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BY CHRIS WEBER
Of all the "10 points," on page 2 of this

issue, it's the last one which is hardet to accept.

And yet a libertarian land reform program not
only flows consistently from the purest well of
libertarian theory, it also carries with it potential
for gaining the enthusiastic support of laige
goups of people, both here and abroad, who
have been victimized by one of the oldest and

most vicious of government crimes: the conquest

and seizure of land by either the State itself, or
by groups with the State's full backing.

Perhaps this subject is too complex to rest

eomfortably within the confines of one short
article, but the issues involved are s9 important,
and the treatment hitherto accorded them so

often muddled, that an attempt to clarify here is

worth making. Let us start, then, by arguing

back "to first principles;" to principles that
every libertarian - indeed, thht every humane
being must agree with, and proceed froin there.

Every individual has the right to own his
penon. Further, he has the right to own justly
acquired property. Just what 'tustly acquired"
property is - especially regarding land - makes

up the nub of the issue. As far back as you can

trace a piece of land, even if it means so long ago

that no records were kept, there was a time when
the first human, or group, began to use it. They
didn't just "pass through," they stopped, and in
John Locke's phrase "mixed theirlabour with the
land'2 to put it to productive use. On this pre-

viously unused land, this person or group first
obtained legitimate property ownership. This is
what Murray Rothbard calls the "homesteading"
principle. Those people had the right to pass

along that land either as gift or as voluntary ex-
chrnge with the similarly derived property of
others. In actual fact, property has usually
changed hands in most parts of the world from
father to son; wually, but not always (Anglo-
Ameiican culture, where families sell their homes
rather frequently, is an obvious exception to the
experience of the rest of the world - the Indians
or the Spanish-Americans for example - which
views landed property almost as an extension of
the family.)

In any case, anyone who agrssrcs against

sucli justly acquired property by force or fraud
is a criminal. A criminal who takes any property
without the consent of its owners has no just

title to that property. Obviously, the claims of
one who steals land should be invalidated, and
the land rettuned to the victim. Unfortqnately
thoug[, history has shown that organized land-
grabs of a size so massive that they ean only be

caried out by the State rarely, if ever, have jus-

tice restored dttring the Cctims' own lifetimes.
lllhat then? We must assume that the land would
have gone to the victims'heirs, along with all the
other property those }eirs received, or should
have received.

Ckiuly, a[ 
"ase 

of lend theft are not alreys
so eimple. Many justified questions can and

strould spring up: What if the names and claims
of the original victims and his heirs are lost in
the mists of antiquity? Then, of coune, the
current possessor has just blaim - only if he on
his ancetors did not themselves take the land
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curlent possessor doesn't know that he owns
stolen land, and the hein come forth? l{hat if the
heirs cannot be found but the current poFsessor

is himsef the criminal? Or if in the same case

the heirs of the criminal posses the land? What

from some succeeding goup6 of victims whoce happens with lmds originally communally
heirs can stifl be haced. For the same land has owned, like those of some Indian tribe? Or if
often seen dozens of different eonquero$. the tribe tho lmd rrt ttolso fron was itcelf e
Numerous other questions arise: what if the
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On August 7th, at 10:30 in the morning, the
San Francisco section of the Libertarian Party
Radical Cauc us gathered in the bare, high*eilinged
Registrar of Voters office in San Francisco's City
Hall. It was the culmination of many months
work. It was the San Francisco LPRC that con-
ceived the campaign to abolish the City's "Viee
Squad," it was the LPRC that brought the con-
cept to the Libertarian Party and made it a major
local Party effort, and therefore it was not sur-
prising that over half the people in the room that
morning were LPRC nrembers. Against a back-
drop of the LPRC banner, which read "Gay Self-
Defense = Gay Power: FIGHT BACK!" - side-
by-side with'the Libertarian Party banner - LPRC
Central Committee member Eric Garis and lead-
ing LP activist Bill Ttromas submitted petitions
signed by 17,000 San Franciseo voters demanding
an end to the city's "Vice fuuad" and requesting
that the Libertarian Party-sponsored initiative
to abolish the squad be placed on tht November
ballot. The initiative measure would not only get
rid of the "Vice Squad," it would also get rid of
the city ordinancesthese "guardians of morality"
are charged with enforcing.

Due to the careful work of Vice Squad Aboli-
tion Initiative Committee Co-Chair Bill Thomas

- also an LPRC meinber - the petition signatures
hadanS0Vo validity rate. Over 10,500 valid signa-
tures are required to place an initiative on the
San Francisco ballot.

Assoonastheinitiative made it on the ballot,
the Feinstein administration started slinging mud;
if this initiative is passed, charged Feinstein's
flunkies, San Francisco will turn into "one big
whorehouse." "City Hall is already a whor-e-
house," responded LP spokesperson Eric Garris;
visibly angered by the low-level rhetoric of the
initiative's opponents, Garris charged the Vice
Squad with selective enforcement and possible
corruption, in a series of radio and television
interviews. Spokespersons for the Vice Squad
then threatened Garris with a libel'suit, in a
desperate attempt to put a quick end to what
is proving to be a major issue.

The Libertarian Party of San Francisco,
together with the Radical Caucus, is going all-out
to see this campaign through to victory. This is
the kind of mass political work the Party should
be engaged in on a national level - the pattern
of police repression must be fought everywhere.

The LAPD must be forced to stop harrassing the
Los Angeles gay community, the Philadelphia
and New York City police departments must
cease the brutal, random murder of blacks, and
the currently rampaging "Border Patrol" must
be disbanded. Police repression of minority
groups is our issue; the "Vice Squad" is just the
tip of the proverbial iceberg, but it's a good place
to start.

The next time you are robbed or assaulted,
just remember - somewhere, the "Vice fuuad"
is making an arrest.

Contributions to the LPRC campaign to
abolish the SF Vice Squad can be sent to:
199 D<ilores St., No. 7, San Frandisco, CA 94LL4.
Make checks or moneyorders payable to the
Vice Squad Abolition Initiative Committee.
Those of you who live in the Bay Area can volun-
teer your time by calling the Libertarian Party at:
(415) 8e7-1336.
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Vice Sguod
Abolition
lnitiotive
Mokes Bollof (Adopted by the Central Committee, July, 1979)

The Radical Caucus of the Libertarian Party is dedicated to building the Libertarian Party by
emphasizing the following ten points:

hincipled Mass Party - The Libertarian Party strould be a mass-participation party operating
in'the electoral arena and elsewhere, devoted to consistent liberatadan principle, and committed
to liberty and justice for all.
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2. Resiitance & the Opprewd - The Libertarian Party should make a special effort'to recruit
members from groups most oppressed by the government so that the indignation of those
who experience oppiession is joined to that of those who oppose oppression in principle. The
Libertarian Party should never approve of the initiation of force, nor should it rule out self-
defense and resistance to tyranny.

Anti-State Coalition - The Radical Caucus agrees to the view, adopted by the Ubertarian Party
at its 1974 Dallas convention, that for purposes of party programs and activities the issue of
the ultimate legitimacy of government per se is not relevant. We oppose all efforts to exclude
either anarchists or minimal statists from party life.

Populism - The Libertarian Party should trust in and rely on the people to welcome a program

of liberty and justice. The Libertarian Party should always aim strategically at convincing the
bulk of the people of the soundness of libertarian doctrine.

5. No Compromise - The Radical"Caucus insists that all reforms advocated by the Libertarian
Party must diminish governmental power and that no such reforms are to contradict the goal

of a totally free society. Holding high our principles means avoiding completely the quagmire

of self-imposed, oligatory gradualism: We must avoid the view that, in the name of fairness,

abating suffering, or fulfilling expectations, we must temporize and stall on the road to liberty.

