base they did have. Some can-
didates did much better in polls before the
election than in actual vote totals. One can-
didate for Congress who ran a very soft-core
but expensive campaign showed 15% in one
poll two weeks before the election, but ended
up with less than 2%.

COLORADO: Paul Grant ran a good radical
race for Governor and received about 2%.
Phil Prosser received about 20% in a two-way
race for legislature. John Hartman received
23% in a two-way race for Rio Blanco County
Commissioner.

CONNECTICUT: Statewide candidates re-
ceived between 0.7% and 1.08%, and other
candidates did about the same. This is a slight
increase from previous totals.

DELAWARE: Ballot status was kept by
libertarian registration remaining above one-
twentieth of one percent.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: Opportunists
Miss Opportunity: there were no Libertarian
candidates on the ballot in D.C. If we had run
a candidate for City Council-At-Large, we
would almost certainly have obtained ballot
status. Two seats were open and local rules
say that no party may nominate more than
one candidate, although voters vote for two.
This time there was one candidate each from
the Democratic and D.C. Statehood Party,
with both winning. A Libertarian probably
would have received at least the 7,500 votes
needed for ballot status.

The D.C. LP is not an activist organization.
It is run by the Crane Machine, and several
local Libertarians have actually been excluded
from membership. All new members must
be approved by Jule Herbert, former chairman.
The D.C. party was established as an arm of
the Crane Machine and has never done any-
thing outside of barely making ballot status
for Clark in 1980. We hope that next time
some independent Libertarians will seize
this opportunity for ballot status that was
ignored by the Craniacs.

FLORIDA: LPRC activist and Florida LP
Vice-Chair Dianne Pilcher received 9.42% in
a three-way race for state legislature in Or-

lando. Pilcher’s race was a great success for
the Florida LP. To get on the ballot, she and
two other LP candidates had to get 3% of the
registered voters in the district to sign a
petition. They did this over objections from
long-time Florida LP leaders that to attempt
it was futile.

Pilcher’s total is one of the best in the
nation for legislature in a three-way race. She
ran an active, hard-core campaign and spent
about $2,000 (about $1.30 a vote). Her op-
ponents spent $5 and 87 a vote.

Gerald Nyren spent about $10,000 for a
legislative seat from Jacksonville and re-
ceived 7.83%. State Chair Alan Turin, on a
very small budget, got 3.81% in Miami. Some
LP write-ins ran very strong campaigns, but
totals have not yet been reported.

Larry Pino, who was narrowly defeated in
his bid for State Chair earlier this year, lost a
seat on the Winter Park City Council by a
two-to-one margin. During the campaign,
Pino repudiated his past ties to the LP and
the American Civil Liberties Union, and pub-
licly joined the Republican Party. Local lead-
ers of the FLP and the ACLU made it clear the
feeling was mutual.

HAWAII: Rockne Johnson received 10.15%
of the vote for Congress in a two-way race,
maintaining ballot status (barely — they
needed 10%). Amelia Fritts received 5.63%
in Hawaii’'s other Congressional district.
Christopher Winter got 11.48% of the vote
for Honolulu City Council in a two-way race.

ILLINOIS: Bea Armstrong got about 0.8%
in the race for Governor. Joan Jarosz received
about 4% running against New Right Con-
gressman Phil Crane.

INDIANA: Steve Dashbach received 0.51%
for Secretary of State, enough for ballot status
by a handful of votes.

KANSAS: James Ward received 1.01% for
Governor and Alan Weldon received 7.44%
for Insurance Commissioner (in a race with
no Democrat). State Board of Education can-
didates Kim Earnest and Marion Nunemaker
received 30% and 15% respectively in two-
way races. Lorence Bishop received 14.66%
and John Brewer 17.23% in two-way races
for the legislature. The totals and number of
active campaigns indicate much increased
activity in Kansas. The LP keeps ballot status
based on a lawsuit won earlier this year.

KENTUCKY: Two candidates for legislature
each received under 1.0%.

LOUISIANA: Congressional elections were
held in late September here. James Agnew
received 23% for Congress in a two-way race.
Another candidate received about 1%.

MAINE: Vern Warren received 0.78% for
Governor. Gregory Flemming, running as an
independent for Congress, received 1.69%.
Three legislative candidates on the ballot
received between 5.82% and 7.70%.



MARYLAND: Gerald Schneider received
5,141 votes or about 19% of those cast in a
five-way race for three seats for legislature.
This was their only race.

MASSACHUSETTS: Rebecca Shipman,
who ran an active race for Governor, received
17,088 votes (0.84% ). Author Howard Katz,
running for U.S. Senate, received 18,507 votes
(0.90%). Other statewide candidates re-
ceived between 2.89% and 3.80%. Top vote-
getter was Donald Washburn for Auditor
with 69,495. Local candidates in two-way
races ran well, with the following results:
Anthony Laudani for Congress, 15.33%; Susan
Poulin for legislature, 16.94%; Richard Beau-
mier for legislature, 17.28%; Leland Webber
for legislature, 15.25%.

MICHIGAN: Dick Jacobs, who generated
controversy within the LP for his gradualism,
received only 15,492 votes (0.5%), 4,500
short of the total needed to retain ballot
status. Michigan was one of two states to
lose ballot status. (Oregon was the other.)
Jacobs ran on one major issue, his tax-cutting
amendment, which proposed mild tax cuts
but locked funding for public education into
state law. (See Vanguard, Issues 20 and 21.)
Because of Jacobs’ soft-core libertarianism,
he was almost indistinguishable from the
Republican Party or the anti-tax Tisch Inde-
pendent Citizens Party, which received
75,000 votes (about 2.5% ) and now has per-
manent ballot status. Bette Erwin, running
for U'S. Senate, had called for continuation of
income taxes to support “courts and jails,
environmeatal protection, and a military
system to protect our borders”; she did only
slightly better than Jacobs with 0.6% of the
vote.

Other leading statewide candidates re-
ceived under 1%. Denise Kline, running for
State Board of Education, got about 1.5% in
a statewide race. Peter Avery received the
highest LP vote total in the nation with
210,951 votes for Supreme Court Justice.
This was a five-candidate race for two seats,
with about 10% of those voting casting a vote
for Avery. Shelia Hart received 8.81% running
for Congress in a two-way race. The top legis-
ative vote-getter in a three-way race was
Janet Parks with 5.5%.

MINNESOTA: Frank Haws for Governor re-
ceived 0.33%, and Fred Hewitt for U.S. Senate
received 0.29%. Linda Taylor, running for
Secretary of State, received 30,605 votes for
1.86%. Top local candidate was Wjason Wil-
lett with 4.48% for legislature.

MISSISSIPPI: James Bradshaw received
6.46% for Congress in a two-way race.

MISSOURI: Mike Fee received 3.34% for
legislature, which gave the LP ballot status in
that one district. LP member John Watkins
received 31.86% in a two-way race for Dade
County Prosecuting Attorney as an indepen-
dent. However, he could have been listed as

a Libertarian for the same signature require-
ment, so we tend to doubt his commitment
to the LP. The Missouri LP chose not to run
any statewide candidates, even though they
would have had a good shot at statewide
ballot status.

MONTANA: Perhaps our brightest star of
1982. Larry Dodge, who ran an active, radical,
full-time campaign for U.S. Senate, received
11,833 votes (3.8%). Dodge was perceived
as an important and articulate candidate by
the media. The Republican Party publicly
attacked the LP in literature and news re-
leases. Linda Hoffman received 9.5% in a
three-way race for Clerk of the Supreme
Court, a statewide partisan race. This is our
best percentage in a statewide race outside
of Alaska.

Both Dodge and Hoffman got more than
the 10,000 votes needed for ballot status.
Dodge spent about $20,000 and campaigned
full-time for six months. Hoffman was en-
dorsed by The Missoulan daily newspaper.
The Missoulan also ran a very complimentary
editorial on the LP two weeks after the
election.

During the campaign, a number of contro-
versies erupted within the Montana LP over
local candidates. Attempts by radical Liber-
tarians to require local candidates to sign a
statement pledging support to the LP State-
ment of Principles failed after a long battle.
At the center of the controversy was Michael
Tanchek, a Councilman of a small town, who
received 41% in 1980 for legislature as a
Libertarian.

