The Politician
Who Spit on

N o the Press

80199'"s

0 74470




Order FFF’s newest book,
Tethered Citizens: Time to Repeal the Welfare State
by Sheldon Richman

150 pages
$24.95 cloth
$15.95 paperback

... and get the

cloth edition of

Sheldon’s book

about income tax,

Your Money or Your Life,
for only $10.

Ngﬁgm “Sheldon Richman has
produced a book that is
essential reading for any
American wishing to
understand how the welfare state is
incompatible with constitutional

government and a free society.”
— Congressman Ron Paul

rder on our website order on our website

www.fff.org www.fff.org
_.%,< _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ g,<_ AAAAAAA

ORDER NOW!! ¥he Future of Freedom Foundation

11350 Random Hills Road, Suite 800, Fairfax, Virginia 22030

(3 Check made payable to FFF (703) 934-6101  Fax: (703) 352-8678  email: ffi@fff.org
(CJ Charge my VISA or MasterCard www.fff.org
#
Qry BOOK TITLES PRICE TOTAL
Exp date: Tethered Citizens (cloth) $24.95
Tethered Citizens (paper) $15.95
Name Your Money or Your Life (cloth) $10.00
Subtotal
A
ddress add 10% for shipping
My Tax-Deductible Donation to FFF
TOTAL




Liberty

R.W. Bradford
editor & publisher

Stephen Cox
John Hospers

Jane S. Shaw
senior editors

Brian Bartels
David Boaz
~Alan Bock
Douglas Casey
Eric D. Dixon
Brian Doherty
David Friedman
J. Orlin Grabbe

. Bettina Bien Greaves

Leon T. Hadar
Gene Healy
Robert Higgs
Bill Kauffman
Dave Kopel
Bart Kosko
Richard Kostelanetz
Loren E. Lomasky
Sarah McCarthy
Wendy McElroy
William E, Merritt
Robert H. Nelson
Randal O'Toole
Ross Overbeek
Durk Pearson
Dyanne Petersen
Bruce Ramsey
Jeff Riggenbach
Scott J. Reid
Sheldon Richman
Timothy Sandefur
Sandy Shaw
Tim Slagle
Fred L. Smith, Jr.
Martin M: Solomon
Clark Stooksbury

Thomas S: Szasz
Martin Morse Wooster
Leland B. Yeager
contributing editors

~ Elizabeth Merritt
managing editor
Kathleen Bradford
assistant editor

John Bergstrom
Keith Knight
S.H. Chambers
Rex.F. May

cartoonists/illustrators

Jon Kalb
computer consultant

Jim Switz

associate publisher

James Barnett
editorial intern -

November 2002

Inside Liberty vume e

4
7

19

23

24

27

29

31

35

37

38

41

44

46

48

50

45
54

Letters Our readers set us straight.

Reflections We watch our words, ponder reparations, demand
reparations for the St. Bartholomew’s Day Massacre, celebrate Rosie the
Rubblesifter, visit the Twilight Zone, and kick up our heels and dance!

Features

On the Road With Ed Thompson A trip across Wisconsin with a
guy who owns a bar sounds like a dream come true to Tim Slagle, even if the
guy is running for governor.

Independent in Virginia Ken Sturzenacker samples the food on the
campaign trail of Virginia's independent Senate candidate.

Beyond the R’s and D’s 1t may be a dull off-year election, observes
Chester Alan Arthur, but you wouldn’t know it looking at these campaigns.

Ms. Coddington Goes to Wellington Dcborah Coddington, a
widely-read libertarian journalist, was just elected to the New Zealand
Parliament. She had a lot to say in her maiden speech.

Science vs the State: The Case of Kennewick Man A Federal
District Court has rejected Bill Clinton’s attempt to destroy important
evidence of early man in America. But, Timothy Sandefur reports, it cannot
undo the politically-motivated destruction of an important archeological site.

How Fat Are We? s America’s obesity “crisis” the result of fast food?
Or of fast and loose manipulation of statistical data? Randal O Toole weighs
the evidence.

Shakedown in Johannesburg Ostensibly, leaders of all the world's
governments came to the World Summit on Sustainable Development to
solve global problems. But, Robert H. Nelson discovers, they actually came to
put their noses in the feedbag.

Regulator, Unbundle Thyself what do you get when you mix a
computer genius, a power-lusting trustbuster and a dim-witted Wall Street
Journal editorialist? Ted Roberts describes the result.

The Party’s Over? Is it too late to save the Libertarian Party from its
own employees? Not if the party’s new leadership can help it, reports R.W.
Bradford.

Reviews

Is the State Dispensable? Kyle Swan tries to escape Leviathan with
the help of a good book.

The Soul of an Economist Jane S. Shaw examines the decidedly
undismal life of a dismal scientist.

Literary Neighborhoods Richard Kostelanetz loves New York enough
to review books on two of its most fecund neighborhoods.

Prophet of Liberty Martin Morse Wooster outlines the man who kept
liberty alive among conservatives.

Booknotes

N ——
Notes on Contributors The buck starts here.
Terra Incognita The truth is out there. l
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Letters

A Waste of Energy
After reading the articles about the

Libertarian Party convention
(September) about all the political
squabbling at the LP convention, I only
have this to say: too many libertarians
waste their time and energy on endless
debate and petty personal battles that
could be better spent advancing the
cause of freedom. I prefer to fight the
fascists and not my fellow libertarians.

Paul Talbott

Minneapolis, Minn.

NOTA vs the LP

The account of Liberty being denied
press credentials promised by party
officials for the last Libertarian Party
national convention was very
informative.

Earlier this year the promising ideas

‘in the LP’s new strategic plan caused

me to think about rejoining the party.
The continuing bad behavior of high
party officials shows me that the LP is
still likely to be a waste of time and
money. For now I'll continue to vote
“None of the Above” with my
resources and stay out of the LP.

Martin L. Buchanan

San Diego, Calif.

What a Party!

I have belonged to the Libertarian
Party for 20 years and run for
California State Assembly as its candi-
date. I have never been ashamed of
being a member of the Libertarian
Party. At least not until I read that my
party’s communication director, Bill
Winter, refused Liberty press creden-
tials for the annual convention.

Do I want these people running the
country? I'm no longer sure. Words
like “petty,” “vindictive” and “small-
minded” don’t bring enough emotional
energy to this ridiculous development.
The funny thing is that I was ready to
bury the hatchet vis-a-vis the Harry
Browne-funny-money escapades of the
campaign and the national party. I fig-

ured they were just misguided acolytes
that were so sure Harry was the best
thing to happen to the Party that they
felt any financial impropriety in the
cause of Harry’s campaign was no vice.
Now I'm back to seeing them as a
bunch of slick scam artists that need to
be purged, exiled, and forever banished
from our midst. How could Winter do
something so self-defeating? They
aren’t even good at being sleazy. They
invite Harry Browne and exclude the
premiere publication of libertarian
thought. What were they thinking?
Were they thinking at all? Or were they
“just following orders” from iibermeister
Browne? I'm surprised Ed Crane didn’t
hurl chunks right on stage. I'bet he’s
glad he pulled out when he did.

Five years ago Michael Cloud,
Willis, Bergland, Ayres, Winter, Harry
Browne, and the rest of the Washington
smoothies descended on the 1997
California Libertarian Party
Convention in Sacramento and pitched
the “Unified Membership Plan.” Just
send all the money to Washington and
the real professionals will revolutionize
the party overnight. Two hundred
thousand members by 2000. Millions
and millions of dollars, all spent on
hard-hitting TV ads. Just let Harry and
his cadre do all the thinking. And don’t
worry, they’ll send a little of the tribute
back to the state and local parties.
Now, what's the reality? Reduced vot-
ing totals. Shrinking membership.
Millions of dollars raised, all right, but
all spent on those professionals’ perks
and perquisites. And a scandal that
actually justifies the existence of the
Federal Election Commission, because
without its reporting requirements we
never would have figured out how cor-
rupt things were getting. What a dis-
grace. What a pathetic disgrace.

I came to love Liberty magazine
seven years ago after trying out an
issue or two. I think I saw an ad for it in
Reason magazine. I guess that makes
Reason a gateway drug. The entire time
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it has been obvious that integrity and
accuracy is paramount to the editors. It
was also obvious that Bradford ef al.
were not only small-I libertarians but
also supported the Party. They were
especially supportive of Harry Browne.
Even in the midst of the scandal, with
Jacob Hornberger screaming like a cas-
trated goat, Liberty went to enormous

lengths to provide evenhanded and fair

coverage to all parties.

And the thanks for this level of pro-
fessionalism is to be banished from the
Libertarian Party National Convention.
I know that R.W. Bradford was a friend
of Harry Browne and that Liberty did as
much as anyone to help promote him.
You can be sure that on July 4, 2002
there were a few broken hearts in Port
Townsend that got broken even more.
Happy Independence Day from the fas-
cists in the Libertarian National Party.
Give them a lever long enough and
they will ram it up our ass and shake
all the money out of our pockets while
making snide jokes about what yokels
we are.

I really don’t know what to do. My

first instinct was to write the
Libertarian Party a letter explaining
that I was dropping out after 20 years
and that I would be supporting my
local and state parties directly. I could
still be registered as a Libertarian. At
least they can never take that away
from me. But ironically, it was the arti-
cles in Liberty about the convention that
softened my attitude. Maybe Bill
Winter was having a bad day. Maybe
his days will get worse when the new
leadership hands him his head on a
plate. No, they’ll still get my 25 bucks.
But that’s all they’ll get until I see every
one of the smoothies forever expelled
from the national party leadership.

Paul Rako

Sunnyvale, Calif.

In Defense of Secession
In your September issue Edwin

We invite rcaders to comment on arti-
cles that havc appcarcd in the pages of
Liberty. We reserve the right to cdit for
length and clarity. All lctters arc assumed
to be intended for publication unless oth-
erwise stated. Succinct letters are pre-
ferred. Please include your address and
phone number so that we can verify your
identity.

Mail to: Liberty Letters, P.O. Box 1181,
Port Townsend, WA 98368. Or emaii to:
letterstoeditor@libertysoft. com.

Krampitz Jr., commenting on Timothy
Sandefur’s article “Liberty and Union”
in the July issue, makes the statement
that “The South simply grabbed federal
property and public works without
offering compensation that might have
gained it sympathy in the North.” This
is totally false. On Feb. 25, 1861, within
a week of his inauguration, President
Jefferson Davis, pursuant to a resolu-
tion of the Confederate Congress,
appointed a commission of three emi-
nent citizens to go to Washington with
plenary authority to negotiate both
payment for U.S. property within the
Confederate States and the assumption
of their fair share of the U.S. national
debt. This commission consisted of A.B.
Roman of Louisiana, a Whig and for-
mer governor of his state; Martin J.
Crawford of Georgia, a states-rights
Democrat and former U.S. congress-
man, and John Forsyth of Alabama, a
Constitutional Unionist and former
U.S. ambassador to Mexico. The
Lincoln administration refused to
receive the Confederate commission,
but Secretary Seward did communicate
disinformation about Fort Sumter to it
through Justices Nelson and Campbell
of the U.S. Supreme Court.

Also in the September issue Paul
Kelly asserts that “The fugitive slave
act (which Lincoln supported in his
inaugural address) had been declared
constitutional (Dred Scott) and was
being enforced throughout the North.”
This is also false. Northern states —
Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, New York, Pennsylvania,
[llinois, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin,
Ohio, and Iowa — were passing
“Personal Liberty Laws” which prohib-
ited “the rendition of fugitives from
service.” In doing so they were nullify-
ing not only a federal statute but an
article of the Constitution itself. The
state of New York prohibited even the
right of transit for a recovered slave. In
1854 the Supreme Court of Wisconsin
declared the fugitive slave law uncon-
stitutional. The state legislature
declared in 1859 that if the U.S.
Supreme Court should overrule the
state Supreme Court, Wisconsin's inter-
ests might require its immediate with-
drawal from the Union. Any libertarian
will sympathize with the opponents of
the fugitive slave law, but a dealis a
deal. The Southern states did not uni-

How to
Subscribe
fo

Liberty

Liberty takes individual
freedom seriously ... and
the status quo with more

than one grain of salt!

Every issue of Liberty brings
you news you can’t miss,
opinions you won't find

anywhere else, and the best

libertarian writing in the world.

You won't want to
miss a single issue!

Act Today!

Liberty offers you the best in
individualist thinking and writ-
ing. So don’t hesitate. You have
nothing to lose, and the fruits
of Liberty to gain!

Use the coupon below or call:

1-800-854-6991

r---_----

Please enter my subscription
I to Liberty immediately!
I | |12 issues (One Full Year) $29.50
| 124 issues (Two Full Years) $56.00
l Add $5 per year for foreign subscriptions.

l name

I address

I I Tenclose my check (payable to Liberty)
l | | Chargemy | | VISA | | MasterCard

city state zip

I signature

l account # expires l

Send to: Liberty, Dept. L,
|| P.0. Box 1181, Port Townsend, WA 98368 ||

L--------J



November 2002

laterally abrogate the constitutional
compact, as Sandefur has charged. The
terms of the bargain had already been
violated by the Northern states, and
hence it was no longer binding on the
Southern, either legally or morally.

David Mayer leaves me baffled
when he asserts that “Moreover
Lincoln was right in arguing, as he did
in both his First Inaugural Address and
in his special message to Congress on
July 4, 1861, that ‘the Union is older
than any of the States, and, in fact, it
created them as States,” and that ‘no
one of our States except Texas ever was
a sovereignty ..."” Lincoln seems to
have been confused about the locus of
sovereignty. It resided in the peoples of
the various states, not in the state gov-
ernments. To call the association of
October, 1774, a “Union” is preposte-
rous. All 13 peoples of the various
states were sovereign, though they del-
egated some of the attributes of their
sovereignty to state governments and
others to a federal government. They
created the “Union,” i.e., the federal
government, through the process of rat-
ification. It took place in the context of
the social contract theory of the time. It
was an agreement among the sovereign
peoples of the 13 states. The proposi-
tion that “the Union is older than any
of the States, and in fact created them
as States” does not succeed even in
being wrong. It’s totally meaningless.
Lincoln was what Ayn Rand called a
“mystic of muscle.” Only “the Union”
rather than “society” was the great
hypostasized abstraction to which he
was willing to sacrifice real human
beings — by the hundreds of thou-
sands. In the space of his personal
mythology it performed mighty deeds.
At the same time he kept God around
to relieve him of responsibility for his
acts, as his Second Inaugural shows.

Wayne J. Holman III

Glen Ellyn, IlL.

Render Unto Caesar

R.W. Bradford’s “Living with the
War on Terror” (October) analogy com-
paring faith in the state to faith in God
may hold for many people. But not for
those you call the faithful. At least not
the Christian faithful. ’

We don’t view the transaction as a
trade-off of faith, prayer, and money in
exchange for protection from calami-
ties. At least not the calamities you are

6 Liberty

referring to. Only the big one at the
end.

Jim Printz

Decatur, Ala.

The Other Ground Zero

While reading R.W. Bradford’s
intelligent “Living with the War on
Terror” on the.aftermath of Sept. 11, I
became distracted by the remarkable
assertions that (a) the Pentagon was
probably not the intended target of the
terrorists who hijacked Flight 77 out of
Dulles, and that (b) it is likely that pas-
sengers or crew aboard Flight 77 fought
back, thereby forcing the terrorists to
crash into the Pentagon rather than
their original objective. I say that these
assertions are remarkable because
Bradford’s article is the first and only
place I have ever seen these possibili-
ties raised.

I'live near Washington, D.C,, a city
teeming with potential terrorist targets.
There is no question that the destruc-
tion of such landmarks as the Capitol,
the White House, or the Washington
Monument would have great symbolic
and psychological impact. There is
every possibility that Flight 11 out of
Newark, which crashed into a field in
Pennsylvania, was indeed headed for
one of those structures. However, not
only is the Pentagon also a powerful
landmark, it is one of the largest office
buildings in our Metropolitan area, so
the idea of it being a primary target is
far from inconceivable.

Almost all of the victims aboard
Flight 77 and at the Pentagon were
local residents, with family and friends
left behind. If, in fact, it has been
deemed likely that some of the people
aboard Flight 77 managed to fight back,
I should think this news would be of
great comfort to their families and
friends, not to mention that it makes for
great propaganda. Therefore, while I
acknowledge that our local press is not
always reliable, I would still expect to
have seen such a revelation covered
extensively in the pages of the
Washington Post. That has not been the
case. Instead, apparently, I must rely on
a magazine published a continent away
— a magazine, for all its erudition, with
rather limited circulation, for this news.
I am thus compelled to ask — Mr.
Bradford, please cite your sources.

W. Luther Jett
Washington Grove, Md.

Bradford responds: I did not make the
first assertion that Mr. Jett ascribes to
me. [ wrote that “it is doubtful that the
Pentagon was their [the hijackers’]
intended target,” which is substantially
different from saying that it was “prob-
ably not the intended target.”

And I made the second only in a
much more qualified way: I wrote that

.in the case of Flight 77, “it seems fairly

likely” that “the people aboard reacted
[to learning of the WTC crashes] by
attacking the hijackers . . . causing the
plane to crash into what was, at most, a
secondary target.”

