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Denationalize 
old-age insurance 
A critique of social security 

Benefit trimming and other cosmetic reforms 
may delay the final day of reckoning, but the 
collapse of the social security system Is only 
a matter of time. 

By Jeffrey Rogers Hummel 

The social security system is fraught 
with dilemmas and contradictions. On 
the one hand, it is the showpiece of the 
U.S. welfare state. It is so sacrosanct 
that it is virtually immune from criti
cism or reform. On the other hand, it 
has become the largest of all national 
government programs outside of the 
Department of Defense, which it rivals 
in cost. In fiscal year 1981, social 
security benefits constituted over one
fourth of the total expenditures of the 
national government, while social 
security taxes provided 30 percent of 
the national government's total 
receipts. In an era of increasing finan
cial stringency for governments at all 
levels, social security cannot forever 
escape budget cuts. Indeed, the so<;ial 
security trustees predict that the system 
will be bankrupt by late 1983. 

Characteristics of the System 
Social security attempts to combine 

a nationalized system of insurance with 
a welfare scheme. There are three com
ponents of the social security system. 
The oldest and most important 
component is Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance (OAS!), which provides 
benefits to those who retire or to 
dependents of deceased workers. OASI 
benefits presently account for about 
three-fourths of all social security 
payments. In 1956, Congress added 
Disability Insurance to the system, and 
ten years later, Hospital Insurance 
(also known as Medicare Part A) 
oecame the third component. (Some 
also treat Medicare Part B - Supple
mental Medical Insurance - as a 
fourth component of social security. 
Supplemental Medical Insurance, 
however, is partially voluntary and is 

funded differently from the other three 
social security components, and there
fore should be considered a separate 
program.) 

A flat-rate payroll tax finances all 
three components of social security . 
When Congress first established the 
system in 1937, it set the employee's 
share of this tax at a rate of 1 percent, 
up to a maximum of $30, with the 
employer providing an equivalent 
amount. Today, the employee's tax 
rate stands at 6. 7 percent for the three 
social security components together, 
and the maximum taxable wage is 
$32,400. A majority of Americans now 
pay more through payroll taxes than 
through the federal income tax. In 
addition, since the employer naturally 
perceives the employer's half of the tax 
as part of the cost of hiring a worker, it 
is much more realis tic to v iew the 
employee as paying the entire tax. Self
employed workers currently pay at a 
rate of 9.35 percent for the three 
components, which is greater than 
workers with employers, but less than 
the combined rate counting the 
employer's share. 

The benefits that individuals receive 
under . social security are rela ted 
partially to tax payments (the 
insurance function) and partially to a 
bewildering variety of other factors 
that are supposed to be proxies for 
need (the welfare function). The 
number of persons eligible for benefits 
and the real value of those benefits 
have steadily risen since social security 
was established. In particular, during 
the period from 1972 to 1977, benefits 
exploded because Congress enacted an 
indexing formula which contained an 

TIIIS SHIP 15 
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error and . essentially increased benefits 
at twice the rate of inflation. In 1977, 
Congress "decoupled" the benefit 
formula; now, the initial calculation of 
a recipient's benefits is indexed to 
wages, while once a recipient begins 
receiving benefits, those benefits are 
indexed to prices. 

Each of the three social security com
ponents has an independent trust fund, 
lending verisimilitude to the fiction 
that a worker's future benefits are 
financed by his or her tax payments. In 
fact, these trust funds have never been 
large enough to generate investment 
returns that cover all promised 
benefits, and today they have fallen to 
an amount that is less than one-fourth 
of · total annual benefits. ln other 
words, social security ha:. always 
operated on a current-cost or pay-as
you-go basis, with current tax pay
ments funding current benefits. 
Recently, Congress authorized 
borrowing among the three trust funds 
as a stopgap measure to stave off bank
ruptcy of the OASI trust fund, which is 
in the most critical condition of the 
three. It started 1982 with assets 
sufficient for only 15 percent of the 
year's benefit payments. In order to 
avoid cash-flow problems, a trust fund 
must hold at least a month's worth of 
benefits (8 percent). 

The Adverse Impacts 
of Social Security 

Social security's pay-as-you-go 
financing is responsible for the system's 
most de trimental macroeconomic 
impact : the discouragement of saving. 
If individuals were not forced to pay 

See page 6 
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EDITORIAL "Ler Trurh and falsehood grapple. Who ever knew Trurh pur ro rhe worS( in a/ref and open encounter?" ~John Milton, 1644 

The positive role of politics 
Anyone who has been a member of the 

Libertarian Party for more than a short time 
is aware that the libertarian movement 
contains many activists who choose to 
advance the ideals of individual liberty 
through non-political means. In the past 
few weeks, an organization called 'The 
Voluntaryists" has been formed to explore 
possible strategies for achieving a free 
society that operate entirely outside the 
political arena. They are a welcome addi
tion to the growing libertarian movement 
and a potential source of great progress. 

The founding members include Caliber 
Contributing Editor Wendy McElroy, as 
well as philosopher and author George 
Smith, and Carl Watner, an historian and 
writer trom Maryland. The first product of 
this new group is an open challenge to the 
appropriateness of political means of 
advancing liberty, a brilliantly-written 
pamphlet by Smith enti tled "Party 
Dialogue" (Available for $1.00 from The 
Voluntaryists, Box 5836, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21208). 

Those of us who labor within the LP have 
nothing to fear from open discussion of 
such matters (unless we are wrong). Indeed, 
since the main claim to originality we make 
is our adherence to principle, it is impor-

conceded that the actual use of illegitimate 
power is not inevitable, but that actions 
taken to acquire such power are inconsis
tent with libertarian ideals. This point 
remains to be proven. All of us by virtue of 
our citizenship possess immense powers tr 
coerce others, to live at the public trough, 
and to hide behind legal protections. When 
we marry, or go to work for corporations, 
or apply for permits and licenses (including 
driver's licenses), we automatically receive 
extra legal privileges to which we are not 
entitled. Under current warranty laws, 
every time we buy a product we become 
entitled to hold manufacturers liable for 
injuries caused by ou·r own negligence, and 
under current bankruptcy laws we become 

• entitled to defraud lenders every time we 
borrow money. Are we to be held morally 
responsible for all those powers we acquire 
by our actions, even those that we fail to 
exercise? Surely the difference between the 
capacity to injure others and actual injury 
should not be blurred. 

It is impossible for us to avoid benefitting 
in some ways from the use or threat of 
government power by others. It is 
impossible fQr us to stop associating with 
when committed by a government than 
when committed by an individual - then 

the draft and foreign intervention. With 
party members measuring success or failure 
in terms of this election's vote total, a 
candidate often is tempted to make unfor
tunate compromises to try to raise a 5% 
vote total to an equally meaningless 6% ' 
(and often ends up sounding so similar to 
the other candidates that he gets 4%). 

What's wrong with the above critique is 
that it describes a situation that has 
occurred by default, not by inevitable 
forces. Not only do votes poorly measure 
success, but their emphasis contradicts the 
very goals that motivate the existence of a ' 
libertarian political party. If electing people 
to office were the only necessary means for 
attaining a free society, then we ought to 
disband the LP. The entrenched parties 
have numerous political advantages, and 
the roadblocks they have thrown - and 
will continue to throw - in our way make 
our success as an independent party much 
more difficult than the electability we could 
achieve by working through the Republi
cans and Democrats. There are, in fact, 
some libertarians who have recognized this, 
and now serve as Republicans or 
Democrats in office, losing 6--1, 80-1, or 
400-1 votes, depending on the level, and 
eventually learning the uselessness of 
getting people's votes without changing 
their ideas. 

Non-voting is a useless means of desanctify
ing the state in the minds of others. A 
conscientious voter will look upon a libertarian 
vote as far clearer evidence of our disapproval 
of government than an abstention. For in an 
objective sense, non-voting does not indicate 
disapproval of all the choices, only indif
ference among them. 

Let's keep this all straight. Members of 
the Libertarian Party do want to get 
elected, and should want to get elected, but 
they must win for the right reasons. If a 
Libertarian gets elected as a libertarian, 
then he has the chance of using his post to 
advance libertarian ideas without being 
thrown out of office. If elected as something 
else (or more likely as nothing in particular), 
then the official must keep quiet to keep his 
job. And that means that in winning he has 
won nothing at all. 

It does require a certain amount of 
courage to take actions that at times may 
cost votes (although not long-run votes), 
but it is not unreasonable to expect such 
behavior out of those who believe in their 
goals and understand their strategic needs. tant that we confront the legitimate 

theoretical and practical questions raised by 
an attempt to politically reduce the 
influence of politics in people's lives. Those 
questions can, I believe, be answered, and 
in the course of answering we are forced to 
develop our strategic vision - a very 
healthy process. 

The least plausible of the attacks on 
political action are those that accuse LP 
members of directly violating libertarian 
principles. Libertarianism is a political 
philosophy with one basic rule: Thou Shalt 
Not Aggress Against Non-Aggressors. 
Outside of the prohibition of initiatory 
violence, there are no forms of behavior 
proscribed by our philosophy. Individual 
libertarians may have other ethical values 
they advocate, such as honesty, courtesy, 
regular church attendance, abstinence from 
drugs, or abstinence from sex. Neverthe
less, none of these practices can be derived 
from the non-aggression rule. Libertarians 
qua libertarianism will defend anything 
that's peaceful. 

coercers, or doing business with people 
who obtain tax money. Our obligation as 
libertarians is not to become aggressors 

1 ourselves. Period. 
Notwithstanding the emptiness of prin

cipled objections to political action, party 
1 critics hit the mark in many of their 

practical challenges. The introductory 
brochure of The Voluntaryists identifies the 
nature of the libertarian struggle well:. 

1 There is ample precedent for organizations 
taking stands on principle that cost short
term support, such as the recent ACLU 
defense of Nazis in Skokie, and Amnesty 
International's declaration of opposition to 
capital punishment. The unhealthy incen
tives inherent in politics are no more 
irresistible than the financial incentives all 
organizations face. Only incurable cynics 
consider selling out to be inevitable. State power ultimately depends on the 

tacit acquiescence of the majority of its 
citizens. Governments maintain this 

1 "voluntary servitude" by enveloping them
' selves in a mystique of moral sanctity. The 
· only long-range and lasting way to curtail 

state power is to dissolve this illusion of · 
moral legitimacy. When people see the 
actions of the state as subject to the same 
moral principles as the actions of an 
individual - when theft, fraud, and 
murder are no more tolerated and excused 

Some critics, however, claim that 
electoral activity necessarily sanctions the 
state. Somehow, it is held inconsistent to 
oppose virtually everything done by a 
government and to vote against virtually 
everything done by it. Why7 Is it only con
sistent to vote "Yes," never to vote "No"7 
How does it lack consistency to believe that 
a tax increase, for example, is wrong, and 
then to vote against it, or to believe a tax 
should be repealed and then to vote to 

Voting no more represents support for the 
state than are the current low turnouts 
evidence of the existence of 100 million 
anarchists in America. 

With this point made, it must be seen that , 
participation in the political process does 
not necessitate the violation of other 
people's rights. The overwhelming majority 
of LP members will never serve in political , 
office, and their sole use of political power 
will be entailed by voting. Certainly there 
can be nothing coercive about voting to cut ' 
other people's taxes or restore their civil ----------------------------------

repeal it7 This seems the height of con
sistency. Libertarians did not create the 
government and voting process and then 
try to abolish it. We face an existing 
government and voting process, and the 
knowledge that its decisions will be carried 
out. To influence those decisions in the 
direction of liberty is perfectly consistent. 
There is nothing strange in voting to protect 
someone's rights, and at the same time 
arguing that this person's rights should not 
have been put up to a vote in the first place. 
It is only inconsistent if we were responsible 
for arranging the vote, or if we could stop 
the vote by walking out. Does any anti
party libertarian wish to argue that elec
tions would not be held if only LP members 
stopped voting? Voting no more represents 
support for the state than are the current 
low turnouts evidence of the existence of 
100 million anarchists in America. 

liberties (even without their permission). 
For those few (hopefully increasing in 
number in the future) who reach legislative 
positions, their obligations are the same as 
the mass of libertarian voters, to oppose 
measures increasing government coercion, 
and to support measures reducing such 
violations. Special difficulties arise for 
those in executive or judicial positions, at 
least so long as there are so many unliber
tarian laws on the books. Nevertheless, 
Jeffrey Rogers Hummel has argued, in an 
article entitled "Can Elected Officials Be 
Consistent Libertarians?" (FREE TEXAS, 
Fall 1981), that it is possible in principle for 
libertarians to maintain consistency even in 
those jobs (except those that involve direct 
enforcement), so long as they are willing to 
use their powers in potentially unpopular 
ways. 