6. Anti-Imperialism & Centrality of Foreign Policy - Because the United States government

aspires to world-wide.control of events, foreign policy is always potentially the most important
issue of our time. The Libe*arian Party strould bring to the public the truth about the U.S.
government's major responsibility for the cold war and the continuing threat to wbrld'peace
posed bv U. S. foreign policy. No one should be deceived by the notion that any government,

like the American, which has a relatively benign domestic policy, therefore has a relatively

_ benign foreign policy.

Our goal is to build an international revolutionary libertarian movement, and our task is to hold
up the banner of liberty so that all the world's peoples and races can rally around it.

l 7. Mutual Disarmament - The Libertarian Party should support general, joint, and complete dis-
'v armament down to police levels. The Libertarian Party should be in the forefront of efforts to

end policies that prepare for mass murder.

,8.v Rights Are himary - The central commitment of the Libertarian Party must be to individual
liberty on the basis of rights and moral principle, and not on the basis of economic cost-benefit
estimates.

Power Elite Analyslb - American society is divided into a government-oppressed class and a
government-privileged class and is ruled by a power elite. Libertarian Party strategy and pro-
nouncements should reflect these facts.

10. Land Reforrn - Because of past land theft and original clairhs not based on homesteading,

\/ many landholdings in America are illegitimate. The Libertarian Party in cases of theft (for
'l1z 

"* ^ple, 
from the Native Americans and Chicanos) should support rstoration to the victims or

their heirs and in cases of invalid claims should advocate reopening the land for homesteading.
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by JUSTIN VI/UONDO
The entire libertarian movement surely

knows by now of the red-baiting, ill-informed
attack on the movement by Ernest van den Haag
and Lawrence Cott, published in the June 8 issue
of Bill Buckley's Nattonal Reuiew. A staunch
defender of the doctrine of Original Sin, the cen-
trality of tradition - and so obsessed by the
spectre of Communism that he is quite willing to
sacrifice euerything, including the last vestiges of
human freedom, in order to stem the "red tide" -
Mr. van.den Haag is famous for even less savory
views. For example, in a National Rebiew piece
published in 1964, he says (the quality of educa-

. tion could be improved) "only if pupils were
separated according to ability. And this means,"
he added, "very largely according to race."

1\[r. van den Haag has been answered by the
editors of. Inquiry in the July g issue. By the time
you are reading this issueof. LibertuianVanguard,
Ralph Raico and Roy Childs will have dissected
National Reuiew's neo-McCafthyite ranting,
word-by-wod in Libertarian Reuiew. It remains
f.or Libertuian Vangaard to deal with a host of
alleged "libertarians" whose response to the right
wing attack was to defect to consewatism, in
public and in print.

Virtually all of the leading right-wing liber-
tarian leaders wrote in to say, in effect,thatNa-
tiorul Review's charges were substantially true -
except in their own cases. Playrng right into the
hands of Bill Buckley -whose purpose it was to .
split the libertarian movement down the middle
in this crucial election year - AIan Reynolds,
Roger MacBride, Bob Poole, Tibor Machan,
John Hospers, and others, fall all over themselves
in an attempt to re-open the anarchist-minarchist
debate and deny the centrahff of libertarian
oppositioh to imperialism. Natiorul Reoiew was
delighted to publistr tfiis compendium of betrayal
under the title: "Has The Libertarian Movement
Gone Kooky?"

Alan Reynolds uses this opportunity to attack
those he obviously considers the real enemy -
the Libertarian Party Radical Caucus. "Murray
Rothbiud and the editors of Inquiry (Bill Even)
and Libertarion Reuiew (Roy Childs) are leaders
of the Ubertarian Party Radical Caucus - a
splinter group that s eeks to push the party toward
a non-intententionist foreign poliy. The Liber-
tarian Party itself has always attracted the most
activist libertarians, yet this'radical caucus' can
claim to have generated interest among only LlVo
of the California branch of the pa$y. What NR
chooses to label tfte libertarian movement is in
reality only an avowedly radieal faction within
an activist wing" (Emphasis added).

Apparently, Mr. Reynblds hasn't read the
Foreign Policy section of the Libertarian Party,
adopted at the 1977 national convention held in
San Francisco, which reads:

fire principle of non-intervention should guide rela-
tionstrips between governments.lt e should return to
the historic libertarian hadition of avoiding en.
tangling alliances, abstaining totally from foreign
quarels and imperialist adventures, and recognizing
the right to unrcstricted tradg travel, and immigra-
tion.

And we must assume'that Mr. Reynolds has
never even laid eyes on the following selections
from the subsection on Military Policy:

We call for the withdrawal of alt American troops
from bases abroad. In particular, we call for the re-
moval of the U.S. air force as well as ground hoops

' from the Korean peninsula. We call for withdrawal
from multilateral and bilateral commitments to
military intenrention (such as NATO and to South
Korea) and for abandonment of interventionist
doctrines (such as the Monroe Dochile).

Why, one might ask, does the Libertarianparty
have to be pushed toward a non-interventionist
foreign policy - when,.quite clearly, it is already
there in principle? The line of demarcation that
was clearly and decisively drawn by the open split
with the consewative movement in the late 60,s
is deliberately bluned by Reynolds. The Liber-

tarian Party demand for a non-interventionist
foreign policy is not something that was tacked
on to the LP platform parenthetically, at the
last moment, when nobody was looking; liber-
tarians have a long, distinguished history of anti-
imperialist aetivity, from the English classical
liberal movement to the "isolationist" politics of
Senator Robert Taft, the works of John T. Flynn,
Garet Garrett, and Frank Chodorov, to the
presentday radical libertarian position of "critical
support" to legitimate national liberation move-
ments championed by Munay Rothbard and the
LPRC. That Reynolds stands outside this hadi-
tion - and that he truly longs to rejoin his con-
servative friends at National Reaiew - is made
clear by the following:

It is unrcasonable to fault libertarians for not being
conservatives. firerc is a differencre, but there is
also common ground. If van den Haag is serious
about retuming half of what government does to
the realm of the voluntary market choice, he will
need a lot of help. A bunch of enthusiastic young
libertariarc might prouide the necesmry extrapush
(Emphasis added).

Whatever differences Reynolds and van den
Haag might have, obviously Reynolds consides
them to be only a matter of degree, not a matter
of fundamental principle. The ultimate goal of
Reynolds and the Reason magazine clique - to
liquidate the libertarian movement as an indepen-
dent political force in the world, and subordinate
it to a narrow, one*ided stratery of a united
front against the tax collector - is contemptible
enough; but the impossible scenario of young
libertarians helping to build a movement which
includes the likes of Anita Bryant, Phyllis Schafly,
"right-to-lifers," as rtrell as ClA-apologists like
Bill Buckley and bgoted rattlesnakes like
R. Emmet TVrell,-is nothing but slander. Our
answer to Mr. Reynolds is: faf chance! White,
male, heterosexual, high-income types like
Reynolds abound in the libertarian movement;
their narrow focus on economic issues - as if
libertarianism were merely an anti-ta:r crusade, a
greatly-expanded version of the Liberty Amend-
ment - has crippled the movement for years,
making it almost exclusively the private preserve

of a partieular class, nearly lily-white, totally
isolated from the great bulk of the American
people.

"After we get rid of half the state," says
Reynolds, "that will be an appropriate time to
argue about what to do with the other half." In
other words: Chicanos who have had their land
stolen by the regulators, and seen their relatives
arrested by "la Migra"; gays who have been
beaten, locked up, denied both their children and
minimum "police protection" in the streets of
their own communities; blacks, who are entitled
to the land their ancestors were forced to till in

the deep South; people all over'the world who
have been victimized, napalmed, and otherwise
"stabilized" by U.S. imperialism on the rampage
in Vietnam, Iran, Nicaragua, etc. - all these
people will iust haue to raaif until Alan Reynolds'
tax burden is made lighter. After all, what is the
suffering of a few hundred million people when
it is compared to the fact that Reynolds and his
ilk won't be able to buy a second car this year?