On what do I base these specula-
tions? While I agree with Mr. Jett that
selecting the Pentagon as a primary is
“far from inconceivable,” I think it
would not be the terrorists first choice.
We can be reasonably certain that the
WTC towers were chosen as targets for
two reasons: (1) in the warped minds of
the terrorist lunatics, the WTC some-
how symbolized America and all its
wickedness, and (2) they wanted to kill
as many people as possible. If they
hadn’t wanted to maximize the number
of people they murdered, they could
just as well have attacked at night,
when far fewer people were in the
WTC.

True enough, as Mr. Jett points out,
the Pentagon is a “powerful landmark”
and “one of the largest office build-
ings” in the city. But it is also only five
stories high and is spread over 34 acres.
To do damage to the Pentagon compar-
able to the damage at the WTC would
require crashing hundreds of planes
into it. A single plane crashing into it
could cause relatively little property
damage and loss of life. And while the
Pentagon undeniably has some sym-
bolic value, the nation’s capital has
many other buildings that have greater
symbolic value. Mr. Jett lists some of
those better targets.

So what target would the terrorists
choose? One with modest symbolic
value at which an attack will kill rela-
tively few people and do relatively lit-
tle property damage? Or one with
much more symbolic value at which an
attack will kill more people and do
more property damage?

Of course, I was speculating here, as
I tried to make clear. No one knows
what happened on Flight 77. But we do
know that people on board knew about

continued on page 51




 Reflections

Triumph of the chicken hawks — as each
day passes, the drumbeat for war with Iraq grows louder.
The main drummers — Bush, Cheney, Gingrich, Wolfowitz,
Pipes, Lott et al. — all have one thing in common: they con-
veniently missed active duty service even though they were
draft age — dying age — during the Vietnam War. Some got
married, others hid in the Guard, and still others got a neat
letter from their family doc who swore they were bedwet-
ters or claimed some other equally serious draft-dodging
disability. Amazing that they are all now super hawks.
Maybe they should serve as the point assault squad before
our main force hits the Iraqi beaches. — David Hackworth

Tour de snail — in the post office today, an unre-
markably long line gave me the time to speculate on their
management and marketing practices. Staring down at me
from the wall was a life-size poster of USPS spokesperson
Lance Armstrong. It occurred to me how typically federal
the decision to hire this man as their spokesperson really
was. While other shipping companies sponsor race cars that
set speed records and paint their logos on the sides of jet
planes, the U.S. Postal Service hires as their representative
the detesticled winner of a French bicycle race. — Tim Slagle

Eerie parallels — In 1914, Archduke Franz
Ferdinand, heir to the throne of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire, and his wife Sophie were assassinated by a Slavic
terrorist named Gavrilo Princip who wished to liberate his
nation from Austrian control. Serbia was justly accused of
providing the equipment and training that facilitated the
assassination. Austria’s response: if you can’t control your
terrorists, we'll control them for you. This led immediately
to the global cataclysm of World War I and the attendant
loss of millions of lives. — Wendy McElroy

The crimson ride — Visitors to Alabama may wel-
come a warning about our traffic rules — not rules written
in the statute books but ones observed in practice. When a
traffic light turns red — and I mean red, for who cares about
mere yellow? — the message conveyed is: “Hurry up. You
have only a couple of seconds.” T have seen two and even
three cars go through an unambiguously red light.

A stop sign means: “Stop if you feel like it.” And who
could be expected to feel like it if stopping would queer
your chances of beating the oncoming traffic through the
intersection?

What about signaling turns and lane changes? My col-
league Roger Garrison, an expert on all cars and collector of
classic cars, reports that the last item of dealer preparation
before delivery of a new car in Alabama is disconnection of
the turn signals. Garrison may be exaggerating, but he
makes a point. Only an apparent minority of Alabama driv-

ers signal correctly. Among those who use signals at all,
many treat them as mere adjuncts to the steering apparatus,
to be used simultaneously with but not before an actual turn
of the wheel. — Leland B. Yeager

My heroes have always been govern-

ment employees — Who are the heroes of Sept. 117
According to the postal service, only government employees
need apply. In its stamp to honor the heroes of Sept. 11, the
postal service honored only the police and firemen who
died in the terrorist attack. This seems a curious choice:
police and firefighters were doing their jobs. They were paid

If dying while doing one’s job makes one a
hero, why not honor the sales lady who slips on
the floor, clunks her head on a piece of furniture
and expires?

premium wages to face danger in the protection of life and
property. If you honor them as “heroes,” why not honor the
other people who died in the attacks while doing their jobs?
Why not honor everyone from the window washers and
janitors to the bond traders and executives? After all, they
too were doing their jobs when they were killed.

This logic may not satisfy those who think the matter
through. After all, if dying while doing one’s job makes one
a hero, why not honor the sales lady who slips on the floor,
clunks her head on a piece of furniture and expires? Why
not honor the office boy who is run over by a drunk driver
while taking his boss’s laundry to the cleaners? For that
matter, if you are going to honor that office boy, why not
honor some fellow worker who gets hit by a drunk driver
while hoofing it over to McDonalds for lunch?

Happily for the families of the victims of the terrorist
attack, President Bush hasn’t fallen victim to this sort of
thinking. He has gone on record as saying that all those who
died in the hijacked planes on Sept. 11 are heroes, whether
or not they were government employees or were working at
their jobs.

To my way of thinking, a hero is someone who shows
courage beyond the call of duty. By this standard, both the
postal service and the president are wrong. The heroes of
Sept. 11 were the passengers on Flight 93 who overwhelmed
the hijackers and prevented the aircraft from hitting its tar-
get. This view is shared by the House of Representatives,
which has passed a resolution honoring those passengers.
But it doesn’t please the families of the victims who did not
resist the terrorist attacks. They have organized to demand
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that Congress declare all the victims to be heroes.

Winchell’'s Donuts, on the other hand, has chosen to
honor only the cops and firemen. Winchell’s offered all
“uniformed workers” free donuts on the anniversary of the
attack as “a tribute to the heroism and sacrifice of those who
lost their lives on Sept. 11.” — R. W. Bradford

Word watch — “Then said they unto him, Say now
Shibboleth: and he said Sibboleth: for he could not frame to
pronounce it right. Then they took him, and slew him at the
passages of Jordan” (Judges 12:6). Let that be a lesson to
him. In your next life, learn something about pronunciation.

Every group has its shibboleths — linguistic tests that
indicate who belongs to that group, and who doesn’t
belong. It may not make sense, but the location of the epi-
center of the strongest earthquake ever recorded in North
America is pronounced New Madrid (Missouri), not New
Madrid. If you're so ignorant as to pronounce it New
Madrid, you're just proving that you're not a Missourian, or
a geophysicist, either. It may not make sense, but the word

“err” is pronounced like the name of the city in ancient
Sumer, not like the name of the stuff you're breathing. It’s
ur, not air — and no, I'm sorry, the way one pronounces the
first syllable of “error” is irrelevant to the case.

Of course, only purists care about things like this; but
that just means that purists are the only ones worth worry-
ing about when you're pronouncing words. Would you
rather identify yourself with them, or with the slouches who
sound the last letter in “Mackinac”? I'm sure you see my
point.

The really important shibboleths, however, are tests of
insight and knowledge, not of pronunciation. If you use
“democracy” as a synonym for “republic,” you betray your-
self as one of those Americans who know precisely nothing
about the nature and history of America’s form of govern-
ment or the problems that have perennially afflicted it. Most
of these people are allowed to vote, I believe, but that’s a
pity, because they're on the wrong side of the intellectual
Jordan.

Does it matter? Not to them, of course. It's possible,
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though, that the decline of the
American educational system can be
measured in terms of the neglect of
shibboleths. The thing about a shib-
boleth, after all, is that the people
who fail the test don’t even know
that they’re being tested.

For a long time, we’ve witnessed
commentators on the American judi-
ciary, some of them jurists them-
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selves, lamenting the fact that the
Supreme Court seems “disinter-
ested” when it comes to such and
such an issue. These people are
blissfully unaware that disinterest-
edness — i.e., a lack of “interest” in
the sense of personal investment,
involvement, concern, or bias — is
exactly what judges are supposed to
have. It's a hell of an intellectual
who doesn’t know that there’s a dis-
tinction between “disinterested” and
“uninterested.” It's a hell of a school
system that can let him escape with-
out knowing it.

About 20 years ago,  Americans
lost the verbal ability to distinguish
bag “ladies” from real ladies, and
the chronically “homeless” (ie.,
bums) from the unfortunate people
who are temporarily in need of
housing. During the recent search
for the guy who kidnapped two
people from a lover’s lane in
Lancaster, Calif., a cop told national
television that he didn’t yet have a
specific description of “this gentle-
man.” Sure. Your grandfather and
the president of the bank and the
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rabbi down the street and the guy lurking in the alley to hit
you on the head and steal your money: they're all gentle-
men, every one of them. And this is a policeman talking!

Now let’s think about profanity. Nothing wrong with it,
so long as you put profane words in profane places. The
problem starts when people don’t even know that they're
dealing with profane words. Is it a defect in sex education,
or merely in manners, that “suck” and its derivatives now
raise their heads unblushingly in every conceivable context?
“Mommy! This porridge really sucks!” No, don’t tell me it’s
the same thing that happened to “rock 'n’ roll.” Do I have to
explain this to you?

But more embarrassing events have been preparing. On
July 29, Howard Fineman, one of the nation’s preeminent
political reporters, appeared on MSNBC's preeminent inter-
view show, Hardball, and discussed the willingness of
Democratic Sen. John Kerry to get “down to the shorthairs”
with President Bush about his military policies. It was obvi-
ous that Mr. Fineman, albeit a grownup, had no idea what
he was saying.

Neither had the announcer for MSNBC's rival, Fox News
— and her sin was even more serious than Fineman's
assault on the barrier between the profane and the bland.
But I have to lead up to this one. Here goes.

You’ve noticed how many people have taken to using
the derogatory term “infamous” to refer to something that
they actually mean to praise. Today I overheard a fellow
patron of my neighborhood coffeehouse directing an out-of-
towner to “San Diego’s infamous z00.” I'm sure he didn’t
mean that there was any infamy, any ill-fame or oppro-
brium, associated with the city’s principal tourist attraction.
(Old San Diego joke: “There are two things to do in this
town: see the zoo and join the Navy.” This notion of the
city’s character is confirmed by a newer saying, just as apt:
“San Diego is as far west as the midwest goes.”) I'm sure
that the helpful citizen was simply and totally ignorant of
the fact that “infamous” means something very different
from “very famous.” Indeed, this is knowledge that he
could never have acquired in the course of 17 years of public
education.

He was not to blame — no more to blame than the unfor-
tunate Israelite who was apprehended at the Jordan with
the wrong word on his lips. But what, I've often wondered,
do such people think when they are annually exposed to the
news clip of Franklin D. Roosevelt addressing Congress on
the subject of “Dec. 7, 1941, a date which will live in
infamy”? Do they think he meant “a date which will live in
famousness”?

On July 28, the Fox News announcer gave me my
answer. Introducing a list of the nine stalwarts rescued from
the mining disaster in western Pennsylvania, the newslady
burbled joyously, “There are more names that will now live
in infamy!” Oh, those evil miners!

What next, I wonder. Will the NAACP start praising peo-
ple for their magnificent intolerance? And if they do, will
the recipients rejoice in their indignity? — Stephen Cox

Anthropological note — In a ceremony late last
August, 105 children were buried alive in India — just for a
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minute. Evidently the goddesses Muthukuzhi Mariamman
and Kaliamman needed some propitiating, and this was just
the sort of thing that they go for. The event, called “The
Festival of the Pits,” is conducted every five years or so, and
requires that children, after being rendered unconscious
with chemicals and wrapped in burial shrouds, be laid in
graves, and then pulled out before they actually die.

It takes a village to raise a child. — Timothy Sandefur

The geography of reparations — I'm con-
vinced reparations for past injustices are a good idea. I
myself am descended from Huguenots who left France fol-
lowing the St. Bartholomew’s Day Massacre. My accoun-
tants are even now calculating the value of my ancestral
properties and accrued interest since 1572. On my mother’s
side, I have one forebear who was the last Scot to be drawn
and quartered by the English. My Scottish nature still suf-
fers from the stigma, and the only cure comes in pounds
sterling.

My wife is from Prussia. On her behalf I am investigat-
ing possible action against certain peoples of the Warsaw
Pact nations and descendants of all signatories to the treaties
of Versailles and Yalta to seek restitution for her family’s
bakery in Bromberg, farm in Schulitz, and house in
Schleussen, lost as a result of gross political malfeasance.

Naturally, I want to be fair. I would not consider suing
companies, governments, or churches, for fear of wrongly
penalizing the innocent, including, perhaps, my own
Huguenot cousins who remained in France or converted to
Catholicism after the fact, or any of my wife’s kin who may
have bought stock in the company that took over the bak-
ery. The only fair thing to do is seek out the actual descen-
dants of the guilty parties. Here a problem arises. The St.
Bartholomew’s Day Massacre was 15 or more generations
back from anyone alive today. That’s upwards of 60,000
ancestors for each possible litigant. Since I want to be sure
I'm collecting from the right people, I must find a way to
distinguish the degree of culpable blood in each defendant
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so the bill can be prorated correctly according to the sins of
each one’s forefathers.

If truth be told, my own 60,000 ancestors present some-
thing of a problem. Sixty thousand is the population of
Myrtle Beach, S.C., plus the population of Panama City, Fla.
There may be some who can look with a serene eye upon
the Myrtle Beach and Panama City of their ancestry and say,
“All were honest. There is no infidelity in these towns, no
extramarital conception, no surreptitious adoption. No
Englishman who passed himself off as a Scot. No Roman
Catholic who ran off with a Protestant and raised the chil-
dren as Huguenots. Everyone played by the rules. My blood
is pure.” Some can, but I can’t.

[ have been to Myrtle Beach. I have been to Panama City.
Not everyone in those towns plays by the rules, and it's
hard to conceive of two towns of that size where everyone is
honest. My swarthy skin (Mom says we have
“Mediterranean blood”) may have come from some brown-
skinned Highland lass or some sun-baked son of Toulon,
but I can’t swear it wasn’t a soot-stained Englishman or a
sin-blackened Roman Catholic.

My proposal is to challenge historians, genealogists, and
DNA specialists to join in an effort to draw a true map of the

I'm convinced reparations for past injustices
are a good idea. I myself am descended from
Huguenots who left France following the St.
Bartholomew’s Day Massacre. My accountants
are even now calculating the value of my ances-
tral properties and accrued interest since 1572.

entire race of man, one that would fully document the
degree of guilt and victimization in each genetic profile. You
may think it impossible, but can it be any harder than read-
ing the mind of another to determine his intent? And the
courts do this all the time.

I am aware that this ambitious undertaking is fraught
with risk. There may be more injustice in my family history
than I've reckoned with, and I admit it’s likely that some
ancestors were victims while others were culprits. Some of
us who seek reparations may end up suing ourselves. (If
this happens to me, I intend to face it like a man. I will bor-
row to pay the debt and apply for credit against the judg-
ment.) But how else are we to redress historical wrongs?

The sooner the work gets underway, the better.

— Frank Laffitte

Postmodern hootenanny — While watching
some of the televised concerts given to raise funds for the
survivors of the victims of Sept. 11, I found myself increas-
ingly engrossed by the actions of the audience. I had noticed
this before, but as I can seldom stand to watch these per-
formers beyond a minute or two, my observations have
been fleeting. But this time a sense of patriotism obliged me
to stay, and I gained an insight, which I had not had before.

It used to be that -when pop singers or groups per-
formed, audiences remained silent and listened. I’'m not sure
how it came about, but somewhere along the way this
changed. It was as if a resentment had manifested itself:
why should public performance be limited to those few .
lucky enough to have been born with a beautiful voice tone?
Why should performing be limited to the Crosbys, the
Comos, the Sinatras, the Streisands? After all, we all want to
sing.

From about the sixties on, anybody and everybody
began taking to the stage. They didn’t have beautiful voices
so they made no attempt to sing beautifully; they just
wailed, moaned, or screamed, whatever took their fancy.
They invariably carried guitars too, which they couldn’t
really play, but which solicited an indulgence from the audi-
ence to judge them by the fair standards applied to those
who are jacks of all trades, masters of none. And if you were
still missing it, they danced, or rather pranced, the whole
time, to make it clear that they were just good old boys or
girls having fun. And they didn’t dress up either; backyard
work clothes were good enough. Nothing stuffy here.

And they carried the game further: forget the Cole
Porters, the Irving Berlins, they even wrote their own songs.
Of course most of them couldn’t do this very well either, so
songs became either one line affairs repeated endlessly, or
disjointed tirades. But even that didn’t matter, because
between the wailing, moaning, jumping, and screaming, it
was rare that anyone knew what they were saying anyway.

But what proved good for the goose, proved good for the
gander: the audiences soon came to realize that these guys
aren’t much better than we are, why should we leave all the
fun to them? And in a peculiar intrusion, they changed their
role from spectator to performer.

Today’s audiences scream, shout, clap, wave their arms,
jump, dance, and have a good-old time. What they do not
do is listen. The function of the entertainers is no longer to
present their own performance, but rather to lead the audi-
ence in a performance of its own. It is an irony that these
entertainers who had usurped a stage that they were not
really worthy of, have in turn, been reduced to little more
than the bouncing ball of a sing-a-long. It was certainly not
their intention, but for better or for worse, these performers
have brought about the democratization of the art of public
musical performance. — Frank Ricciardione

Who is Jaikie Galt? — 1 find old books a comfort
on long train trips, so recently I was reading John Buchan’s
1930 novel Castle Gay. Like most of Buchan’s books, it's
good light entertainment, about how a snotty newspaper
publisher, a retired grocet, and two college students defeat a
bunch of Communists. But it was only at the end that I real-
ized that one of the college students, who is called “Jaikie”
most of the time, is actually named . . . John Galt!