Some anti-party libertarians have 

the foundation for a free society has been 
secured. 

Can a political party help desanctify 
coercion? Can politicians encourage people 1 

to participate in the electoral process and at 
the same time attack the legitimacy of the 
state? Anti-party activists say no. LP 
candidates have often given them the 
ammunition to say it. 

The charge that electoral activity sanc
tifies the very process we seek to end is 
based on some accurate and some 
erroneous assumptions. The temptations of 
opportunism are undeniable. Politics is a 
short-term fight for power and not an ideal 
long-term battleground for ideas. It is diffi
cult in the midst of a campaign to maintain 
consistency, to take unpopular positions 
like opposition to government education, 
defense of the rights of prostitutes and drug 
users, and criticism of military policies like 

By Less Antman 

In the final analysis, the argument that a 
political party necessarily sanctions the 
state contradicts the appreciation of the 
power of ideas that anti-party libertarians 
claim for themselves. Their own argument 
is that libertarians must pierce the aura of 
moral legitimacy in state coercion, yet they 
fail to see that moral legitimacy is itself an 
idea, not some form of action like voting. 
State legitimacy is the view held by nearly 
all people that individuals in government 
are justified in using coercion for the 
common good (whatever that is). This view 
is held by citizens in both democratic and 
dictatorial nations, and by both voters and 
non-voters in this country. A person can 
believe in the necessity of government 
without supporting democracy as its form, 
or believe that defense agencies ought to be 
run on democratic methods without grant
ing those agencies the right to coerce. 
(Whether such an agency should be called a 
government or not is a matter of ongoing 
libertarian internal debate. The distinction 
between a limited government that doesn't 
coerce and a private defense agency is more 
semantic than real.) Majority vote as a 
decision-making tool in general is neither 
good nor bad, and democracy in govern
ment won't keep in place a ruler or state 
that has lost support. It only makes changes 
in society bloodless (a useful service, I 
might add). 

Furthermore, to those who believe that 
only a democratic process justifies the 
exercise of state power, it is the "right to 
vote" and not voting itself that grants 
legitimacy to government. Haven't we con
•stantly been told that a person who doesn't 
vote has no right to complain? Non-voting 
is a useless means of desanctifying the state 
in the minds of others. A conscientious 
voter will look upon a libertarian vote as 
far clearer evidence of our disapproval of 
government than an abstention. For in an 
objective sense, non-voting does not indi
cate disapproval of all the choices, only 
indifference among them. 

It is true that libertarians would prefer a 
world in which elections were unimportant, 
so that we didn't have to vote on our rights 
and those of others, but this is equally true 
of civil disobedience, black market 
economics, and the other activities 
proposed as alternatives to political 
activism. We'd all prefer a world where we 
could operate without interference in our 
peaceful and honest activities by govern
ment, but the question is how to respond to 
the existing problem. Or as David Friedman 
once said (in a different context), we might 
wish it weren't raining outside, but that is 
no argument against using an umbrella. 

Libertarians, both inside the party and 
out, should be judged on how well they 
spread the ideas of liberty to other people. 
We are all part of a single movement 
designed to convince others that a world in 
which the self-ownership of each individual 
is respected would be feasible and desirable. 
By that standard, members of the Libertar
ian Party have a lot to be proud of, for we 
have brought that message to a great 
number of people (so have many non-party 
libertarians, I should add), Sometimes we 
do so on a piecemeal basis, by speaking out 
on single issues, or a few in the course of a 
campaign. Other times we challenge the 
state as a whole. Many anti-party liber
tarians will concede that their own intro
duction to the ideas came through the LP. 
Flaws and all, the campaigns of the past 
have played a major role in building up the 
overall movement. 

Is all that really vitiated by the fact that 
we also vote? If so, then ideas are 
apparently not very important, instead, it is 
the use of power that is most significant. 
Critics deny that voting can increase 
&eedom, but if voting cannot free people, 
then neither can it enslave them. Demo
cratic change is ultimately just a reflection 
of changing ideas, and LP electoral success 
will only be a result of the educational 
success of libertarians (including non-party 
people). It is not a means to be either 
desired or feared for its own sake. For in the 
final analysis, it is ideas, not force, that 
rules the world. 
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,1 More on ·the valueladen vs 
valuef ree libertarian debate 

IV. Where from here? 
Then are all moral statements arbitrary? 

Logically, yes. But since logic concerns 
form not content, all statements are logic
ally arbitrary, from those of ph-S,sical 
science to those of logic. That is why a 
derivation from moral premises, like 
Foldvary's, produces no privilege. 

By Bart Kosko 
The valueladen vs. valuefree libertarian 

debate has applied and pure parts, The 
applied part is whether libertarian argu
ments should emphasize morals or econom
ics. Topics in this category include the 
strategical "radicalism vs. gradualism" and 
the tactical "principles vs. opportunism" 
debates. Fortunately these subsidiary ques
tions are both empirical ones, settled by 
trying the opposing approaches in similar 
conditions then comparing vote tallies. 

The pure part is whether morality exists. 
Here the position is either yes (valueladen) 
or no (valuefree). Both sides have responsi
bilities. The valueladen side must provide 
an ethical statement that is true or false. 
The valuefree side must explain why this 
fails and why so many people believe in 
something that isn't there. 

For the affirmative, Fred Foldvary has 
written "Natural Moral Law: Proof bv Con
struction" (CALIBER Mar/Apr 82). He 
fails. Worse, his argument is fatally beset 
with elementary errors. For instance, in the 
following paragraph confusions of the 
logical status of definitions, the evaluative
nonevaluative cleavage, correspondence 
and coherence notions of truth, and exis
tence and uniqueness conditions are all in 
force: 

The third and fourth rules can be con
sidered definitions of good and evil as 
prescribed by NML (Natural Moral Law), 
but they also serve as the true ethical 
statements that the empiricists demand to 
see. Their truth lies in satisfying the seven 
criteria, particularly the seventh; thus (sic) 
no other formulation can be a true state
ment of NML. 

Still, Foldvary's article should be read by 
all moralists, libertarian or not, who think 
they can ground their doctrine in logic or 
embed it in the physical world. It shows the 
cost the effort incurs and how the effort is 
likely to fail, namely by a confusion in 
logic, in fact, or in "intuition." We shall 
briefly examine these three problem areas, 
clarifying the pure valueladen vs. valuefree 
debate within them. Last we shall consider 
the valuefree future. 

I. Matters of Logic 
Logical confusions are made by so many 

people, among them Fold vary, that we will 
pause to clarify and define terms. 

Arguments have premises, proofs do not. 
The conclusion of an argument is derived 
not proved. Theorems are proved. 

Definition: a definition is a rule of 
replacement between one term and other 
terms. The logical status of a defined term is 
that it is redundant. A defined term can 
always be eliminated in favor of the terms 
that define it and vice versa. 

Definition: an argument is valid if and 
only if its premises imply its conclusion, 
i.e., if and only if the conclusion holds 
whenever all the premises do. 

Definition: an argument is sound if and 
only if it is valid and all its premises are 
true. Sound arguments are valid but not 
always vice versa. 

Definition: a term is purely ethical if and 
only if it is an unconditioned moral 
command term or commend term. 

Definition: a statement is ethical if and 
only if it contains a purely ethical term. 

The term "right" is a purely ethical term if 
defined by "right = what ought to be" or 
"right = good" and the terms "ought" and 
"good" are taken as moral primitives. It is 
not purely ethical if defined by "right = 
what is" or "right = what God wills" or 
"right = might." On the first batch of 
definitions, the statement "God wills what 
is right" is ethical. On the second, non
ethnical. 

Let us return to the debate. Foldvary's 
task is to produce a factually true or false 
ethical statement. From the outset he mis
takes logical truth for factual truth. If the 
debate were about logical truth, then "Right 
is right" would secure a valueladen victory. 
But it isn't, and ethical tautologies remain 
uninteresting. 

Presumably Foldvary chose the strategy 
of logical "proof" (derivation) in the belief 
that a derivation would make the derived 
conclusion a fact. The best he could have 
hoped for is a sound argument. Yet even 
then the debate would merely shift from the 
truth of the conclusion to the truth of the 
premises. 

Nevertheless Foldvary believes that from 
the premises "1) the individuality of 
humans . . . 2) the moral equality of 
humans ... and 3) that humans do what 
they deem best for themselves" he has 
derived a "Universal Ethic," to wit: 

1) Harm is a direct, actual injury 
independent of personal ethical views. 2) A 
benefit is an act enhancing what the 
recipient deems to be his well-being. 3) All 
acts, and only those acts, that coercively 
harm others are evil ... 4) Acts that benefit 
others are morally good, but not obliga
tory. 

Does Foldvary derive his conclusion? I 
don't think so. The premises and conclusion 
are too imprecisely formulated to tell. All 
four of his conclusions look like defini
tions. Indeed in the paragraph cited earlier, 
he tells us that 3) and 4) are definitions. 
This is an error sufficient to dismiss the 
entire work. Definitions are stipulated, not 
derived. 

The point is that logical truth is indepen
dent of factual truth. Logical truth is a 
matter of consistently applying stipulated 
rules to stipulated symbols. Factual truth is 
a matter of how the physical world is. In 
particular, a derivation conveys nothing 
factual onto the derived conclusion. If we 
wish, we can derive any conclusion or its 
opposite by simply assuming it, since 
(theorem:) every statement implies itself. 

II. Matters of Fact 
Again the moralist must produce a true 

or false ethical statement. This amounts to 
confirming a command. And this is at once 
grammatically hopeless, since commands 
are in the imperative mood, declarations of 
fact indicative. But the skillful moralist can 
formulate an imperative in declarative 
fashion. An example is "Profit is evil," 
provided that "evil" is a purely ethical term. 
Let us explore this example. 

What would it mean to say that "Profit is 
evil" is true or false? Exactly this. "Profit is 
evil" is true if profit is evil, false if it is not . 
How do we determine whether anything is 
or is not7 By test, observation, comparison 
with experience, by occurrence in the 
physical universe, in spacetime. 

So the moralist is trying to establish an 
empirical hypothesis. He succeeds if and 
only if he produces data that confirm or 
confute his ethnical assertion. The empiri
cist or valuefree challenge then is that there 
are no such data anywhere ever. This is a 
bold challenge, a nonexistence claim that 
can be knocked down by a single counter
instance, a single shred of ethical data. To 
date it holds. 

How can this be7 From hunter-gatherer 
days to the present the majority of humans 
have believed in the reality of ethics. It 
seems preposterous to say that they have 
been duped. 

But consider the survival of the tribe or 
colony or society, and what would enhance 
or threaten it. Consider how "good" and 
"god" differ only by "o." Clearly if there 
were no objective ethical bedrock, men 
would still punish as if there were, even 
more so. Moral conditioning would begin 
at birth. Certain behaviors would be 
rewarded in some circumstances, punished 
in others. This iron hand of discipline 
would continue for life. It would permeate 
and shape every aspect of culture and 
custom. Myths of divine origin would be 
spun to justify it. Later when these 
crumbled, new myths would be spun of 
natural origins (e.g., "natural rights" or 
"dialectical materialism"). When these 
finally crumbled, the emperor would stand 
bare, his morality reduced to exclamations 
and exhortations. 

This is the empiricist interpretation. Here 
ethical statements like "Profit is evil" and 
"Profit is good" are equivalent to "Profit!" 
uttered with a boo or hurrah, respectively. 
Purely ethnical terms reduce to purr words 
and snarl words. Ethical utterances are 
interpreted as expressions of feeling: auto
biographies written outloud. Or provoca
tions of feeling: commands to stimulate 
behavior in others. Or both. Exclamation 
and exhortation. 

But &om where, moralists ask, do these 
feelings and valuations come7 They are 
remarkably consistent among individuals 
and across cultures. Is not this consistency, 
they rightly demand, itself evidence of a 
"moral order" or "moral reality"? This is 
the final position of the moralist, and 

perhaps his strongest. The answer is no. 
The feelings and valuations are stamped 
into the genes and the central nervous 
system. The culprit is the shaping environ
ment: natural selection and stimulus
response conditioning. 

III. "Intuition" as Judge 
Foldvary makes minimal appeal to "intui

tion" (or "reason" or "understanding" or 
whatever), probably not enough to rest his 
case on it. But most moralists, especially 
natural-rights theorists, believe that the 
truth of their moral assumptions ultimately 
depends on an appeal to "intuition" or good 
old "common sense," not correspondence 
with fact. This assumption is overturned 
for two important reasons. 