Tanchek has stated that he is “too indepen-
dent for the LP,” and has been criticized by
party leaders for soft-peddling Libertarian-
ism. As a Councilman he rarely proposed lib-
ertarian programs. At one point, he planned
to abandon the LP and run as an independent,
but ended up filing as a Libertarian. Tanchek
received 34% for State Senate, 7 points fewer
than two years ago.

Bryan Spellman, running for legislature,
was also criticized by party leaders for taking
unlibertarian positions. Spellman was en-
dorsed by The Missoulan, which noted his
pledge to retain tax funding for public edu-
cation and other government services. Spell-
man received 4.8%, less than any other LP
candidate in Missoula County.

Controversy still rages over LP State Secre-
tary Pat Summers. Summers was elected to a
seat on the Missoula Urban Transit Board,
which runs the local bus system. Summers
was originally endorsed by the LP and listed
in their literature, assuming that a state of-
ficer would run a good Libertarian campaign.
Instead, Summers came out for continuation
of government funding and monopoly for the
city bus system. She was removed from later
printings of LP literature, and has been
repudiated by party leaders.

Other legislative candidates ranged from
2.0% to 10.4% in three-way races, and from

14.8% to 20.1% in two-way races. They in-
cluded: Gary Palm, 10.5%; Walter Deets,
9.0%; Chris Mullin, 7.6%; Gary Scheer, 20.1%;
Harley Harris, 16.8%; Jeff Conway, 15.5%;
Mike Hall, 14.8%. Don Doig received 3.1%
for Congress.

An LP-sponsored ballot initiative to de-
regulate beer and wine licensing for restau-
rants was defeated 60% to 40%. The LP gath-
ered 30,000 signatures to qualify the mea-
sure and spent a total of $5,100 on the cam-
paign. Opponents, funded by the Tavern
Guild, spent 860,000. The LP was also an
early and vocal supporter of a Nuclear
Freeze/Anti-MX Missile initiative which
passed 57% to 43%.

NEVADA: Vote totals were generally higher
than in past years, with Dan Becan receiving
1.92% for Governor. Rowena Von Wolff re-
ceived 2.93% for Lt. Governor. Ballot status
may be achieved in Nevada by getting a cer-
tain number of votes (about 10,000) for any
office in the state. The Nevada LP made it
with two candidates, Peter O’Brian for Clark
County Clerk (14,172 for 12.01%) and Wil-
liam Carlye for Clark County Recorder
(14,682 for 12.91%) in two-way races. Tom
Morris received 14.52% in a two-way race
for legislature, and other candidates ranged
from 2.17% to 7.40%.

Margaret Kasper, who was listed by the
Nevada LP as one of their candidates, received
45% in a two-way, non-partisan race for State
Board of Education.

One LP candidate was disavowed by the
party for not really being a Libertarian. R ].
Edwards received only 2.10% in his race for
Clark County Sheriff following the repudiation.

NEW JERSEY: John Lutz lost the race for a
seat on the Kingwood Town Council, where
he would have joined Libertarian Dick Siano,
by 56 votes. No other information at this
time.

NEW YORK: John Northrup, Free Liber-
tarian Party candidate for Governor, received
about 20,000 votes, 30,000 short of ballot
status. Northrup spent about $110,000, or
over 85 per vote.

The FLP is the oldest large-state LP to
consistently run candidates. Their best year
was 1973, when Fran Younstein received
close to 9,000 votes in New York City for
Mayor. Since then they have run several state-
wide campaigns with gradual increases in
vote totals (except for Clark for President,
who received over 50,000 votes). Although
the gradual increases should be encouraging,
sky-high promises have turned off many
activists. But State Chair Gary Greenberg
continues to run the FLP with an iron hand,
holding virtually no meetings that might
encourage activity by others.

James McKeown received 35,428 votes
(0.7%) for U.S. Senate and the FLP candidate
for Comptroller received about 40,000 votes
(0.84%).
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OHIO: Many Ohio candidates were noted
for running soft-core campaigns. Phil Her-
zing, who endorsed the flat rate tax, got the
worst total of any statewide LP campaign in
Ohio with 37,413 (1.09%) for US. Senate.
Phyllis Goetz received 40,196 votes (1.19%)
for Governor. Other statewide candidates
ranged from 2.53% to 6.13%. Thomas Brown
did best with 197,105 (6.13%) for State
Treasurer in a two-way race. Kathy Brown re-
ceived 12.29% in a two-way race for Con-
gress. Other candidates received between
0.750/0 and 5.81"().

OKLAHOMA: Virginia Henson, an LP regis-
trant (other information unavailable) re-
ceived 37.29% in a two-way race for District
Attorney. Pat Patton, running for State
Treasurer, received 1.58%. No other state-
wide campaigns were run.

OREGON: The LP lost statewide ballot stat-
us, which required 5% for a statewide office.
Closest was Burgess Laughlin who received
4.40% for Labor Commissioner. Paul Dillon,
who was an appointed incumbent City
Councilman in Philomath, won reelection.

Running for Governor, Paul J.
Clelland received 2.1%, the highest percent-
age for that office behind Randolph in Alaska
and Steiger in Arizona. Marylin McCabe, in a
non-partisan race for Multnomah County
Commissioner, received 35% in a two-way
race against a well-known incumbent. Bill
Goodman got 9.7% in a three-way race for
Yambhill County Clerk.
Conrad Williamson, running in a five-way

race for two seats on the Lafayette City Coun-
cil, came in fourth, but due to the particular
political climate in that city, he may be ap-
pointed to a seat on the council vacated by
the man just elected mayor: Ifhe is appointed,
Libertarians will have three city council
members in Oregon.

SOUTH CAROLINA: Statewide candidates
for Treasurer, Secretary of State, and Comp-
troller General received 6-7.5% in two-way
races. They keep ballot status just by running
candidates. Gordon Davis received about
10% for Congress in a two-way race.

Several local candidates did quite well.
Candidates in two-way races ranged from
5.0% to 10.0% and in three-way races from
2.0% to 8.0% for legislature. John Comer
received 12.0% in a three-way race for York
County Council.

SOUTH DAKOTA: In our only race there,
Emmett Elrod received 3,277 votes for about
25% of the total. However, it was a three-way
race for two seats in the legislature. This
means that actually over 50% of the voters
voted for Elrod, still not enough to win, but
an excellent showing.

TEXAS: David Hutzelman received 11,277
votes (0.56%), far short of the 2% needed for
permanent ballot status. Other statewide
candidates ranged from 0.71% to 2.24%.
Many other projects were dumped by the
Texas LP in favor of an all-out petition drive
for ballot status this year only, and it was
barely achieved. While the statewide totals
are disappointing, a court decision which
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put the Citizens Party on the ballot without
petitioning provides a ray of hope for chang-
ing Texas’ restrictive ballot laws.

Texas had more Libertarian candidates on
the ballot than any other state. Some did
quite well. One who didn’t was Congres-
sional candidate Parker Abell, who called for
“stringing up” public officials who favor
open borders. He got the lowest percentage
of any Congressional candidate, about 0.4%.

Candidates in three-way races got as much
as 7%, and the following candidates received
good totals in two-way races: Nancy Wilson
for State Board of Education (15.42%); Liz
Barthlow (St. Bd. of Ed.), 11.14%; David
Luckstead (St. Bd. of Ed.), 13.07%; Sharon
Lucas (State Sen.), 11.28%; Doris Smith (St.
Sen.), 12.67%; Jim Millard (St. Sen.), 13.59%;
Ron MclInturff (St. Sen. ), 15.85%; Ted Norris
(St. Sen.), 12.04%; Scott Bieser (St. House),
11.43%; Kenneth Royer (St. House), 14.79%;
Tommy Glenn (St. House), 16.70%; William
Timmons (St. House), 17.75%; Tom Owens
(St. House), 10.27%; Joe Ellerbrock (St
House), 11.22%. Tom Snead received almost
8% in a three-way race for State House.

UTAH: George Mercier received about
1,100 votes for US. Senate, or about 0.2%.
Other results unavailable.

VERMONT: Candidate for Governor John
Buttolph received 0.49% and U.S. Senate
candidate Bo Adlerbert received 0.54%.
Other statewide candidates received be-
tween 0.95% and 4.50%, just short of the 5%
needed for ballot status. In a three-candidate
race for two legislative seats, Ed McGuire
received 359 votes, which means that 25%
of the voters voted for him. Other legislative
candidates received about 4%.