Why should the libertarian moyement pay atten-
tion to the fact that the Bureau of Indian Affairs
is engaged in a policy of systematic land expro-
priation and genocide directed at American
Indians, when all the firehouses in America have
yet to be privatized? this position is objectively
racist, sectarian, not to mention immoral; the
"appropriate time to argue about the other half"
(i.e. the well over half of humanifi that isn'D
white, male, heterosexual, high-income) is nour.
The fact that libertarianism is most emphatically
not a half-hearted affair - the fact that it is an
integratcd ideological system - is precisely where
the line of demarcation between libertarianism
and consenatism is drawn. Reynolds'attempt to
erase tlrat line is nothing less ihan a complete
sell-out.

As.if all this were not enough, Reynolds goes

on to link the tax revolt to the militarist cam-
paign to build an even bigger, more invulnerable
military-industrial complex :

Since any country is easier to push around if its
economy is stran$ed by taxes and regulations, the
economic issues should be important to defense
hawks too. But divisive bickering between conser-
vatives and libertarians is of no use to anyone but
ttre tax colleetots.

This grotesque attempt to equate libertarian-
ism with the politics of Ronald Reagan has, at its
very root, the most primitive form of opportun-
ism conceivable;in their pathetic campaign to en-
act a few timid reforms, Reynolds and his kind
will unite with anyone, even those "defense
hawks" who are now calling for a return of the
draft. Caft you just picture "a bunch of enthu-
siastic young libertarians" uniting with the Pen-
tagon in order to "provide the_necessiry extra
push" to divert tax money from welfare to war-
fare? Doubtless, we will have to put a stop to
the draft resistance program initiated on a
national level by Studenk fol a Libertarian
Society - after all, we might offend our "defense
hawk" allies! To add deliberate deception to
public behayal, Reynolds then has the gall to
qubte Murray Rothbord (completely out of con-
text) in an effort to justify his shameful public
crawling:

Munay Bothbard has written that "we believe in
allying ounelves with whoever has a libertarian
pqsition on issues important to us." firatbertainly
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slave tribe, like the Incas? And, lacking written
proof, must just claim always be based on fami'
Iial descent, always from father to eldest son?

We beg the reader's leave to save these and

other important questions until the end of the
article, so that we rnay temporarily shift scenes

from the realm of impersonal theory to the con'
sideration of several "case histories" in a human
history far too crowded with them. Perhaps only
by seeing what land theft has meant to various
indiuiduak-can we be properly filled with the
outraged and passionate sense of justice needed

to answer the questions of what can be done,
and by what means.

White we wrote 
"bor" 

of criminals taking

land, it should be clear that rarely could one

thief, or even a Soup of them, have the might to

shove people off their lands and hold them or

their hlirs at bay for centuries. This could only

be done by a group of organized looters with

sufficient power and pretige to lay continual

claim to large tracts of land. And we all know

that this description applies to only one group'

States have always conquered lands, but since

the birth of the modern nation+tate three cen-

turies ago the process of land-theft has been much

- more sophistieated than the old method of brutal
- 
and straight-forward annexation, though that
method has certainly not been forsworn. Anyone
making even a cursory examination into the his-

tory of State subjugation of ethnic groups, both
within its own boundaries as well as overseas, is

sadly struck by the sheer number of such crimes

committed just by governments still in existence,

and in not a few cases by ones "still doing busi-

ness at the same old stand." Mtlre importantly,
while the age of Old World imperialism may be

over, its bloody legacy remains. For many of the

world's troubled areas - Ulster, the Middle East

and Africa, to name but three - find the cause

of their woes in the State theft of property and

liberty of some grouP, either by the current

ruling class, or by a far-away imperialist State

which did its work a century ago, and has since

given up its empire to the quarreling amalgam of

conquered tribes it once artifically welded into a

' state: this happened time after time in Africa'
Space permits us here to only toueh on but a
few of these,examPles.

It's interesting to discover that the Old l4lorld
saw two distinct imperialist periods, with one

anti-imperialist interlude between them. The im-
perialist periods coincided, not surprisingly, with
an dxalted view of the State.The peaceful period

was the relative laissez.faire of the late+ighteenth
to late-nineteenth centuries. The mercantilist era

of the seventeenth century, when many believed
that colonies meant wealth, saw Spain and Portu'
gal divide Central and South America, Holland
take the East Indies, France take Canada and

England take the West Indies and the American
colonies. Even little hussia had holdings on the
Gold Coast of Africa until 1725.

By the midcighteenth century, however,
new ideas were making themselves felt. These
ideas were libertarian, and intellectuals argued
both that no distant overlords had the righl to
control the lives of captive subjects thousands of
miles away, and that free trade with these former
captive-markets would benefit both sides. lndeed,
British exports to America rose to even higher

4

Portugal lost giant Brazil in 1822. 
I

It's not generally realized that what we think

levels soon after t/re Revolution. The new ideas
of liberff and laissez-faire economies hiumphed,
and the sixty-year period of 1763-1823 saw eaeh
of the four largest world empires shatter. First
France lost Canada to Britain; less than 20 years
later, though, Britain's important American
colonies defeated the mother counEy. Between
1810 and 1825, Spain saw herself totally ex-
eluded from the South American continent;

of as the British Empire did not greatly expand
until the last quarter of the nineteenth century.
The list of new English colopies from 1815 to
1875 is very small compared to what happened
later. Quite simply, the British public had be-
come anti-imperialist by 1850. The most effective
propagandist for free trade and pacif.km was
Richard Colden, who called the &itish state
"a standing conspiracy to rob. and bamboozle
the people.'l

. But while the bulk of the poeple were against

empire, all over Europe four special interest
goups began a drumfire for imperialisnt. Jour'
nalists were taken with the seeming romance of
nationalism and empire; they, in turn, inspired

soldiers, who longed for new worlds to conquer.

Missionaries wanted to spread Christianity to
"heathen" cultures, but most important, certain
businessmen demanded to be protected from
competition by having their governments "extend
the sphere of our indushial enterprise," as one of
them put it, by acquiring colonies which would
be forced to buy only from the mother country.
The major governments of Europe \rere soon
won over, and by 1880 the race for conquest
was undenrray.

No place was more affected by this new

impeiialiim than was Africa. If you ever get a
chance, look at a map of that continent in 1880
and compare that with how it looked in 1914.
While in the former year only some thin slivers

along the coasts had been wrenched from the
various tribes, by World War I's outbreak less

than 35 years later, the only areas of Africa still
free from European imperialism were tiny Liberia
on the west coast, and the (African) Empire of
Ethiopa on the east coast. With the defeat of
Germany, Britain gained what is now Tanzania,
thus gaining the final link in an unbroken stretch
of land extendihg from Egypt on the Meditena-
nean south to Cape Town - five thousand miles
long and often close to a thousand miles wide:
more than twenty times larger than England her-
self. France, too, gathered the ignoble spoils in
"French West' Africa," "French Equatorial
Africa" and the large island of Madagascar: a

total land grab not as concenhated as Britain's,
but very nearly as large. Portugal expanded her
holdings in Angola and Mozambique; Italy took
Libya, Somdiland, md Eritrea; Belgium was
particularly brutal in saving the Congo. In all
these endeavors, the "Great Powers" drew up
their boundaries between themselves, never

taking the slightest notice of the various hibes
whose lands they were bisecting, and sometimes
trisecting between them. Imperialist ideas had
been in the air for years - but it was one Euro-
pean monarch who precipitated the rush for
African land around 1880.