First, if any claim is justified solely by 
appeal to "intuition," its negation is equally 
so justified. The grand example is non
Euclidean geometries and Euclid's parallel 
postulate (i.e., given a line and a point not 
on the line, then exactly one (7) line 
contains the point and is parallel to the 
given line). A less noble, more telling 
example is man's continual wars, waged 
with the certainty of moral, religious, or 
political "intuition." The problem arises 
because no authority higher than "intui
tion" is admitted, while the arbiting faculty 
is kept hidden from the audience. 

Second, insofar as "intuition" is not a 
mere linguistic construction, it is a physical 
process, a piece of spacetime. Sooner or 
later intuitive talk must (will) be translated 
into physical language and evaluated 
accordingly. In particular, when the "moral 
sense" or "moral intuition" is seen as the 
limbic system, it becomes a phenomenon to 
be explained by, not used to explain, other 
phenomena. Even the absolutist's ethical 
claims melt when translated into how his 
hypothalamus secretes. 

Factually, no! Sets of moral statements are 
morals. Morals are conventions. Changing 
populations face competing conventions 
within shifting environments. The all 
important scientific question is which co
ventions are most fit when? 

This is an optimization problem. It puts 
to work economists, ecologists, population 
biologists, geneticists, endocrinologists, 
and hosts of others. The maximand is life, 
broken down into measures of health, 
income, genetic dispersal, and so forth. The 
parameters or "constraints" are too 
numerous and diverse to list, ranging as 
they do from atmospheric conditions to 
resource availability to neural hardware. 
The discussion, though, is entirely in 
physical language, in differential equations 
and mathematical game theory. 

The solution is in the form of optimal/ 
nonoptimal, stable/unstable equilibrium 
strategies. In some cases different mixes of 
conventions may equally maximize life, in 
others one mix may uniquely maximize it, 
in still others no mix way. Most optimal 
stable equilibrium strategies will become 
nonoptimal or unstable when changes in 
the environment or population occur. 

Ideally some set of optimal strategies 
would yield stable equilibria for all 
parameters, at least for likely parameter 
values. This core set would define morality. 
Libertarians bet that their principles are in 
this core set, or, less strongly, that their 
principles more closely approximate these 
optimal strategies than any other. This is 
the meaning of the Libertarian movement. 

Moralists will quickly detect a value 
judgment. Why ought we choose the con
ventions that maximize life rather than 
those that, say, minimize it7 The answer is 
that we will. This is both a testable predic
tion and adaptive suggestion. For here 
selection favors maximizers. 

Fuhrig campaign update 
By Eric Garris 

Joe Fuhrig's campaign for U.S. Senate has 
surprised Libertarians and the public with a 
whirlwind of activity around the state. To 
date, Joe's campaign has been the most 
active and most visible one conducted by a 
Libertarian ever in California. 

Every major newspaper in the state has 
covered his campaign at least once. Most 
major radio stations and many television 
stations have interviewed Joe, and the two 
major wire services have done features on 
him. 

Joe has spoken before over 100 organiza
tions, rallies, and college campuses. On 
Memorial Day weekend, he was cheered as 
he spoke to several thousand people attend
ing a rally on nuclear disarmament. He got 
a great reception as he marched under his 
banner in San Francisco's largest Gay 
Freedom Day parade. He has done dozens 
of radio and TV talk shows. 

This type of activity is unprecedented for 
a Libertarian campaign before the primary. 
With the major focus on the major party 
primaries, Joe was still able to get the 
attention of the media and the public. And 
never before has a Libertarian candidate 
gotten so much support and respect from a 
wide range of people. 

As a professor of economics at five 
colleges, Joe is an articulate, respectable 
spokesman for the Libertarian Party. His 
campaign is an opportunity for us to break 
out of the third party mold by running a 
full-time active campaign combining grass
roots organization with continual statewide 
media. 

The campaign plans to distribute one 
million tabloid-type brochures before the 
election. These will be combined with the 
local candidates by an interchangable 

format. In all aspects of the campaign, Joe 
will work with our local Libertarian candi
dates to promote the full Libertarian ticket. 

The statewide media campaign will 
combine as much news and talk show 
coverage as time will permit and as much 
TV and radio advertising as money permits. 

The Libertarian Party is still growing and 
can continue to grow with your support of 
viable campaigns like Joe Fuhrig's. If you 
can help coordinate in your area or can 

•send in your checks, you can play a vital 
role in this growth. 

Send contributions to Joe Fuhrig for U.S. 
Senate, 5960 Zinn Drive, Oakland, CA 
94611. Call the campaign offices at (415) 
864-0952. 

COMING NEXT ISSUE: 
Jeff Hummel on the nuclear freeze initiative 
Milton Mueller on the anti-organization fallacy 
Plus a look at gun control, bottle deposits and more!! 
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oena·tiOiialize old-age in'surance 
From page 7 
1976 Presidential campaign, when he 
suggested that accumulated social 
security liabilities be paid off with the 
proceeds from the sale of public lands. 
While social security beneficiaries are 
clearly not entitled to receive 
continued tax revenues, they are 
entitled to restitution for the past taxes 
they were forced to pay. Voluntary 
charity may be sufficient to mitigate 
the inevitable hardship stemming from 
the elimination of social security, but it 
is not sufficient to satisfy our sense of 
justice. 

The problem with directly linking 
the abolition of social security with the 
sale of public lands and other govern
ment assets is that doing so may 
actually delay social security reform. 
Social security is much too economic
ally destructive for its elimination to 
wait upon the simultaneous dismant
ling of a major portion of the remain
ing state apparatus. The two reforms, 
however, can be indirectly linked and 
independently implemented with a 
government recognition cf the claims 
to restitution by past victims of the 
payroll tax. Such restitution claims 
would be payable upon the sale of 
government assets and enforceable in 
court. They also would be transferable, 
so that those who cannot wait for the 
sale of government assets, or do not 
wish to do so, could sell their claims to 
others. Perhaps the government could 
even formalize these negotiable resti
tution claims by issuing "restitution 
bonds." 

Two sets of principles should guide 
the recognition of these negotiable 
restitution claims. The first set of 
principles relates to the priority of the 
claims. Their payment should have 
unqualified precedence over 
repayment of any portion of the 
national government's debt. The 
holders of government securities 
voluntarily loaned money to the state, 
while participants in social security 
had their money taken by force. Those 
whose relationship with the state was 
coerced surely deserve compensation 
prior to those whose relationship was 
voluntary. 

One could also make a good case 
that victims of the payroll tax have a 
better claim to restitution than victims 
of other taxes. Other taxes of ten paid 
for goods and services that the tax
payer may not have wanted at the 
price but nonetheless has already 
received. The payroll tax, in contrast, 
was earmarked for a special service 
that the taxpayer has, in most cases, 
yet to receive. If a thief imposes a 
forced sale, or gives you something of 
value after robbing you, that does not 
alter the immorality of the action, but 
it will affect the amount of restitution 
owed. The direct victims of many 
other government depradations, such 
as drug laws, on the other hand, have a 
claim to restitution equally as strong as 
the victims of the payroll tax. Their 
claims, therefore, should have equal 
access to the proceeds from the sale of 
government assets. 

The second set of principles that 
should govern the recognition of 
negotiable restitution claims deals with 
the extent of restitution. Rather than 
granting restitution according to the 
arbitrary benefit criteria of the social 

,; 

security system, these claims should 
grant restitution strictly on the basis of 
payroll taxes. The total claims for any 
individual should equal the amount of 
his or her previous tax payments, plus 
interest, and minus any benefits he or 
she has already received. 

Restitution claims based upon past 
taxes will not precisely coincide with 
social security's unfunded accrued 
liability of $7.5 trillion. To the extent 
that social security has not completely 
passed into its mature phase, and bene
ficiaries are still receiving windfall 
gains, the restitution claims will be 
somewhat smaller in total magnitude. 
To the extent that the interest paid on 
past tax payments exceeds social 
security's rate of return, the restitution 
claims will be larger. Whatever the 
final total, the sale of all government 
assets will obviously be inadequate to 
cover it. Certain public lands and 
government assets, moreover, should 
be homesteaded or returned to their 
just owners rather than sold. 

Fortunately, Peter Ferrara, in his 
proposed social security reform, has 
offered a very good standard for dis
criminating among restitution claims. 
Because private retirement programs 
earn higher rates of return than social 
security, the immediate abolition of 
social security would actually make 
many who have already paid payroll 
taxes better off even without restitu
tion. The increased rate of return they 
can earn by investing the money they 
no longer lose to payroll taxes will 
more than counterbalance their loss of 
future social security benefits. Various 
economists estimate the break-even age 
to be somewhere between 35 and 40. 
At the break-even age, individuals who 
lose all their accumulated social 
security benefits can start investing in a 
private program and earn exactly as 
much as they would if they continued 
to pay into social security for the rest 
of their working careers. Individuals 
below the break-even age will be better 
off, even without any restitution, while 
individuals above that age will be 
worse off. 
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Without social security, the capital stock in 
this country would have been 80 percent 
larger, and the annual gross nations_/ product 
would have been nearly 20 percent larger. That 
translates into an average loss In Income of 
over $2000 per person for 1980. 

The government, consequently, 
should divide social security restitu
tion claims into two categories. In the 
first category are claims that would 
compensate those older than the break
even age just enough to bring them to 
the break-even level. These claims 
would be settled first. In the second 
category would be (a) the remaining 
claims of those older than the break
even age and (b) all the claims of every
one else. These would be settled only 
after all claims in the first category had 
been honored. This distinction does 
not entail any acceptance of the 
legitimacy of social security entitle
ments, but merely follows from the 
restitutional principle that, when 
resources are insufficient to compen
sate fully all victims, those victims who 
suffered the greatest damage have 
priority. 

Using negotiable restitution claims 
to help reduce social security's 
unfunded liability would have addi
tional advantages. Official acknow
ledgement of the principle of restitu
tion for previous government coercion 
would set a revolutionary precedent. 
Through transfers on the market, resti
tution claims would tend to become 
concentrated in the hands of investors 
with a strong stake in the further 

dismantling of the state. Of course, the 
government might conceivably fund 
restitution claims with future taxes, but 
this danger is no more likely than the 
prospect of the government collecting 
taxes to pay accumulated social 
security benefits in the first place. 

Conclusion 
The social security system, like all 

chain letter schemes, was doomed from 
its inception. The decision to grant full 
benefits to those who had not yet paid 
much into the system insured that 
social security would be run on a pay
as-you-go basis. Even if an initial, 
sincere effort to establish genuine 
social security trust funds had been 
made, the dynamics of government 
and the incentives faced by politicians 
would have eventually caused the 
system to degenerate into its present 
form. The government can do 
absolutely nothing, in the long run, to 
save the social security system, and the 
collapse of social security will neces
sarily result in undeserved losses. The 
only available policy options are either 
to temper the system's ultimate 
collapse with the principles of justice 
and restitution, or to continue the 
futile effort to postpone the inevitable, 
thereby causing even greater hardship. 

Future of Freedom Conference 
Set for Long Beach, Oct. 1-3 

The 10th Future of Freedom Conference 
will be held October 1-3 at California State 
University, Long Beach in the Student 
Union. Some of the confirmed speakers 
include: Dr. Thomas Szasz, well-known 
psychologist and author; Dr. Nathaniel 
Branden, author, psychologist and a former 
close associate of Ayn Rand; Douglas 
Casey, author of Crisis Investing (H1 best 
seller); David Friedman, author and UCLA 
economics professor; Dr. John Hospers, 
USC philosophy professor; Jack Matonis, 
tax avoidance attorney; Robert Lefevre, 
author; John Pugsley, economist and 
author of Common Sense Economics; 
George Smith, author; Wendy McElroy, 
feminist and writer; Jeffrey Riggenbach, 
writer and broadcaster; Jeffrey Hummel, 
writer. 

The Friday night banquet wiJI see a 
tribute to Dr. Nathaniel Branden and the 
first annual presentation. of the Mencken 
Awards awarded by the Free Press Associa
tion. The banquet will be at the Long Beach 
Holiday Inn. 

The only debate at the conference will be 
between David Friedman and Jeffrey Roger 
Hummel on foreign policy: "Should 

· America have a military force for defense?" 
The Saturday night party will have either 

a live band or the reengagement of radio 
personality, Dr. Demento. 