Buchan’s John Galt, like Ayn Rand’s, is a self-reliant,
self-created individualist. But there the similarities end. For
one thing, Buchan’s Galt is Scottish. Moreover, he’s a rugby
player.

I've never heard of any evidence that Rand was a
Buchan fan, but there’s nothing about Buchan’s novels that
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Rand would find objectionable. I think Rand would have

admired Buchan’s self-reliance and his anti-communism.

And since Castle Gay appeared in 1930, it's a book Rand
could have read.

So ... was Ayn Rand a secret John Buchan admirer?

— Martin Morse Wooster

The measure Of mamn — For those of us who
respect spontaneous orders, the metric system has always
rankled a bit. No one can deny the merits of an easy-to-
calculate system of weights and measures. But this one usu-
ally arrives by government fiat.

Given this ambivalence, I was somewhat tickled to learn,
from Invention & Technology (Fall 2002) that the meter is
based on a mistake. In “The Mis-Measure of All Things,”
Ken Alder (author of a new book on the metric system)
explains that the goal of the French revolutionaries was —
as in everything else — utopian and grandly ambitious.
They did not merely want to clean up the mess of varying
weights and measures or to introduce a practical system,
but rather to “measure the earth precisely.” The foundation
of the system would be a meter equaling “precisely one ten-
millionth of the distance from the North Pole to the equa-
tor.”

This precision was not realized.

The story is a sad one. Two skilled scientists spent seven
years calculating the distance from the North Pole to the
equator using the surveyor’s technique of triangulation
along the Paris meridian. Exactly how they used this to
determine the circumference of the earth is beyond my
understanding, but it involved creating a series of triangles
from fixed, elevated points, measuring the distances of one
side of each triangle to determine the lengths of the others,
incorporating astronomy to determine the latitudes at the
north and south point of the measured meridian, and
extrapolating to obtain the earth’s circumference.

But poor Pierre-Francois-André Méchain! He made the
mistake of checking his findings. A year after he had calcu-
lated the latitude at Barcelona (and following a terrible acci-
dent and in the middle of war between France and Spain),
he measured again from a spot a mile away.
Although he corrected for the one mile dis-
tance, he came up with a different latitudinal
figure and could not reconcile it with the first.
He concluded that he had made a mess of
things. Ashamed of the discrepancy, he kept it
a secret, becoming increasingly morose until
his death.

After Méchain’s death, his colleague, Jean-
Baptiste-Joseph Delambre, studied Méchain’s
notebooks. He saw the discrepancy but ulti-
mately concluded that the differences were
not due to human error. Rather, they were
caused by what Alder calls “minute gravita-
tional effects caused by the misshapenness of
the earth”; in other words, each of the earth’s
meridians is slightly different in length. Thus,
the meter can’t be one ten-millionth of the cir-
cumference of the earth everywhere.
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By that time, the meter had been adopted with great fan-
fare, on the wrong assumptions. But not to worry. A meas-
ure is a measure, and it doesn’t really matter whether it is
one ten-millionth of the earth’s circumference or not. What
does matter is that the populace disliked it. The new metric
system was so hated that Napoleon repealed it, and France
didn’t completely accept it until after World War 1.

Now, suppose that instead of trying to measure the cir-
cumference of the earth, the French utopians had backed off
and decided to do something simple — such as build a base-
10 measurement system on a familiar unit such as the yard
(aune in French). Before Méchain and Delambre had
returned to Paris, seamstresses would have been purchasing
cloth by the aune-nouvelle, carpenters would be happily
cutting boards into deci-aunes, and schoolchildren would be
learning the new system along with their multiplication
tables. Now, that would be a spontaneous order!

— Jane S. Shaw

Rosie the Rubblesifter — One day last
September I was standing in line at 7-11 and chuckled as I
read the cover of TV Guide: “Fall Preview: Tough Women
Rule.” Funny that through the days of wall-to-wall coverage
of the carnage at the World Trade Center that same week,
very few women could be seen in the heart of the rescue
effort — “in the shit” as they would say in Vietnam.
Feminists around the country threw down their TV Guides
in anger and went on the air almost immediately, complain-
ing about the predominantly male images of heroism sur-
rounding Sept. 11. Some were upset that President Bush and
Mayor Giuliani spoke of the “brotherhood” of firefighters
during the crisis. Well now they’ve gone and done some-
thing about it.

According to Kathy Rodgers of the National
Organization for Women, “we knew we couldn’t let women
be erased from history — again — so we started gathering
stories.” I'll say. The result is a documentary film produced
by the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund called The
Women of Ground Zero, featuring the sagas of six women
from various professions serving there the day of the attack.
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(A separate, roughly parallel book of the same title has also
just appeared.)

I should clarify that I sincerely respect and admire any
individual called to duty that day, male or female. But the
clear implication from the sisters of NOW (and swallowed
whole by the media), that the male-dominated rescue pic-
ture around Ground Zero somehow involved suppressing
images of women, is just laughable — if not surprising. To
whine about the coverage of women at the World Trade
Center, where four out of five of all people killed were men
(a rarely reported fact) — including 399 of the 410 rescue
workers on the scene — reveals the pettiest chauvinism, i.e.,
exactly what we've come to expect from NOW and its ilk. It
goes without saying that if the female victims outnumbered
males by four to one and constituted over 97% of the rescuer
fatalities, the media would have billed the event as “the
women'’s tragedy,” pure and simple.

The “Women of Ground Zero” phenomenon, complete
with its own websites and fundraising efforts, perfectly cap-
tures our new “multicultural” ethos. If the view out there
doesn’t match your special group fantasy, go ahead and
paint your own; you'll be amply praised in the process.
How well your new picture corresponds to the larger reality

If the female victims outnumbered males by
four to one and constituted over 97% of the res-
cuer fatalities, the media would have billed the
event as “the women’s tragedy,” pure and
simple.

is irrelevant, since the latter must be “wrong” if it doesn’t -

prominently feature your group.
The truth is, the cameras didn’t have time to create a dis-
torted picture on Sept. 11. That always happens later.
— Michael Drew

Economics of the Twilight Zone — During
a recent day off, I watched The Twilight Zone on the Sci-Fi
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Channel. During a commercial break it occurred to me that
the message of the episode and the message of the commer-
cial were exact opposites — and that conflict contained an
important economic lesson.

The episode, “The Brain Center at Whipple's” (1964),
shows how the Twilight Zone brings its patented poetic jus-
tice to one Mr. Whipple, Evil Capitalist, who has decided to
introduce a new computer system at his factory, at the cost
of some 40,000 jobs. The plant foreman, sympathetic to the
employees who will be laid off, objects with a moving
speech about the pride that manufacturers take in their
products; another employee reacts by charging into the
plant at night and sabotaging the machine with a crowbar,
while yelling that it dehumanizes people to take away their
jobs.

The proper reaction to this is, of course, Henry Hazlitt's:
we don’t employ people just to employ them; we employ
them to produce stuff. If we wanted to give people jobs, we
could hire them to dig holes and fill them back up again.

But it’s enlightening to ponder the consequences of the
economic ignorance of Rod Serling (who wrote the episode).
At one point in the episode, Mr. Whipple tells the foreman
that the machines will cut down on time lost through
employee hospitalization. This is true. Yet the foreman still
objects to the new machines. Does he mean that it is better
for these employees to be injured than for them to not be
injured? The foreman doesn’t think of it that way, but that is
just the point: Serling’s preachy script fails to consider the
fact that all of life consists of trade-offs. We cannot have a
perfect world, in which all people feel a sense of personal
fulfillment — and also don’t have to suffer work-related
injuries; in which people have remunerative jobs — and still
have time to sit back and watch The Twilight Zone. We must
make choices between possible alternatives. We choose to
work because we want to earn money rather than sit around
all day; we get jobs because businessmen want to produce
goods, not because they want to provide jobs. People buy
goods because those goods are worth more to them than the
money they trade for them.

Serling’s failure to comprehend trade-offs reaches its
most ludicrous in a scene in which Mr. Whipple fires the

- technician in charge of computer

——

repair. (Whose job is, one would
think, in higher demand as a result of
Whipple's decisions.) The technician
complains that the plant is cold and
forbidding because the employees
have all been fired. Mr. Whipple
responds that the machines cut down
on the amount of time lost to mater-
nity leave — to which the technician
reacts with shock. Why, Mr. Whipple
is equating maternity with an illness,
or some other triviality! Why, he is
against motherhood! “Mr. Whipple,”
the technician intones, “in your world
there will be many fine products
but precious few people to buy them.”

12 Liberty



Come again? Why would Whipple produce fine prod-
ucts for no buyers? And people will stop having children
because Whipple objects to paid maternity leave?

During one commercial break, however, some economic
common sense managed to creep in. The commercial — for
Dell computers — shows some office employees looking out
a window at the office next door, where the employees are
engaged in an impromptu Office Olympics, because their
computers have failed, bringing work to a standstill. “Why
don’t our computers ever fail?” asks one envious onlooker.
“Because we have Dells,” replies the office manager. The
employee suggests that perhaps a computer failure could be
arranged, since it looks so fun. “Let’s put it this way,” the
office manager replies. “Because our computers work, we
won't have to work this weekend.”

By Serling’s logic, this answer is heartless; ignoring the
spiritual value of working on weekends — after all, an office
worker has pride in his work, doesn’t he? Why should Dell
Computers take away that pride by improving productivity
and lowering the cost of the end product?

The history of automation is a history of increasing avail-
ability of products, lower prices, and improved standards of
living. To take just one example: in 1817, New England pro-
duced 4 million yards of cotton cloth. Twenty years later,
that number was 308 million. That's 7700%. Now, if Mr.
Whipple’s employees are correct, the world is better off with
4 million yards of home-produced textiles on dangerous
looms — with the consequent employee injuries, high
prices, lack of substitutes — than with 308 million machine-
produced yards. After all, the manufacturers of cotton fabric
have their pride!

In the end, Mr. Whipple, heartless enemy of mother-
hood, is fired and replaced by Robby the Robot, who paces
the office twirling his watch chain just like Mr. Whipple did,
while Whipple and his old foreman sit in a bar drinking and
crying about their fate. The episode is an artifact of the com-
mon fear in the 1960s that computer technology would
change our world so drastically that man would be enslaved
by the machine. But at the end of the century, the real result
should be clear: computers have liberated us in innumerable
ways. If there are complaints, they come — as always —
from the writers, who alone suffer the illness of “alienation.”
Only a few years before this episode aired, C.P. Snow wrote,
in defense of factory labor, that “the poor have walked off
the fields and into the factories as fast as the factories could
take them.” Today they are walking out of the factories and
into their own back yards. True, some of them, like Mr.
Whipple, waste their new spare time getting drunk. But if
they feel a sense of emptiness as a result — whose fault is
that? — Timothy Sandefur

ECO-Splélt — While sitting around a campfire in the
woods of northern Michigan, it occurred to me that perhaps
maximum biodiversity isn’t always the optimum state of the
earth. After swatting my 50th mosquito of the evening, 1
realized that if the entire genus and species were wiped
from the face of the planet, I wouldn’t shed a single tear.

So let’s drain the wetlands and bring on the DDT. Do it
for the sake of the children, who are threatened by West
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Nile Virus and malaria, and if any environmentalist com-
plains, let’s tie him naked to a chair, and leave him in the
woods until he realizes the error of his thinking.

— Tim Slagle
Reparations, Community and Common
Sense — On the surface, at least, almost everyone seems

to be profiting from the campaign to appropriate public
money for “reparations” payments to the descendants of
slaves. By enlisting in this cause, racial demagogues who
have run out of anything else to demand can keep their
business going in perpetuity. So can conservative talk-show
hosts who have run out of anything else to denounce, and
modern-liberal journalists who have run out of any other
source of To-the-Finland-Station crowd scenes. It doesn’t
take much to satisfy these people. The recent march on
Washington to demand reparations produced a crowd of
2,000 (tops), and the media, both liberal and conservative,
acted as if the 1960s had come again.

(The farmer’s market down the street from me draws a
bigger crowd than that every Sunday. So do a lot of church
services. So do very many anti-abortion “rallies.” So do all

I am saddened by the realization that 1've fal-
len into the same trap as the reparations mon-
gers: ['ve attributed rights and responsibilities to
groups instead of individuals.

conventions of Jehovah's Witnesses. Why don't the
Washington Post, the L.A. Times, and Mr. Sean Hannity pon-
der the significance of these phenomena?)

But I did say “almost everyone seems to be profiting.”
What I meant was, [ am not profiting. I'm alternately bored,
irritated, and saddened by the reparations claptrap.

I just gave my reasons for being bored. My irritation
expresses itself in a voice that screams inside me, as soon as
the word “reparations” is mentioned, “My great-
grandfather fought in over 30 battles to free the slaves! My
family owes nothing to nobody!” Inside other heads, the voice
screams what one of my modern-liberal professors gave out
with when he first heard the “r” word: “Don’t come to me
for reparations! Until 50 years ago, my family wasn’t within
5,000 miles of this country!” :

After the voice stops screaming, however, I am immedi-
ately saddened, saddened by the realization that I've fallen
into the same trap as the reparations mongers: I've attrib-
uted rights and responsibilities to groups instead of individ-
uals. There’s as much reason for me to claim exemption
from responsibility for slavery because I am a member of a
certain family as there is for an African-American to claim a
benefit from slavery because he is a member of a certain
family: there’s zero reason on either side. Individual slaves,
and individual slavemasters, ceased to exist over a century
ago.

There is a second reason for sadness. The basic idea
behind the reparations agitation — the idea that “slavery
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built this country,” that America “profited from the toil of
the slaves,” and that America’s profits should therefore be
repaid to the slaves” descendants — can only result from the
assumption that slavery was an economic good, that slavery
somehow worked. The fallacy of this idea is demonstrated, as
clearly as anything in economic history can be demon-
strated, by the radically different economic achievements of
the North and South, as well as by the notorious tendency of
Southern slaveholders to turn up bankrupt. Ignorance of
these facts is saddening. So is ignorance of the fact that the
labor theory of value was discredited almost as long ago as
slavery itself. But ten times sadder is the spectacle of people
who try to alleviate the horrible effects of slavery while
simultaneously believing that there was something good
about it. — Stephen Cox

Leadership for dummies — Rumor has it
President Bush is reading a new book by Eliot Cohen, called
Supreme Command: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in
Wartime. The book describes the leadership characteristics of
successful wartime politicians like Winston Churchill and
Abraham Lincoln. Cohen argues that politicians should
study the tactics and logistics of warfare, in order to care-
fully scrutinize the military, and maintain the momentum of
popular support.

But the most essential ingredient that successful wartime
leaders have is precisely that which the Bush administration
has now utterly squandered: the moral advantage. After the
Sept. 11 attacks, President Bush announced to the nation
that “I will not yield, I will not rest, I will not relent in wag-
ing this struggle for freedom and security for the American
people.” That struggle meant that “we will pursue nations
that provide aid or safe haven to terrorism. Every nation in
every region now has a decision to make: Either you are
with us or you are with the terrorists.”

A year after barbarians murdered 3,000 Americans, we
are not safer; we have accomplished only a gold-plated vic-
tory in Afghanistan, the true hollowness of which becomes
more obvious every day. (A recent mission of 2,000
American troops to a region of Afghanistan near the
Pakistani border resulted in the capture of exactly zero ter-
rorists — because, as commander of the 82nd Airborne
Division, Col. James Huggins, explained, “there was
advance warning in each of the sites we went to.”)
Meanwhile, Palestinians continue their suicide-bomb war
against Israel, with Saudi and Iraqi support; Pakistan hangs
on by the slender thread of a dictator only slightly less anti-
American than his sanguinary people; terrorists attack
Russia and India with impunity (but Russian reprisals
against nations harboring terrorists are greeted with White
House condemnation); Saudi Arabia, which funds and prop-
agates Islamic terrorism throughout the world, is called a
“moderate regime” and an ally, protected not only by
President Bush, but by the intelligence services, which reso-
lutely deny the convincing evidence that Saudi money
funded the sophisticated intelligence operations behind the
Sept. 11 attacks. The exceptions to the Bush Doctrine have
now completely swallowed the doctrine.

President Bush began the war by declaring that we

would not be cowed; we would root out terrorists and kill
them. Then that turned into “bringing them to justice.” Then
that turned to “a political solution to the Middle East crisis.”
Arafat called the White House’s bluff; the president reined
in Israel; and by the time a bomb at Hebrew University
killed five American students, Bush’'s indignation had
become darkly comical. “I am just as angry as Israel is. I am
furious,” he said. One could almost hear resolution itself
fluttering away in the breeze — and then there was nothing.
Shakespeare said that:

conscience does make cowards of us all;

And thus the native hue of resolution

Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought,

And enterprises of great pith and moment

With this regard their currents turn awry,

And lose the name of action.