King kopold II of Belgium found himself in
favor of imperialism when his subjects still
staunchly opposed it. He hit upon a novel way

out of his dilemma: he carved out his own,
private, 900,000 square mile domain in Central

Africa, borrowing from his goveroment, as well

as diging deep in his own pocket to do it. Thus,
in July 1885, was born the "Congo Free State,"
on land which is now Zafue. Granting conces-
sions to private companies to exploit the land
and ttun over a large part of their profits to him,
Leopold enslaved the natives, ordering them to
either work for these companies or, if they pro-
duced rubber or ivory themselves, sell it only to
these agents of the State. He further ta:red each
native village, and conscripted a native army to
extract those ta:<es (in the form of rubber and
ivory, the .province's two riches). The army
punished the villagers as trophies to prove the
punishment had been effective. Village women
were tegularly held hostages pending delivery of
the required fribute. Famine resulted as fright-
ened villagers spent so much time gathering
rubber and ivory that no time was left for their
crops. lYord of these ahocities spread, hof,rever,
and kopold was forced to sell his domain to his
government in 1908.

But the damage had been done. Protest as

many governments did about Leopold's brutality,
they copied most of his methods, such as grant'
ing concessiolls, as they scrambled to get colonies.
It is interesting to discover exactly how these

countries got control of these millions of square

miles from the native tribes. Briefly, it was done
by tricking tribal chiefs into giving up their
authority and by treaty-making, becoming a

"protectorate" of various Eur,opean countries.
In practice this meant, not protection, but con-
quest. Irt's look at one case taken from Parker
Moon's excellent book Imperialism and World.

Politics (1924), which traces the saga of world'
wide European and Amedcan imperialism from
a non-lVlarxist, libertarian perspective. The parti-
cular agent was Sir Harry Johnston, acting for
Great Britain, but the following scene was

repeated by every other European imperialist
power:

In a long native canoe Johnston and his forty
Kruboys (negro poertets) and Callabars paddled up
the Cross River, through lonely $ades, startling an
occasional chimpanzee or elephant herd, but seeing
no human.beings, until they neared a large negro
village. Savages rushed out into the water, dragged
Johnston ftom his canoe, and earried him off to a

native hut. There with a hundred human skulls
gtinning at him from the walls, he had to sit, while
a crowd of savages stared at his strange com-
plexion and clothes. At length his captors ques-

tioned him, through his native interpreter. He
came, he said, on a friendly mission from "a gleat
white Queen who was the ruler of the White
People." He wished to "make a book" with the
ruler of the village - that is, a trea$y - to "take
home to tlre Woman Chief'who had sent him out.
The natives, fortunately, were agreeable. A burly
individual carried him back to the canoe, and there
Johns0on took a treaty form (he had a stock teady

. for such contingencies) from his dispatch box,
while thrce or four negroes, apparently petsons of
authority, crowded into the canoe to make crosses

on the treaty. The natives, it seemed, had eonsumed
enough palm-wine to be genial, even boisterous.
Seeing their condition, Johnston "was lon$ng to
get away.t' Accordingly "after the crosses had been
splodged on the treaty-form" and he had given them
a present of beads and cloth, he made his adieux,
but not before the villagen had generously com-
pelled him to accept a hundred yams and two
sheep -and "a necklace of human knuckle bones."
then, fearing that the natives might kill and eat his
sewants, Johnston made "a jridicious tetreat."

At the dawn of European colonization of
what is now the United States, there were about
800,000 Indians in 330 different tribes. More-
over, the Indians almost always had permanent
homes, and did not as a rule wander. But that
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mete fact didn't stop various monarchs from dis-
posing of massive tracts of land to their court
favorites as if those lands were deserted. As Sir
William Johnson wrote to the Lords of Trade in
1764 about his experience as an Indian agent in
the Mohawk Valley, "Each Indian nation is per-
fectly well acqu{nted with its exact original
bounds; the same is again divided into due pro-
portions for each tribe and afterwards subdivided
into strares to each family, with all which they
are most particularly acguainted. Neither do
they ever infringe upon one another or inwards
their neighbors' hunting grounds." The Chero-
kees in Carolina, for instance, were found to
have exactly the same lands in L776 x they had
'held when they first sent a deputation to Charles-
ton 83 years earlier.

Force and fraud were continually used upon
them by the whites. The first instance of it was

the first settlement at Plymouth Colony,'where
the English simply seized Indian corn after the
natives had declined to sell it. When the Indians
threatened retaliation, Captain Miles Standish
"dedt so fatally with some of them that the
survivors remained pleasantly tractible for a con-
siderable time." Sometimes the whites simply
pushed Indians off their lands, other times.tribes
that didn't speak English were asked to put X's
on treaties they didn't realize meant giving up
their homes. Not surprisingly, they fought back,
but almost always in retaliation. General Sam
Houston declared in 1846 that "I have never
known a treaty made with an lndian tribe (that
was) first violated by them." And President Hayes,
in his annual State of the Nation message in
L877, charged that "Many, if not most, of our
Indian wars have had their ori$n in brbken
promiseS and acts of injustice on our part."

The legal guideline on Indians'claims to land
was first handed down in an early U.S. Supreme

Court case, Johnson us Mclntosh. Chief Justice
John Marshall delivered an opinion which can

only be described as monstrously evil: "The
Indians were admitted to be the rightful occu-
pants of the soil with a legal as well as a just
claim to retain possession of it and to use it
according to their own discretion; but . . . their
power to dispose of the land at their own will to
whomsoever they pleased was denied by the ort-
ginal fundamental principle that disiovery gaue

exclusiae title to those who made tt" (emphasis

added). As if, until the whites "discovered" the

.Indians, the red man did not exist!
' After a decades-long slumber, the Indians are

now fighting back again - but this time mostly
in the courts. Fortunately, they are meeting
with some fairer treatment. The Oneida tribe in
New York brought suit in 1977 for the return of
100,000 acres of their traditional homelands,
which had been taken by the State of New York
in 1795'by fraudulent treaty. On July 12'of that
year, Federal District Court Judge Port ruled in
their favor. His opinion properly addre'ssed one
of the questions we raised at the outset of this
article:

"Although the present ownersof the 100p00 acres

may have acted in good faith when acquiring their
property, such good faift will not render good a
title othenrise not valid for failure to comply with
the Non-Intercourse Act (see below). Although it
may appearharsh to condemn an apparently good-
faith use as a hespass after 90 yeans of acquiescence
by the owiens, we conclude that an even older
policy of Indian law compels this result.'l

Unfortunately, the "eygn older policy' Judge

Port based hisdecision on was the Non-Intercoutse
Act, which some [ndiansare usingto reclaim their
lands. This 1790 aet states that no land transac-
tion between tribes and non-Indians will be valid
until ratified by Congress. Many whites never
bothered to "validate" theirthefts, assuming they
would never be challenged. Happily, they now are.
But land theft is wrong even if the thefts were

"cleared" through Washington. Indian claims to
their land must rest on the timeless idea of just
property rights, and not on some state act whose
datedness is shown by its very name.

Oru last example is perhaps the most impres-
sive. The dispossession of over 5 million acres of
Spanish-Americans' land is a tale almost never
told. Further, there can be no excuse that some
we in the case of the Indians, namely that tribes
sometimes had no set, rigidly demarcated land,
preferring to hunt over a wide area. Ttris is a

tenuous excuse with the lndians, and an absurd
one for the Chicanos. "Every Spanish-American
village," as Dr. Clark S. Knowlton of the Univer-
sity of Texas at El Paso points out, "was a self-
contained, semi-independent peasant' world."
Land was not something to be easily traded; it
was an extension of the family, to be preserved

through generations. This land-rooted culture
has held in rural Chicano life to this day.

The villages were a mixture of privately and
cornmunally owned land. Each family owned its
own house lot and adjoining inigated farm land.
The rest of the land, called the'ejid,o, was held in
common by all the villagers. This was mostly the
grazing land. For almost two centuries, the
villagers lived thus, peacefully. The newly-arriving
Anglo-Americans, though, found it difficult to
understand how some village land cbuld be held
communally. It was one thing to be philosophi-
cally opposed to communalism, but quite another
to use the courts to seize the common grazing
land for themselves. This is just what happend.
The courts defined ownership of the commons
as belonging to the original families receiving the
land grant and to" their body heirs. These heirs
were searched out, paid 4sum, and persuaded to
sign a slip of paper which actually was a land deed
signrng away their right of ownership. Many later
claimed they never knew what they were signing,
for the idea of selling their share in the ejido was
completely foreign to them. Catholic Sister of
Charity Blandina Seagale reported that Anglos
often offered "the owner of the land a handful
of silver coins for the small service of making a

mark on a paper. The mark was a cross which
was accepted as a signature" signing away their
lands. Bear in mind that no Chicano thought of
their land as sornething that could be "signed
awayr" nor even given away to any but his
family, or at the.most a fellow villager.