Special discount prices for students and 
non-students are available if purchased 
before September 2. Write to: Future of 
Freedom Conference '82, Box 4, FuJlerton, 
CA 92632 for more details. Telephone 
(213) 597-2769 or (714) 979-5737. 
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A cri(igue of conteml}orary feminism 

You've slid a long way, baby! 
By Wendy McElroy 

The contemporary feminist move
ment is not an expression of individual
ism. The dominant viewpoint of main
stream feminism is political liberalism 
(in the modem sense of that term) with 
a strong socialist influence. The stress 
upon positive rights (the "right" to 
equal pay, the "right" to day-care 
centers) demonstrates the link between 
feminism and liberalism, while much 
of the rhetoric ("exploitation," "con
sciousness raising") indicates its debt to 
socialism. It is not surprising, there
fore, that women who uphold radical 
individualism are uncomfortable with 
the label of "feminist." The situation 
becomes puzzling, however, when one 
considers that the roots of American 
feminism were basically individualistic 
and that much of the non-political 
feminist literature is highly individual
istic in its call for the independent, 
liberated woman. This literature often 
stands in striking contrast to the 
political material which demands 
collective, governmental solutions to 
women's problems. 

Feminism, as an organized move
ment in America, is usually dated from 
the abolitionist movement of the 1830s 
- abolitionism being the radical 
branch of the anti-slavery movement 
which insisted upon the immediate 
cessation of slavery on the grounds 
that every man is a self-owner. It was 
the first radical cause in America to 
encourage women as lecturers and 
writers; William Lloyd Garrison, in 
particular, insisted that he was fighting 
not for male rights, but for human 
rights. The clique of women who were 
strongly influenced by the anti
political, libertarian philosophy of 
Garrison formed the nucleus of the 
budding feminist movement. 

Tracing the decline of individualism 
in America is a fascinating, albeit 
discouraging, process. The primary 
cause of its decline in the nineteenth 
century was the Civil War which dealt 
a stunning blow to a young libertarian 
movement embodied in such figures as 
Josiah Warren, Lysander Spooner, 
William Lloyd Garrison and Ezra 
Heywood. Feminism was among 
various social causes which responded 
to this shift toward statism by 
gradually altering its goals and strate
gies to accommodate, rather than tb 
retard, the process. Although the bond 
between feminism and libertarianism 
was · not broken, it was severely 
weakened. Today the activities of nine
teenth century libertarian feminists are 
virtually ignored by the current move
ment or, if mentioned, the ideology of 
the figures is conspicuously absent 
even though the most minor socialists 
are repeatedly labeled as socialist. This 
Orwellian memory hole in the fabric of 
feminism exists despite the fact that the 
libertarians Moses Hannan and Ezra 
Heywood were among the first to be 
arrested under the Comstock laws for 
distributing birth control information; 
Angela Heywood was virtually the 
only voice calling for legalized abor
tion in America in the 1890s; Lillian 
Harman and E.C. Walker were 
perhaps the first couple to be impri
soned for violation of marriage statutes 
in America. 

The prominence of socialism 
undoubtedly accounts for the bias with 
which histories of the feminist move
ment have been written. As libertarian 
ideas are aired and applied to a widen
ing range of social problems, a con-

Although paternalism is a doctrine most often 
applied to children and mental incompetents, 
it is now applied to women. Women are granted 
a legal overseer to monitor their interactions 

preferable to having a woman who 
opposed them? 

If the stress is· upon women as a sex, 
then the election of the most reaction
ary of women must be regarded as a 
triumph. If, however, liberal feminists 
condemn women with conservative 
positions, then ideas - principles 
rather than sexual characteristics - are 
the defining common characteristics. 

in order to prevent "exploitation." Feminism 
Is the paternalism of our time. 

frontation between socialist and 
individualist ideologies is bound to 
occur . 

Feminism is based on the idea of 
women as a "class" - a class being 
defined as "a group of individuals 
classified according to common char
acteristics." The common characteris
tic is subjective, dictated by the 
purpose of the grouping. It could be 
blue eyes, income bracket, race, 
geography or religion. For a political 
theory, a feminism purports to be, the 
crucial question is: What characteristic 
explains something politically signifi
cant about the group? Is there some
thing over and above the sexual char
acteristics of women which best 
explain the political problems con
fronting them? 

This is the first point at which 
individualist feminism diverges from 
both mainstream and Marxist 
feminism. The notion of women as a 
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distinct class presents a difficult 
problem for Marxists. Orthodox 
Marxism distinguishes classes solely 
according to economic criteria (the 
ownership of the means of produc
tion), not according to sexual charac
teristics. By this theory, women belong 
either to the exploited working class or 
to the exploiting ruling class; 
individual women can be laborers or 
capitalists. There is no unity provided 
by sharing a common sex. It is there
fore difficult for Marxists to define 
women as a class. 

Marxist feminists have offered 
different solutions to this dilemma. 
The most popular of these seems to be 
the postulating of a dual system; 
capitalism and patriarchy are viewed 
as separate systems which coexist and 
support each other. Thus, women can 
be categorized not only according to 
their economic status as workers, but 
also according to sex. 

Mainstream feminism faces an 
equally perplexing situation. By 
demanding equal representation of 
women in politics, they point to sex as 
the essential characteristic. But many 
women who have entered politics are 
notably conservative in their views and 
oppose such popular feminist measures 
as abortion and the E.R.A. Is having 
these women in a position of power a 
victory or setback for mainstream 
feminism? Is there a sense in which 
having a man who advocated abortion 
and the E.R.A. in power would be 

A key question is as follows: If the 
government were executing male dissi
dents, would feminists - in the name 
of equality - demand that an equal 
number of females be executed? In 
most cases, they would not. Thus, no 
matter what is being said, it is not 
merely a matter of equal treatment 
under the law. Underlying this or any 
theory of equality is a theory of rights 
and of what can properly be enforced 
by government. Otherwise, equality 
under reprehensible laws would be 
an acceptable goal. There is an implicit 
concept of "justice" which is the crux of 
the difference between individualist 
feminism and liberal or Marxist 
feminism. 

The libertarian theory of justice 
applies to all human beings regardless 
of secondary ch~racteristics such as sex 
or color. Every human being, simply 
by being a human being, is a self
owner; by which is meant that every 

See next page 
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human being has moral jurisdiction 
over his or her own body. To the 
extent that laws infringe upon self
ownership, they are unjust. To the 
extent that such violation is based 
upon sex, there is room for a liber
tarian feminist movement. Women 
become a political class not due to their 
sexual characteristics but because the 
government directs laws against them 
as a group. As a political class, 
feminism has been created by the 
historical and current iegal discrimina
tion they have suffered from the state. 

Although nearly every woman has 
experienced the uncomfortable and 
often painful discrimination which is a 
part of our culture, this is not a 
political matter. Peaceful discrimina
tion is not a violation of rights. One of 
the risks of claiming autonomy is that 
you must extend this right to all other 
individuals, some of whom may refuse 
to deal with you or may deal with you 
in an offensive manner. The freedom 
of association requires the right to say 
"no" and to refuse association. 
Freedom of speech requires the right to 
be rude, biased and wrong. As offen
sive as this behavior might be, it is not 
a violation of rights and not a subject 
that libertarianism as a political 
philosophy addresses, except to state 
that all remedies for it must be peace
ful. 

Just as Marxist class analysis uses the 
relationship to the mode of production 
as its point of reference, libertarian 
class analysis employs the relationship 
to the political means as its standard. 
Society is divided into two classes: 
those who use the political means, 
which is force, to acquire • wealth or 
power and those who use the economic 
means which requires voluntary inter
action. The former is the ruling class 
which lives off the labor and wealth of 
the latter. 

This form of class analysis leads to 
another: major difference between 
individualist feminism and the liberal 
or Marxist variety. By rejecting th!! 
political ruling class, libertarian 
feminists are logically led to reject the 
political means of solving social 
problems - in particular, the problem 
of legal discrimination against women. 
Libertarian-feminists cannot consis
tently condemn the ruling class as 

By Jack Sanders 
The underlying assumption of 

monarchy is that all property in the 
kingdom ultimately belongs· to the 
king. Everyone below the king owns 
only those rights that the king is willing 
to grant. 

In case anyone has been deceived 
into believing that America threw off 
the monarchy with the 1776 revolu
tion, two cases in the past few weeks 
should dispel the illusion. 

First came the notorious California 
Supreme Court decision that held that 
the city of Oakland could take over the 
Oakland Raiders football franchise 
through the process of emi~ent 
domain. Eminent domain is the anti
libertarian theory that the sovereign 
may take anything within the kingdom 
- or, in this case, within the city. 

Immediately, there were predictions 
of what would be taken next, given this 
new interpretation of the power of the 
monarch. In San Diego, the city began 
to think about taking the Clippers 
franchise to keep it from moving to Los 
Angeles. Some people pointed out that 
the city might want to take over the 
San Diego Chicken to keep this famous 
symbol from finding a new home. 

According to the extremely broad 
finding of the California court, any
thing that might conceivably serve a 

parasitical while trying to swell its 
ranks by attaining political power. 
Although discrimination may always 
occur on an individual level, it is only 
through the political means that such 
discrimination can be institutionalized 
and maintained by force. Given this 
context, individualist feminists must 

The libertarian theory 
of justice applies to all 
human beings regard
less of secondary 
characteristics such 
as sex or color. Every 
human being, simply 
by being a human 
being, is a self-owner; 
by which is meant that 
every human being 
has moral jurisdiction 
over his or her own 
body. 

view the state with great suspicion if 
not outright condemnation. 

This is a moral, not a strategic point. 
The individualist-feminist Voltairine 
de Cleyre expressed her view of 
government as force: 

"A body of voters cannot give into 
your charge any rights but their own. 
By no possible jugglery of logic can 
they delegate the exerc~e of any func
tion which they themselves do not 
control. If any individual on earth has 
a right to delegate his powers to whom
soever he chooses, then every other 
individual has an equal right: and if 
each has an equal right, then none can 
choose an agent for another, without 
that other's consent. Therefore, if the 
power of government resides in the 
whole people and out of that who/" all 
but one elected you as their agent, you 
would still have no authority whatever 
to act for that one." 

Lysander Spooner, perhaps the fore
most American theorist, echoed this 
sentiment in an article criticizing 
women's suffrage. It is extracted from 
Benjamin Tucker's Liberty: 

"Women are human beings, and 
consequently have all the natural rights 
that any human being can have. They 
have just as good a right to make laws 
as men have, and no better; AND 
THAT IS JUST NO RIGHT AT ALL. 
No human being, nor any number of 
human beings, have any right to make 
laws, and compell other human beings 
to obey them. To say that they have is 
to say that th_ey are the masters and 
owners of those of whom they require 
such obedience . . . " (Emphasis in 
original.) 

Spooner concluded by stating: 
"If the women, instead of petition

ing to be admitted to a participation in 
the power of making more laws, will 
give notice to the present lawmakers 
that they are going up to the State 
House, and are going to throw all the 
existing statute books in the fire, they 
will do a very sensible thing." 

The libertarian view of class, justice 
and government is in direct opposition 
to those of contemporary feminism. In 
particular, the concept of justice is in 
conflict with the liberal and Marxist 
demand for enforced socio-economic 
equality. Libertarians insist that the 
freely chosen actions of individuals be 
respected. This concept of justice is 
"means oriented." As long as a given 
social state results from the voluntary 
interactions of everyone involved, it is 
just. Justice, therefore, refers not to a 
specific end state such as equality but 
to the process by which the end state is 
achieved. If no rights are violated, 
justice is achieved . 

This is not to say that an ideal, 
humanitarian society will be the result. 
It is to say that the best we can do is 
respect people's freedom. 

In contrast, the Marxist and liberal 
feminists' conception of justice is "ends 
oriented." The end is equality or a 
classless state. Within this context, the 
demand for socio-economic egalitar
ianism may be instituted by force. 

The mainstream and Marxist 
feminists call upon the state to protect 
women from the consequences of 
autonomy, from the peaceful actions 
of others. Although the relationship 
between an employer and employee is 
voluntary, the state is pressured to 
enforce equal-pay legislation to protect 
the interests of exploited women. Any 
coercive interference in a voluntary 

The monarchy returns 
In case anyone has been deceived into believing 
that America threw off the monarchy with the 
1776 revolution, two cases in the past few 
weeks should dispel the illusion. 

"public use" is subject to taking by 
eminent domain. Previously, the 
power was primarily used to assemble 
plots of real estate for development. 

Even Chief Justice Rose Bird, who 
has seldom been known to notice the 
right to private property, publicly 
worried about the "expansive implica
tions" of the new ruling. 

"If a rock concert impressario . . . 
decides to move his productions to 
another city, may the city condemn his 
business, including his contracts with 
the rock stars, in order to keep the 
concerts at the stadium7" Bird asked. 

The answer to the rhetorical 
question is obviously "Yes" according 
to Bird's own decision in this case. 