VIRGINIA: Scott Bowden received 1.31%
for Congress in the Virginia LP’s only race.

WISCONSIN: The LP maintained ballot
status by getting over 1% in a statewide race.
James Hoffert received 26,871 votes (2.63%)
for Attorney General in a race with no Repub-
lican. An incumbent County Coroner who
switched his party affiliation to Libertarian
during the previous term won reelection.
He ran unopposed in a partisan race and was
listed as a Libertarian.

WYOMING: Dave Dawson received about

* 3,000 votes, or about 15.1% in a multi-seat

district, for legislature.

The author would like to thank the fol-
lowing people who provided assistance
essential to writing this article: Kath-
leen Jacob-Richman; Boyce Kendrick;
Cynthia Nessina; Bill Barlow; Sean Don-
nelly; Don Doig; Della Scott; Jobn Fund,
Dick Randolph; Ken Fanning; Ann Justi;
and Honey Lanham. Special thanks go
to the beroic Richard Winger, whose
ongoing election research and analysis
are always indispensable.




In The Literature

Bibliography on Just Wars
by David Gordon

MUCH OF THE DISCUSSION about just
wars in current American political the-
ory and philosophy has centered around
one book: Michael Walzer’s Just and Un-
Just Wars (Basic Books, 1977). The au-
thor, for many years associated with the
democratic socialist journal Dissent, re-
jects both pacifism and an “anything
goes” approach in war. He rejects utili-
tarianism and, arguing from a moral the-
ory in general based on rights, sets forth
fairly detailed principles governing most
of the major problems of present day
interest. (E.g., when, if ever, is a nation
justified in invading another country?
What measures may be taken to counter
terrorism?) Walzer distinguishes be-
tween the moral principles which deter-
mine whether a war is just from those
which regulate what may legitimately be
done in a war. It doesn’t follow, in his
view, from the fact that a war has been
justifiably undertaken that there are no
limits to what one may do the enemy.

Also notable in Walzer’s approach is that

he has revived, and given contemporary
applications to, many of the distinctions
of the medieval scholastics.

Much of the literature dealing with
Walzer's book has been critical. For
arguments that Walzer has been too
much inclined to favor the status quo in
international relations, rejecting the
possibility of a radical change in the in-

ternational system, see Gerald Doppelt,
“Walzer’s Theory of Morality in Inter-
national Relations” Philosophy and Pub-
lic Affairs 8 (1978), pp. 1-26, and David
Luban, “Just War and Human Rights”
Philosophy and Public Affairs 9 (1980),
pp- 160-181. Walzer launches a counter-
attack against these and other detractors
in “The Moral Status of States: A Re-
sponse to Four Critics” Philosophy and
Public Affairs 9 (1980), pp. 209-229.
Some philosophers have charged that
Walzer is unfair to utilitarianism: see,
e.g., Douglas Lackey, “A Modern Theory
of Just War” Ethics (April, 1982), pp.
533-546, and Walzer’s response, ibid.,
pp. 547-548. By far the best discussion
of Walzer’s book is Robert Nozick’s re-
view in Reason (December, 1978), pp.
19, 35.

Walzer, as I have indicated, draws on
the scholastic tradition, but he is not a
committed advocate of the natural law
position. A much more stringent appli-
cation of the traditional natural law
position to modern warfare may be
found in two essays of Elizabeth Ans-
combe: “War and Murder” and “Mr. Tru-
man’s Degree.” These are conveniently
available in Volume 3 of her Collected
Philosophical Papers. Anscombe insists,
in the first of these essays, on a sharp
distinction between civilians and sol-
diers and, in the second, rejects as im-
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moral the mass bombing of civilians.
(She and Philippa Foot were the only
two Oxford faculty members voting
against their university’s granting Pres-
ident Truman an honorary degree.) In
contrast to Walzer, who thinks that situ-
ations of impending moral catastrophe
may swamp the ordinary rules of moral-
ity, Anscombe is an absolutist. If an ac-
tion falls under a prohibited description,
(e.g, the intentional taking of innocent
life), it may never be justifiably done, no
matter what the circumstances.

The just war question has split con-
temporary libertarians. Many have ar-
gued that war is justifiable only in direct
response to attack; in all other circum-
stances, a nation ought to follow a strict
policy of non-intervention. The most
forceful advocate of this viewpoint has
been Murray Rothbard: see his Ethics of
Liberty (Humanities, 1981) and For A
New Liberty (Macmillan, 1978). Eric
Mack takes a contrary view in “Permis-
sible Defense” Reason (July, 1977), pp.
26-31.

For a full understanding of the issues
in the just war debate, one must examine
the historical background. Two good
guides are James F. Johnson, Ideology,
Reason and the Limitation of War
(Princeton, 1975) and the same writer’s
The Just War Tradition and the Restraint
of War (Princeton, 1981). The latter
volume discusses the notion of total war
with particular reference to the views of
Clausewitz and Jomini. I do not have
space to discuss particular historical
thinkers or episodes here, but, as useful
background to current conflicts be-
tween the developed countries and the
“third world,” one should consult James
Muldoon, Popes, Lawyers, and Infidels:
The Church and the Non-Christian
World (University of Pennsylvania Press,
1979). Also, for an interesting Marxist
perspective, see Eduard Kardelj, Social-
ism and War (Belgrade, 1960).

The works I have so far mentioned
have, however strict the limits they place
on war, not rejected it altogether. Two
very interesting pacifist works, written
from a religious point of view, are John
H. Yoder, The Politics of Jesus (Erdmans,
1972) and Vernard Eller, War and Peace
from Genesis to Revelation (Herald
Press, 1981). Eller is the father of Enten
Eller, recently convicted for refusing to
register for the draft. O
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Militarism Watch—_________

The High

Frontier:

Castles in the Air?

by Jeffrey Rogers Hummel
and Sheldon Richman

THE ALLURE OF a workable defense
against nuclear attack is understandable.
Libertarians, like the bulk of the Ameri-
can people, feel uncomfortable being
targeted by 7000 Soviet strategic nu-
clear warheads. At the same time, liber-
tarians, again like almost everyone else,
have moral qualms about the 9000 U. S.
strategic warheads pointing back at the
Russian people. Most consider nuclear
deterrence, the cornerstone of U. S. mili-
tary policy since the close of World War
Two, to be at best a necessary evil. Any
effective defensive system -that de-
emphasizes nuclear retaliation appears
to provide an escape from the difficult
choice between deterrence and disarm-
ament. It offers the prospect of security
without either the moral culpability of
deterrence or the risks of disarmament.

One such defensive proposal that has
recently received much attention is the
Heritage Foundation’s High Frontier,
brainchild of retired Lt. Gen. Daniel O.
Graham. The High Frontier has aroused
especially intense interest with Reason
editor Robert Poole, Individual Liberty
contributing editor Jarret Wollstein,
Libertarian Defense Caucus Steering
Committee member Dick Eagleson, and
others in the libertarian movement.

In a recent memo criticizing LP sup-
port for the nuclear freeze, Poole wrote,
“I think it would be far wiser to stake out
a position distinctly different from both
the Republicans and Democrats, and
distinctly libertarian—e.g., endorsement
of the High Frontier. . . . The LP should
take the moral high ground, separating
ourselves clearly from both other par-
ties, denouncing MAD and urging a
complete reorientation of strategic poli-
cies from offense to defense. That would
be more consistent with libertarian prin-
ciples as well.” (Emphasis in original.)
So let us critically examine the High
Frontier proposal and discover exactly
how many of Poole’s claims are justified.

The High Frontier is a multi-faceted
system whose most distinctive feature is
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the deployment in space of a range of
weapons—from non-nuclear missiles to
laser and particle-beam satellites—de-
signed to destroy incoming nuclear war-
heads. Graham, the former director of
the Defense Intelligence Agency, briefly
describes his system:

I visualize a layered defense. The first

layer would be a space-borne defense

which would effectively filter a Soviet
missle attack in the early stages of flight.

The second layer would be a broader

space protection system, probably us-

ing advanced beam weaponry to further
reduce the effectiveness of a missile at-
tack and to defend other space assets
from a variety of attacks. The third layer
would be a ground-based point defense
system capable of removing any Soviet
assurance of success of a first strike

against our missile silos—even before a

space system is deployed—and of inter-

cepting Soviet missiles which later
might leak through the space defenses.