But in Bush’s case, it is not conscience, but so-called
“realpolitik” — “political solutions” without military victo-
ries — politics without ideals — means without ends — that
has enervated the war. America’s resolution was squan-
dered with the politics of the “peace process,” (patented by
bureaucrats at Foggy Bottom) whereby a nation slowly
bleeds to death rather than being conquered outright. The
results of both is the same. There was a day when this
“peace process” was confined to Israel. That was bad
enough; today it has spread to America.

Now, contrast Bush’s hollow and pathetic “fury” with
the genuine power of a leader like Winston Churchill. He
made no compromises, no “peace processes” with Hitler,
and allowed no such pretenses to stand in the way, precisely
because they are pretenses. Backing down from a rightful
stand only prolongs the agony — in the end, the right will
prevail, but only at a cost increased by delay. “It is vain to
imagine,” said Churchill in 1938, “that the mere perception
or declaration of right principles, whether in one country or
in many countries, will be of any value unless they are sup-
ported by those qualities of civic virtue and manly courage
— aye, and by those instruments and agencies of force and
science which in the last resort must be the defense of right
and reason. Civilization will not last, freedom will not sur-
vive, peace will not be kept, unless a very large majority of
mankind unite together to defend them and show them-
selves possessed of a constabulary power before which bar-
baric and atavistic forces will stand in awe.”

Only firmness in the right — not military tactics or care-
ful administration — can assure victory in a war which the
administration now seems to wish it had never declared.

— Timothy Sandefur

Word watch II — “The word is the shadow of the
act.” So the ancient Greeks believed, and they were right.
Any strange and untoward alteration in words is the
shadow of some strange and untoward activity of human
thought.

Consider the recent alteration in the most popular
euphemism for death, which for many years was “he (or
she) passed on.” Now one hears on every side, “He (or she)
passed.” Just that. Passed. That’s the end of the sentence.
Hearing that, anyone interested in stories instinctively won-
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ders, “Passed where?” Even the Ancient Mariner didn’t just
pass; he passed “like night from land to land.” The verb
“pass” requires some faint obeisance to the fact that motion
has direction. That’s what the “on” was for.

Of course, the reason why “on” is no longer heard is
that many people feel embarrassed to hint that there may,
in fact, be a direction to human life, that there may be a
place that the deceased go on to. The embarrassment may
result from a decline in religious belief or, more likely, from
a politically correct decline in the willingness to confess to
religious belief. Well, I'm sorry, but you have to decide.
Either you believe in God or you don't. If you do, please
continue to resort to the conventional euphemism, which
well expresses your view: “he passed on” to heaven, or
someplace else. If, however, you don’t believe in God,
please omit all implied reference to the idea that human life
is part of a story that passes anywhere beyond mortality.
Find your own euphemism for death. Or just, for God's
sake, say “he died.”

Now we come to a verbal disturbance which indicates
that when you sense an alteration in the common tongue,
you should consider the possibility that the alteration is
politically inspired.

I refer to the abominable misuse of the word “issues”: “I
have issues about that,” or, if you don’t care to be even that
specific, just “I have issues.” Note that this is always said in
a combative, self-righteous tone, as if the speaker were
delivering a party platform. And it's true, “issues” is an
inherently political word. The ominous alteration in its use
is its transference to formerly nonpolitical contexts. People
now say, “I have issues with men” or “I have issues with
women,” or “I have issues with soft drinks,” in the way that
people used to say, “I'm voting for Taft, God damn it!” Not
surprising, I suppose: since the 1960s, the best minds have
been saying that everything is political.

“Issues” is a political disturbance of the noun. The next
problem I want to mention involves a political disturbance
of the preposition.

Have you noticed that (leftist) people on television now
characterize themselves as “advocates for” some indefinite
thing or other — "diversity” or “child welfare” or “racial
equality” or whatever the cause du jour happens to be?
“Advocate,” of course, is a transitive verb; it needs a direct
object, as in: “I advocate an increase in the income tax.”
Well, fine. I can understand that statement. I don’t agree
with it, but I can understand it. But what can you say to
someone who intones, “I advocate for tax policy,” or “I
advocate for children,” or, in a still more putrid style, “I
advocate around issues of women’s health care.” You
can’t say anything, because nothing has been said to
you. These are meaningless statements.

Yet the tone comes through, and it is not a nice tone.
The effect of “for,” in such locutions, is to transfer inter-
est from what is advocated to who is advocating, with
the suggestion that advocacy is not merely a favorable
discussion of certain ideas (“1 advocate socialized medi-
cine”) but a full-time occupation, a legitimate means of
claiming respect and remuneration. “I work for the bus

November 2002

company,” “I stock shelves for Safemart,” “I advocate for
product safety labels.” All the same thing, right? No, not
quite. Tell me what, precisely, you're advocating, and then
I'll tell you whether you merit any social recognition for
advocating it. But don’t tell me you're advocating “for” it.
As for the effect of “around,” the less said the better.
Real people talk about equality; they say what they think it
is; they debate whether it's good or bad; but only phonies
are “concerned with issues around equality.” They may also
be concerned with issues around the old Marxist theory that
all social and moral problems are “mutually implicated,” so
that talk about one thing always, inevitably leads to talk
about everything. (In other words, when Marxists talk
around an issue, I mean they really talk around an issue.) But
whatever it is that has addled these people’s little heads, it’s
clearly time to suggest to them that the rest of the world is
neither so phony, nor so confused, as they are. If someone
says to you, “I'm concerned around issues of health care,”
tell him, “Well, then, I'm sorry to find that you're not con-
cerned with health care — because I am.” — Stephen Cox

The unspoken alternative — Every time I hear
public debate about rising medical costs I regret that no one
introduces into the argument the libertarian alternative of
the elimination of medical licensing, the state-enforced mon-
opoly that keeps physicians’ fees artificially high; and when-
ever I hear complaints upon the lack of money for public
schools in America I regret that no one introduces into the
argument the libertarian alternative of the elimination of
compulsory education, because nothing would reduce costs,
as well as eliminate unruly students, more surely and
swiftly than letting them depart (ideally until they think it
wiser to return).

Just as the doctor’s union opposes vehemently any
debate over licensing, so the principal opponent of any
reconsideration of compulsory education is not students or
parents but the teachers’ unions. — Richard Kostelanetz

Market watching — People avidly follow the
Dow, the NASDAQ, and S&P in the attempt to know how
the economy is doing, how to invest, and whether to buy or
sell stock. Few people stop to think what these index figures
mean and what makes them go up or down. They are mas-
sive totals comprised of countless bids and asks for shares of

“The ADMINISTRATION IS
SHARPLY DIVIDED. ON ONE
SIDE ARE THE HAWKS
WHO WANT T0 OUST
_—— SADDAM Hussem.oN
THE OTHER SIDE ARE
THE MODERATES WHo
wouLD PREFER TO
See HiM ToppteD .

U
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stock in specific companies all added together.

As such they don’t mean very much — because no one
buys “the market” as a whole. Anyone buying or selling
stock must buy stock in specific companies. What is impor-
tant to remember that each of these companies is trying to
furnish some good or service that consumers want. Whether
the stock of any particular firm goes up or down depends on
the success of its managers to satisfy its customers. And how
its managers proceed is influenced to a great extent by
whether or not they expect government to interfere with their
efforts, disrupt their plans, impose more or different regula-
tions, raise taxes, or issue new quantities of dollars to disrupt
their cost calculations.

“The market” is nothing but a collection of countless indi-
vidual companies, entrepreneurs, and business managers,
each of whom is doing his or her best to anticipate costs,
potential sales, and the consequences of government interfer-
ences on-his or her particular company. The most valuable
contribution governments (at every level) could make to the
economy and the well-being of the people would be to assure
everyone that it would halt all increases in taxes, regulations,
and the money supply. But since Sept. 11 every so-called “cri-
sis” or “emergency” has called forth more taxes, more regula-
tions, and more money — for certain political favorites.

These political actions can be disastrous. The companies
that are hindered as a result from doing their best to serve
their customers may have to curb production, purchase less
from suppliers, lay off workers, and perhaps even go out of
business. How companies are affected varies from company
to company. But it always depends on the expectations of the
consequences by company owners, managers, and entrepren-
eurs. And the more disruptive interferences they expect from
government, the more discouraged they will become as to
their prospects for continuing energetically in business.

Whether widespread depression or prosperity results will
depend on the decisions and actions of individual business-
men. And government has the power to influence them for

better or worse. — Bettina Bien Greaves

In space, no one can hear you lip sync —
Lance Bass, a member of the almost-defunct teen-pop group
*NSync almost became the third space tourist. What made
this trip so spectacular is that NASA is finally catching on to
the idea of space tourism, and for the first time is helping
with the training.

Duane Carey, a shuttle pilot and father of two teenage
daughters, said, “What's exciting about this is getting a crea-
tive person up there . . .” *NSync creative? That’s probably
the first time those two words have ever appeared in a sen-
tence. — Tim Slagle

More globes warming — There have now been
three bodies in the solar system other than Earth that have
been reported to be warming: Mars, Triton, and Pluto.

On July 20 and then on Aug. 21 of this year, Pluto passed
directly between Earth and certain stars in the constellation
Ophiuchus, allowing scientists to obtain information on
Pluto’s atmosphere. Marc W. Buie of Lowell University and
James L. Elliott of MIT found that, although Pluto is now
three percent farther from the sun than it was in 1988 (the last
time Pluto occulted a star seen from Earth), the planet’s sur-

face is now slightly warmer. Another team at the
Observatory of Paris also measured an increase in Pluto’s
surface temperature.

According to B. Buratti of the NASA Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, Triton’s lightcurve has recently increased in
amplitude, its spectrum has reddened distinctly more than
once, and even its atmospheric pressure has been increasing.
A lightcurve is the variation of a body’s apparent brightness
with time.

In January’s Science News, scientists reported that using
Mars Surveyor camera, they found that the walls of pits in
the polar icecap had receded by about 1 to 3 meters. This rate
of erosion is described as “phenomenal.” A Science 294 article
“suggests that colder winter temperatures over the Northern
Hemisphere continents during portions of the 15th through
the 17th centuries . . . and warmer temperatures during the
12th through 14th centuries . . . may have been influenced by
long-term solar variations.”

Though there may be speculation as to the reasons for the
surface warming for each of the bodies for which it has been
reported, Mars, Pluto, Triton, and Earth, a simpler explana-
tion that would apply to all would be an increase in the Sun’s
output. Despite the reports on Mars, Pluto, and Triton, there
hasn’t been a peep from anyone (as far as we know) concern-
ing a possible connection between this and putative “global
warming” on earth.

Remember the case of the dog that didn’t bark? This may
be another one. NASA is being given huge amounts of
money to study global warming, yet it hasn’t proposed the
obvious project of designing an inexpensive satellite to pre-
cisely measure solar output over time. The U.S. pays about 2
billion dollars a year of our money for global warming stud-
ies; that can buy a lot of silence.

— Sandy Shaw and Durk Pearson

Vend, my friend! — Warsaw is maturing, so they
say. It used to be that you encountered sidewalk vendors
everywhere and the park around the Palace of Culture in the
center of the city was filled with small metal booths called
scieki (“jaws”) where people sold all kinds of goods and you
could encounter highlanders from the mountains selling
smoked cheeses, sheepskins, and fleece vests off of sidewalk
tables.

I used to have an apartment right above an open-air pro-
duce market where I could go out on my balcony and plan
my dinner with a pair of binoculars (Red Army surplus
bought at the open-air market) and take the elevator down to
do my shopping.

Now there are hypermarkets in almost every district and
businessmen are grumbling about how we have to get rid of
these vendors. “No sophisticated city has street markets like
this. It looks primitive.” The grounds around the Palace of
Culture have been cleared of all the booths and only a few
vendors with tables remain. There are still sidewalk vendors,
but they are subject to licensing regulations and appear to be
growing fewer. Maybe it’s a sign of progress, but I still find it
depressing. The markets and vendors gave this city a certain
character, which is hard to come by considering how ugly
much of Warsaw is.

This morning as I was walking to the train station I
passed a few vendors near the entrance to the underground.
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Most Persuasive Libertarian in America
Voted ‘““Best Libertarian Communicator’’

Needs Your Help to Run for U.S. Senate
Michael Cloud, Libertarian for U.S. Senate (MA)

Jo Jorgensen, 1996 Liber-
tarian Vice-Presidential
nominee says, “Michael
Cloud is, hands down, the
best public speaker in the
Libertarian Party.”

Chris Azzaro, Director,
Libertarian Victory Fund, says,
“Michael Cloud is, quite simply, the
most persuasive Libertarian with
NON:-libertarian audiences. He
captivates them with new insights
and outlooks, stories and
illustrations, thought-provoking
questions and a passion for our
principles of liberty. When Michael
Cloud speaks, audience members
joinus.”

Carla Howell, Libertarian for
Governor, says “Michael Cloud is
the most electrifying, eloquent, and
entertaining public speaker in the
Libertarian movement. Master of
the Art of Libertarian Persuasion.
Put him in front of NON-libertarian
audiences — and watch Michael
Cloud turn them into Libertarians.”

David Brudnoy, enormously
popular Libertarian talk radio host on
WBZ in Boston, says, “Spectacular:
that’s the only way to describe
Michael Cloud.”

Teaches Libertarian Persuasion

Michael Cloud created the
Libertarian movement’s most widely
used communication training tapes:
The Essence of Political Persuasion.

Over 57,217 subscribers receive
Michael Cloud’s “Persuasion Power
Points” column every two weeks.
(Visit www.Self-Gov.org.)

Michael Cloud

Quotable Phrase-Maker

Quoted by Playboy, Wall Street
Journal, Reader’s Digest, the
Congressional Record, National
Review, and Harper’s and others.

Ghost-written speeches, articles, &
books that have found their way into
every major publication in America.

Put Michael Cloud in front of
NON:-libertarians

1. Colleges and universities.
Michael Cloud is persuasive and
extraordinarily well-read. Politics.

Economics. Philosophy. Psychology.

¢ Personal Responsibility is the Issue

: Michael Cloud
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‘Wows’ the audience and lights up
the call-in lines.’

4. Service Clubs. Rotary. Civitan.
Lions. Optimists. Soroptimists.
Elks. Professional Business
Women’s Clubs. Michael Cloud
wins them to Liberty.

Michael Cloud possesses what
Rafael Sabatini called, “a dangerous
gift of eloquence.”

Help us put Michael Cloud in front
of 300 NON:-libertarian audiences to
grow the libertarian movement.

We need press kits, news releases,
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can.
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Suddenly I saw a man rush up the stairs from the subway
entrance nearby shouting. In a flash I saw goods whisked
off of tables and packed into bags and the tables removed.
Sure enough, a pair of city cops came trudging up the stairs
and walked across the plaza, while the vendors sat around
looking innocent. Maybe the cops knew something was
going on, maybe they didn’t. I suspect they really didn’t
want the bother of hassling somebody trying to make a liv-
ing and harming nobody — or at least I like to think so.

God, I love this town! — Stephen Browne

Time fOI‘ a change — By the time most of you read
this, you will have already paid into-a nefarious government
mandated pyramid scheme whether you wanted to or not.
Not me, however. I am fortunate enough to live in a state
that doesn’t engage in such silly mathematical nonsense. No,
I'm not talking about Social Security. I'm talking about that
other pyramid scheme: Daylight Saving Time.

It clearly fits the definition of a pyramid scheme by tak-
ing time (or more precisely, light) from one area of the day
and moving it to another area. Of course, like any pyramid
scheme, in order to keep it running, it requires an infinite
amount of time, constantly shifting one segment to another.
Nothing is produced, just transferred.

Indiana (where I live) has some small portions of the
state that practice Daylight Saving Time (DST), while the
majority of the state doesn’t practice it. I live in the saner
part of the state. Unfortunately many of my fellow Hoosiers
are clamoring to jump on the DST bandwagon of constantly
resetting millions of clocks. This is similar to impetuous chil-
dren giving in to peer pressure. Their main argument is,
“Everybody else is doing it.”

I've lived in other states that do practice DST. Thus I
have personally witnessed the foolish ritual of eternally
moving clock hands forwards and backwards like some per-
petual and indecisive metronome. So I have seen and lived
with both sides. Thus I can speak from experience about the
DST nightmare.

If Indiana follows other states like lemmings over the
DST cliff, it can look forward to the following “benefit” that
most other DST states share: After each time change a per-
son’s sleep pattern will be thrown completely out of sync.
This lasts about two weeks until the body gets accustomed to
the new schedule. This will happen twice a year. That equals
one month out of your life, each and every year, that your
body is thrown exhaustively out of whack.

DST proponents ignore this fact (perhaps they’re too
tired to realize it?) and feel that their manipulation of clock
hands somehow affects the independent structure and flow
of time and light. This is similar to primitive people who
believed only magic rituals during an eclipse could bring the
sun back. In both cases, nature simply goes on despite man’s
futile attempt to influence it. Yet both groups will insist that
their efforts must be invoked in order to make life better.