The court found no problem with 
applying California's 1975 revised 
eminent domain law, which provides 
for the "broadest possible definition" 
of the kind of property, cities may 
acquire. The storm of protest that 
bro&<e out after the decision showed 
that other people could see that this 
law violated constitutionally protected 

rights of property owners. 
Even socialism only contemplates 

the confiscation of the means of 
production; here we have seen the 
nationalization of the means of 
recreation! 

Within a week there was a new 
outrage to libertarians who are fighting 
against the new version of the 
monarchy. This time the right of the 
sovereign to be immune from lawsuits 
was applied to the President. . 

The U. S. Supreme Court ruled that 
as President, Richard Nixon was 
immune from any suits concerning his 
actions as chief executive, even for 
deliberately violating the civil rights of 
citizens. 

Four of the justices bitterly dissented 
from this decision to give the President 
sovereign immunity. They criticized 
putting the President above the law, 
and reviving the "old notion that the 
king can do no wrong." 

The particulars of the case are quite 
revealing. The plaintiff, Ernest Fitz
gerald, was fired from his job in 1969 

exchange which is undertaken for the 
benefit of one or both of the contract
ing parties, as opposed to the benefit of 
the aggressor, is paternalism. When the 
government discriminates in favor of 
any group on the grounds that the 
group is unable to take care of itself, 
the government is assuming the role of 
parent. Although paternalism is a 
doctrine most often applied to children 
and mental incompetents, it is now 
applied to women. Women are granted 
a legal overseer to monitor their inter
actions in order to prevent "exploita
tion." Feminism is the paternalism of 
our time. 

It is also the new puritanism. 
Coupling a demand for sexual freedom 
with a horror of publications such as 
Playboy or Hustler, many feminists 
attempt to stretch theories of exploita
tion and the demand for paternalism 
into sexual areas. Although it would be 
denied by the many Playboy center
folds who flocked to interview for that 
well-paying position, men's magazines 
exploit women. It does not exploit the 
women who read Playboy since they 
have expressed a desire for such treat
ment by paying for the magazine. It 
exploits womanhood in general 
because it contributes to the tendency 
to view women as sexual objects. Such 
a tendency is wrong and should be dis
couraged by laws restricting how 
women may be presented. In basic 
terms, pornography is sin and laws 
should promote virtue. 

Paternalism often results in a form of 
puritanism for, in order to protect the 
interests of a particular group, the 
government must assess what is "good" 
and "bad" for that group. The good is 
institutionalized into society while the 
bad is prohibited. In libertarian theory, 
however, laws protect rights instead of 
virtue, and the individual is free to be 
wrong. To deny this freedom is to take 
from women, as well as from all 
others, the power of choice in yet 
another area of their lives. 

Abolitionist feminists struggled to 
increase choice by breaking social 
taboos and repealing discriminatory 
laws, and it's sad that contemporary 
feminism has reversed the process and 
now calls for censorship and protective 
legislation. But with time and scholar
ship, perhaps a fine tradition can be 
redeemed. 

by Nixon and the White House aides 
for revealing the enormous cost over
runs on aircraft contracts. 

After a 13-year legal battle, Fitz
gerald has been reinstated with the Air 
Force, and given $200,000 for legal 
costs he ran up while fighting for his 
job. 

Separately, he won an out-of-court 
settlement in which Nixon must pay 
him $142,000 regardless of how the 
Supreme Court ruled. 

But Fitzgerald was incensed at the 
new ruling, saying that it, "ought to 
frighten anyone who loves liberty." 
The court ruled that the President has 
"absolute immunity from damages 
liability predicated on his official acts, " 
regardless of whether the acts deliber
ately violated rights. 

Libertarians have been saddened by 
these new indications that our courts 
are unwilling to limit the power of the 
state. Despite all of the battles that 
libertarians have waged against the 
power of the sovereign, it seems that 
the monarch still lives. 

Jack Sanders, a past state chair of 
both the California Libertarian Council 
and the Libertarian Party State Central 
Committee, is a candidate for Congress 
in the San Diego area. 
All or part of this articl• may b, r,print«I or ut<d in any way, 
with or without credit. 

ammunition? What about those who 
work in the ammunition factory, or 
supply raw materials to that factory? 
How about those who grow cotton 
that is made into uniforms, or pay 
taxes to support the aggressor? The 
economy ahd war efforts are seamless, 
there is no line. 

Another problem: Are the defenders 
against aggression required to die when 
they could shut off the enemy ammuni
tion supply by destroying the factory 
with a missile that could kill some 
people not directly involved7 I think 
not, even though some truly innocents· 
such as babies or prisoners of war 
might be killed. 

If we cannot defend ourselves if it 
would endanger an innocent human 
shield or pose some risk, however 
small, to an innocent bystander, then 
there cannot be any practical defense 
and it would be open season for aggres
sion. All that would be required for a 
profitable murder-for-hire business 
would be a gun and a baby to carry. 
Who is morally responsible if the 
intended victim harms the baby in 
order to stop lhe assassin? 

Even Nozick threw up his hands on 
the theory of threats to innocents. But 
the theory that self defense is only 
morally permissible if all possible 
danger of harm to innocents is elimin
ated is absurd on its face. We couldn't 

even live if any activity that might 
conceivably harm an innocent by
stander were prohibited. I don't have a 
theory to offer to justify endangering 
or deliberately harming innocents 
under certain circumstances, but there 
has to be a justification, or libertarian 
principles don't make sense. 

The only other possible arguments I 
can think of to justify restrictions on 
our methods of self defense against the 
state are that we can walk away from 
the aggressor and that non-libertarian 
fellow citizens may not be innocent, 
but they never deserve drastic 
measures . This argument is like telling 
a black slave on a southern plantation 
that he shouldn't resist his master 
because he can walk away, and that he 
shouldn't harm the neighbors of the 
plantation owner to prevent them 
reporting his departure because their 
aggression is very small. 

Closer to home, what if someone 
intends to do his or her patriotic duty 
by reporting your commission of a 
victimless crime which will result in a 
long prison sentence? The "walk away" 
argument has merit only if there were a 
libertarian country to which we could 
freely go to live in peace, and even then 
it is strained if it means any real 
sacrifice. What must be grasped is that 
libertarianism is not a parlor game. We 
are engaged in a war of self defense 

against tyranny that started before 
history when one man first enslaved 
another man. War is not nice. 

So my conclusion is that there is no 
moral basis for condemning anyone for 
any appropriate action whatever taken 
in self defense against the state or to 
further the cause of liberty. It is useful, 
however, to offer constructive criticism 
of some actions as being poor strategy or 
tactics. 

Suppose we could persuade the 
electorate to turn government over to 
libertarians instead of keeping statists 
in power, by lying - for example, two 
chickens in every pot if statist candi
dates are defeated . There would be 
nothing immoral or unprincipled about 
telling such a lie. However, this 
strategy could be validly criticized as 
unreasonably risking our credibility 
and entrenching statism without 
another chance for liberty until 
memories faded. Keeping our halo on 
straight is probably as important for 
libertarian activist morale as it is for 
our public image. 

Another example would be violence 
which is morally justified, but under 
present circumstances cQmpletely 
counter-productive and inappropriate. 
In totalitarian countries, of course, it 
might be the only possible defense. 

My own recommendation and view 
of strategy is that libertarians can make 

Postal Service seeks 11_ow_~ rs 
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more progress now by setting an 
example of how we believe people 
should behave toward each other, and 
avoiding as much as possible aggres
sive tactics which are offensive to the 
public . In other words, continue pretty 
.much on the course we have set. 
· Achieving liberty is an uphill battle. 
Our only significant weapon is that we 
are right. So the truth will norJnally 
serve us best. But we are under no 
obligation to disclose our entire 
strategy and least popular positions 
unless it will advance our cause. 

However, while agreeing that being 
painfully honest, fighting with one 
hand tied behind our backs, and even 
turning the other cheek may be the best 
strategy at present, let us clearly under
stand that we are following a strategy, 
or personal preference, not a libertar
ian principle . Let us experiment with 
promising strategies and tactics to 
achieve liberty as soon as possible, and 
ride our successes. And let's argue 
about strategy but stop calling each 
other "unprincipled opportunists" 
unless it's true. 

Even invectives like "stupid," 
however appropriate, should be used 
as sparingly as possible among friends 
of liberty. 

~ 1982 W Alan Burris Permi55ion he-rd>y granted lo reprint 
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Quick action required on S81407 
By Sarah Foster 

When people speak out against the 
Postal Service, it's usually to complain 
that it takes forever to get a letter 
delivered across town. Occasionally 
we hear of someone being busted for 
sending something "obscene" through 
the mail, or perhaps hit with a charge 
of "mail fraud." But such cases seem 
few. 

A bilt is being sneaked through Congress -
SB 1407 - which, by placing extreme investi
gative powers in the hands of the Inspector 
General, would grant the Postal Service the 
power it wants1 and severely weaken the 
First and Fourth Amendments of the Consti
tution (freedom of the press and the right 

As a result we libertarians regard the 
Postal Service as one of the least of our 
worries in our struggle against the 
state, and our condemnation is limited 

to be secure against unreasonable search 
and seizure). This bill must be defeated! 

to discussion of how privatization one of the inspectors. The "access" 
could improve the efficiency of mail would include the right to "seize, copy 
delivery. The Postal Service is hardly a and hold any or all books and records 
serious threat to liberty. Right? of a company under investigation." 
WRONG! Besides the new investigative license, 

Libertarians who are quick to the Service would be empowered to 
denounce the IRS, DEA, and FCC recommend the levying of civil penal
should be advised that the Postal ties (through a U.S. District Judge) of 
Service is every bit as much a threat as up to $10,000 for each day a person 
these better known agencies. It has an engages in a prohibited conduct. Since 
investigative arm, called the Postal the founding of the Post Office, it has 
Inspection Service, and a kangaroo not had any power to penalize. Now -
court system - and it wants still more in one swoop - it's granted the right to 
power! fine $10,000 per day. 

A bill is being sneaked through The Postal Service justifies this bid 
Congress - SB 1407 - which, by for power on the grounds that other 
placing extreme investigative powers in agencies have similar authority, and 
the hands of the Inspector General, that it's necessary in order to do its job 
would grant the Postal Service the efficiently. The Chief Postal Inspector 
power it wants, and severely weaken claims that the Service receives 200,000 
the First and Fourth Amendments of mail fraud complaints a year - and 
the Constitution (freedom of the press from Oct, 1980, to June 30, 1981 
and the right to be secure against "initiated" over 2100 mail fraud inves
unreasonable search and seizure) . This tigations. (Much of that "initiation" 
bill must be defeated! • consists of sending entrapment letters 

SB 1407 would provide several new to advertisements and newspapers and 
procedures to enable postal inspectors magazines.) 
to flush out and prosecute those alleged What are some of the schemes which 
defrauders who use the mail to prey will be under investigation7 To judge 
upon human gullibility. It would give from past record, the postal service has 
to the Postal Service "the same investi- been busily at work "investigating" 
gative demand authority granted to the various health food companies on 
Inspectors General" of other agencies. charges of fraud. 
IT WOULD PERMIT THE INSPEC- Robert S. Ford of Pascagoula, Miss., 
TION SERVICE TO GAIN FAST is head of a tax exempt laboratory 
ACCESS 'TO BOOKS, RECORDS, which studies the causes and preven
DOCUM ENTS, OR OTHER tion of hardening of the arteries. Mr. 
MA TIER RELATED TO AN INVES- Ford has written a book about his 
TIGATION THROUGH A WRITTEN findings, Fresh Foods vs State Foods, 
INVESTIGATIVE DEMAND." The which discusses the adverse effects of 
"demand" need not be a search warrant high temperatures in the cooking of 
- but merely one drawn up by any food. He sells his book for $4.40 (60¢ 

postage). The Postal Service went after 
him last year on the grounds of 
"fraudulent advertising." His writings, 
they claimed, were "contrary to 
standard medical opinion." This 
despite the fact that Ford was able to 
have a noted physician testify at his 
hearing. 

The book itself was originally 
banned from the mails - though the 
Postal Service now, due to the 
notoriety of the case, has backed off 
and says, in effect, 'Well, all we 
objected to was the ad for the book, 
which quotes the book. The book is 
false - therefore the quotations used 
in promotion is false - but, mind you, 
we're not trying to ban a book or an 
idea." 

Joel Amkraut, a Washington distri
butor for a zinc and herbal remedy for 
prostate problems, was also subjected 
to "investigation," and his $100,000 a 
year business destroyed. "I had 20,000 
customers, and not one complaint filed 
against me," Amkraut explains. 
"People have the wrong idea about the 
postal service. They joke about the 
U.S. Snail. A better image is a Nazi SS 
agent, or a goon squad." 