The Mexican war of 1848 garre the U.S.,
among other land, the New Mexico Tenitory
(now Arizona and New Mexico). But new rule
meant some conflicting land elaims in this area,
and Congless passed an Act on July 22,L854,to
address the problems. It could have legalized all
existing land claims based on traditional use. But
it chose instead to rule upon each land claigt
individually. This meant that anyone who wanted
his claim recognized would have to spend time
and money in \4rashington lobbying for it. How
many poor Chicanos, not even speaking English,
werc prepared to do this?

Two land claim offices were set up, in Santa

Fe and Las Cluces. No land claim ot title was

valid until registered in these offices. But the

Chicano villagers didn't even know they existed,
much less what their functions were. Anglos, on

the other hand, visited the offices and took note

of which land claims had not yet been registered.

They then quickly relistered them in dheir own
names.
. As a result of the furor which these thefts
caused, the Federal government set up a Court
of Private Claims to igdge every claim in conflict.
AII the members of the Court were Anglos; all
five judges were from outside New Mexico, with

little knowledge of Spanish or Mexican law and

no knowledge of Chicano lando*ning methods.
In this situation, the sole surprising result was

that only two-thirds of the Spanish-Ameriean
land claims were rejected. But even the one'third
who thought they won actually lost as well. The
lawyers hired by Chicanos to defend their claims
required that their fees be paid in land, as cash

was never a large part of the village economy.
These lawyers set their own fees, and often took
the choicest gr:azing and timber lands. There is,

of course, nothing inherently wrong with lawyers

demanding land as payment, but what sometimes
happened was, in the words of the old Tories
confronted with activities not exactly illegal but
not moral either, "pretty damned low, in any
case." For instance, there were easy opportunities
for collusionbetween the lawyers who 'ldefended"
the Chicano claims and the lawyers who chal-
lenged them. Dr. Knowlton reports in his "Land
Grant Problems Among the States' Spanish-

Americans" a story simply too outrageou to be
paraphrased:

"In one case (reported to the writer in northern
New Mexico and reputedly Wpical around the turn
of the century) several Anglo-American lawyers
living in Las Vegas (New Mexico) cast their eyes

upon a large comrnunity land'grant rich in Eazing
lands. A lawsuit was brought against the village,
challenging its land title. Ttte panicehicken villagers
employed lawyers (now said to have been involved
in the plot) to defend their claims. The lawyers
ageed to take the case providing they were paid in
tand. The village leaders accepted the lawyen' de-

mand but did not ask them to specify the number
or location ofthd acres involved. After several years

of court action, the village won. The defending
lawyers had taken as their fee the best grazing land
from the utllage eiido and divided the land with the
challenging attorneys. "
Where legal subtlety didn't work, brute force

often finished the iob. The relatively peaceful

Spanistr-American culture, which barely knew

weapons but the lance and the bow, and rarely
even had murders, was not prepared for the inta'
sion of Texas cowboys in the 1870's and 1880's,

who brought with them a fundamental contempt
for Spanish-speaking people. Chicano men were

murdered, their women raped, and their lands

and cattle stolenbythese thugs,to an extent that
the very word "Texas" became an expletive
throughout Spanish-American New Mexico. Per'

haps the most senseless raid took place in 1864,

when Texan cowboys careened through Lincoln
County, New Mexico, leaving a trail of corpses,

desolation and anguish in their wake.

The State used other tricks to loot the

Chicanos of their land. One of them was taxes'

Under Spanish laws, land itself wasnever taxed;

only what was produced on it was and that often

was paid in crops. fuiglo law taxed land itself'

and lor cash payments. Chicano farmers often

didn't even know of the land ttx until the sheriff

came out to eiect him from his land for non'

payment. And even when he paid, the Chicano

was otten defrauded. Often the ta:r official failed

to register that the farmer had paid' Or often he

"forgtt" to issue receipts, or issued phony re-
'ceipts, to Chicuros. In either case, the county

tax book registered a blank space, meaning "non'
paSrment." Further, the tax rate would be fre'
qul"tb changed: pushed so high the villagers

could not pay them, then drastically lowered

after the new Anglo owners took orer the choice

bits of it that had become "tax delinquent'"

Knowlton reported in his Same article,written in

the 1960's, that "the inability to pay land ta:res

is still probably the most important cause of con-

tinued loss of land among the Spanish-American

rural population of New Mexico."

The federal government directly confiscated

millions of aeres when it established "National
Forests" on Chicano eiido gtazing land and

timber land without any compensation' Chicanos

resent having to pay gpazing fees for land that
was once theirs. Other methods of dispossession'

even if not intended as such, were the massive

federal irrigation projects. In most inigation dis-

tricts a fixed annual financial charge is levied on

each acre to be irrigated. This tax has to be paid

(continued,onpoge 6) 
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in bad years as well as good. Lacking a lot of .

cash, Chicano subsistence farmers have. been dis-
possessed of their lands by the courts, lneir hna
going to large (Anglo) commercial farmers. "It is
ironic," Knowlton states, "that most of the Anglo
commercial farmers would be in a bad way if all
forms of government assistance, which the.subsis-
tent Spanish-Americans never received, were
eliminated." A last death blow was dealt by the
state public welfare system, starting with the New
Deal. As constant State exploitation gradually
made the Chicano farmer indigent, especially
during the Depression, he fell back on welfare.
But rules made - and make - him ineligible for
welfare as long as he owns any land at all, even
land so small that he can't farm on it. He was
thus often forced to sell his land and move to
urban areas in Cdifornia, Arizona, Colorado and
Utah, moving from rural poverty, which was bad
enough, to urban poverty, which is even wonp.

This last statement begins to reveal what
exactly this series of land thefts has done to tradi-
tional Mexican-American culture: It has deshoyed
that culture. Since the Congressional Act in 18b4
well over two million actrs of privatelyowned
Chicano lands have been taken, 1.7 million
communal acres, one million taken by the state
of New Mexico, and millions more - still going
on - have been and are being taken by the
Federal government. As for the effect of t}is on
the people themselves, we have already seen how
public welfare since the 30's has deshoyed the
haditional Chicano family strueture (as it did
with the blacla), and foreed many to flee to the
cities, there to become public wards. But decades
of expropriation had taken their toll even by the
192Os. Bv theq the majority of Spanish-American
villages had been looted of their e.Titdo land; their
gr:ar;ing land was gone. They were cattlemen
without a range. Lacking meat, malnutrition
spread. Men were forced to leave the villages to
labor as migrant workers, returning in the fall.
Then the tenible "dust-bowl,' drought of the
30's brought many villages to the brink of actual
$arvation. That rras it; there was nothing left.
The Spanish-American village economy and
culture that had endured for 300 yeatt now
finally collapsed. Many fled the scenes of their
disaster and have never teturned. Those Chicanos
who didn't move to the cities saw their last shreds
of dignity wrenched from them. In not a few
cases they worked - and are working - re farm
hands on land .they used to own;on land that is
by right theirs.

NEWS.FIN,SH!

As we go to press, David Koch - brother of
Charles Koch, well.-known libertarian philan'
thropist - has announced that he is available for
the LP Vice-hesidential nomiriation. Accorrding
to reliable sources, David Koch announced his
intention to run in a letter which, quite frankly,
puts forth his intention to donate money to the
campaign as his major qualification. \4Ie were
also informed that Koch - if nominated by the
Convention - intends to keep a low profile.