A passive fourth layer would be civil de-

fense which becomes a valuable aspect

of strategy in conjunction with these

active defense layers. (Daniel O. Gra-

ham, “Defense and Development of the

High Frontier,” Imprimis, v. 11, June

1982.)

To evaluate the High Frontier propos-
al, we must first determine whether it is
intended as a supplement or a substitute
for nuclear deterrence. Most libertarian
advocates of the High Frontier seem to
imply that the system would replace the
U. S. government’s offensive nuclear ar-
senal. Graham lends credence to this
implication when he waxes indignant at
the more than thirty-year-old “brooding
menace of ‘balance of terror’ doctrines”
and at the “poorly conceived U.S. securi-
ty policies such as Mutual Assured De-
struction.” He beckons his fellows to
redirect their attention toward “a long-
neglected aspect of our security—pro-
tective strategic defense.”

Despite these rhetorical flourishes,

Graham clearly envisions the High Fron-

tier as a supplement to the U. S. nuclear
deterrent. After all, ground-based point
defenses of missile silos are a key feature
of the proposal. Indeed, Graham con-
cedes that the High Frontier would in-
volve not only maintenance of but also
substantial “strengthening of our [sic]
offensive deterrent strength. The re-
quirement to replace aging strategic
bombers, missiles, and missile launching
submarines is certainly 7ot obviated by a
new emphasis on strategic defense.”
(“High Frontier: A New Option in Space,”
National Security Record, The Heritage
Foundation, no. 46, June 1982, emphasis
in original.)

The ultimate mission of the High Fron-
tier assumes critical importance because
the technological demands placed upon
a system designed as a substitute for the
U. S. nuclear deterrent are necessarily so
much greater than those placed upon a
system designed merely as a supplement.
Graham argues that a nuclear defense
which is less than one hundred percent
effective is still valuable. “Defenses
throughout military history have been
designed to make attack more difficult
and more costly—not impossible. De-
fenses have often prevented attack by
making the outcome uncertain. Given
the drastic consequences of a failed nu-
clear attack on an opponent, the critical
military task is to keep a potential ag-
gressor uncertain of success if not cer-
tain of failure.” (National Security Rec-
ord, emphasis in original.)

Graham’s comments are valid for a
defensive system that is linked to an of-
fensive nuclear capability, but lose their
force when considering a defensive sys-
tem that replaces that offensive nuclear
capability. Such a substitute system
must, in fact, be virtually one hundred
percent effective, or it is totally useless.
A system that destroys an incredible
ninety-five percent of all incoming mis-
siles and bombers would still leave the
U. S. vulnerable to over 300 Soviet nu-
clear warheads, surely enough to devas-
tate U. S. society if the Soviets felt the
need to attack.

Yet the most confident advocates of
the High Frontier dare not claim or an-
ticipate an effectiveness approaching
that level. As Roger Molander, former
member of the National Security Coun-
cil and now head of Ground Zero, points




out in his book, Nuclear War: What’s In
It For You?:

The physics and engineering problems

[of particle beam weapons] which re-

main to be solved are prodigious, and

the most optimistic talk about these
weapons comes from politicians and
generals, not from scientists and engi-
neers. The story with laser weapons is
basically the same. . . . It will be at least

a decade, and maybe several, before we

know for sure whether it is even possi-

ble to design a particle beam or laser
system that might shoot down bombers

or missiles. And then it would take an-

other five to ten years to build an effec-

tive system . . .

Admittedly, the High Frontier propos-
al involves conventional on-the-shelf
hardware for its first generation of orbit-
ing battle stations, but their projected
effectiveness is even lower than that of
laser and particle beam weapons. Other-
wise, there would be no reason for the
High Frontier to deploy these more ad-
vanced systems as a second-generation
back-up.

Furthermore, the deployment of the
High Frontier will not occur within
some static technological freeze-frame.
It will occur within a dynamic techno-
logical environment where the opposing
side will have powerful incentives to
develop countermeasures and penetra-
tion aids. The history of ABM develop-
ment in the sixties indicates that coun-
termeasures and penetration aids are
comparatively easier to develop and less
costly to deploy. That is the main reason
that both sides agreed to forego exten-
sive ABM deployment.

Even if the High Frontier should prove
one hundred percent effective, the U. S.
government can hardly be expected to
deploy it as a substitute for its offensive
nuclear arsenal. The dynamics of state
power, and the incentives faced by those
who dominate the U. S. national-security
establishment, ensure that any govern-
ment-deployed space-based defensive
system will most probably end up as a
supplement to the existing U. S. nuclear
arsenal, regardless of the intentions of
its non-establishment advocates.

In other words, a High Frontier system
designed to replace offensive nuclear
weapons is both technologically futile
and politically naive. On the other hand,

\T RAINS

a supplementary High Frontier system
confers none of the advantages claimed
by libertarian advocates. It does not re-
orient strategic policy from offense to
defense, as Poole asserts, but rather
strengthens the offensive orientation of
U. S. policy. It does not eliminate any of
the moral difficulties involved in nuclear
deterrence, and certainly does not take
over the high moral ground in the nucle-
ar debate.

Indeed, the sole advantage of a sup-
plementary High Frontier system, ac-
cording to Graham himself, as we have
seen above, is that it introduces some
additional uncertainty into Soviet nucle-
ar planning. But since any conceivable
Soviet nuclear first strike must already
take account of substantial uncertainty,
resulting both from the survivability of
U. S. submarine-launched ballistic mis-
siles, as well as from such other factors
as accuracy bias, warhead fratricide, and
operational difficulties, we have reason
enough to dismiss the High Frontier
proposal.

A High Frontier system deployed in
addition to the U. S. government’s offen-
sive nuclear arsenal is more than just un-
necessary. Because it will emerge within
the deadly dynamics of deterrence, with
its mutually reinforcing fear and hostili-
ty, it will be positively dangerous. To the
extent that it is actually effective, the
High Frontier will in essence unilaterally
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disarm the Soviet Union against its will.
Coupled with the continued existence
of the U.S. offensive capability, this
would enormously increase the risk of
nuclear holocaust. Before it becomes
operational, the High Frontier may have
the ironic effect of inviting the very
attack it is intended to prevent.

To the extent that the High Frontier is
ineffective, it will be a total waste of
taxpayer resources. Quite likely, the
High Frontier could bestow the worst of
both worlds: a system that is, in reality,
ineffective, but perceived as effective by
the other side. At best, the High Frontier
will raise arms race rivalry to anew level.

Perhaps one of the most sober ap-
praisals of the High Frontier comes from
one of its more cautious advocates,
Michael Dunn, editor of the Libertarian
Defense Caucus publication, American
Defense. Dunn recently wrote:

The High Frontier concept, though

promising, should not be uncritically

accepted as a ‘cure’ for the pressing
issue of what to do with nuclear wea-
pons. The best the High Frontier ap-
proach can do is elevate the arms race

to a new level of complexity, possibly a

level where we [sic] can attain and

maintain technological superiority over
the Soviets. The Soviet response to such

a strategy would be to discover a loop-

hoie through which they could mount

an attack, or devise a counterweapon
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against the space-based interceptors.

If for any reason this space-based de-

fense were to fail, it will still be neces-

sary to retain other weapons (such as
nuclear weapons) with which to retali-
ate. (Response to letter to the editor,

American Defense, no. 5, Aug. 1982.)

In short, the High Frontier is not the
technological panacea that its libertarian
advocates have advertised. It will not
make all the hard moral and practical
questions associated with nuclear wea-
pons magically disappear. Moreover, it
clearly violates libertarian principles.
Because the High Frontier is to be de-
ployed by the U. S. government, it must
necessarily be coercively funded. A pri-
vately-deployed High Frontier system, of
course, would not be objectionable on
libertarian grounds, but this fact no more
justifies a state-deployed High Frontier
system than the legitimacy of private
schools justifies the existence of tax-
supported state schools. Libertarian
principles require the disarming of the
state and the denationalization of
defense.

Those libertarians who wish to find
some third alternative to deterrence and
disarmament cannot achieve their goal
by putting more weapons into the hands
of the U. S. government. If they are really
sincere, they should instead promote a
voluntarily-funded, privately-owned,
space-based defensive system that at-
tempts to destroy all nuclear warheads,
regardless of whether they are targeted
against innocent Americans or innocent
Russians. Such a private system would
avoid all the practical dangers of linking
a nuclear defense with an existing offen-
sive arsenal of over 9000 warheads.
Libertarians must never forget that the
state taints whatever it touches—re-
ligion, education, trade, and yes, even
defense. O
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ONE OF AMERICA'’S most famous nucle-
ar physicists seems to have been watch-
ing too many sci-fi movies lately.