What neither the primitive savage nor the DST propo-
nent understands is that their actions have no impact. Except
in the case of DST, where it actually causes harm. The num-
ber of car accidents and deaths that inevitably occur during
the weeks following every time change is anybody’s guess.
You don’t steal an hour of a driver's sleep without

consequences. ,

And, of course, by changing the time and giving more
light to one group that stays up late, you are simply taking
light away from another group that gets up early. Anyone
who sleeps, anyone who drives, and anyone who recognizes
the inherent flaw in all pyramid schemes should actively
oppose Daylight Saving Time. But, unfortunately, most peo-
ple will continue to move their clock hands twice a year,
more people will lose light to others, more people will lose
sleep, more people will fall asleep at the wheel, and more
people will actually think DST is a good idea. You can count
on it like clockwork. — Chris Henderson

Skousen out at FEE — On Sept. 24, the Board Of
Trustees of the Foundation for Economic Education ousted
Mark Skousen, who had served as its president since Dec.
5. Skousen and his supporters believe that he was ousted for
having invited former New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani to
speak at a FEE banquet in October. Skousen had been sub-
jected to a lot of criticism for inviting Giuliani, on grounds
that Giuliani had a long record of prosecutorial abuse and
hostility to individual liberty (see “Popularity tiber alles,”
Reflections September). Skousen certainly underestimated
the hostility of libertarians to his Giuliani invitation, which
reverberated around the Internet for weeks. One investor
was so annoyed by the invitation that he offered to donate
$10,000 to FEE if Skousen would allow Doug Casey, who has
a long history of speaking the truth to powerful politicians,
to speak at the same banquet. (Skousen turned down the
offer.)

But there were other factors that led to his firing. Staffers
of Laissez-Faire Books (LFB), which FEE had acquired earlier
this year, bridled under Skousen’s management, which they
considered to be ham-handed. Others at FEE were unhappy
about Skousen’s self-promotion. And there were concerns
about FEE's finances as well.

Ilook on Skousen’s departure from FEE with mixed emo-
tions. I was as critical of his invitation to Giuliani as anyone,
and I appreciate the other concerns that people at FEE and
LFB had. But Skousen had also brought considerable energy
to the organization, which certainly needed it. FEE’s funda-
mental problem, it seems to me, is that its original mission is
obsolete. FEE was founded by Leonard E. Read in 1946 as a
remnant organization, intended to keep the faith in freedom
in a world where libertarian thinking had little influence or
intellectual respect.

In pursuing that mission, FEE was extraordinarily suc-
cessful. But the renaissance of libertarian thinking that began
in the 1960s gradually made FEE's mission obsolete, and so
far as I have been able to see, FEE hasn’t really settled on a
new mission.

I offer two suggestions:

FEE could focus its energy on educating political conser-
vatives in free-market economics, which was a major part of
its activities during much of its early years. Libertarian
thinking has grown less and less influential ever since most
libertarians abandoned the conservative movement in the
1970s, and FEE could do a lot to remedy this situation.

continued on page 26
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On the Road Wi
Ed Thompson

by Tim Slagle

A trip across Wisconsin with a guy who owns a bar . . . sounds like a

dream come true.

On Sept. 18, T drove up to Wisconsin and spent a couple of days traveling with the

Ed Thompson campaign. I know Wisconsin better than a lot of people. I earn my living doing
stand-up comedy, and there is a whole lot of comedy work between Lake Michigan and the St. Croix river.

I've spent a lot of time in the Cheesehead State’s bowling
alleys, hotel lounges, and supper clubs.

Ed is Wisconsin. His friendly demeanor is infectious. He
is a natural bartender, always making sure your drink is full,
and keeping you busy listening to his great stories. When he
tells you that he knows that he can win, you can’t help but
believe him.

Who doesn’t love a Wisconsin supper club? Big thick
steaks and fried fish are standard fare. Mr. Ed’s Tee Pee
Supper Club in the small town of Tomah is a living relic
from half a century ago. An old theater marquee was con-
verted into the sign for the place in 1950. Under its light, a
buxom Indian maiden in a short buckskin skirt has been stir-
ring a cast-iron pot over a campfire since long before politi-
cal correctness was a gleam in some killjoy’s eye.

I get into Tomah at around 1:00 a.m. Media director Josh
Morby tells me that the “War Wagon” will be leaving the Tee
Pee at around 7 in the morning and if I want any sleep I'd
better get it now.

I pull up around 7:05. The War Wagon is a big old 1982
Fleetwood Pace Arrow RV, with threadbare dusty rose
upholstery. Its rusty sides are freshly painted with a yellow
and black “Ed Thompson for Governor” sign. There is a

SpongeBob SquarePants air freshener hanging from the rear-
view mirror. The Wagon got a brand-new engine up in
Ashland two weeks back, and this is its maiden voyage on
the new engine.

I meet Darryl Pokela, who will be driving, and Larry
Powell, who is handling the scheduling. It's going to be a
day full of phone interviews, press conferences, and a run
across southern Wisconsin, with stops at a few towns that
want to build casinos, but have been denied a license from
the state. It should be a local issue, says Ed. If a town wants
to vote against a casino, that’s fine — but if they want one,
then why does Madison have the right to tell them they
can’t?

Ed has been campaigning twelve hours a day, seven days
a week for the past year and a half. His face is recognized all
over the state, and around every bend in the road you will
see Ed Thompson signs in people’s yards. He still gets a kick
out of seeing every one, and it'’s a big event in the War
Wagon whenever one is spotted. Of course, when anyone
sees an opposition sign, it’s time to make a crack, but fortu-
nately that rarely happens. It is a sure bet that Ed Thompson
clearly owns one demographic: “voters most likely to put a
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sign on their front lawns.”

Darryl asks Larry to reach out the window and adjust the
mirror. Larry complies, but the adjustment only lasts a
couple seconds; the screws are pretty weak, and the mirror
sags back to its original position. We make a mental note to
try and fix the problem at an upcoming stop.

First stop is at a McDonalds in Mauston. Here we pick up
Ed’s old boxing coach Jim and campaign volunteers, Rose
and Leona. None of them is under 60, and they’re the kind of
good-earth, small-town people you're always comfortable
around — people you expect to stand behind in a buffet line,
but never think you'd meet in a Libertarian campaign.

With a gravelly voice and white brush cut, Jim looks and
sounds exactly like you’d expect a boxing manager to sound.
Ed introduces me as being from Liberty magazine. “No kid-

It is a sure bet that Ed Thompson clearly
owns one demographic: “voters most likely to
put a sign on their front lawn.”

ding,” Jim says, “Liberty magazine! Boy, I didn’t know they
still published that. I should show you, I've got a copy of
Liberty from way back in 1932. It only cost five cents back
then, how much you charging for it now?”

I tried to explain to him that the Liberty magazine he’s
talking about went out of business in the '50s, and that I'm
along to report for a completely different magazine, a politi-
cal magazine that’s only been around for 15 years.

“No, it’s the same magazine,” he explains. “It just got
started printing again, cause that magazine is over 80 years
old.” I found it easier just to agree with him.

Leona gets on board with her lunch in a bait bucket. She
had gall bladder surgery in 1995, and she pulls out a letter-
to-the-editor that just got published in the Juneau County
newspaper. She shows me the little bottle of brandy she
keeps in her purse for emergencies. “Heart condition, you
know.”

Rose is 67-years-old and works the late shift in a nursing
home. She has been up all night. She loves to can and has put
up almost 150 jars of vegetables already this summer. She
slips in the back of the RV for a power nap.

All three of them are really excited to be on a road trip in
the War Wagon.

Our next stop is at the gas station for a fill up. The War
Wagon’s main gas tank is rusted out and needs to be
replaced so we're running on the auxiliary tank. It only holds
20 gallons, so we have to fill it up every hundred miles or so.
I recommend that any candidate travel like this, because the
constant stops are great opportunities to get out and shake a
few hands. Ed tries to meet everybody at every stop.

Back in the Wagon, we all have a fresh cup of gas station
coffee, and Ed sits next to me and starts talking. He tells me
the now-famous video poker story. On the night of Dec. 15,
1997 four cops raided the Tee Pee Supper Club. An under-
cover policewoman had come into the club and put $10 into

one of the machines back in July. A little while later, she
went to the bar and asked for a $5 payout on the machine.
That was enough to raid the place. The police went through
the entire club, seizing all the cash on hand and all the video
poker machines. Thanks to Christmas parties that evening, it
had been a very busy night for the club, and the police
snatched $4,000 from the restaurant till and $1,800 from the
bar. It was part of a publicity stunt: in all, the police busted
43 taverns and seized 115 machines that night. The prosecu-
tor offered Ed a deal: pay a fine and forfeit the cash they'd
seized, and he’d be free to go about his business. Ed was
determined to fight the law that he felt was unjust. “If the
state can hold a lottery, then they’re admitting that there is
nothing wrong with gambling. I'm trying to make a living
here. I was ready to go to prison if I had to.”

This was not an idle statement. Ed spent several years
working in a prison, and knows all too well what goes on in
there. His platform calls for separating violent from nonvio-
lent criminals. He believes in the legalization of victimless
crimes, like drugs, and thinks the state would be better
served by allowing nonviolent offenders the option of wear-
ing a bracelet, and remaining under house arrest.

Ed went to trial facing the prospect of eight years and
$4,000 in fines. The first juror interviewed for the trial said, “I
support Ed, and there’s no way I will ever find him guilty.”
The other 58 jurors saw that the first one was dismissed, and
repeated his performance. A few hours later there were only
seven left, not enough to seat a jury. The judge was furious.
He ordered the cops to go into town and round up anyone
they could find. Meanwhile, the prosecuting attorney was
ready to cut a deal. He would settle for an $800 fine.

Ed said he wouldn’t give them a dime. Ed’s attorney said,
“Well, then I'll pay the damn fine.”

“ After billing me $10,000 it was the least he could do,” Ed
says.

The state had to return the money it seized, though it sold
Ed’s machines and the other 111 it seized that night at auc-
tion to a Texas man for about $5,000. Ed mentions that they
could have made ten times that amount if they had just sold
them back to the taverns they took them from.

Ed campaigned for a law to allow tavern owners to have
video poker machines, and to lower the fines for a machine
that pays out. The law was passed and now the Tee Pee has
five video machines, one more than was seized on that night
in 1997.

“Do your machines pay out?” I ask.

“Of course they do,” he says, “of course they do.”

The cops had aroused a sleeping bear. Ed never was
interested in politics until that point. He suddenly realized
that perhaps the government does not hold the best interests
of the public in its heart, and was determined to fight bad
government.

Ed believes that the whole raid was staged by a Democrat
attorney general as a way to embarrass Ed’s brother Tommy
Thompson, then the Republican governor of Wisconsin.
Now his brother is the secretary of Health and Human
Services in the Bush administration and the attorney general
is the Democrat’s candidate for governor.

We leave the press conference in Kenosha, and there are
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huge black clouds on the horizon. It starts raining pretty
hard. “Boy, she’s coming!” says Larry. We get into a pretty
heavy storm and the Wagon starts leaking in three places.
The air conditioner is also broken, so the humidity is almost
unbearable. The windows get so fogged we can’t see out,
and we get a little lost. Meanwhile, Ed is on the phone with
the Wisconsin Christian News.

We get turned around and try to make a Y-turn in some-
one’s driveway. As he was backing into the highway, Darryl
remembers that he was going to fix the sideview mirror. It's
flat against the window now, and completely useless. We
barely miss getting creamed by a delivery truck that locks up
its brakes.

After the conference we go to lunch at the home of Dr.
Mike and his wife Angela. Dr. Mike has an interesting take
on child support. He has told his wife’s ex-husband, who has
fallen on hard times, that he no longer has to pay child sup-
port if he can’t afford it. Dr. Mike can certainly take care of
all the kids. The state of Wisconsin, however, will not allow
the doctor or his wife to refuse the support. He thinks that
since the state holds all support checks for two weeks there
may be a huge account on which they collect interest.
Meanwhile, the deadbeat dad is such a popular villain for
the government that there probably isn’t a chance that they
will ever reform the policy. After dinner he says grace, and
asks God to bless Ed and the campaign. Ed is genuinely
humbled. Someone suggests blessing the War Wagon, as it
might help.

The next conference is at a local job center in Janesville. It
is one of those government facilities that usually pop up in a
town where there is high unemployment. It never really
helps, but it gives local residents the feeling that the govern-
ment cares and is working on the problem. This center is just
a couple years old, and it was built in a recently closed
Kmart. “Boy, you're going to be able to build a lot more of
these pretty soon,” I muttered to myself.

Inside were a lot of young single mothers wandering
around and a couple kids surfing the net in the room labeled
“High Wage Technological Training Center.” A couple of

Brandi tells Ed that she’s so depressed, that
she can't keep a job, and asks him to help. Ed
opens his arms and gives her a really big hug.

Ed’s friends see him and tell him that nobody knows any-
thing about a press conference today. We start gathering in
the waiting area while Larry and Darryl go and try to
straighten things out. A couple minutes later the room reser-
vationist comes out and apologizes for the mix-up. “That’s
fine,” says Ed, who has already introduced himself to Cathy
of the Janesville Gazette, “We'll just do the conference here.”

“No, that wouldn’t be good,” explains the reservationist,
“this is too public.” That doesn’t sound right to me — an
event like this is supposed to be public. She sequesters us all
in room H. “This one is going to be free all day,” she says.

Ed explains to the group that he would let any city that

wants a casino to have one. “How do you know when you
have too many?” asks Cathy.

“How do you know when there’s too much of anything?”
Ed responds. “You let the market decide. If there’s too many,
they won't be able to make enough money, so they’ll have to
close a few. This place here, used to be a Kmart. There were
too many, now it's closed.” Cathy, obviously educated at a
liberal arts college, has never considered an idea like that
before. I'm happy to hear economics 101 bemg taught in
such a simple, over-the-fence approach.

A male job center employee comes into the room, and
asks for Ed’s attention for a moment. Ed obliges, and comes
back a minute later. He wraps up the conversation, then

“I'm a libertarian too.” Ventura told Ed.
“Well then why don’t you tell people that
you're a libertarian?” “Because the libertarians
told me I'm not one.”

explains that we're going to have to leave as, contrary to
what the reservationist says, there’s another event scheduled
for the room.

On the way out, Ed is approached by Brandi and her
mother. Brandi is a 20-ish blonde with a pierced eyebrow
and blue contacts. She tells Ed that she’s so depressed that
she can’t keep a job, and the state of Wisconsin refuses to
classify depression as a disability, so she is being denied
important funds and services. She asks Ed to help. Ed opens
his arms and gives her a really big hug, which was all he has
to offer. It's probably a lot of what the girl needs, I think to
myself. Maybe she needs a spanking, too, I think, and her
mother could use a stern lecture about spoiling adult chil-
dren. But I'm just an observer on this trip.

“What happened to the conference?” I asked Ed.

“We were tossed.”

“What?”

“This is a public facility, and you can’t hold political ral-
lies in public buildings.”

That doesn’t sound right; I think they just don’t like his
politics. I can’t believe how calmly he’s taking this. I go over
to a bulletin board, and pull down a sign that urges single
mothers to vote for Democrats and take it to the front desk.
“I understand you're not to use this facility for political pur-
poses, so I did you the favor of removing this for you.” They
glare at me as I leave.

Later, Ed confides in me, “That was funny what you did.
You know I still can’t believe they did that to me. First thing
I'm gonna do when I'm the governor is defund that damn
job center.”

Rose tells me a story about fishing in Alaska. She and
some friends went fishing for sockeye in the Russian River.
They had to use flies, which was a little foreign to a
Wisconsin group used to using live bait, so they weren’t hav-
ing much luck. Rose got bored so she went back to the cabin
to bake some bread. Well, she baked a couple loaves, and
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some Danish pastries, and pretty soon some guys from
Washington state were at the door with a stringer of really
nice salmon. “Tell you what,” they said, give us a loaf of
bread and we’ll give you three salmon filets.” Deal.

When the rest of the fishing party came home that night

with their one fish, they were astounded to see the beautiful
fillets frying up in the pan. “I told them they were using the
wrong bait,” she laughs.
The picnic pavilion in Shullsburg is filled to capacity when
we get there, and there are four reporters. It's a beautiful
September evening, the trees are just getting a whisper of fall
color and the Shullsburg Miners are out on the football field
just down the hill practicing for the big game this weekend.
The coach’s whistle is clear in the cool night air. Ed is on fire;
he absorbs the energy from the crowd and gives it back.
They love him. It's a happy ride home. I notice that the side-
view mirror is now completely missing,.

I stay at the Tee Pee way too late that night, drinking
Pabst Blue Ribbon and trying to get one of the video poker
machines to pay out. The next morning, I drag myself back at
around 10 a.m. Ed greets me with a ham and cheese crois-
sant. “You just missed Jim,” he says. “He brought that 1932
issue of Liberty magazine to show you.”

We're taking Ed’s minivan today, since there’s only four
of us and it’s just a media run down to Madison. The word is
that Ed’s brother has decided to endorse Scott McCallum, the
Republican candidate. Tommy won’t endorse Ed, because Ed
is not a Republican. “So why aren’t you a Republican?” I ask.

“Because I'm a libertarian. I can’t be something I'm not.
I've been a libertarian my entire life.”

“ Are you 100% libertarian?”

“I don’t even know what that means.”

“Well, a lot of libertarians expect every libertarian to
pretty much agree on everything. I know that's impossible,
but we all seem to be pretty close on a lot of major issues.”

“You know,” Ed starts, “I got to sit down and talk with

In his heart, Ed was hoping that his brother
would surprise everyone and endorse him at the
last minute.

Jesse Ventura when he came to see me. He says to me, ‘So,
you're a libertarian?’

“Isaid, “Yah,’

“He said, “You know, I'm a libertarian too.’

“I said, “Well then why don’t you tell people that you're
a libertarian?’