David Koch's eandidacy is obviously a real
alternative to letting the discriminatory Federal
Election Code financial regulations strangle the
LP's burgeoning growth - and, just as obviously,
will provoke a storm of controversy in certain
quarters.

The first General Meeting of the Libertarian
Party Radical Caucuswill be held at the National
Convention ; Thursday, September 6th, 8-10 pm,
in the San Gabriel Room of the Bonaventure
Hotel. Featured speakets: Justin Raimondo,
Murray Rothbard, Bill Evets, and Eiic Garris.

Let us state here that we base any just land
claims on inheritance, not mere descent. Often
tley are the same, and we should always assume,
lacking precise data, that the descendant family
or group claiming land have a right to it. But if it
can be shown that, on even one occasion, how-
ever far back, the ancestor "broke the link" and
bequeathed the land to someone outside the
family, that land ought to go to the heirs of the
"new people," and if none of those heirs eome
fonrard, it 'should remain with the current
IX)SSeSSOTS.

Reforming formdr tribal or communal land
shouldn't be any harder than individually-held
land. This land could be restored to members of
the current tribe as a co{p. And in the case of
when the tribe was a slave tribe or group, with
peasants toiling for masters, the land should go
to the descendants of the peasants, not of the
rulers. Herding hibal lands are a little more diffi-
cult, but I put forth the tentative solution that
herdetr, too, regularly "mixed their labor with
the land," and therefore should receive re*itu-
tion.

One place the restitution process should not
be difficultis.Africa. That continent holds rough-
ly 3,000 tribal groups, each with their own de-
marcated lands. When the Europeans arbitrarily
drew new boundaries in Berlin in 1885, these
tribes were often broken up. The Lundas, for
instance, are now split among Angola, Zarr$ia
and Zaire. One might have thought that, as
colonialism receded, the hibal boundaries would
have been rstored. But black imperialists had
replaced white onee. These new statists feared
loss of their territory and got the Organization
of African Unity to declare the colonialist boun-
daries "sacrosanct." The obvious (and libertarian)
solution to the African mora$ is to srnastr these
artifical nationctate boundaries and return to the
natural tribal ones.

If all the original victims'heirs are dead, and
tlie thieves' heits still own land, they should
remain, for the killerc'heirs themselves are inno-
cent of crime, and should pay back land only
upon being challenged by the just hein. The
harshest part of all this, as Judge Port admitted
in his 1977 decision, is when curent possessors
who innoeently acquired land that had been
stolen are confronted by heirs whohaveteturned
to claim it. To this we can only exclaim, with
him, that "an eyen older policy.of . . .law com-
pels this result." But while Judge Post was refer-
ring to an arbitrary government law, we invoke
the natural law and right of every human being
to justly acquired prgperty.

Land reform is still a fairly new subject to
libertarians. Further, this article is short, and cer-
tainly not meant as the last word. Undoubtedly,
more questions and objections can and should
be raised. But we are far enough along to rcalizr-
that this issue is ours, that only libertarianism
holds out hope for oppressed and victimized
peoples in the world longing to regain their pro-
perty. l{ith land reform, as with so many other
areas, our task is truly "to hold up the banner of
liberff so that all the world's peoples and races
can rally around it."

I

Many will turn away from these scenes of
shockinginjustiee andask, "All right, reading this
bloody history makes my revulsion of the State
even more profound than it was, if such were
poseible. But what can we do to redress the
crimes o[ centuries, or eyen decades, past? Both
the original victims are now dead." Actually,
armed with libertarian theory, the answers to
these and the other questions raised earlier are
simpler than they appear. But first,let us put to
rest the notion that land theft is a thing of the
past; Just one example: thereis now a bill before
the Isnaeli parliament to deprive Israeli citizens
of 20,000 acres of their land. Relations between
the govenrment and the Bedouin tribesmen of
the southern Israeli Negev desert had haditionally
been good, unlike Tel Aviv's affairs with its other
nonJewish citizens. But one result of the recent
Camp David accords is that Israel must hand
bagk to Egypt the Sinai desert it oceupied 12
years ago, including the military bases there.
Israel is now demanding the Bedouin land for
t.he new bases which the U.S. will help Israel
build. "Because of this urgency,,, the London
Economist reports, the new law states that the
hibesnren cannot go to court indefen*.All they
can do is "dispute the amount of eompensation
before government committees.', Even some
Israeli politiciaus are recoiling .at this blatant
denial of the pronoinced right of every Israeli
citizen.

Thieves and victims, then, are still with us.
But even if they are now long dead, justice can
still be done; bleeding sores can still be healed.
But it can only b6 done by applying libertarian
theory of property rights to themultitude of spe-
cific cases. What that theory basically prescribes
has not been stated more concisely than by
Munay Rothbard in his unpublished trlok, The
Ethics of Liberty:

I'or any prcperty currently claimed and used:
(a) if we inou clearly that thire was no crirninal
origin to its curent title, then obviously the cur-
rent title is legitimatc, just and vdid;(b) if we don'f
lnour whether the cunBnt title had any criminal
digins, but can't find out that it had, then tle
hypothetically'funowned" propedy reverts instan-
taneously and iustty to its cunent possessor; (c) if
we do hnow that thetitle is orignally criminal,but
canlt find the vic6m or his heirs, tlen (c1) if tJre
current titleiolder was not the cdminal aggressor
against the propefoy, then it reverts to him justly
as the first owner of a hypothetically unowned
property. But (c/ if the cunent title.holder is him.
self the cdminal or one of the criminals who stole
ttre property, then clearly he ls to be properly de-
prived of it, and it then reverts to the firtt man
who takes it out of its unowned state and applo-
priates it for his use.
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Clark for President

We support Ed Clark for President, critically
and conditionally. Critically, because we have

some serious reservations about Clark's willing'
ness and ability to reach out to cll sectors of the
electorate - and of the movement; conditionall5
because the active support of the LP Radical
Caucus for any candidate always depends on that
person's ideological proximity to the 'olen
Points" (see page 2 of this issue).

Clark's record at the polls is the chief argu'
ment for hiscandidacy: not only did he poll over

\Vo of. the California gubernatorial vote, but he

managed to conduct a principled Libertarian
campaign. Instead of taking the usual Libertarian
line - which emphasizes so+alled "economic"
issues at the expense of so+alled "civil liberties"
issues - the Clark campaign integrated both con'
cepts into a coherent, consistent whole. Clark
spoke out against the evil Proposition 6 - which
would have purged all gays from the California
public schoolsystem - in the conservative south-
ern portion of the state as well as in the liberal
north. Clark is'aconsistent advocate of a rational
foreign policy; that is, he consistently upholds
the view that any inhusion by the United States

outside its own borders is morally indefensible -
and leads, in faet, to mass murder abroad and

serious infririgements of liberty at home. One of
Clark's first actions as the LP candidate fcir

Governor of California was to demand the release

of all prisoners currently being held for victimless
crimes.

However, it is hard for us to imagine Ed Clark
touring the Southwest talking about the Liber-
tarian'eoneept of land reform - i.e. making a -

public demand that the millions of acres of
unjustly acquired land in that area be returned
to the descendants of the rightful owners. (See

Chris Weber's article in this issue.) That issue has

neuer been publicly discussed by wty Libertarian
candidate; and Ed Clark is no exception. Not
once during the entire course of his gubernatorial
campaign did Clark make a statement concerning
the land rights of American Indians or dispossess-

ed Chicanos. While it is clear that, if Clark is to
be a viable hesidential candidate, he must address

the largely economic concerns of the white
middle class : it is also clear that other sectors
of the population are just as likely, if not more
likely, to vote Libertarian if the Party makes a

conscious outreach effort.