Health food people - whether 
writers or distributors of products -
are not the only ones who need to be 
concerned. An aide to Congressman 
Ron Paul (R-Texas) pointed out in a 
phone interview that the extended 
investigative powers and the assumed 
power to determine what is permissible 
or fraudulent in print may well be 
aimed not only at unorthodox 
medicine, but also at the newsletter 
industry. On all subjects. That is 

what's ultimately at stake. 
Paul's office is almost resigned to 

passage, however. SB 1407 passed the 
Senate on May 24 - by voice vote 
only. In the House, it already has 290 
co-sponsors, and it's not out of 
Subcommittee. 

So far, because few people were 
aware of the dangers of SB 1407, it's 
moved through Congress slickly and 
easily. But word is getting out and 
letter writing campaigns are starting. If 
these are successful, SB 1407 could be 
stopped dead in its tracks. 

What to do. 
Right now it's in the Subcommittee 

on the Post Office and Civil Service, 
chaired by Mickey Leland (D-Texas). 
There have been two hearings already 
and a third is scheduled for the 15th of 
July. There is still time - if we act 
now! 

Write to your representative. Call 
your City Hall or public library for his 
or her name and address. Urge a vote 
against it - and / or request that more 
hearings be held. This is not some 
minor legislation. No time for a letter, 
or even a postcard. Send a mailgram 
through Western Union. The toll free 
number is 800-648-4100. That can be 
put on your phone bill. A mailgram to 
a Congressman costs $4.25 for the first 
20 words, and $2.00 for every twenty 
words thereafter. 

Get a copy of the bill - and the 
Senate Committee report from the 
Senate Documents (Calendar #532, 
Report #97-392 - Postal Service 
Amendments of 1981) or call Sally 
Foster (213) 662-3288. 

It's always a good idea to let 
someone else in Congress know how 
you feel. Send copies of letters to the 
Hon. Ron Paul, 1234 Longworth 
House Office Building, and contact 
anyone you know in Washington who 
might be in a position to do some 
lobbying. Letters do count - recently 
Congress ·rescinded a special financial 
allowance when letters of outrage 
poured into the Capitol. As Evertt 
Dirksen put it, "When I feel the heat -
I see the light." 

It's for libertarians and their allies to 
tum the heat on Congress. 

,._ 



8 Caliber • •Summer 1,982 , 

On the difference between 
principles and strategy 
By W. Alan Burris 

There is tremendous confusion 
among libertarians about the applica
tion of libertarian principles when 
defending ourselves against the state. -

We argue about such questions as: 
Should we engage in electoral politics? 
Should we use the equal-time laws to 
get air time for our views? Should we 
propose a reduction in government 
without - at the same time - clearly 
pointing out that our ultimate objec
tive is to eliminate most or all govern
ment? Should we propose our most 
popular ideas without giving "equal 
time" to our least popular ideas? 
Should we accept government cam
paign subsidies? Should we really try 
to get elected, and if elected, should we 
recite the oath of office and draw the 
salaries of the office? 

I submit that none of these involves 
a question of libertarian principles. 
They are important issues, but only of 
strategy, tactics, and personal taste. 
We should debate these questions only 
in terms of their impact on, or effec
tiveness in, achieving liberty. We 
should stop beating each other over the 
head with charges of compromising 
principles on such issues. 

A fundamental libertarian principle 
is that we each have the right of self 
defense to protect our rights. It is 
immoral to shoot an inoffensive 
stranger in the street. But it is legiti
mate and moral to shoot that same 
person if he breaks into our home in 
the middle of the night and approaches 
us with a knife. We may not choose to 
shoot for a number of reasons, i.e. , we 
are pacifists, and we think that we 
might miss and provoke the invader to 
kill us, or we find shooting someone so 

repugnant that we would prefer to take 
our chances of getting robbed or 
murdered. However, none of these 
reasons entitles us to morally condemn 
others in the same circumstances who 
do kill the aggressor. 

Now let us coniider the state - a 
criminal organization w hose sole 
purpose is to violate our na tural rights. 
We are daily robbed, extorted, and 
enslaved by this powerful gang. If we 
resist, we are subject to assault, kid
napping, and murder. How can any
one conclude that any appropriate 
means whatever of self defense against 
this aggressor is not justified or moral? 
Why is it that we fail to apply to such 
organized crime the well-known 
analysis of our relations to ordinary 
criminals? 

Let me hasten to add that in dealing 
with individual statists, the means 
should be appropriate for the crime. 
That is, we aren't normally morally 
entitled to shoot public school teachers 
or mailmen. Persuasion or picketing 
would be more appropriate in cases 
where there is no responsibility for 
making or enforcing policy. 

Libertarians often use the world 
"appropriate" when discussing self 
defense, but I am not familiar with any 
good definition. It's obviously impor
tant to many arguments, so I will 
propose one: appropriate self defense 
force is the reasonable minimum 
required to terminate the aggression. 

For example, you should not 
normally shoot people for walking 
across your lawn without your per
mission. If a friendly request is 
ignored, you might use harsh words 
and threats. If that is unproductive, 
and you view the trespass seriously 
enough, if possible you should sue for 

'\l\.l> 

damages. But if a favorable legal 
decision is-not honored, then you are 
justified in using physical force, 
personally oc by your agents, the 
police. If the trespasser is seriously 
damaging your lawn, say by driving 
his motorcycle over it, skip the lawsuit 
stage except to collect damages. If the 
offender resists, you can morally 
escalate the force until you succeed in 
stopping him, even if that means 
shooting him for walking on your 
lawn. Unless there are some unusual 
situations, only a fanatic would go so 
far, but it would not be immoral. So 
"appropriate" is limited only by cir
cumstances. 

Achieving liberty is an 
uphill battle. Our only 
significant weapon is 
that we are right. So 
the truth will normally 
serve us best. But we 
are under no obliga
tion to disclose our 
entire strategy and 
least popular positions 
unless it will advance 
our cause. 

Some, of course, will say "if we use 
the enemy's methods, we are no better 
than he." But that is to say that the 
person above who shoots a house
breaker in his bedroom is no better 
than the criminal. The confusion is 

because shooting an innocent stranger 
and shooting an armed aggressor in 
your home are the same physical acts. 
But in one case the act is murder and 
the other self defense. The person who 
saves himself and possible subsequent 
victims from being murdered in bed is 
to be admired as a hero. The critic who 
says "how could you do such a terrible 
thing?" is properly a subject of 
derision . 

A more serious example of an argu
ment against my conclusion is that 
accepting money from the government 
to advance liberty amounts to receiv
ing stolen goods. However, as it is 
impossible to identify for the specific 
victims of the theft, anyone not 
responsible for the theft is entitled to 
take the money from the thief and 
homestead it. We are also entitled to 
accept restitution from a thief up to the 
amount stolen plus damages. 

The argument will probably then be: 
"but taking the thief's money will force 
him to steal more from others." The 
same argument of course is used to 
condemn people who avoid or evade 
paying taxes on the grounds that 
government will have to tax others 
more heavily to make up the deficit. 
Both arguments are equally absurd 
because no one but the thief is 
responsible for his additional thefts. 

This argument, however, introduces 
the toughest question of all. What 
about the innocent bystanders who 
may be damaged by the methods we 
use to defend ourselves against the 
state? Are we, for example, entitled to 
deceive our innocent fellow citizens, or 
to use the power of the state to coerce 
them in our efforts to combat tyranny? 

Before we can answer this question 
we must determine who, if anyone, is 
innocent. What comes to mind is 
Lysander Spooner's observation that 
government is only the agent of the 
"secret band of thieves and murderers" 
who vote in support of statism. Is 
anyone truly innocent who pays or 
loans money to the state to finance our 
oppression, who provides goods or 
services to the state, who votes for 
state officials, who disseminates statist 
propaganda, or who uses state power 
to rob or coerce others? 

The counter arguments would be 
that we are forced to support the state 
by threat of violence or by necessity to 
exist, and that most of those who 
support the state do so innocently out 
of ignorance or because they have been 
deceived by the state. But if someone 
tries to kill you because they think you 
are a deer in hunting season, because 
they don' t know that murder is wrong, 
or because they have been threatened 
with violence if they don't kill you, are 
you any less justified in using force in 
self defense? Even someone who 
attacks you because he will be killed if 
he doesn't, had a choice. It is a libertar
ian principle that we are each respon
sible for our actions and their damage 
to others, regardless of our intent. 
Otherwise, people injured by drunken 
drivers would have no recourse. 

Think about it. If no one voted or 
paid taxes, and everyone refused to 
serve the state, our oppression would 
cease. How then can it be said that 
anyone who has done any of these 
things is innocent of aggression? If as 
appears likely, no one over age six is 
innocent, the question of moral restric
tions on methods (provided they are 
appropriate) of self defense to avoid 
damaging innocents, disappears. 

. Some libertarians maintain, for 
example, that in a war, drastic 
measures for self defense can morally 
only be used against uniformed front
line enemy soldiers, not "innocent" 
civilians. However there is no logical 
principled way to draw such a line. 
What about the unwilling draftees 
among the enemy soldiers? What 
about the military truck driver or 
civilian railroad engineer who brings 
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Civil rights legislation: 
know to what degree they · reflect 
talent, and to what degree they reflect 
possessio·n of the appropriate anatomy 
to qualify for affirmative action 
programs. Finally, young women in 
such fields as athletics will be 
encouraged to stop searching for 
schools genuinely committed to 
providing them with the programs they 
desire, and will settle for schools with 

A libertarian approach 
By Bruce Majors 

Civil rights legislation is perceived 
by many libertarians, conservatives 
and liberals as a part of the so-called 
welfare state. Thus, many people who 
oppose government control of private 
affairs are persuaded to vote for a 
conservative politician, who makes 
promises to dismantle, reorganize or 
freeze civil rights legislation . And 
many people who favor strict respect 
for civil liberties are persuaded to vote 
for left-liberal politicians, who promise 
to extend this legislation. 

However, civil rights legislation is 
not a garment cut from one cloth. No 
one ideology, no consistent political 
philosophy, does or could justify each 
part of current legislation. (This does 
not mean that some individual could 
not favor or oppose the entirety of 
such legislation. It just means that their 
support or opposition would be based 
on something other than ideas - be it 
a special interest, an attempt to 
conform to popular belief, etc.) 

What is the Libertarian view of 
current legislation? Many Libertarians 
believe that civil rights legislation 
consists of coercive quotas and 
affirmative action programs that inter
fere with private, consensual activity 
- and hence they believe that they 
should oppose civil rights legislation. 

Such opposition to legislation is not 
always justifiable, in terms of liber
tarian principle. Take a recent example 
from another field of regulation. In 
March, President Reagan twice 
violated property rights and freedom 
of contract, and called his actions 
"support for free enterprise" (the media 
agreed with his interpretation): On one 
occasion, he supported the continued 
sale of an infant formula which 
claimed to contain B vitamins, even 
though the formula did not contain the 
vitamins. Though a recall or ban of the 
deficient formula would hardly be 
required, cu s tomers should be 
informed that a can of formula is 
deficient (with all the results that this 
entails: lower prices, the purchase of 
supplemental foods containing the 
vitamins). On another occasion, the 
Reagan administration supported a 
relaxation of the standards controlling 
the amount of lead in gasoline. This 
does enter the atmosphere with other 
auto emissions, entering the lungs of 
people who did not give their consent. 
Although pollution control is a compli
cated topic, lead in auto emission is a 
health hazard. What we should take 
note of is the fact that this deregula
tion was defended as being part of a 
"free market," pro-individual rights 
program. 

Likewise, we must not assume that 
conservative politicians who call for 
the dismantling of civil rights legisla
tion are motivated by a concern for 
freedom of association. What follows 
is a brief exposition and evaluation of 
the seven major federal civil rights 
Acts, from a Libertarian perspective. 

1957 Civil Rights Act: This Act 
established the Justice Department's 
Civil Rights Division and authorized it 
to sue for denials of voting rights. 

Although any governmental agency in 
the current system is supported by 
compulsion (taxation), an agency that 
sues other governmental bodies for 
misconduct (or rather, especially bad 
conduct) does not involve any expan
sion of government. Governments will 
tax away as many dollars as they can 
get away with - they do not tax away 
just enough to cover their expenses -
thus having this agency does not 
necessarily increase the tax burden 
over what it would have been anyway. 
Such an agency prevents certain of the 
worst uses of state power (e.g. the 
institutionalization and perpetuation 
of racism), and within the context of 
the present statist system, is justifiable. 

1964 Civil Rights Act: This Act 
prohibits discrimination in government 
schools, and " public" fa cilities, 
employment and federally financed 
activities. From a Libertarian perspec
tive, this Act is good as long as it is 
only applied to tax-funded employ
ment and services. If a taxpayer is 
forced to pay for certain services or 
positions, he or she should have access 
to these services or jobs. 