“He said, ‘Because the libertarians told me I'm not one.””

Ed’s son Josh is driving today. Adam Dick is coaching Ed
as we drive. Adam abandoned a successful legal career to
work on Ed’s campaign. He left New York City on the morn-
ing of Sept. 11, 2001 with the smoke from the Twin Towers in
the rearview mirror of the Ryder Truck. I cannot imagine
how difficult that first week was. He lost friends in the
Towers.

We're not halfway to Madison before the phone starts
ringing. It's Charlie Sykes from Milwaukee. Ed has a great
chat about how it's wrong that the Wisconsin Broadcasting
Association is excluding him from the debates. He met their
criteria, so they added more. It's a story heard time and
again: established parties don’t like the competition, and
media outlets don’t want to give third parties a shot. Charlie
promises to include Ed in any debates held on his radio
show. We find out later that after Ed hung up, Charlie
warned his listeners that voting for Ed was wasting your
vote. Same old story.

Every interviewer wants to ask the same question today,
“How do you feel about your brother endorsing Scott
McCallum?”

Ed plays it really smooth. “He’s under pressure from the
party and the White House to do this. It just goes to show the
trouble with being a career politician. Look at the power
these parties have over career politicians.”

We're walking across the University of Wisconsin cam-
pus, and all the kids are waving to Ed like he’s an old friend.
“See all those yellow posters stuck way up on the tower
there?” he says. “Those are mine!”

“How do you like knowing that your supporters are van-
dals?” I ask.

“Ilove it!”

We go into the student paper, the Daily Cardinal, for an
interview with its editor in chief. The kids really like Ed, and
[ don't think it’s just because he wants to lower the drinking
age to 18 and legalize pot. They're hearing ideas they've
never heard before. A lot of kids wander in, and are nodding
their heads in agreement. The editor asks, “Did you ever get
the engine on the War Wagon fixed?” Everyone laughs.

The last TV interview for the day is WKOW for the eve-
ning news. Once again, the question about Ed’s brother is
asked. Ed finishes the question, but when we leave he is visi-
bly shaken. He rips off his suit coat and takes a shadow
punch at a tree branch. I can see that his four years of
“Toughman” boxing and Jim’s coaching left him quite capa-
ble of self-defense.

“Why the hell would anyone ever want to be in public
life?” he asks.

I could see that he had just been playing a good cover all
day. In his heart, he was hoping that his brother would sur-
prise everyone and endorse him at the last minute. We get in
the van. “You know what? For the first time since I started
doing this, I feel like I'm losing. I wanted to work from the
grass roots up. I've been working twelve hours a day, seven
days a week. If I fail, it can’t be done.

“I really believed that if I worked as hard as I could, that I
could win. This is the first time that I'm thinking that maybe
we're not going to. How can you? They stack the deck
against you.”

Back at the Tee Pee the weekly fish fry is going on. Ed
introduces me to all the regulars. Rose comes in and buys me
a beer. “I've got some good news for you. Leona and I
decided that tomorrow we're both going to send our $25 in
and we’re joining the Libertarian Party. How about that? I
bet we'll be the oldest new members they ever got.” i
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Independent in
Virginia

by Ken Sturzenacker

The campaign trail is paved with dedication, hard work, and ethnic food.

Neither rain nor wind nor chill of night could keep Jacob Hornberger from cam-

paigning for the U.S. Senate over Labor Day weekend. Hornberger’s reports from the trail, which
has crisscrossed Virginia and reached nearly 60 cities and towns, had made for such great reading that I

had to get in on the action myself.

I set off early Saturday for the state’s pork BBQ champi-
onships in Richmond, along with Bumper, Karen DeCoster
of Michigan, Betsy Summers, Pennsylvania’s highest-
ranking Libertarian elected official, Bumper's campaign
manager Scott McPherson, his wife Charlotte, and their two
young children.

The six of us, wearing “Hornberger for U.S. Senate” T-
shirts, made Bumper’s campaign visible to everyone who
came by. As volunteers, we made it possible to cover all the
entrances to the site, a luxury Bumper and Scott do not
always enjoy.

Band after band of dark, heavy clouds held attendance
down during the early afternoon; by 5 p.m., a steady drizzle
settled in, chasing away hundreds of people who had come
to sample some of the 20 pork BBQ dishes, plus a variety of
fried foods, from fish to Oreos. Yes, fried Oreos!

The Richmond hotel we stayed at was the site of a square
dance weekend which had drawn a couple of hundred peo-
ple from the region; Bumper met with several, but didn’t
take any dancing lessons. By the time we had checked out,
perhaps a couple of dozen of the hotel employees also had
Hornberger for Senate brochures.

The people we encountered reacted favorably to
Bumper’s campaign. In most instances, merely telling
African-Americans that Bumper is running against incum-
bent Republican John Warner sparks a big smile and other
expressions of approval and support. With no Democrat in

the race, the votes of African-Americans — some 30% of
Virginia's population — are up for grabs. And only Jacob
Hornberger is deliberately seeking their support.

The early Sunday forecast was for more rain across the
Tidewater, so Bumper and Scott decided we should head
inland in search of voters. We found some at a brief stop at
the Albemarle County Fair, but the bureaucratic mentality
— “you have to rent a booth, and stay inside it. You are not
allowed to roam the fairgrounds to give out brochures” —
led to our fairly quick departure.

Turning north, we crossed the Blue Ridge Mountains
and Skyline Drive to get to Harrisonburg, one of the four cit-
ies in which the Hornberger for U.S. Senate campaign ran
radio ads in August.

At the site of one event, we found two. The first and
larger was a soccer league match between two of the
Hispanic teams in the northern end of the Shenandoah
Valley. Spectators lined both ends of the field and along the
sidelines where a variety of food was being cooked and
served. We spoke with most of the spectators and all of the
vendors, and had just enough of the Spanish-language bro-
chures left to give one to every family. We sampled the food
(and went back for seconds!) as Bumper talked with league
organizers and posed for a photographer who works for
two newspapers in the area, one a Spanish-language news-
paper which had given him some of the earliest coverage of
his campaign.
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On the far side of the field people were preparing for an
auction of horses used in Western riding and shows. We
talked to them, but discovered that most were from outside
Virginia, so we headed toward campaign headquarters,
Bumper’s home in Ashburn, planning to stop and distribute
brochures in Warrenton on the way. But it was raining so
hard when we got there, that we decided that it just

wouldn’t be worthwhile.

Even before the Chinese food was delivered back at
Bumper’s, we’'d already written the first news release of the
evening. Soon after dinner, Scott and Charlotte took the
children and the leftovers home, while Karen, Betsy, and I
started making plans to revisit Virginia for another round of
campaigning. ]

Beyond the
R's and D’s

by Chester Alan Arthur

It may be an off-year election in which the major parties are playing a tedious
game of positioning themselves for slim majorities, but you wouldn’t know it from

looking at libertarian campaigns.

Finally, Libertarian Party campaigns are making news from coast to coast, although
not necessarily in a way that libertarians might wish.
In California, Gary Copeland, the LP candidate for governor, made headlines with a very unusual per-

formance on talk radio. He was a guest on the Brian
Whitman program on KABC, Los Angeles. In what might
reasonably be characterized as a heated exchange on immi-
gration, the host ordered Copeland’s microphone turned off.
Here is a transcript of what Whitman then said:

Turn Gary’s microphone off please. Gary, this is . . .
excuse me Peter, Gary is walking out. Well, don’t let the
door hit you in the ass, Gary. Hold on Peter, hold on a sec-
ond. The fact is that this man is a lunatic, Gary Copeland.
He is now getting up and he is leaving the studio. The fact
is that I give everyone on this show an opportunity to
speak. Excuse me, Gary. (Sound of spitting.)

Did you just see that? Mr. Copeland just spit upon me!
Did you see that, Nicole? I'd like to call the police please.
Mike, will you call the police? Gary Copeland, the
Libertarian Party candidate for governor of California just
spat upon me, and I will be calling the police, and I will be
filing an assault charge against this lunatic.

Whitman was obviously thrilled by what had happened.
He made the episode, which he dubbed “loogie-gate,” the
centerpiece of his website and wallowed in the publicity
that followed, including reports by Fox News, CNN, the
New York Post, the Washington Post, the San Francisco

Chronicle, and the Sacramento Bee.

Copeland was not so thrilled. He was embarrassed about
losing his temper and apologized. “I was wrong. I am pub-
licly apologizing to Californians and to Brian Whitman . . .
Brian was doing his job and [, in a fleeting moment, had for-
gotten mine. I am here to fight for liberty, not to create
showers of non-verbal condemnation.”

The leaders of the California LP were not thrilled either.
They had disliked having Copeland as their party’s nominee
from the start. He had won the nomination in a state-wide
primary, in which the party’s leadership supported his
opponent, former Vice Presidential nominee Art Olivier. But
Olivier's name was removed from the ballot because of
what the LP leaders called a “voter registration glitch”: state
law requires candidates to be registered to vote as members
of the party whose nomination they seek, and Olivier had
not registered as a Libertarian.

Shortly after the incident, California LP Chair Aaron
Starr called a meeting of the party’s executive committee to
consider withdrawing its support of Copeland and urging
LP members to write in Olivier's name. It wasn’t the first
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time that Starr had called on the executive committee to
repudiate Copeland. But it was the first time he had enough
votes on the committee to do so. The move was academic —
the law does not allow party leaders to reverse a primary
election — but it got a lot of press, bringing the story to the
attention of some important national media. In fact, the
executive committee action got considerably more press
than Copeland’s spittage got on its own.

Whether California’s LP leadership is happy to have
spread the story more widely is not known. Nor, for that
matter, is it known whether Copeland is happy to get the
publicity. According to polls, Copeland remains the choice
of about four percent of Golden State voters.

Curiously, neither the party leadership’s repudiation of
Copeland nor Copeland’s spitting on the talk show host has
made it into one prominent publication: to date, the story
has not made the LP News Onlinec or the national LP’s
website.

The other LP story that made the national media comes
from North Carolina. It began when Rachel Mills, LP candi-
date for legislative district 11, was approached by Playboy to
pose for a photo feature on “The Women of Enron,” her
employer. She didn't like the idea, but she mentioned it to
North Carolina LP Executive Director Sean Haugh, and he
suggested that a pinup calendar of libertarian women might
be a good fundraiser.

The calendar, quite modest by today’s standards, caught
the eye of James Carville, who invited Mills onto his televi-
sion talk Crossfire. There Mills ably defended her libertarian
views as Carville slobbered and conservative Tucker
Carlson was shocked! shocked! Like the Copeland story, the
item was picked up by the national media as a novelty item.
Unlike the Copeland story, it managed to make the LP News
website.

Other Races to Watch

LP politics is, of course, only a sideshow in the American
process. But this year, the Republicans and Democrats are

“Turn Gary's microphone off please, Gary is
walking out. Well, don’t let the door hit you in
the ass, Gary. The fact is that this man is a
lunatic. He is now getting up and he is leaving
the studio. The fact is that I give everyone on
this show an opportunity to speak.”

running campaigns almost bereft of issues, making it diffi-
cult to identify any whose outcomes might indicate changes
in the political direction of the country. Republicans have
stressed the importance of supporting the president in his
War on Terror and his proposed war on Iraq and tried to
avoid discussion of the economy, which they do by basically
accepting a somewhat watered-down version of the
Democrats’ views on the economy. Democrats believe the
president’s popularity is so high that challenging his wars

would be political suicide, so they generally support them,
or at least watered-down versions of them and talk mostly
about economic issues. I am sure that some seats in
Congress and state houses will change hands, but it will be
hard to find any meaning in the changes.

But there are other races with libertarian involvement
that merit attention.

In three races for the U.S. Senate, the libertarian candi-
date is challenging an incumbent with no opposition from
the other major party. Historically, libertarians tend to get
much higher vote totals in races without candidates from
both major parties, and that'll likely be the case this time as
well.

In Virginia, former LP presidential candidate Jacob
“Bumper” Hornberger is running a shoestring guerrilla-type
campaign against Republican incumbent John Warner. Jim
Lark, former national chair of the LP and a power in the
Virginia party, opposed his candidacy, so he decided to run
as an independent. He faces another independent, a female
LaRouchie who got 18% of the vote when she challenged
Warner twelve years ago. Hornberger has raised about
$30,000 so far. He's spent $10,000 on radio advertising and
the balance on travel, brochures, a website, and aerial ban-
ners. During the first part of his campaign, Hornberger, a
personable guy, stressed personal appearances, seeking the
votes of African-Americans and conservative voters who are
unhappy about Warner’s opposition to gun rights. In mid-
September, he cut back on personal appearances and is con-
centrating on using his website as a campaign tool. His web-
site has won some awards, but I doubt it will win many
votes.

In Massachusetts, Michael Cloud is running as the
Libertarian Party nominee against popular Democrat Sen.
John Kerry. His campaign has raised about $200,000 so far,
and it's spending money primarily on yard signs, bumper
stickers, and advertising in gun publications. Cloud says he
is focusing his energy on the Massachusetts ballot measure
to repeal the state’s income tax.

After I wrote a brief reflection on the Hornberger cam-
paign in the September Liberty, contributing editor David
Boaz emailed me that, although he lives in Virginia, he’d not
even heard of Hornberger's campaign. He offered to bet a
dollar that Cloud would do better in Massachusetts than
Hornberger would do in Virginia. I took him up on the bet.

I mentioned this to Cloud, and he told me that I was a
sucker. He said that he would get “17% to 23% of the vote,”
and had a “gut feeling” that he might do even better, while
Hornberger would get only “about seven percent” of the
vote. Despite his confidence, I haven’'t kissed my dollar
good-bye. Cloud has two major advantages: he has far more
money to spend in his campaign, and he is the only oppo-
nent the major party incumbent faces. Hornberger has prac-
tically no money, and there is another independent
candidate in his race, so the anti-incumbent vote will be
split. On the other hand, Hornberger is running as an inde-
pendent, a political identification with which many voters
identify, while Cloud is running as a Libertarian. '

There’s another LP Senate candidate who faces only a
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single major party opponent. In Kansas, Steven A. Rosile is
challenging popular Republican Senator Pat Roberts.
Rosile’s campaign hasn’t attracted much publicity, despite
his call for repeal of the 17th amendment.

The anti-income tax measure in Massachusetts is the
work of Michael Cloud and Carla Howell and is reportedly
getting support from 40%to 45% of the voters. Cloud hopes
that the measure, whose public spokesperson is Howell,
would help her race for governor. That contest has a high
profile, thanks to the aggressive campaign of Republican
Mitt Romney in what is normally a fanatically Democrat
state, and is perceived to be close, which will probably

Michael Cloud told me that if Thompson’s
campaign had been willing to pay him a 30%
commission, he could have raised $250,000 for it.

depress Howell’s vote total. Cloud, who is managing her
campaign as well as the anti-tax campaign and his own
Senate campaign, predicts that she will get more than 10%
of the vote, “enough to cost Romney the election.”

Cloud also predicts that Ed Thompson will get 6% to 8%
in his race for governor of Wisconsin. He believes the cam-
paign could have done much better if it had raised more
money. He told me that if it had been willing to pay him a
30% commission, he could have raised $250,000 from major
donors, but the campaign didn’t want to pay that much and
Cloud “didn’t want to use up that much goodwill for
nothing.”

The other race worth watching is in South Dakota, where

a jury nullification measure is on the ballot. “Initiated
Constitutional Amendment A” would amend the state’s
constitution to guarantee that defendants in criminal cases
would have the right “to argue the merits, validity, and
applicability of the law, including the sentencing laws.”
Neither side has done any advertising yet, but the measure
has garnered a lot of press in the state and around the coun-
try. No polling on the issue has been published, but observ-
ers think the initiative has a good chance of passing. One
reason it is garnering public support is the publicity sur-
round the late-August trial of Matthew Ducheneaux, a
Native American quadriplegic who uses marijuana to con-
trol muscle spasms. He was convicted of smoking marijuana
after a judge ruled that he could not inform the jury of his
medical need for the substance. Even the prosecutor admit-
ted that he did not want to prosecute Ducheneaux, let alone
convict him.

And, of course, there is the well-publicized ballot meas-
ure to legalize possession and use of small amounts of mari-
juana in the privacy of one’s home. In July, local polls
showed voters evenly split on the measure. The head of the
Nevada Conference of Police and Sheriffs polled the organi-
zation’s board members on the subject and found them in
favor of the measure. He issued a statement endorsing the
measure. This touched off a storm of controversy, and the
board took a formal vote, this time opposing the measure.
Since then police organizations around the state have begun
a major campaign against the measure, and the White
House Drug Czar has announced that the federal govern-
ment will also finance a campaign against it. Support is fall-
ing. The most recent poll, conducted on August 26 and 27
by Mason-Dixon Polling, showed the measure failing by
15%. L

Reflections, from page 18

Another possible mission would be to focus on promot-
ing the economic and social thought of Ludwig von Mises.