Our support for Clak must be seen, of
course, in context. Compared to the two other
announeed candidates for the LP Presidential
nomination - Bill Hunscher and Pete Larsen -
our differences with Clark fade into insignifi-
cance. Bill Hunscher's campaign was, up until
two weeks before the Convention, based largely
on his pledge to run full-time; apparently
Hunscher is unaware that, at least in Libertarian
circles, the labqr theory of value is completely
discredited. His campaign literature - a glossy

brochure just recently released - is concerned
exclusively with economic issues. Not a single
mention of civillibertiesand foreign policy issues.

Pete Larsen is not a Libertarian. His campaign
literature makes that very clear, and we quote:
". . . at this point in time in the world I firmly believe
that we cannot pumue isolationist defeme and foreign
policies . . . Without trying to sound like Joe McCarthy,
I see a real visible threat to our penonal freedoms
from the World Communist Movement headed by the
USSR . . . . trhee people in other countries are facing
the same speche we are and they need our help.

Larsen, of courre, is not a serious candidate;
.his candidacy is proof, however, that the move-
ment is still in danger of falling prey to the moct
primitive, co nservative elements.

Ed Clark is a clear, articulate spokesperson

whose ability to explain and defend the principle
of non-interventionism is almost unmatched. We

urge Mr. Clark to make an issue out of the exis-
tence of the American Empire if and when he

receives the LP hesidential nomination. Of
course, he will be addresing economic issues,

such as inflation and deregulation - but by
connecting "bread & butter" issues with a radical
libertarian land reform program, an "open bor-
der" solution to the immigration question, and a

radical critique of Ametican imperialism, Clark
can broaden the political base of the LP and pre-

vent Reagan or Connolly from coopting the LP
out of existence.

We endorse Ed Clark for President; we urge

all LPRC delegates to the National Convention
to support his candidacy.

Party to include those whose long history of
State+nforced oppression ought to make them
frontline fighters in the battle for Liberty.

In order to promote the LPRC tendency with-
in theNational Libertarian Party, we are support-
ing three candidates for Nationd Committee
atJarge: Justin Raimondo, Munay Rothbard,
and Bill Evers.

The National Committee is a large (25-30
members) and diverse group of people represent-
ing many tendencies within the movement. This
time, more individuals will be running for these
positions than ever, many on nothing more than
personalities. It is essential to have the Radical
Caucus as a voice on the Committee.

With all of the candidates running, your vote
as a radical is extremely important. We must elect
the full slate of RC candidates, as well a$ support
local RC candidates for regional representatives.

\[hen you vote for Nat Com, we urge you to
vote RC and only RC.VoteforJustin Raimondo,
Murray Rothbard, and Bill Evers.

Justin Raimondo is the founder of the
Radical Caucus and editor of its newspaper
Vangwrd. He has been active in the Libertarian
movement since 1967, and full-time since 1976.
He was promotion director for the 1977 National
Convention in San Francisco.

Raimondo was also an advisor on gay poli-
tical affairs for Ed Clark iir his campaign for
Governor. He is a coauthor of the San Fran-
cisco Libertarian Party's Vice Squad Abolition
Initiative. He is currently employed as an organi-
z,er for Students for a Libertarian Society.

Munay Rothbard has been a Libertarian
writer and activist for over 30 years. He is the
author of numerous books, essays, and articles,
including For a New Liberty, The Libertarian
Manifesto, and many other books. He is the
editor of. Joumal of Libertarian Studies and

Libertarian Forum, and a contributing editor of
Reason and Libertarian Reuiew

. Rothbard has been active in the Libertarian
Party since early 1973. In addition to speaking
before numerous state and regional party meet'
ings, hehasbeen the keynote and banquet speak-

er at several national conventions. He. was a
member of the 1975, L977, and 1979 National
Platform Committees. He was also a member of
the National Judicial Committee tor L975'77.

Rothbard has been a member at-large of the
National Committee since 1977, where he has

served as a member of the publications commit'
tee, and played a leading role in drawing up the
National Committee's statements on strategy
and purpose, and on coditions and alignments.

Bill Evers became a Libertarian during high
school and went on to found and head Stanford
Libertarians. He was active in anti'war, antidraft,
and impeach Nixon activities and was editor of
the Stanford Daily.Evers is now editor of. Inquiry
Magazine and is a contributot to Reason, Liber'
tanan Reuiet4 Libertmian Forum, and the Jou rnal
of Libertaian Studies. He is a member of the
Board of Directors of the Center for Libertarian
Studies.

Evers was editor of. LP News from 1974 to
19?6 and national research director for the
MacBride for hesident campaign in 1976. He
was a member of the National Platform Commit'
tees in 1975, 1977, and 1979. Since 1975, he

has been a member of the National Committee
and serves as a member of its subcommittee on
publications. He is a member of the Central
Committee of the Radical Caucus.

Of the many changes being proposed to the
National Constitution and.By'Laws, the Badical
Caucus has taken a position on three of thern.

We oppose any attempt to remove the so'
called "[,oyalff Oath," tJre statement saying "I
do not believe in or advocate the use of force for
(contirund on W,ge I )
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This National Convention of the Libertarian
Party marks our emergence as a viable force in
national politics. It can also rnark the turning
point ig the struggle between gradualism and

radicaliim.
Which way for the Libertarian Party?

Will the LP present theAmerican public with
a clear, consistent, uncompromising vision of
liberty - or will it blur that vision with timiditv,
reformism, gradualism; and a Party bureaucracy

run amok? WiIl our strategic vision be defined

by the pursrit of short'term electoral gains?- 
Noi if the Libertarian Party Radical Caucus

has anything to say about it.
The LPRC is an organized tendency within

the Libertarian Party with a revolutionary per'

spective, and a uulque strategic..vision. With the

United States exporting statism to its client states

abroad, and with the Soviet Union responding in

kind, the LPRC sees that the only alternative is

an international revolutionary Libertarian move'

ment. The LPRC is firmly committed to a non'

interventionist foreign policy not only in the

name of peaee abroad, but also in the interests

of civil liberties at home. We are an alliance of
anarchists and limited governmentalists, com-

mitted to broadening the political base of the

Vote Rad ical Caucus

Libertarian Vanguard is published 9 times a year

by the Libertarian Prty Radical Caucus. The
uiews expressed here do not necessarily reflect
the aiews of the Libertarian Psrty. Views ex'
pressed in signed articles are those of the writer.;
unsigned articles present the majority viewpoint
of the LPRC Central Committee. We cannot be

responsible for unsolicited manuscripts, although
we encourage our readers to submit articles;
material submitted for,publication must be typed,
double spaced, and accompanied by a stamped,
self-addressed envelope. Address all correspon-
dence to: 199 Dolores St., No. 7, SF, CA 94114.

Editor, Justin Raimondo
Managing Editor, Eric Garris
Editorial Board: Munay Rothbsd, Eic

Bob Costello, Bill Everc,
Gilman

TYpesetting, Debonah Stepherc
Staff, Beu Mettz, Benito Martinez,Mike Mayahb,

Jim Johnsn
Cover art: Sean Galin

Produced by GILMAI{ GRAPHICS

Jonnie



Dear Editor,

In the August 1979 article, !'Itdian Com-
munists Lose Big," the Radical Party's position
favoring the legalization of marijuana and the
decriminalization of abortion were equated as

"completely libertarian." While we libertarians
agree about the use of marijuana, there is some
doubt among us on abortion.

Some libertarians believe abortion is an
acceptable choice; some believe it is a difficult
question and have small or great reservations
about its use; and others believe abortion is
wrongful homicide and, therefore, a contradiction
of the libertarian non-aggression principle.

Some believe there is no debate among liber-
tarians on abortion, but there is. I hope LIBER-
TARIAN VANGUARD will see fit to air this de-
bate until, hopefully, we find agreement on the
subject, wherever it may lie.