Extensions of this Act to cover 
voluntary associations (such as private 
businesses), is a violation of freedom of 
association. It also results in a number 
of undesirable and unforeseen con
sequences. (1) People who are not (yet) 
prepared to live together peacefully 
may be forced into associations that 
are not viable. (2) Individuals who are 
"of" minority groups may find them
selves being prohibited from forming 
their own exclusive associations. 
(3) Prospective employers may distrust 
the credentials of individuals who are 
protected by anti-discrimination laws, 
since some of them may have obtained 
jobs, admission to educational institu
tions, and other positions, in an 
attempt to fulfill overt or covert 
quotas. This leads to a devaluation of 
the credentials of all or many 
individuals in the "protected" group, 
even if they are fully competent. 
(4) Individuals of the "protected" 
group will be given a false signal to 
stop their search for jobs and other 
positions where they are genuinely 
welcome, and may instead take jobs or 
other positions under persons who are 
only attempting to satisfy legal require
ments. 

1965 Voting Rights Act: This Act 
broadens the 1957 Civil Rights Act. 
Thus it involves federal regulation of 
state and local governments, and their 
power to institutionalize racial bigotry. 

1968 Civil Rights Act: This Act bars 
discrimination in housing. This is quite 
proper when what is concerned is 
governmentally-provided housing, or 
housing regulated by racially 
motivated zoning laws (one such 
zoning law was recently struck down 
by the courts in Parma, Ohio, a 
Cleveland suburb). Applied to 
privately-provided housing, however, 
this Act violates individual liberty. It 
also has many of the same "counter
intuitive" results as the 1964 Act: 
people may end up living together 
before they can do so peacefully, 
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minorities may find themselves unable an administration that is only half
to have their own exclusive neighbor- heartedly fulfilling federal require
hoods, even when formed by volun- ments. 
tary agreements, and "protected" 1973 Rehabilitation Act: This Act 
individuals will be given a false signal prohibits discrimination against the 
to stop their search for genuine housing handicapped. As with the 1964, 1968 
opportunities. and 1972 Acts, the important distinc-

In addition, the 1968 Act serves as a tion between private and governmental 
"window-dressing" for - and a discrimination is not recognized. Thus 
diversion of attention from - the real liberty is violated, and the handi
problems in the American housing capped are led to accept positions in 
market. The real problems are that environments where they are not 
there are not enough housing units, genuinely welcome, instead of search
and that many people cannot afford ing for better opportunities. Prospec
them. For these problems we may tive employers will be unable to tell 
thank rent control (which discourages how much of a handicapped persons' 
production), zoning, land-use controls. ascent in his or her career was due to 
and building codes (which raise costs), . talent, and how much was legally 
federal housing programs (which have mandated. 
destroyed more units than they have 1980 Civil Rights for Institutional
built) and military procurement (which ized Persons Act: This Act allows for 
bids up the prices of basic construe- federal suits on behalf of prison and 
tion materials). The 1968 Act addresses mental hospital inmates. Since the 
none of these fundamental problems. Libertarian opposes both involuntary 

1972 Education Amendments: These mental commitment and many of the 
Amendments bar sex discrimination in laws that lead to prison sentences (e.g. 
schools receiving federal aid. While victimless crime laws, conscription and 
this may be justifiable, given direct registration laws, antitrust laws, etc.), 
federal aid to education, it is not this Act can only be welcomed. Even 
justifiable in the case of indirect federal ind iv idua ls who have actually 
aid to schools, more prop erly committed real crimes should not be 
described as direct aid to students. punished on the basis of such charac
Students who wish to attend schools teristics as race. 
because of, or in spite of, the fact that This completes my brief analysis of 
the schools in question practice sex- the seven major civil rights Acts. In 
role inegalitarianism, should be able to summary, we see that the 1957, 1965 
do so, and should even be able to use and 1980 civil rights laws should be 
their own (retrieved) tax dollars to do supported by Libertarians, and the 
so. other laws should be supported in a 

The introduction of the element of 
coercion produces some of the same 
effects as the 1964 and 1968 Acts. Male 
students may resent funds spent on 
scholarships for women in athletics 
and mathematics, if the male student 
has reason to believe that he is better 
qualified, and if he knows that the 
funds are forcibly taken from himself 
or his family in taxes. Thus enmity is 
bred between different groups of 
students - enmity that would not exist 
to such a degree if the scholarships 
were the product of a private donor 
using his or her own money. 

Women's colleges and female
dominated departments may be put 
under pressure for their own exclusiv
ity. Prospective employers may be 
unsure about the value of a woman's 
credentials, because he or she will not 

modified form. Libertarian candidates 
should draft their own versions of 
these civil rights laws, for the state and 
local level, and should include them in 
their campaigns. In the past few years, 
racism has emerged in the Democratic 
and Republican parties in the form of 
racist candidates in their primaries, 
jokes by Secretaries of high federal 
departments, comments by the wives 
of establishment party presidential 
candidates, and so forth. There is no 
reason that Libertarian candidates 
should not emphasize their focus on 
individual rights, not racial group 
membership - and present an alterna
tive to voters on these issues. 

Bruce Majors is a graduate student in 
philosophy at Catholic University in 
Washington, D. C. He was the chief 
organizer of the 1982 Tax Protest Day. 

LP sJate central committee to 
meet in San Jose August 14-15 

The State Central Committee of the 
Libertarian Party of California will be 
holding its biennial convention in San Jose 
on August 14 and 15. The primary purpose 
of the meeting will be to elect state officers 
and an executive committee to oversee the 
Party's functions for the next two years. 

The convention will feature workshops 
on campaign techniques, media relations 
and seminars. Saturday night will feature a 
roast of congressional candidate Bill White. 
Sunday afternoon there will be a reception 
for L.P. gubernatorial candidate Dan 

(415) 538-3744 

Dougherty, and L.P. U.S. Senate candida te 
Joe Fuhrig. 

The cost for the two day convention is 
$10 per person. The Banquet and Bill White 
Roast is $25 per person, or $45 for two. 
Make checks/money orders payable to: 
Santa Clara Libertarian Council , 401 East 
Taylor Street, San Jose, CA 95112. More 
information may be obtained by calling 
(408) CRY-FREE M-F from noon to 6 pm. 
Hotel reservations should be made directly 
with the Le Baron Hotel by calling (408) 
288-9200. Room rates are: $44 single, $48 
double. 

THE TRAVELING 
CAPITALISM SHOW 

J O SEPH FUHRIG 
F RIEE. MARK E.T ECONOMI ST 

44 HARDER R O .. APT. 30 

HAYWARO. CA 9 4 !544 

7 



6 Caliber • Summer 1982 ' " 

Denationalize old-age insurance 
From page 1 
social security taxes, they could be 
investing the same amount of money to 
provide for retirement and disability. 
This would incr~ase private saving by 
nearly $170 billion, or approximately 
40 percent, counting both the 
employer's and employee's share of the 
payroll tax. Of course, individuals 
might not choose, if social security 
were eliminated, to invest all of this 
money, but even a portion of it would 
have a substantial positive effect on 
economic growth. 

Harvard economist Martin Feldstein, 
in an econometric study of saving in 
the United States since 1929, estimates 
that social security reduced private 
saving in 1971 by between 32 and 42 
percent. Without social security, the 
capital stock in this country would 
have been 80 percent larger, and the 
annual gross national product would 
have been nearly 20 percent larger. 
That translates into an average loss in 
income of over $2000 per person for 
1980. 

Social security also reduces income, 
to a lesser extent, by discouraging 
employment. The payroll tax is essen
tially a tax on employment. The 
employer, as noted above, considers 
the employer's share of the payroll tax 
as part of the cost of hiring a worker, 
while the employee tends not to view 
the employee's share of the payroll tax 
as part of his or her wages. Thus, the 
payroll tax creates a wedge between 
what the employer pays and what the 
employee receives, reducing the 
quantity of labor offered, especially 
among part-time and secondary 
workers. 

Social security also discourages 
employment among those receiving 
benefits who are under the age of 72. 
The social security earnings test 
reduces the benefits of these potential 
workers by $1 for every $2 they earn 
over certain limits, giving them a 
strong incentive not to work. 

Even worse than social security's 
macroeconomic impacts upon the 
general economy are its micro
economic effects upon individual parti
cipants. Not only does social security 
reduce overall prosperity, but it also 
makes beneficiaries much poorer than 
they would otherwise be if they could 
provide for retirement and disability 
on their own. Although beneficiaries in 
the start-up phase of social security 
received windfall gains much larger 
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than their total tax payments, those 
who pay social security taxes through
out their entire working careers could 
earn far greater benefits from private 
investment programs on the free 
market. 

Studies by Martin Feldstein, by 
Robert S. Kaplan of Carnegie-Mellon 
University, and by June O 'Neill of the 
President's Council of Economic 
Advisors all estimate that the real rate 
of return from social security for 
workers now entering the system is 
only about 1 or 2 percent. In contrast, 

real rate of return of 6 percent and 
under the Social Security Administra
tion's intermediate set of projections 
(although their most pessimistic future 
projections for social security are 
actually the most realistic). In a private 
system 

• a married worker earning the 
maximum taxable income under social 
se,urity could retire at age 65 with an 
.annuity paying four times what social 
security would pay, or alternatively 
the same worker could live off interest 
that would be two and a half times the 

The government can do absolutely nothing, in 
the long run, to save the social security system, 
and the collapse of social security will neces
sarily result in undeserved losses. The only 
available policy options are either to temper 
the system's ultimate collapse with the princi
ples of Justice and restitution, or to continue 
the futile effort to postpone the inevitable, 
thereby causing even greater hardship. 

Feldstein estimates that private invest
ments could earn on the free market a 
real rate of return of at least 5.5 
percent, quite possibly 8 percent, and 
12 percent before taxes. 

The most comprehensive compari
son of the social security system with 
private alternatives is contained in 
Peter J. Ferrara's book, Social Security: 
The Inherent Contradiction. Ferrara 
makes his calculations under three 
different sets of Social Security Admin
istration projections about future 
economic and demographic variables 
that will affect the social security 
system. For each set of projections, he 
considers real rates of return on the 
market varying between 3 and 8 
percent and he makes his comparison 
for high, average, and low income 
workers. In all cases, he assumes that 
both the employer's and employee's 
share of the payroll tax went into 
private investments, and that the 
workers used some of these funds to 
purchase private insurance plans 
providing the same life, disability, and 
hospital benefits as social security. 

Let us examine Ferrara's·results for a 
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amount of social security and leave an 
inheritance of nearly $1 million (in 
constant 1980 dollars). 

• a married worker earning an 
average income could retire at age 65 
with an annuity paying three times 
what social security would pay, or 
alternatively live off interest . that 
would be twice the amount of social 
security and leave an inheritance of 
nearly half a million dollars. 

• a married worker who earned the 
minimum wage all of his or her life 
could retire with an annuity paying 
three times what social security would 
pay, or live off interest that would be 
70 percent greater and leave an inheri
tance of over a quarter of a million 
dollars. 

The monetary superiority of private 
alternatives for single workers is even 
more striking. 

In addition, private alternatives 
would permit flexibility and allow 
individuals to tailor retirement and 
disability packages to their unique cir
cumstances. Social security not only 
imposes a single uniform package upon 
all individuals, but hedges that 
package in with all sorts of restrictions 
and conditions that are non-existent in 
private plans. The aforementioned 
earnings test is only the most egregious 
example of these restrictions. Under 
social security, a surviving wife with 
children must remain unmarried and 
must not put the children in care of 
others if she is to receive full survivors 
benefits. Married couples in which 
both partners work can potentially 
double their benefits under private 
retirement programs, but under social 
security, they can only increase their 
benefits by one-third. Moreover, under 
a private system, individuals retain 
ownership over their accumulating 
assets, which they can pass on at death 
or reallocate at almost any moment for 
some important, unforeseen contin
gency. Under social security, they 
cannot. 

1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 

Defenders of social security justify 
most of these restrictions upon benefits 
as part of the system's welfare func
tion. Yet, none of them provides a 
reliable surrogate for determining who 
is actually indigent. The benefit 
formulas are weighted in favor of 
individuals with lower wages, but this 
slight advantage for the poor is more 
than offset by several other factors. 
The poor tend to start work earlier 
than those with higher incomes, and 
they also tend to die sooner. Con
sequently, they pay taxes for addi-

Calendar Year 

Projected OASI, Disability Insurance, 
and Hospital Insurance expenditures as a 
percent of taxable payroll. 