In a recent talk with employees of the
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, Edward
Teller, father of the H-bomb, urged sci-
entists to work on a “third generation”
of atomic devices that could provide “an
effective nuclear shield for the nation.”
Teller apparently was referring to a
scheme he has advanced for launching
X-ray lasers into space to shoot down
Soviet nuclear missiles in case of war.

Teller met with President Reagan in
mid-September to boost the proposal,
and to urge that funding for X-ray lasers
be increased by about $200 million over
the next few years.

The Air Force is already spending sev-.

eral hundred million dollars a year on
highly classified laser research, and has
recently created a space division to co-
ordinate its plans for putting weapons
into orbit. Its efforts to develop an anti-
missile laser are strongly supported by
influential members of Congress, includ-
ing Sen. Malcolm Wallop, R-Wyo.

The Soviets are also pursuing such re-
search, but neither they nor we stand
much chance of putting it to practical
military use, according to a workshop
on laser weapons organized by physicists
at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology. It concluded, in the words of
MIT Professor Kosta Tsipis, that “lasers
have little or no chance of succeeding as
practical cost-effective defensive
weapons.”

To keep at least one laser weapon
above the Soviet Union at all times, we
would have to field at least 50 attack
satellites. Each would have to be pre-
pared to destroy about 1,000 Soviet mis-
siles within a time window of only eight
minutes, allowing only half a second to
kill each missile.

That’s a tough job, particularly since
the Soviets could send up decoy rockets
or take other countermeasures to con-
fuse our satellite sensors. Worse, each
satellite would need an impossibly large
power source to feed its laser—on the
order of several hundred megawatts, the
size of a commercial power station.

The task of getting enough fuel into

space to power the lasers would require
four space shuttles, each making two
trips a year for about 125 years. Even the
slowest Russian should be able to come
up with an effective response by then.

Finally, our laser satellites would
themselves be vulnerable to Soviet at-
tack, particularly before they were made
operational. The prospect of the United
States developing such a defensive shield
might well provoke the Soviets into try-
ing to shoot down our satellites or, more
dangerously yet, threatening to launch a
first strike before their missile force was
neutralized.

But if Teller’s idea gets the go-ahead,
there won’t be much for Russia to worry
about. His X-ray laser depends on a nu-
clear bomb explosion producing a pow-
erful, aimable beam of X-rays out the end
of a copper tube, instants before the
whole system is vaporized.

All fine and good. But that means hav-
ing at least one bomb for every Soviet
missile; if the system were not 100 per-
cent accurate, many more bombs would
be needed. So thousands of bombs
would have to be above the Soviet Union
at all times; to achieve this, we would
need at least 50 times as many in orbit
around the earth. That’s an awful lot of
hydrogen bombs to produce and send
up into space, many more than are now
in our entire arsenal.

Moreover, once one of our X-ray
bombs goes off, it will destroy other
nearby satellites, including our own.
Nuclear explosions in space of the sort
Teller envisions create enormously
powerful electromagnetic pulses that
wipe out communications on earth and
disrupt the workings of other satellites
too distant to be destroyed.

If Teller has his way and the United
States devotes a few hundred million
dollars to developing his idea, the Soviets
will follow suit and we will have another
arms race on our hands. Why not invest
all that energy in trying to reach an agree-
ment with the Soviets to ban the deploy-
ment of weapons in space?

This article originally appeared as an
unsigned editorial in the San Jose Mer-
cury, October 5, 1982.




Why Leninism Is Wrong
by Murray N. Rothbard and Bill Evers

THE IDEAS OF LENIN often have a fatal
allure for Libertarian Party radicals. We
each have to confess some responsibility
for radical libertarian interest in Lenin
because each of us has written articles in
the past saying that there were things to
be learned from reading Lenin’s writings
and writings about Lenin—and also
about Sam Adams, Zionism, the Jackson-
ian Democrats, the antislavery abolition-
ists, and so forth.

But the fact is that Lenin was wrong.
(Of course, it is still educational to read
about people who were wrong. Some of
Lenin’s fruitful insights are discussed in
Tom Palmer’s article available as an
LPRC reprint.) Obviously for liber-
tarians, Lenin was wrong because he
was a socialist and imposed a totalitarian
despotism on the Soviet people. But he
was also wrong on key strategic and
organizational matters.

Lenin was wrong because he and his
followers tend to claim that the sole,
universally valid route to social change
is via a military-style, disciplined, ex-
tremely centralized party containing
only cadre members. (Cadre is simply a
technical term for a hard-core, knowl-
edgeable activist.)

Lenin’s prescription of a disciplined
cadre party led him and his leading ad-
herents to minimize control by the
membership over the party organization,
to stifle debate and ban factions within
" the organization, and all too often—both
in the party and in political work in the
society at large— to neglect persuading
and educating others as to the wisdom
of the course or policies to be followed.

Certainly there is nothing wrong with
having as many cadres—that is, as many
skilled, dedicated, and informed activ-
ists—as possible. Certainly there is noth-
ing wrong with LPRC members wanting
the cadres in the Libertarian Party to be
as radical as possible in ideology and
strategy. The Leninists’ emphasis on cad-
res is not wrong here. The Leninist error
lies in having only cadres in the party
and barring participation by those who
have not dedicated the whole of their
lives to the cause.

Lenin made his revolution as leader of
an underground conspiracy in autocratic
tsarist Russia, where socialist political
parties were illegal. In contrast, the ex-
perience of Western liberal democratic
societies shows that ideological causes
can best be advanced by working in par-
ties and institutions that are open to
large numbers of people and not in con-
centrating one’s hopes for social change
on a small cadre organization. Slavishly
following Lenin’s Russian model would
be a mistake in America.

What is needed in America to bring
about a libertarian victory is large-scale
organization that enlists and talks to
large numbers of people.

The LP has always had the intention of
enlisting large numbers of adherents. It
is an open, membership-controlled or-
ganization, with a structure that balances
centralized and decentralized features.
The LP’s strong state-level parties, for
example, would be anathema to a Lenin-
ist party.

Control by the membership, decision-
making after open debate, and organized
promotion within the party of alternative
strategies and policies makes the Liber-
tarian Party much less likely to make a
catastrophic strategic or ideological
mistake because of a single leader’s or a
tiny group’s decision. Our own personal
experiences in the libertarian movement
have convinced us of the need for these
procedures and structures.

The Libertarian Party is stronger and
healthier because it accepts for member-
ship all who agree to basic libertarian
principles. Right now the nonaggression
principle is embodied in a pledge that all
members must sign. (We think that an
even better members’ pledge would be
one promising to uphold the Statement
of Principles.) Thus all Libertarian Party
members have agreed upon certain
common political values. But the LP is
not a monolith, and its rules wisely do
not demand strict orthodoxy on matters
of detail of all its members in the way
that Leninist parties do.

This does not mean that the LP does
not take its platform seriously or that LP

Libertarian Strategy.____

members should not continue to de-
mand that LP candidates and spokes-
persons not contradict the platform.
What makes the Libertarian Party differ-
ent from the Republicans and Demo-
crats is that ours is a party of principle.
And as members of a principled political
party, we Libertarians care deeply about
the consistency and radicalism of our
platform and about loyalty to principle
and program by those who present the
party’s views to the public.

Our libertarian movement needs both
searching and open debate because
none of us has all the answers, and only
through the critical process of debate
can we best discover how our principles
apply to current problems and best as-
sess the options we face in trying to ad-
vance our cause.

Leninist parties don’t have open de-
bate or organized factions. InNovember
1920, Lenin told the Moscow Commu-
nist Party conference: “It is time to say
... that in the future we will not tolerate
the slightest deviation in the direction of
cliques.”

In March 1921, at Lenin’s suggestion,
the tenth congress of the Soviet Com-
munist Party banned all factions and
caucuses. Outlawry of factions and cau-
cuses has been a feature of Leninist par-
ties ever since.

But in order to have control by the
membership and adequate checks on
mistakes by the leadership, you have to
have the possibility of forming factions.
Party members need to have the right to
join together to advance their own
views.