Doris Gordon
Coordinator
Libertarians for Life
Wheaton, MaryJand

The editor replies : The position of the Radical
Caucus on the question of abortion unequiuocally
grants to women the right fo choose whether or
not they wish to remain pregnant. We belieue
that "Libertarians for Life" l's sfofisf to the core,
cs r's any group whtch blatantly seeks to enact
legislation in order to depriue women of the right
to terminate unwanted pregnancies. To put the
"rights" o/'Dotentialities, of the unbom, before
the ights of the liuing is such a confused, fuzzy,
irrational concept that it posttiuely reeks of the
mystic. The attempt by organized religion, of
one sort or another, to impose its nanow preju-
dices on ciuilized society must be fought, tooth
and nail: the completely mis-named "proJife"
mouement is the cutting edge of the neo-frcist
"Neu Rtght," which seems to be on the upswing
htely; these are the satne scum who want to out-
law homo*xwlity, brtng back prayer in public
*hools, and otherwise manipulatethe statist qts-
tem in order to enforce their sickly "virtues" on
the rgat.of humanity. Objectiuely, "Libertarians
for Life" is octiuely working to build ffte conser-
vative mouement; to call for legislation prohibit-
ing abortion is completely contrary to the letter
and spirit of the "Ten Points" of the LPRC. This
is u good atime as any to announce to interested
prties the following statement of LPRC poliqt:
membeh of "Libertarians forLife," or any other
political organization whose stated pinciples
uiolate th,e letter of the "Ten Points," are ineli-
gible for membership in the LPRC. Please be
assured, Ms. Gordon, that the $10 in membership
dues you sent us will be refunded to you in Ml.

of political or
statement, which must be signed by any legitimate
Libertarian eandidate is what differentiates us
from the major parties. In the future it can also
be used to differentiate phony libertarians from
true movement-backed candidates.

We oppose the proposed change to redefine
boundaries and representation for Regional repre-
sentation on lhe National Committee. This is a
blatant attempt to cut California's representation
to equal that of a few Southern states who have
srnall or no organizations. California accounts
for close to twenty peroent of the national mem-
bership and probably a higher pereent of real
eonstituency. It also eliminates the opportunity
for any other region to gain extra repreeentation
based upon increasing their membership, organi-
zation, or vote totals.l

We oppose the zuggestion to eliminate at{argp
Nat Com positions altogettror. This is, agdn, an
attempt to deny fair reprecentation to California
and the majority of national movement activbts.

(contintrcdfurnPqe 3)

should include conservatives on most economic
issues.

What Reynolds doesn't mention is that
Munay Rothbard is the author of a resolution
adopted bytheNational Committee of the Liber-
tarian Party which explicitly warns against the
funger of making alliances with conservatives
and the possible consequences of falling to draw
the line of demarcation in tJre public mind be-
tween these grim Cold Warriors and real libertar-
ians. Of course, Reynolds is perfectly well aware
of all ttris; but why should outight falsification
of facts be beneath anyone who is willing to
make common cause with the militarist, racist,
anti-gay New Right?

That ff,eynolds has gone over to the conserva-
tive camp - where, doubtless, he has always
belonged - is starkly revealed when he bitches
about Roy Childs' taking William Simon to task:

As for the libeitarians, their pursuit of purity can
be an obstacle to accomplishing anything . . . Roy
Childs faults Simon for not stressing the abolition
of victimless crime laws: "I think it must be
demanded of such a person," writes Childs, ..as

proof of his sincerity.

It all depends, Mr. Reynolds, on what it is
you wish to accomplish. Those who would like
to refrain from callingfor an end to all victimless
crime laws - in the name of gradualism or ex-
pediency - ought to have the courage;of their
real convrctions. As in the case of the Marxists,
who are in theory still committed to the idea
that thestate ought to "wither away," the actual
intentions of those who would postpone the
most basic human rights until some time in the
indefinite future (and who will not even speak
out in their defense until that millenial era is
reached !) ought to be called into serious question.
Because libertarianism transcends both left and
right, our political constituency is potentially as
wide and various as humanity itself; in order to
win over the great bulk of the people we must
make the connections between the tax collector
and the vice squad transparently clear if we in-
tend to build a successful political movement.
We must make the connection between conscrip-
tion and interventionism if we are to fight either
effectively; we must build alliances between the
various goups threatened by the growing power
of the American State, and unite them around a
single ideology and e single Party - or else all is
lost.

Nearly all of the letterspublishedbyNational
Review yap about how the focus of van den
Haag's article was too natrow: most libertarians,
say these traitors, are as plonky, as boring, as
bigoted, as conservative as Reason magazine.
Bob Poole goes so far as to say:

' fud, in fact, anarchisrn and isolationism constitute
minority points of view within the movement.
Recent suweys of tlre members of both tlre
California Libertarian Party and the Society for
Individual Liberty bear this but.

The line of the Reason clique - that isola-
tionisnr musf mean anarchism - is nothing but
an obvious attempt to re-open the anarchist/
minarchist debate, split the movement and the
Party wide op€trr and divert any real discussion
around the question of the properforeign policy
of a free society into an unproductive and debili-
tating replay of completely irrelevant faction
fights that have long since been settled. If
IVh. Poole takesthe name of his magazine serious-
ly, then he will refer to the relevant portions of
the Libertarian Party platform quoted Above -
and to the fact that the majority of LP members
are advocates of limited government.

tn his lettei to National Reuiew,Poole men-
tions the fact that the California poll indicated
62Vorcad, Reason, as opposed to 427of.or Inquiry
- but fails to mention that Libertarian Reoiew
polled 587o, not too bad considering the fact that
Reason has been around a lot longer. Of course,
Poole doesn't mention that Libertsian Vanguard
polled 7.57o rn the same survey - an astonishing
fact when one realizes that the survey was taken
only two weeks before the first issue of LV was
published. For the information of Mr. Reynolds
and the rest of the neo+onservatives of Reason
magazine,the figure has grown considerably since
then - due for the most part to the revulsion
generated in the movement by the sight of so
many "libertarians" groveling before the warlords
of. National Reuiew.

Most of the other letters are identical in tone
and content: John Hospers (that noted defender
of white minority rule in Rhodesia and South
Afriia), Tibor Machan, Roger MacBride, even
Henry Hazlitt (who rather reluctantly defends
Murray Rothbard's contributions to economic
theory) - all of them virtually screamed "It's
true what you say about some libertarians, some
libertarians are a bunch of 'kooks, neurotics, and
peraerts'- but not me!"

Nowhere do any of the Ietter writers take
issue with Nc tional Reuierp's statement that liber-
tarians are admirers of Stalin; nowhete do any
of these so called "libertarians" object to the use
of the word "pervert," perhaps because their
own vension of libertarianism comes perilously
close to the real meaning of the word peruersion;
not once do these traitors defend the libertarian
movement against the vile slanders of the New
Right. Ernest van den Haag himself was quick to
see this:

I am disappointed by the evasiveness of the letters.
None seriously hied to defend the views I criticized
- or, fgr that matter, any specifically. libertarian
ut?urs. Saying '!rou don't believe in the free mar-
ket," or "I don't agrce with Rothbard," scarcely
constitutes a defense of libertarianism. Alone uss
offered. (Emphasis added.)

Amen.
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tr YES, I want to subssribe tnLibertarianVanguard for:
o 6 months ($4)

' tr lyear($7)
tr YES, I see the need for a publication like Libertorian Vonguard.I am a member of the

Libertarian Party, and I would like to join the Libertariaq Party Radical Ciucus. Sign me up
a8a:

u Founding member ($lfi)) (includesaU LPRC publications)
o Sugar Daddy ($I:0prlr motth) (includeecU LPRC publications)
tr Life Member (S50) (includee LV arrda free copy of Murray Bothbard'g Izfr A Riglrt.)
tr Contribrrting member ($25) (includee 3 year sub to LV arrdLPnC Butletin.)
El Sustainingmembr ($10) (includes l yearof.LY atdLPRC Bul.lctin.)

- tr Supporting member ($6) (includes 6 month sub toZV arrd,LPn9 Bul.lctin.)

CMY SfATE-Zf,P

SEND TrO: LPRC,'199lloloree St., #7 SF CA !NU4
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