From A. Haeworth R®fftson, The Coming Revolution in Social 
Security 

"Effective taxable payroll" consists of total earnings subject to 
Social Security taxes. after adjusfment to reflect the lower con
tribution rates on self-employment income. tips. and multiple
employer "excess wages." This adjustment is made to facilitate 
both the calculation of contributions (which is th,r,1,y the 
product of the w rat< and the payroll) and the comparison of 
expenditure percent.1gn with tax rates. This effective t~able 
payroll is slighliy dill,rent for OASDI and HI becaus, of the 
tax treatment of self-employed persons; however. it does not 
materially affect the comparisons 

tional years but receive, benefits for 
fewer years. More of the poor are 
among the unmarried, a group that is 
discriminated against in the benefit 
structure. The earnings test applies 
solely to wages and not dividends or 
other forms of income of which the 
poor have less. 

The payroll tax, furthermore, is 
regressive. It is assessed only up to a 
maximum wage, with the result that 
those with wages above the maximum 
pay a smaller percentage. The tax also 
applies only to wages, which constitute 
a larger share of the income of the 
poor. Reductions in income taxes for 
the poor under earned income credit 
only partially alleviate the regressive 
nature of the payroll tax. A recent 
study by Henry J. Aaron of the 
Brookings Institute concludes that, as a 
result of all of these factors, the poor 
actually receive fewer social security 
benefits for every tax dollar. The social 
security system, while making 
everyone worse off, hurts the poor 
more. 

In short, the social security system, 
. in attempting to provide insurance and 
welfare, fails miserably at both. Social 
security is not only bad insurance, it is 
bad welfare. As Milton Friedman has 
pointed out, the social security system 
combines "an unacceptable tax and an 
unacceptable benefit program." No 
one would "defend either the tax 
system by itself or the benefit system 
by itself." But strangely, slapping them 
together has created a "program that is 
widely regarded as one of the greatest 
achievements of the New Deal." 

The Social Security Dilemma 
Why, if social security is so demon

strably deficient, does it possess such 
political stamina? Ironically, one of 
social security's major flaws - pay-as
you-go financing - is responsible for 
the system's continued popularity. 
Those currently paying into the system 
have a stake in its preservation. ff 
social security is eliminated, they will 
never receive any benefits in return for 
all their payments. 

When social security was first 
established, it bestowed windfall gains 
upon the original beneficiaries, but 
only with tax funds that should have 
been invested to insure the payment of 
future benefits. Ever since, each 
generation has effectively been locked 
into the system, requiring taxes from 
future participants in order to be 
compensated for the taxes it paid to 
prior beneficiaries. The social security 
system is nothing more than a gigantic 
chain letter, or pyramid scheme, in 
which each ·new generation is forced to 
participate. 

The same feature, however, that 
keeps the social security system alive 
also guarantees the system's eventual 
demise. In any pay-as-you-go system, 
tax receipts must roughly equal benefit 
payments. Once such a system passes 
out of its start-up phase, during which 
beneficiaries receive windfall gains, 
into its mature phase, during which 
current beneficiaries have paid 
throughout their working careers, the 
only way to provide beneficiaries with 
even a meager return on their past tax 
payments is to steadily increase the 
total amount of mo_ney the system 
collects. Any increase in social security 
collections, in turn, can only result 
from one of four factors: (1) an 
increase in the number of taxpayers 
through an increase in population; (2) 
an increase in the number of taxpayers 
through an expansion of the system's 
coverage; (3) an increase in the amount 
that each taxpayer pays through an 
increase in real wages; (4) an increase 
in the amount that each taxpayer pays 
through an increase in tax rates. 

Today, the social security system no 
longer has the first three of these 

factors at its disposal. Fertility rates 
within the United States have already 
fallen well below the level necessary to 
maintain a constant population. In 
1950, there were 16 workers paying 
taxes for every social security 
beneficiary. Today, that ratio has 
decreased to 3 workers for every 
beneficiary, and by the year 2025, it is 
expected to fall below 2 to 1. 

The coverage of social security has 
grown from less than 60 percent of the 
workforce in 1940 to 90 percent today, 
leaving little room for further expan
sion. The system also cannot depend 
upon a significant influx of new 
workers through increases in labor
force participation rates, because 
already over half of the major unrepre
sented group in the workforce -
women above the age of 15 - are in 
paid employment. The annual rate of 
growth of real wages in this country 
has historically been approximately 2 
percent, but over the past twenty-five 
years this rate has declined to 1.3 
percent, and since 1977 it has been 
negative. 

Hence, the social security system is 
left with only increases in the payroll 
tax rate to maintain financial solvency. 
Even the social security trustees admit, 
under their most pessimistic assump
tions about future economic and demo
graphic variables (which are actually 
the most realistic) that expenditures for 
OASI and Disability Insurance alone 
will consume over one-fourth of 
taxable payrolls by the year 2045. 
Including Hospital Insurance, this 
brings projected expenditures to the 
same level under the trustee's inter
mediate forecasting assumptions, and 
under their pessimistic assumptions, 
total expenditures for all three com
ponents climb to well above one-third 
and possibly to as high as one-half of 
wages. A totally subservient popula
tion would find taxes at these rates 

intolerable, while the American people 
will probably demand a halt much 
sooner. 

Benefit trimming and other cosmetic 
reforms may delay the final day of 
reckoning, but the collapse of the 
social security system is only a matter 
of time. Admittedly, the system's 
present difficulties result as much from 
the current depression and the accom
panying temporary poor performance 
of such economic variables as real 
wages and employment, as from the 
inexorable operation of long-term 
factors. 'Nevertheless, while social 
security's bankruptcy may be post-

poned until the next century, nothing 
can prevent it. Pay-as-you-go financ
ing requires relentless increases in 
taxation that at some point in the 
future must exceed the public's willing
ness to pay, despite the desire to be 
compensated for past taxes with future 
benefits. This is the central dilemma of 
social security: the system is simul
taneously above reproach and beyond 
salvation. 

Social Security "Reform" 
Pay-as-you-go financing has also 

proven the major obstacle for any 
attempt at fundamental reform of the 
social security system. Barry Gold
water's 1964 proposal that social 
security become voluntary helps illus
trate the barriers created by pay-as
you-go financing. If Goldwater's 
suggestion had been adopted, the con
sequent withdrawal of individuals 
from social security would have 
eliminated their payroll taxes as a 
source of revenue for current benefits. 
In order to compensate for this loss, 
the taxes imposed upon those remain
ing in the system would have had to 
increase, driving more individuals out 
of the system. In this manner, volun
tary funding would have quickly bank
rupted the system, unless the govern
ment chose to finance social security 
benefits out of general revenues, and 
then social security would have ceased 
to be voluntary. Goldwater's proposal, 
therefore, would either have inadver
tently cut off all benefits or, as seems 
more likely, have failed. 

Any serious attempt to reform or 
dismantle social security must convert 
a pay-as-you-go system into a genuine 
investment trust fund. So long as social 
security remains on a pay-as-you-go 
basis, it must remain compulsory. 
Unfortunately, such a conversion can 
only come about through one of two 
processes, or some combination of 

them: either (1) current beneficiaries 
and workers must forgo all the social 
security benefits they have already 
accumulated through past tax pay
ments, or (2) current workers must in 
essence pay twice as much in order 
both to cover these accumulated 
benefits and to create the trust fund for 
their own retirement and disability. 

Social security's unfunded accrued 
liability is a measure of these accumu
lated benefits. It equals the difference 
between the present value of benefits 
due to current beneficiaries and 
workers, and the present value of taxes 
due from current workers over the next 

seventy-five years. It thus corresponds 
to the amount that the government 
would have to pay to dismantle the 
social security system without default
ing on any benefits earned by current 
participants. Looked at from another 
perspective, it approximately equals 
the present value of the windfall gains 
granted to those fortunate enough to 
be at the head of the social security 
chain letter, plus the return earned by 
every participant throughout the 
system's history. So long as social 
security provides any positive rate of 
return at all, the unfunded liability will 
grow. 

According to the Treasury Depart
ment, social security's unfunded 
accrued liability, not counting Hospital 
Insurance, stood by the end of 1981 at 
$5.86 trillion, more than five times the 
national debt. The Social Secmity 
Administration's Chief Actuary 
between 1975 and 1978, A. Haeworth 
Robertson, calculates that the 
unfunded liability of Hospital 
Insurance would add another $1.5 
trillion, for a grand total of nearly $7.5 
trillion. 

This figure cannot be ignored. Only 
its elimination will -convert social 
security from a pay-as-you-go basis to 
a fully funded trust. The unfunded 
liability must either be paid or 
repudiated, or a combination of the 
two. There is no other option. 

Faced with this choice, most reform 
schemes, rather than cutting off 
accumulated benefits to any significant 
degree, force current workers to cover 
the unfunded accrued liability. For 
instance, the Martin Feldstein and the 
Arthur Laffer-David Ranson proposals 
would essentially increase payroll taxes 
in order to pay all benefits and simul
taneously create a government trust 
fund. Once this trust fund is estab
lished, Laffer and Ranson would then 
make social security voluntary. Milton 

Friedman would abolish the payroll tax 
but pay current beneficiaries and the 
benefits already accumulated by 
current workers out of general 
revenues. At the same time, he would 
terminate the accumulation of any 
further benefits, allowing workers to 
provide for their retirement and 
disability on the market. 

Some reform proposals attempt to 
soften the double liability they impose 
on current workers by capturing some 
of the gains in economic prosperity 
that will result from dismantling the 
social security system. This hope 
underlies the reforms suggested by 
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Peter Ferrara, first in his book, Social 
Security, and later, in modifie_d form, 
in the Clark for President White Paper 
on Social Security Reform. Ferrara's 
White Paper version of his reforms is 
essentially identical to Friedman's 
proposal: abolish the payroll tax, pay 
all accumulated benefits out of general 
revenues, terminate the accumulation 
of any additional benefits, and allow 
workers to provide for their retirement 
and disability on the market. In his 
book, Ferrara suggests three major 
modifications to Friedman's basic 
proposal: (1) require workers to invest 
in government approved and guaran
teed private retirement programs; (2) 
give workers the option of continuing 
to invest in a modified social security 
system that would pay back in real 
terms only the exact amount paid in; 
and (3) scale down benefit entitle
ments according to how much better 
off private investments make workers. 
(Ferrara also includes this third 
modification as an optional addition in 
his White Paper.) 

In both his book and in the White 
Paper, Ferrara contends that abolition 
of the payroll tax and new private 
investment for retirement will, in 
Lafferesque fashion, generate enough 
economic growth to increase general 
revenues and thereby significantly ease 
the burden of paying off the unfunded 
accrued liability. This supply-side 
rabbit-in-the-hat trick, however, 
ignores the fact that, when the payroll 
tax is eliminated, the government must 
get the revenue to pay social security 
benefits from somewhere else. It can 
either raise other taxes, borrow on the 
credit market, or expand the money 
stock; and any of these alternatives 
will inhibit economic growth approxi
mately to the same degree that abolish
ing the payroll tax will stimulate it. 
Because Ferrara's proposals do nothing 
to reduce total government expendi
tures until well into the future, his 
alleged short-term gains in prosperity 
are mostly illusory. 

Dismantling Social Security 
None of the foregoing reform 

proposals gives any consideration to 
the justice of taxing current workers to 
pay accumulated social security 
benefits. Why should the present 
generation of workers bear the full $7.5 
trillion burden of reforming the social 
security chain letter? In an apparent 
quest for political expediency, all of 
these proposals implicitly assume that 
existing social security liabilities are 
inviolable. Yet nothing is more certain 
than the political failure of any social 
security refoi:m that forces current 
workers to pay off a substantial part of 
the $7.5 trillion unfunded liability and 
then provide for their own retirement 
and disability as well. They will 
undoubtedly prefer risking an attempt 
to keep the system functional over 
their lifetimes, hoping to postpone the 
ultimate collapse until after they have 
received their benefits, and passing on 
an even greater unfunded liability in 
the process. 

Because the first beneficiaries are, 
for the most part, no longer able to 
return their unearned, windfall gains, 
even if such were desirable, the 
collapse of social security will 
necessarily result in undeserved losses. 
Continued taxation only perpetuate:; 
the inherent injustice of the pay-as
you-go social security system. Both 
from the standpoint of justice and of 
political expediency, the immediate 
termination of all benefit payments is 
superior to extracting those payments 
from current workers. Voluntary 
transfers should be more than adequate 
to alleviate any resulting hardship. If, 
as all "reform" proposals casually 
assume, current workers can afford the 
taxes to pay accumulated benefits, then 
they certainly can afford to make the 
same payments voluntarily. 

There is only one way that the losses 
from the collapse of social security can 
be lightened. Libertarian Party candi
date Roger MacBride hinted at it in his 

See page 10 