As we have said, the Libertarian Party,
in contrast to our foes the Republicans
and Democrats, is and must be an ideo-
logical party—a party firmly dedicated
to the triumph of consistent principle in
politics. There is always a problem in any
fast-growing party that ideology will be
forgotten in a fascination with technique
and even in the scramble for political
power. It we are to keep our reason for
being, this must never be allowed to
happen. The purpose of caucuses and
factions is to keep reminding the party
of its own ideology and that ideology’s
day-to-day importance in party activity
and party life. In a sense, a caucus acts as
the party’s conscience.

In addition, our libertarian ideology
is a mighty and complex one, and there
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are bound to be differences of emphasis
among libertarians on which parts of the
ideology to stress, or even conflicts over
parts of the ideology itself or over its ap-
plication to concrete political problems.
Good libertarians, for example, differ
strongly over such questions as chil-
dren’s rights or capital punishment. The
caucus, therefore, exists to push its par-
ticular application or emphasis within
the broader libertarian framework, and
to try to convince the rest of the party of
the correctness of its own particular
view.

The LP, furthermore, has become too

large and complex, and its growth too
rapid, to permit all ideological discus-
sion and controversy to be jammed into
two tumultuous days at each biennial
national convention. It is no longer
enough to have a brief platform discus-
sion every two years, important as the
platform is. It is also vital to have contin-
uing, day-to-day discussions over ideol-
ogy and political issues. The caucus, with
its periodical publication and its organ-
ized meetings, provides a vital means for
these discussions and controversies to
take place on a continuing basis. In this
way, ideology within the party is not sti-
fled, but on the contrary is vivified, dis-
cussed, taught, thought about, and made
a vibrant, integral part of the life of the
party.
Not only would Leninism require dis-
mantling organized dissent and dialogue
within the Libertarian Party, it would
also require imposing an “iron disci-
pline” on LP members as individuals:
Everyone would have to obey all orders
from the top. Such a party-wide iron dis-
cipline is not only unjustified by circum-
stances that might necessitate it (such as
underground political life in tsarist Rus-
sia); it is also alien to American political
culture and contrary to the tempera-
ment of a great many of those attracted
to the Libertarian Party—who tend to be
highly non-conformist and individualis-
tic in character. '

In any case, once we have recognized
that a large-scale, principled mass move-
ment including a mass-based political
organization is the road to achieving
liberty in a country like the United States,
it doesn’t make much sense to close the
doors after ten years of LP growth, turn
away eager but untutored recruits, and
kick out all but the most orthodox and
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obedient. Point number one of the
LPRC’s Ten Points stresses working for a
principled, mass-based party; we think
that this is the proper goal of libertarian
radicals. Anyone seeking to Leninize the
Libertarian Party would not only be
making a grave mistake, but would face
a probably impossible task.

Creating a separate Leninist party out
of some segment of the Libertarian Party
would not only be a waste of resources
and energy. It would also weaken the
libertarian movement and infect it with
the narrow sectarian attitudes that have
destroyed the American socialist move-
ment. Who wants to be active only in a
tiny grouplet with its stifling atmo-
sphere, inbred perceptions, and siege
mentality? Better by far to be part of a
grand and growing movement—a move-

V. I. Lenin

ment with healthy differences of opinion
within it. One of the great strengths of
the libertarian movement has been the
recognition that we are all in this to-
gether and that we want the American
public to join in our project of creating
a libertarian society.

One aspect of the narrow, sectarian
spirit characteristic of Leninist parties
is that they demand allegiance from their
members on everyday matters of culture,
religion, and family life. Communist par-
ties, for example, demand that their
members be atheists and that they ac-

cept “socialist realist” views on art.

The private lives of Americans include
their ethnic traditions, their family life,
their religious life, and their life in vari-
ous fraternal and charitable groups. To
the extent that a political party like the
LP attempts to dictate a correct position
on family life, religious life, or on cultural
matters, it becomes oppressive and over-
bearing. We libertarians saw this in the
Randian movement where Rand had
strictly enforced views on marriage, per-
sonal development, painting, dance, lit-
erature, religion, and so forth. Not only
is this far too intrusive for most normal
people to put up with, but in a statist
party like the Communist Party, such
Leninism prefigures the totalitarianism
of the Bolshevik regime, in which politics
consumes all spheres of life.

In addition, proclamations that there
is a libertarian marriage, a libertarian
child-rearing, a libertarian religion, a
libertarian psychology, a libertarian cul-
ture, a libertarian health regimen, or a
libertarian fictional genre (science fic-
tion) are disruptive diversions into non-
libertarian matters. If the LP confines
itself to politics and economics, there
will be fewer areas of disagreement
among members and fewer possible
reasons for splits and divisions.

We must point out, at this juncture,
that Milton Mueller, formerly head of
Students for a Libertarian Society, dis-
agrees strongly with us on this. He does
believe and has stated in numerous arti-
cles and speeches that the LP, SLS, and
the libertarian movement in general
should adopt positions on cultural values
and make certain cultural views their
own. We believe that his position is sec-
tarian and wrongheaded.

Another major mistake Leninists often
make is failing to raise the consciousness
of the public about ideological matters.
Leninists tend to rely on their own tight-
knit organization to be the decisive fac-
tor in a crisis. They tend not to educate
the public about final goals and instead
tend to give the public slogans that are
misleading and that apply only to imme-
diate problems. Even in organizations
where they have had influence (such as
American labor unions in late 1930s),
Leninists had such influence solely be-
cause of the posts they held and practical
work they had done, rather than because
they were open about their political

continued on back page
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Why Evers and Rothbard Are Wrong

by Justin Raimondo

I SUPPOSE Rothbard and Evers are sick
and tired of being red-baited by right-
wing libertarians and the National Re-
view crowd—and one can hardly blame
them. Ever since National Review ac-
cused Rothbard of being pro-Communist
because he dared suggest that one might
learn something from reading Lenin, our
conservative opponents (as well as op-
portunists within our own movement)
have persistently tried to smear Radical
Libertarians with the “Leninist” brush.

But the response of Rothbard and
Evers to this crude smear campaign—
the latest installment of which is a widely
circulated letter by Ed Crane—is more
than just an over-reaction. “Why Lenin-
ism Is Wrong” amounts to conciliating
and providing an opening for the very
opportunism these two Radical Liber-
tarian leaders have fought so vigorously
in the past.

CENTRALISM VERSUS DECENTRALISM

AT PRESENT, the national Libertarian
Party is a loose federation of state and
local organizations—a condition which
reflects the LP’s low level of ideological
unity and cohesiveness. Given the all-
pervasive influence of opportunism
within our movement. It couldn’t be
otherwise. That is, the national LP is or-
ganizationally weak because it is ideo-
logically weak. No one is suggesting that

_the way to solve this problem is to “turn
away eager but untutored recruits, and
kick out all but the most obedient.” The
ideal subjective conditions—i.e., an ideal
LP organization—cannot be wished into
existence. What is needed is a wide-
ranging and conclusive debate over the
proper strategy for a Libertarian victory.
Edicts from the National Office will nev-
er alter the fact that the premature crea-
tion of the LP has now culminated in a
serious internal crisis.

The ongoing “centralist/decentralist”
debate often serves as a smokescreen for
underlying ideological rifts. A local can-
didate with hawkish foreign policy
views, for example, will invoke decen-
tralist arguments—point out that, al-
though the LP platform is a fine docu-
ment, it just won’t play in Peoria. And the

super-centralism so characteristic of the
Crane Machine can and has beenused to
bludgeon all criticism of opportunist
positions and policies out of existence.
Unless and until we turn the LP around,
so that it is truly the party of principle,
Radical Libertarians must seek to re-
define the terms of this debate from
“centralism versus decentralism” to
radicalism versus opportunism.

THE ORGANIZATION QUESTION

BUT ONCE WE HAVE FACED —and re-
solved—the question of content, we
must settle the question of form.

The core of “Leninism” is the concept
of democratic centralism—that is, the
principle of freedom of discussion and
unity in action. What this means in prac-
tice is that, after a majority has prevailed
over a minority within the organization,
the majority policy must be implemented
by all members—until such time as the
policy might be proven wrong by the
course of events, in which case the mi-
nority will have the right to re-open the
discussion. Lenin correctly maintained
that an organization devoted to radical
social change is not and cannot be a
mere debating society. If every member
is free to publicly say and do whatever
he or she feels like saying or doing, then
why have an organization at all? Such an
organization would be permanently par-
alyzed, quickly discredited and would
soon fall apart. Concerted action is the
whole point of political activity; without
the self-imposed discipline of the demo-
cratic centralist (or “Leninist”) concept,
no effective political action is possible.
It is like trying to build a house without
the benefit of tools.