Mises, who was selected by editors of this magazine as

Libertarian of the Century, was long closely associated with
FEE, and supporting Misesian scholarship and popularizing
his thinking would be a excellent fit for the organization.
Yes, | know that the Ludwig von Mises Institute was
established for this purpose. But promoting Mises’ thought
is only the ostensible purpose of the Mises Institute: anyone
who looks carefully at its record quickly concludes that its
real mission is to promote the thinking of Murray Rothbard,
a student of Mises whose thinking and intellectual agenda
was quite different from Mises. Rothbard was an anarchist
who more or less promulgated the Soviet view of American
foreign policy, along with a ragbag of other beliefs having
little or nothing to do with Mises’ thinking, which taken
together, in Rothbard’s view, constituted an entirely new
intellectual discipline. Mises advocated democracy with
very limited powers and didn’t share Rothbard’s more fra-
grant historical beliefs and theories. Mises and Rothbard
also had several important, though arcane, disagreements

about economics.

As if to underscore its allegiance to Rothbard rather than
to Mises, the Institute has recently republished the 1949 edi-
tion of Mises’ magnum opus, Human Action, rather than the
subsequent editions prepared by Mises himself. Mises
Institute President Lew Rockwell reportedly claims that he
believes the 1949 edition to be “more scholarly,” but cynics
observe that the main substantial differences between it and
subsequent editions is that it lacks Mises’ criticism of
Rothbard. Certainly some competition with Rockwell’s
strange version of Mises would be a healthy thing.

Of course, I don’t know all that has gone into the deliber-
ations of FEE’s board, and for all I know it has discussed the
situation along these or more fruitful lines. (I am not a mem-
ber of the board, though a board member contacted me and
offered to nominate me earlier this year. I talked to Skousen
about the possibility of my joining the board, and he was
unenthusiastic, so I let the matter drop.)

FEE is the nearest thing the libertarian movement has to
an institution, and its continued health is important both to
the movement and to the cause of liberty. I hope that FEE’s
trustees find a way to renew FEE's vitality and redefine its
mission. — R.W. Bradford
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Maiden Speech

Ms. Coddington
Goes to Wellington

In July, Deborah
Coddington was
elected to the New
Zealand Parliament
as a candidate of the
ACT Party.

Coddington, a widely
read journalist, had
previously been
deputy leader of the
Libertarianz Party,
and twice run for
Parliament on its
ticket.

This, her maiden
speech in Parliament,
shows what liberty
looks like from the
south side of the
globe.

by Deborah Coddington

Mz. Speaker, congratulations on your appointment as speak-
er for the new term of the 47th Parliament.

My decision to stand for Parliament raised eyebrows among some of my former
colleagues in the media. As a member of the fourth estate they considered I was aban-
doning my role of holding the third estate to account.

I was expected to provide an explanation for wanting to leap the divide.

As an issues-driven journalist I campaigned against sex offenders, child abuse, the slow
death of the academic curriculum, the introduction of the NCEA, the dissolution of the
family.

While many of my friends in the media railed against the invisible hand of the market, I
feared the visible boot of government. It stamps on individual liberties and puts its toe into
the private lives of adults — from their employment contracts to their choice of television
viewing, and latterly that most private of relationships — what is agreed in the bedroom.

But now I am a member of this Parliament and therefore, some would say, part of the
force behind the bossy boot of the state.

But I am here as a member of the ACT Party, the only party that unashamedly pro-
motes small government and a liberal vision.

Big government, like any domineering body, is most harmful to those who are vulnera-
ble, who are struggling, those desperately seeking happiness.

I am reminded of the inscription on the Statue of Liberty:

Give me your tired, your poor,
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free,
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore,
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost, to me,
Iift up my lamp beside the golden door!

The U.S. Coast Guard does not find people swimming from Florida to Cuba through
shark-infested waters. And despite her many faults and aberrations, America is still a bea-
con of freedom and prosperity.

But what is freedom? As a crusading journalist I have seen what freedom is not.

Freedom is not the family whose lives are blighted because they discovered the man
they trusted, a respected member of the community, was granted name suppression and
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moved freely through society sexually abusing children in
his care.

Freedom is not manifest in the lives of children like
James Whakaruru, a Hastings 4-year-old savagely beaten to
death by his mother’s boyfriend, imprisoned once already
for beating James. This killer, when released, resumed
assaulting James on a weekly basis. In April 1999, despite
the fact numerous officials knew James was at risk, the
state’s agents failed to protect him.

James was stomped on, punched, kicked, choked,
thrashed with a jug chord, beaten with a vacuum cleaner

Big government, like any domineering body,
is most harmful to those who are vulnerable,
who are struggling, those desperately seeking
happiness.

pipe, a hammer, and a drawer — all over a period of two
days — until his internal organs could take no more and he
died.

Justice Wild, when sentencing James’ killer, said: “All
through this beating James apparently said nothing, but
stared blankly at you, I daresay wondering why you were
doing these terrible things to him. Sadly, a judge like me
hears and sees evidence of many dreadful and awful things.
However, the photographs in evidence in this case taken of
James upon his admission to hospital and subsequently dur-
ing the post mortem examination are shocking and distress-
ing. I must admit that it is beyond comprehension to me
how any adult could inflict injuries of this sort to a little
child.”

When I wrote the original story on James’ death for
North & South magazine I asked defence counsel -for the
killer why James’ mother returned to her boyfriend despite
placing her child in danger. He said, “You have to under-
stand, without James she lost her income and her house.”

Freedom is not condemning 1 million New Zealanders,
as a recent literacy survey showed, to a life bereft of the
advantages, benefits, and unremitting joys of discovering
knowledge. Today nearly 20% of young New Zealanders
are leaving school without the basic literacy and numeracy
skills required for everyday living.

Unable to sign off on Health and Safety regulations
they’ll not find work in factories. Confused about the
instructions on a contraceptive pill packet, they may bear
unwanted children. Seduced by no-deposit, interest-free
hire purchase, they could sink into crime under a crushing
pile of debt.

I am totally in favor of a compassionate and supportive
welfare net which helps people with dignity. But making
able-bodied, intelligent, healthy people permanently depen-
dent on the state is one of the worst things you can do for
them.

Welfare should be there for the truly vulnerable, not the
corporates who successfully lobby governments to pass

laws protecting their wealth. Picking a corporate winner
inevitably results in a taxpayer or consumer loser. Those
most adversely affected are those on low incomes with
children.

Freedom is not forcing struggling families to pay more
than they need to for shoes and clothes because of tariffs
which protect corporate bosses.

Freedom is not granting special privileges to unions by
raising the minimum wage levels. The unemployed will
always be competition to the unions and governments
should not bow to union bosses” demands for protection
from their competition.

Increasing the minimum wage condemns more people to
a lifetime of dependency, deprived of the chance to acquire
more skills and knowledge.

Freedom is not telling parents which school they must
send their children to. As a board member of a large govern-
ment secondary school I have had to administer unfair zon-
ing regulations which prevent parents from poorer suburbs
sending their girls to what they see as the best school.

Unable to afford a house in the grammar zone, or to go
private, their children must go to the nearest local school.
For many disadvantaged children, education is their one
ticket out of poverty. If they miss this bus, their futures can
be very difficult.

We allow employees the freedom to choose whom to
work for without legal constraints based on gender, age,
appearance, and ethnicity, but we refuse those same liber-
ties to employers.

We have a country that was built, in part, by pioneering
men and women making lives for themselves in a remote

While others railed against the invisible hand
of the market, I feared the visible boot of govern-
ment. It stamps on individual liberties and puts
its toe into the private lives of adults.

and difficult land. They were self-reliant, they helped each
other, and fundamental to their turning New Zealand into a
First World country was the protection of their property
rights.

Today private property owners must get permission
from the state to make even the subtlest improvement to
their own land. I have seen a man fined $20,000 for turning
a muddy eyesore into a duck pond.

Edmund Burke once stated that bad law is the worst
form of tyranny. The Resource Management Act certainly
fits that description.

New Zealanders are concerned about equity. We honor
the concept of an equitable society, but this should mean a
society where individuals have the same rights to pursue
their own personal interests, provided they tread softly, not
on the dreams of others.

A free and fair society helps the poor by promoting jobs

continued on page 36
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Prehistory

Science vs. the State:
The Case of Kennewick Man

by Timothy Sandefur

A Federal District Court has thrown out the Clinton administration’s plea to
destroy important evidence of culture in prehistoric America, but it cannot undo the
politically-motivated destruction of an important archeological site.

Almost 10,000 years after his death, Kennewick Man may finally be let out of his
tomb, thanks to a decision in a federal trial court. The skeleton, or what is left of it, has been the subject of an
intense legal battle between scientists and fundamentalist Indians who insist on their right to bury the skeleton, out of

the reach of science.

The controversy (reported in “Creationism: Not Just for
Fundamentalists Anymore,” December, 2000) began in 1996,
when a group of boating enthusiasts discovered human
bones beside a riverbed near Kennewick, Wash. The skele-
ton proved to be 8,500 to 9,000 years old, rousing the curios-
ity of scientists who had thought that immigration to North
America had been more recent. More intriguing still, the
skeleton’s features resembled Asian tribes more than North
American Indians.

But under the Federal Native American Graves
Restoration and Protection Act (NAGPRA), skeletons that
have a “cultural affiliation” with an Indian tribe must be
turned over to that tribe for burial. The Umatilla, Yakama,
and Colville tribes demanded that the skeleton, which they
call “the Ancient One,” be delivered to them for “repatria-
tion,” and the Bureau of Land Management obliged. A
group of scientists objected; the skeleton did not reveal any
“cultural affiliation,” or even physical resemblance, to mem-
bers of these tribes. They filed suit, and the Army placed the
skeleton in storage, pending the outcome of the suit.

The lawsuit had all the makings of racial-political dema-
goguery, and indeed, the Clinton administration seemed to
be intent on playing it for multiculturalist point value. The
Army Corps of Engineers ordered a stop to any DNA test-

ing on the skeleton, and on orders from “the White House”
(nobody quite knows from whom, exactly), dumped 1,000
tons of rock on the site where the skeleton was discovered,
to ensure that no further bones or artifacts could be
unearthed. The Army also allowed Indians to perform ritu-
als over the skeleton which contaminated it with foreign
DNA. After the ceremonies, some of the bones were taken
and buried (nobody quite knows by whom), but the Corps
refused to allow scientists to examine the skeleton. The
bones were badly handled — at one point, the skull was
held together with rubber bands, some bones were kept in a
paper sack, and the femurs disappeared only to be found,
five years later, in a cardboard box in the coroner’s office.
The Department of the Interior, taking the case over from
the Corps, held secret meetings with the Indian tribes in pre-
paring for the litigation.

In late August, after a five-year lawsuit, the Federal
District Court in Oregon announced its decision (Bonnichsen,
et al. v. United States). Noting the “unfair” and “biased”
activities by the Army Corps of Engineers and the
Department of the Interior, the court said that the decision
that the skeleton was “culturally affiliated” was based solely
on the age of the remains and the fact that they were discov-
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ered in American soil. This, the court held, is insufficient.
“The term ‘Native American’ requires, at a minimum, a cul-
tural relationship between remains or other cultural items
and a present-day tribe, people, or culture indigenous to the
United States. A thorough review of the 22,000-page admin-
istrative record does not reveal the existence of evidence
from which that relationship may be established in this
case.” In fact, the evidence “would not support a finding
that Kennewick Man is related to any particular identifiable
group or culture.” To define “Native American” as includ-
ing “people or objects with no relationship to present-day
American Indians” would be “absurd.”

Under the Defendants’ interpretation, possibly long-extinct
immigrant peoples who may have differed significantly —
genetically and culturally — from any surviving groups,
would all be uniformly classified as “Native American” based
solely upon the age of their remains. All pre-Columbian peo-
ple, no matter what group they belonged to, where they came
from, how long they or their group survived, or how greatly
they differed from the ancestors of present-day American
Indians, would be arbitrarily classified as “Native American,”
and their remains and artifacts could be placed totally off-
limits to scientific study. This court cannot presume that
Congress intended that a statutory definition of “Native
American” requiring a relationship to a “tribe, people, or cul-
ture that is indigenous to the United States” yield such far-
reaching results.

The court concluded that it “cannot be confident of [the
government’s] ability to decide a matter fairly,” and thus, in

The skull was held together with rubber
bands, some bones were kept in a paper sack,
and the femurs disappeared only to be found,
five years later, in a cardboard box in the coro-
ner’s office.

an unusual move, ordered the government to allow the sci-
entists access to study the skeleton.

The Kennewick Man controversy reveals some of the
wounds that racial and religious politics have opened in this
country. Indian tribes, supposedly sovereign nations, have
been subjected to such mistreatment and ignorant meddling
that they have turned to the powerful influence of collecti-
vist notions of ethnic and political “solidarity.” Rather than
being interested in the truth about their origins, they, like
fundamentalist Protestant communities, -have instead
embraced a form of literal creationism best summed up in a
statement by Armand Minthorn, religious-leader of the
Umatillas, and one of the defendants in the suit: “From our
oral histories, we know that our people have been part of
this land since the beginning of time. We already know our
history. . . . My people have been here since time began. 1
know how the world began, and I know how the world will
end.” Just like fundamentalist Christian sects, the Indians
see themselves as the victims of a modernizing world, and

see scientific analysis as intrusion and exploitation. One can
see their point: to them, this is tantamount to graverobbing,
a practice which, in the 19th century, was quite common in
Indian graveyards. You wouldn’t want scientists playing
with your grandma’s bones, either.

But these bones are thousands of years older than the
formation of the Umatilla tribe. Any connection to the cur-
rent tribe, if there is any, is so distant as to push the boun-
dary between respect for the dead and absurd mysticism. At
some point, a skeleton stops being a relative and becomes an
artifact. If that point hasn’t been reached in the case of the
Kennewick Man, when is it reached? One answer might be
when “cultural affiliation” can no longer be established. But
this presents three problems: first, the criteria for establish-
ing “cultural affiliation” are as vague as politics, rather than
being as precise as science. Second, NAGPRA's provisions

Just like fundamentalist Christian sects, the
Indians see themselves as the victims of a mod-
ernizing world, and see scientific analysis as
intrusion and exploitation.

for dealing with “unaffiliated” skeletons are still under
review, and may end up not allowing scientists any say in
the matter at all. Third, societies which pride themselves on
continuity and tradition will find “cultural affiliation” easier
to establish — by any criteria — than societies which seek
dynamism and discovery. To make things more difficult, the
former sorts of societies have explicit constitutional protec-
tion in the “free exercise” clause, while the latter have none.
As Richard Dawkins puts it, “If you say ‘Look, here is over-
whelming evidence from carbon dating, from mitochondrial
DNA, and from archaeological analyses of pottery, that X is
the case,” you will get nowhere. But if you say ‘It is a funda-
mental and unquestioned belief of my culture that X is the
case’ you will immediately hold a judge’s attention.”

This quandary puts liberals in a particularly difficult
position. On one hand, the scientific community has always
sought a better understanding of the natural world, to pro-
vide for “the relief of man’s estate.” They have consequently
been more liberal, believing (rightly) that conservatism’s
emphasis on culture and traditionalism, and distrust of rea-
son, skepticism, and free speech, are incompatible with that
understanding. Fundamentalism is science’s enemy, and it
belongs squarely in the Republican Party. On the other
hand, liberalism’s emphasis on Tolerance at All Costs
Except for Western Civilization has brought about a liberal
hostility toward science itself. Science is now the intrusive
mechanism of Western logocentrism; a form of exploitation
and “rape of the natural world.” Postmodernists, “deep
green” environmentalists, militant feminists, and outspoken
black history professors, have all turned the left against the
Enlightenment and its products; as environmentalist
Kirkpatrick Sale says, “Nothing less than a drastic overhaul

continued on page 53

30 Liberty



Investigation

How Fat Are We?

by Randal O’Toole

America’s obesity “crisis” is not the result of fast food, but of fast and loose

manipulation of evidence.

A few years ago, at a Liberty editors’ conference, Bill Bradford asked, “Now that the
tobacco case is just about settled, what will lawyers and left-wing activists demonize next?” Several people

guessed fattening food; I suggested instead, automobiles.

Soon after, Al Gore declared war on sprawl and the auto-
mobile. A Sierra Club lawsuit stopped all highway construc-
tion in Atlanta and Congress passed legislation that gives
more funding to mass transit systems that carry less than 2%
of American travel than to highway systems that carry
nearly 90%.

Yet the war on fattening foods was not far behind. Recent
announcements by the surgeon general and Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention have proclaimed an “obesity
epidemic.” Nutritional activists urge people to sue fast-food
restaurants and food manufacturers for making them fat. At
least one such lawsuit has already been filed. They also want
government to regulate food advertising aimed at children,
tax high-calorie foods, and subsidize nutritious low-calorie
foods.

The anti-fat and anti-automobile campaigns have even
converged. Anti-auto and anti-suburb urban planners claim
that suburbs and automobiles are a public health menace
because they encourage people to get fat rather than exercise.
They recommend a dose of high-density housing and auto-
free downtowns. Yet the data show that inner-city residents
tend to be more obese than those in the suburbs.

In fact, there are no clear data showing that there is an
obesity epidemic at all. The only evidence for it is unverified
telephone surveys whose results differ from actual measure-
ments of American weights.

The basic source for the claim that there is an obesity epi-
demic is an annual CDC survey indicating that the share of
Americans who are obese has increased from 12% in 1991 to
more than 19% in 2000. The CDC defines “obese” as having a
body-mass index (BMI) of 30 or more. “Overweight” is a

body-mass index of 25 or more. BMI for adults is calculated
by dividing a person’s weight in kilograms by the square of
their height in meters. For those who are not yet metricized,
multiply your weight in pounds by 703 and divide by the
square of your height in inches.