Contrary to what Rothbard and Evers
assert, organized factions are intrinsic to
the democratic centralist conception of
politics. Edicts issued by a national cen-
ter isolated from all criticism are unlike-
ly to be obeyed—and that goes for any
movement without “perks” or patronage
to offer, whether Libertarian or Marxist-
Leninist. Far from suppressing all fac-
tions and all dissent, the very nature of
“Leninist” politics makes the appearance
of factions inevitable. If every member of

a democratic centralist organization is
committed to unity in action, then it fol-
lows that members with a minority view-
point will be constantly attempting to
win over the majority precisely because
the stakes are so bigh.

Rothbard and Evers counterpose the
“Leninist” cadre party to a mass-based
party, as if the two were mutually exclu-
sive. But merely opening up the LP to
anyone who agrees with the so-called
nonaggression axiom is no guarantee
that “a grand and growing movement”
will automatically spring into being.
Everybody in our movement—including
those Radical Libertarians who see the
need for a cadre organization—wants a
mass-based LP. The real question is: how
do we built it? I maintain that first we
must organize a disciplined, radical Lib-
ertarian Party based on the principle of
“freedom of criticism, unity in action” —
and that this party will then act as the
catalyst which will generate a genuinely
libertarian mass movement. A loose fed-
eration of local groups united around a
single vague axiom is simply incapable
of organizing itself out of a paper bag.
This is true because such a group has
nothing to organize around—no real
program, no strategy, and therefore no
hope of success.

IDEOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION

THE ORGANIZATIONAL questions in
dispute here cannot be severed from the
underlying ideological issues which they
inevitably raise. A key argument by Roth-
bard and Evers in favor of the softline ap-
proach stems from a strange faith in lib-
eral democracy—strange, that is, coming
from Radical Libertarian leaders. “The
experience of Western liberal democrat-
ic societies,” they write, “shows that ide-
ological causes can best be served by
working in parties and institutions that
are open to large numbers of people and
not in concentrating one’s hopes...ona
small cadre organization.” [Emphasis
added.] Now, the problem is somehow
to translate this curious statement. Sure-
ly Rothbard and Evers aren’t telling us
that cadre organizations have never
worked within mass organizations and
parties. If so, then what is the ( Trotsky-
ist) Militant group doing in the British
Labor Party? What has been the trade
union policy of every Leninist organiza-
tion, what has been the practice of these
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groups in the anti-war movement if not
“working in . .. institutions open to large
numbers of people”? In fact, it is only the
clearly-defined goals and admirable dis-
cipline of these groups that have made
whatever influence they have in mass
movements possible. But Rothbard and
Evers—being history buffs—are un-
doubtedly aware of all this. Then what
can they mean?

Behind their “anti-Leninist” strategy
for liberty is a touching faith in U.S. “de-
mocracy.” They really believe that Liber-
tarians can come to power by taking the
exclusively electoral road.

Perhaps nothing is more responsible
for the growth and influence of oppor-
tunism within our movement than this
dangerous reformist illusion. The fact is
that no ruling class bas ever given up its
power voluntarily—and any movement
for radical social change which fails to
realize this will never achieve its goals.
This doesn’t mean that we can’t use the
electoral process to build the party and
achieve some intermediate goals—given
the particular conditions we face in the
U. S, this tactic is absolutely necessary.
But Rothbard and Evers elevate this tac-
tic to the status of a strategy: it seems
they really envision Libertarian elected
officials transforming the U. S. into afree
society without a fight. Revolutions are
fine, they seem to be saying—in Tsarist
Russia, or in some Third World dictator-
ship. But not in the good old USA.

It is true that liberal democracy makes
the immediate possibility of mass revo-
lutionary action more remote than in a
nation like, for example, Nicaragua—
that, after all, is its main function. But all
the democratic nationalist illusions in
the world cannot change the grim fact
that we are at war. We are engaged in a
life-and-death struggle with the most
powerful, most dangerous ruling class
the world has ever seen. The same peo-
ple who dropped the bomb on Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki, who rained more
bombs on the Vietnamese than were
dropped on Germany during World War
Two, and who are now contemplating a
“winnable” nuclear showdown—these
are our enemies. The present system
cannot be reformed or wished away—
extra-parliamentary action is, ultimately,
the prospect awaiting us.

Only a tightly-disciplined, democratic
centralist cadre organization can win
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the war against statism. As to what this
mode of organization would entail—
that is a subject too large for an article
already too long. Suffice it to say that the
straw-horse constructed by Rothbard
and Evers—an organization which dic-
tates “a correct position on family life,
religious life or on cultural matters” —
has nothing to do with what I and other
Radical Libertarians are proposing. Sim-
ply because “Leninist” organizations—
and primarily non-political movements
like “Objectivism”—have incorporated
such features in the past does not mean
we will necessarily repeat their mistakes.

The “Leninist” —or, as I like to call it,
the democratic centralist—conception
of political organization is a long-range
strategic vision. We must recognize that
the immediate prospects for liberty—
for “Freedom In Our Time,” as an old
and incredibly naive libertarian slogan
puts it—are quite dim. We must take the
long view. Instead of putting our energy
and hopes into a “quick victory” scenario
—the reformist illusion which envisions
a Libertarian victory at the polls and the
peaceful, straight-line transformation of
society—we must take a more realistic
tack. A loose federation of local groups
united around a one-or-two-sentence
phrase is an ephemeral creature indeed.
If we’'re going to hold up the banner of
Libertarian principle in the decades to
come, we’re going to need something
far more substantial than that. ©

Brickbats

® Did you get the 1982-1983 Publications
Catalogue of the Cato (Crane And The Oth-
ers) Institute? Did you notice that No. 12 of
the Cato Papers is—missing? And what was
No. 12? It was Revisionism: A Key To Peace
and Other Essays by historian Harry Elmer
Barnes. And what was so offensive about this
volume? Nothing except that its author had
written elsewhere on Holocaust revisionism,
though this collection contains nothing on
that subject. As we reported in our last issue,
Ed Crane was unhappy that his institute had
been linked by an author writing on anti-
semitism to Holocaust revisionism, even in
so tenuous a manner. SO now, at the sugges-
tion of Tom Palmer, Crane has simply re-
moved the offending volume, for which we
award him a BRICKBAT. Will you sell us
your stock of No. 12, Ed? We think these es-
says by Barnes are worth reading even if
others aren’t. . . .

® Californians showed amazingly good
sense in voting down a bottle bill in Novem-
ber. We thought the unlibertarian aspects of
such measures were obvious. But apparently
not, because Tom Ritter, candidate for state
senate in Pennsylvania, in discussing the ad-
vantages of bringing the initiative and refer-
endum process to his state, declared that
Pennsylvanians might want to use it to passa
bottle deposit law. A BRICKBAT (with a
ten-cent deposit) to him. . . .

@ Most libertarians appreciate the respon-
sibility of the U.S. government for provoking
world tensions through its pursuit of the
cold war, the arms race, and a generally con-
frontationalist stance toward the Soviets. But
it was still a pleasure to read Diane Proter’s
article in the June-July Minnesota Liber-
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& Bouquets

tarian entitled “The Only Way to World
Peace Is To Be Peaceful.” A BOUQUET to
her and to Fred Hewitt, U.S. Senate candi-
date, who is credited with originating the
statement that became the article’s title. . . .
® The pledge that members of the National
LP must sign— "I hereby certify that I do not
believe in or advocate the use of force as a
means of achieving political or social ends”
—has been taking a beating at the state level.
The Colorado party removed it as one of their
membership requirements last May, for
which we award them a forceful BRICK-
BAT. The usual arguments about it being an
unlibertarian, McCarthy-style “loyalty oath”
were made, and Wainwright Dawson, candi-
date for state treasurer, announced he would
quit the party if it were not removed. (How
did you bring yourselfto join in the first place,
Wainwright?) Ed Leeper wrote in the June
Colorado Liberty, “If the party can't stand
diversity within its own ranks, how can it tol-
erate diversity in society at large?” How many
times does it have to be said that private or-
ganizations, including political parties, are
not formed to be diverse, but for a particular
Dpurpose, and that to require members to state
that they agree with that purpose is not a vio-
lation of libertarian principle? We think ask-
ing members to state that they agree with our
principles is not only reasonable, but highly
desirable in our topsy-turvy world of rampant

- political opportunism. . . . The Maryland LP
b

shares Colorado’s BRICKBAT for defeating
a motion at their August convention to add a
pledge of agreement with libertarian princi-
ple to the requirements for membership on
their state central committee. In the debate
on this, Bob Booze upheld the idea of a pledge,
while Tom Mathers argued against it. . . .

® A BRICKBAT to Dave Walter, LP candi-
date for Lt. Governor in Pennsylvania for ad-
vocating raising highway taxes (which he
and Ronald Reagan are calling “user fees”
these days). Libertarians are for returning
resources to the legitimate private sector,
not for enriching bureaucrats. The point that
Walter could have been making is that the
level of government taxes and fees are gov-
erned by political motives, while prices on
private roads would be governed by com-
mercial considerations and freely agreed to.
It’s dangerous for Libertarians to get on the
Reaganite bandwagon of “revenue enhance-
ment” through “user fees.” What we want is
private property—not a toll-collecting, road-
building government. . . .

® Inaceremony that was as muchalecture
on the social philosophy of traditions as it
was a wedding, LPRC Central Committee
member Bill Evers married LP of California
Chair Mary Gingell on November 2 in Palo
Alto. A wedding BOUQUET to them for
pursuing a coalition strategy. . . .

® A BRICKBAT to Pete Ferrara and the
Cato Institute for Ferrara’s new booklet on
social security, published by Cato. Ferrara’s
original book on the subject was gradualist
in the extreme. Now he compounds his error
by leaping immediately to the suggestion of
compulsory Individual Retirement Ac-
counts. . . .

® A BRICKBAT to the leadership of the
Pennsylvania LP for advocating changing
their party name to the Independent Party.
The goal of the Libertarian Party is and should
remain the creation of a mass-based, ideo-
logically-committed vehicle for advancing
liberty—a mushy, catch-all name works
against this goal. . . .

LPRC Draft Program

Reprints (complete set $5.00)

Tabling Kit ($35.00)

Membership/Subscription

LPRC Order Form

Beyond Left and Right: The Unfinished Revolution, $1.00

Strategies for a Libertarian Victory, by Murray N. Rothbard, $2.00
—_Why Be Libertarian?, by Murray N. Rothbard and What Is a Libertarian?,
by Walter E. Grinder, $1.00 for both

A Matter of Principle, by Justin Raimondo, $1.50

Libertarianism Versus “Low-Tax Liberalism,” by Murray N. Rothbard, $1.00
Toward a Libertarian Movement, by Tom G. Palmer, $0.50

—____The Importance of the Caucus, by Murray N. Rothbard, $0.25

Resolutions on Strategy and on Coalitions and Alignments,

Libertarian National Committee, $0.50

Back Issues ($2.00 each) (any 8 for $12.00) (complete set $20.00)

October 1982: Ron Paul, Crane's Libel, Fuhrig Interview, etc.

August 1982: The Flat Rate Trap, Debate Over Disarmament, etc.

June 1982: El Salvador, Ayn Rand R.I.P., Hocker's Memo, etc.

February 1982: Poland, South Africa, etc.

August 1981: CIA, An Action Program, The Anti-Party Mentality, etc.

June 1981: El Salvador, Nagriamel, Poland, SLS, Ed Crane, etc.

— February 1981: Guardian Angels, El Salvador, Left-Opportunism: SLS, etc.
November 1980: Poland, Time for a Rude Awakening, LPRC Draft Program, etc.
October 1980: Poland, SLS, Rothbard Keynote, etc.

— July 1980: Cuba, Nagriamel, Howard Jarvis, etc.

—February 1980: Afghanistan, Conscription, etc.

January 1980: Iran Revolution, Hostage Crisis, etc.

December 1979: Police Repression, Native Americans, Clark for President, etc.
September 1979: Libertarian Land Reform, National Review, etc.

August 1979: The Fall of Somoza, Szasz Speaks, Ron Paul on Nicaragua, etc.
— May 1979: War by Proxy, LPC Convention, Michael Emerling, etc.

February 1979: lllegal Aliens, Drug Enforcement Agency, etc.

A Complete Package: 10 copies of the latest Vanguard, plus back issues, repvrints
and a form for ordering additional material at discount prices. Retail Value $115.

(] [ agree with the LPRC’s Ten Points, and I want to join the LPRC as a regular member
(and receive a six-issue subscription to Libertarian Vanguard)—$12.00.
(86.00 for students; please give school name.)

(signature )

Payment in US. dollars only.

Name

O I would like a six-issue subscription to Vanguard—$12.00.

D I enclose an additional contribution of $

Overseas subscribers, please add $6.00 for additional postage.

Address

City/State/Zip

Libertarian Party Radical Caucus ¢ 3790 El Camino Real. No. 172 e Palo Alto, California 94306 USA.

L

December 1982 —Libertarian Vanguard 15



—

Koch Cuts Off
Update

Update newsletter has been receiving
a $10,000 to $15,000 annual subsidy
from David Koch since its inception. In
addition, its unpaid editor, Bob Cappozi,
receives a salary from the Crane-con-
trolled and partially Charles Koch-
financed National Taxpayers Legal Fund.
David Koch has decided to end his sub-
sidy. Nonetheless, it is likely that the
Crane Machine will juggle funds and
continue to publish Update. 0O

Update Updated

Libertarian Vanguard has recently
obtained a rare copy of the first printing
of the September 1982 issue of the Crane
Machine’s publication Update. For $0.50
we will send to anyone who requests it
photocopies of the original pages three
and eight. Page three contains a mislead-
ing photo caption calling Earl Ravenal
the “father of noninterventionism”
(great-great- . . . -great-grandson might
be more appropriate ). The headline that
appears on the original page eight is
“The LP’s Latin America-Style Coup,”
referring to personnel decisions by LP
National Chair Alicia Garcia Clark, who
was born in Mexico. (We wonder what
the headline would have said had she
been born in Africa.) O

Leninism

continued from page 12

values and had a mass base of support for
those values.

We must never make this mistake. LP
literature for the public and LP cam-
paigns must reach out to and seek to en-
list the bulk of the American public. We
must bring the message of libertarianism
to millions.

We must use popularly understand-
able libertarian theory to analyze current
events and expose the evils of statism.
We must present the public with the
glorious prospect of a society freed
of tyranny, injustice, and war.

We can and should devote major ef-
forts to seeking votes for our candidates
—both as a measure of our success in
educating the public and in order to
elect officials who can roll back the
state. But if officials are elected by voters
who have not been educated about liber-
tarian ideals—voters who do not expect
libertarian programs--those officials are
in a position of weakness, not of strength.
They have no mass base of support, and
the public will not support them if they
stick by libertarian principle.

This is why the LP must firmly reject
Eric OKeefe’s getting-elected-is-every-

thing approach articulated in his August
26, 1982 valedictory strategy memo.
Mere vote-chasing and neglect of edu-
cating the public is a recipe for disaster.
It is an approach in which all the incen-

tives favor opportunism and betrayal of
principle.

Without the active support of large
numbers of people on the basis of their
genuinely libertarian convictions, we
can accomplish nothing. We need to
build a constituency for liberty. The
public awaits us. We are convinced of
the soundness of our cause. Let’s roll up
our sleeves and get to work making this
a truly mass movement. O

Draft Resister

continued from page 1

courts are merely concerned with legal-
ity and, for the most part, care nothing
about justice. I will not allow myself to
be judged by this court of unjust laws.

I resisted registration for the draft be-
cause I do not want to be a conscript in
the military. I've left my home and my
family to go “underground” because I do
not want to be a convict ina federal pris-
on. The draft and imprisonment are both
slavery.

I also want to show, by my example,
that the choice is not between registra-
tion-and-the-draft or non-registration-
and-jail. Obviously, quiet resisters won't
be prosecuted, but even vocal resisters,
such as myself, can remain free.

The issue is not: Have I broken the law?
I have. The issue is: Have I done what is
right? Again, I have. I proudly admit that
1 am guilty of placing my individual lib-
erty above state coercion. O
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