Without naming any names, if you are a balding
researcher who is 5 feet 7 inches tall and weighs 159 pounds,
your BMI is a marginally satisfactory 24.9. However, if you
creep up to 160 pounds, you fall into the overweight cate-
gory with a BMI of 25.1. Sadly, this means that our hypothet-
ical researcher probably shouldn’t have the Valrhona
chocolate mousse that everyone else is enjoying for dessert
tonight.

Some people have questioned the CDC’s method of
measuring obesity, pointing out that by CDC definitions,
most NFL football players would be considered obese. While
it is true that the body-mass index fails to measure fat vs.
other kinds of body materials, there are even more signifi-
cant sources of error in the CDC’s surveys.

If you believe the'CDC surveys, breakdowns of obesity
levels by state show some rather alarming trends. In my
home state of Oregon, for example, less than 15% of adults
were considered obese in 1995, but by 2000 more than 20%
were obese. :

Some states are even worse: Georgia's obesity rates more
than doubled between 1991 and 1999, from less than 10% to
more than 20%. Obesity increased in every state during that
time period, with the -greatest increases in the South and
Midwest. Surgeon General David Satcher has called the
obesity epidemic-a “crisis” because obesity supposedly kills
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325,000 Americans a year and adds $117 billion to annual
health care costs.

What happened between 1990 and 2000 that would
explain this sudden ballooning of the American public? The
popular explanation is that people are eating fattier foods
and exercising less. However, I can think of three other
explanations that make more sense.

First, the explanation for just about every demographic
trend in modern America: baby boomers. Perhaps they got
older, exercised less, but kept eating. The problem with this is
that the CDC claims that the most fattened adult age class is
19- to 29-year-olds and that children are also getting fatter.

A second explanation for increased obesity rates can be
found in the declining unemployment and rising incomes of

The only evidence for an obesity epidemic is
unverified telephone surveys whose results differ
from actual measurements of American weights.

the 1990s. As Paul Fussell observes in his 1983 book, Class,
obesity is in large part a class phenomenon. One hundred
years ago, it was fashionable among the wealthy to have a
paunch, and men’s clothes were even designed to emphasize
one. This is what led to the popular notion of wealthy people
as “fat cats.”

Today, of course, the middle and upper classes prefer to
be fashionably thin, but working class people tend to be
overweight. CDC researchers agree that “lower economic
status . . .
cated wealth a century ago, it indicates security today.
Perhaps the booming ‘90s saw unemployment rates at near-
record lows, enabling more people to earn enough money to
feed their families enough to become overweight, without
acquiring the upper-class aversion to fat.

A close look at the obesity statistics supports this notion.
According to CDC data, obesity is growing fastest among
Hispanics. CDC data also indicate that the most obese chil-
dren are African-American girls, 17% of whom are over-
weight compared to less than 12% of other groups. A study
from the New Jersey University of Medicine finds that 22%
of Hispanic and black children are likely to be overweight
compared with only 12% of non-Hispanic white children.

If there is an obesity epidemic, then, it may merely reflect
a healthy economy that has provided enough jobs to bring
low-income people out of poverty and info obesity. If so,
then one sure cure for the epidemic would.be a good, long
recession. Policies aimed at such a recession would make as
much sense as trying to cure congestion by stopping new
highway construction and putting barriers i existing roads
— which, of course, are the policies' recommended by anti-
sprawl forces.

The best explanation is that the numbers are simply
wrong. They are based on a random -telephone survey of
people’s heights and weights done by ‘state health officials
and coordinated by the CDC. Only 21 states participated in
the survey in 1985. By 1990, all but five-(mostly thinly popu-
lated) states reported in, and all joined by.1994.

is associated with obesity.” Just as weight indi-

How accurate is a telephone survey? Without naming
any specific genders, a lot of people I know won't even tell
their husbands how much they weigh, much less a complete
stranger calling on the phone. At the same time, people of a
completely different gender tend to overstate their height.
(Our hypothetical researcher would like everyone to know
that he is really 5 feet, 7.5 inches tall, but modestly used 5
foot 7 for the purposes of this article.)

Because so many people understate their weight or over-
state their height, CDC researchers assume that actual obes-
ity rates are much higher than are revealed by their
telephone surveys. Indeed, they point out that real measure-
ments of large numbers of Americans reveal much higher
rates of obesity — 22% — than any of the telephone surveys,
which so far have never recorded rates as high as 20%.

Thus, the obesity epidemic may really be a truthfulness
epidemic. Perhaps interviewers in recent years prodded
interviewees a bit harder to get more accurate results. Or
perhaps people are more willing to admit they are over-
weight because so many popular writers blame obesity on
McDonalds, Coca-Cola, Frito-Lay, and other food makers
rather than the overweight people themselves.

Stephen Milloy, who publishes the junkscience.com web-
site, calls these numbers “unadulterated junk science” since
the data collected by telephone were never verified. Milloy
suggests that reports of a fat epidemic are coming from
bureaucrats and academic researchers who simply want to
expand their budgets and power.

1 downloaded data from the ominously named
Behavioral Risk Factors Surveillance System, the annual poll
that the Centers for Disease Control claims is “the world’s
largest telephone survey.” The CDC and state public health
agencies contact close to 200,000 people a year and ask them
hundreds of nosy questions about their health and opinions.

The CDC brags that the survey has had major influences
on public policy. For example, it says, the survey’s finding
that most people think second-hand smoke is dangerous con-
vinced the Oregon legislature to ban workplace smoking.
Whether second-hand smoke really is dangerous seems to be
beside the point.

Using the downloaded data for 2000, I compared BMI
with income, education, and race. The average BMI of all the
people surveyed (at least, all those who gave their weights
and heights) was 26.4, and 20.4% of them were obese. The
first table confirms that BMI is strongly correlated with
household income: the lower the income, the higher the BMI
and the higher the obesity rate.

Household Average Percent
Income BMI Obese
<10,000 27.3 27.5%
10,000-14,999 27.2 25.7%
15,000-19,999 26.8 - 24.0%
20,000-24,999 26.7 23.1%
25,000-34,999 26.5 21.1%
35,000-49,999 26.5 20.8%
50,000-74,999 26.3 18.6%
75,000+ 25.7 15.1%

BMI is also correlated with education: the lower the edu-
cation, the higher the BMI and the higher the obesity rate.
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The only exception is the category of people with no educa-
tion. This is probably heavily stocked with recent immi-
grants, as 38% of this category is Hispanic compared with
8% of the total.

Education Average Percent
BMI Obese
None 274 252%
Grade 1-8 27.6 28.3%
Grade 9-11 27.2 26.2%
Grade 12 26.7 22.3%
College 1-3 26.4 20.6%
College grad 25.7 15.4%

Asians (including Pacific islanders) have the lowest BMISs,
followed by non-Hispanic whites, Hispanics, Native
Americans, and blacks. “Other” is somewhere in the middle.

Race Average Percent
BMI Obese
Black 28.2 31.6%
Native American 27.8 29.1%
Hispanic 26.9 22.7%
Other 26.8 22.6%
Non-Hispanic White 262 19.2%
Asian-Pacific 24.3 8.3%

BMI is also correlated with age: BMIs and obesity rates
peak in the 50-59 age category and fall with decreasing and
increasing age away from that category. This tends to sup-
port the baby boomer hypothesis.

Age Average BMI Obesity Rate
<30 25.0 14.3%
30-39 26.4 20.0%
40-49 26.8 22.6%
50-59 27.4 25.5%
60-69 27.2 24.3%
70+ 25.8 16.0%

Stephen Milloy cites an editorial from The New England
Journal of Medicine questioning the surgeon general’s claims
that obesity causes 325,000 deaths or more per year — and,
by implication, the claim that the health costs of obesity are
more than $100 billion per year. “That figure is by no means
well established,” says the Journal, adding, “Most of the evi-
dence is either indirect or derived from [studies with] serious
methodological flaws.”

More than one recent study has found that weight is less
important to health as you get older. Our hypothetical
researcher, whose 50th birthday is imminent, will be reas-
sured to know, for example, that people over 50 can have
BMIs as high as 32 and not suffer any greater mortality than
people with BMIs under 25. Researchers add that, unless
such people have heart disease, diabetes, or some other obes-
ity-related disease, asking them to diet “might unjustifiably
decrease their perceived quality of life.”

CDC and other nutritional researchers have a strong
incentive to claim that we are suffering from an obesity epi-
demic, for such claims are likely to lead Congress to direct
more research and other funds to them. Yet these claims are
hardly new. “Overweight is so common that it constitutes a
national health problem of the first order,” said the
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company in 1942. In 1952, the
director of the National Institutes of Health declared that
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obesity was the nation’s primary health problem.

Yet it remains true that some Americans are obese and
that severe obesity is associated with heart disease, diabetes,
and other health problems. To what extent do the suburbs
cause that obesity? )

The detailed data suggest that, if anything, people living
in cities are more obese than than those living in suburbs.
While many minorities are moving to the suburbs, Hispanics
and blacks remain concentrated in cities and the suburbs
remain heavily white. It appears that location tends to be less
important than income.

A report from an anti-auto group SprawlWatch insists
that the “built environment” contributes to obesity because it
encourages auto driving rather than walking or cycling. But
another finding of the CDC telephone survey is that the
amount of physical activity Americans undertake has not
changed substantially in the last decade.

In fact, says another report, “the activity levels of
Americans appear to have changed little, if at all, from the
1970s to the 1990s.” This indicates that increased driving and
the built environment have nothing to do with any recent
changes in obesity rates.

Despite this finding, the report’s authors recommend that
“cities, zoning authorities, and urban planners” should
“modify zoning requirements, designate downtown areas as
pedestrian malls and automobile-free zones, and modify res-

If seriously obese people do in fact die
younger than thinner people, it may be that the
health costs they impose on society are lower,
not higher, than average.

idential neighborhoods, workplaces, and shopping centers to
promote physical activity.” Among the other recommenda-
tions are to “Designate an annual National ‘No-TV’ Week,”
restrict advertising of high-calorie foods on children’s televi-
sion, tax high-calorie or high-fat foods, and subsidize low-
calorie nutritious foods.

These and 26 other recommendations are made with
absolutely no assessment of their efficacy. Before elected offi-
cials and government bureaucrats start implementing such
policies, they should find out whether they will work or
whether they will do more harm than good.

Anti-sprawl activists are also quick to note that children
today are less likely-to walk to school and more likely to
have their parents - drive them. But this isn’t a suburban phe-
nomenon either., Before 1980, 80% of American schoolchil-
dren walked to school..By 1990, less than a third did.

Yet 57% of American families didn’t move to the suburbs
during the 1980s. Instead, something else must explain this
change.

The answer seems to be milk cartons — specifically, the
“missing children” campaign that crested in the 1980s. This
media-generated. panic turned out to be phony — the vast
majority of the “kidnapped” children had been taken by one
of their family members in a custody dispute. Yet CDC Dr.
William Dietz believes that “parental fear about kidnapping”
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is one of the major reasons why children today get less exer-
cise than they did 20 years ago.

Eric Schlosser, author of Fast Food Nation, has a different
take on sprawl and obesity. He argues that fast-food restau-
rants such as McDonalds were “a catalyst” to sprawl. And he
also blames those fast-food restaurants for the obesity epi-
demic, claiming that the price paid for fast food fails to
account for the “real price” of the meal, mainly the social
cost of obesity.

Schlosser’s view is underscored by George Washington
University law professor John Banzhaf, who takes credit for
helping “come up with the idea of suing tobacco companies
as a way of shifting the cost of smoking from the nonsmok-
ers to the smokers.” Now he argues that the oft-cited $100
billion cost of obesity is partly paid “by people who maintain

The survey’s finding that most people think
second-hand smoke is dangerous convinced the
Oregon legislature to ban workplace smoking.
Whether second-hand smoke really is dangerous
was beside the point.

a healthy weight in the form of higher taxes and health insu-
rance.” Banzhaf is urging people to sue food companies for
imposing those costs on society.

This is a difficult case for lawyers to make because, in
contrast to smoking, fatty foods produce no “second-hand
fat.” It will be hard to prove that a particular food contrib-
uted to obesity, that obesity caused a particular health prob-
lem, and that that health problem imposes costs on people
who don'’t suffer from it. And if seriously obese people do in
fact die younger than thinner people, it is possible that the
health costs they impose on society are actually lower, not
higher, than average.

So some nutritionists go beyond Banzhaf and advocate
suing food companies just for selling people fatty foods. The
ironically named Marion Nestle, a nutrition professor at
New York University and author of the forthcoming book,
Food Politics: How the Food Industry Manipulates What We Eat
to the Detriment of Our Health, observes that “The function of
the food industry is to get people to eat more, not less.”

“There’s a lot of people who benefit from people being fat
and sick,” Nestle claims elsewhere. “So the response to the
food industry should be very similar to what happened with
the tobacco companies,” meaning that food companies
should be sued for making people fat.

This is a common theme of the anti-corporate, pro-
government movement: people are so easily manipulated by
advertising that they need government regulation to protect
them from things they shouldn’t do. Anti-fat activists argue,
for example, that vending machines should be banned from
schools so that students aren’t given the opportunity to buy
junk food.

Indeed, many food activists want to demonize fatty foods
just as tobacco has been demonized. “I want to get to the
point where people are in the hallway and see a vending

34 Liberty

machine and say, ‘That’s bad, that shouldn’t be there,” in the
same way as if they saw a cigarette vending machine,” says
Tom Farley of the Tulane University School of Public Health
and Tropical Medicine.

In fact, Newsday columnist Meredith Berkman recently
filed one of the first anti-fat lawsuits against the manufac-
turer of a snack food called Pirate’s Booty. In December,
2001, the Good Housekeeping Institute tested Pirate’s Booty,
which is basically flavored puffed rice, and found that it con-
tained three times as much fat as the label stated. The manu-
facturer, Robert’s American Gourmet Foods, blamed the
problem on a change in its manufacturing process and imme-
diately recalled the product from store shelves.

Nearly four months after the recall, Berkman filed a $50
million class-action lawsuit against Robert’s Foods, claiming
“emotional distress” and nutritional damage because she
had fed Pirate’s Booty to her daughter. The complaint claims
to represent all consumers who ruined their diets and had to
spend more time at the gym because they ate mislabeled
Pirate’s Booty.

Of course, manufacturers should not mislabel the nutri-
tional content of packaged foods. But in a broader general
sense, can McDonalds hamburgers, Hostess Twinkies, and
Ben and Jerry’s ice cream be blamed for making people fat?

Frank Zappa once promised, “there will come a time
when you won’t even be ashamed if you are fat.” If the left
has its way, we will reach that time not because we no longer
find fat to be aesthetically repugnant but because we can
blame fat on giant corporations instead of ourselves.

Michael Pollan takes a different attitude in his recent
book, Botany of Desire. Pollan is no friend to the food industry
and makes it clear that he opposes, for example, genetically
manipulated foods. He also notes that refined sugar is a
recent phenomenon: a little more than a century ago, few
people could afford most sweets.

But he tries to imagine what it was like the first time in
prehistory that someone tasted honey or some other sugar.
The closest he can come is to recall his 1-year-old son’s reac-
tion when he tasted his birthday cake; the first time he was
treated to a sweet. A look of wonderment came over his face,
as if to say, “Why didn’t you tell me there was something
like this in the world? T am going to dedicate the rest of my
life to getting more of it.” And, Pollan notes, “he pretty much
has.”

Pollan’s son was too young to be manipulated by adver-
tising or the food industry. The lesson is that diet and physi-
cal activity are matters of self-discipline (or, in the. case of
children, parental discipline). Fast-food restaurants and
other parts of the food industry sell things that people want,
and the industry is subject to enormous selection pressures
filtering out things that people don’t want. The health-food
and weight-loss segments of the industry are each multi-
billion dollar industries in their own right.

To the extent that it is a real problem, obesity is a per-
sonal problem, not a social problem. Lawsuits won't solve it,
nor will taxes on fat, subsidies to low-fat foods, censorship of
advertising, or restrictions on auto driving. The government
should stay out of our kitchens, supermarkets, and restau-
rants. I




Report

Shakedown in
Johannesburg

by Robert H. Nelson

Ostensibly, leaders of all the world’s governments came to the World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development to solve the problem of sustaining economic development without
environmental degradation. In fact, they came to put their noses in the feedbag.

About 100 heads of state came to Johannesburg, South Africa, for the World Summit
on Sustainable Development. Japan alone brought 500 members in its official delegation. One hotel opera-
tor reported hiring 24 extra chefs. The top hotels in town stocked up on foods like Beluga caviar and champagne oys-

ters. They expected the delegates staying in the hotels to
consume 2,000 pounds of prime beef, 1,000 pounds of
shellfish, and 400 pounds of salmon.

Tens of thousand of people attended. Travel costs alone
were more than $100 million. All told, the Jo'burg summit
cost at least $250 million. Putting that money into mosquito
nets instead, says Roger Bates of Africa Fighting Malaria,
“could avoid 7 million malaria cases and save the lives of
350,000 children per year.”

The delegates were there to solve the problems of the
poor, but didn't want to see them in person. The World
Summit was centered in Sandton, an exclusive enclave of
high-rise towers and fancy hotels, built in recent years to
escape crime-ridden downtown Jo’burg. Before the summit,
the street traders were cleaned out. Leon Louw, head of
South Africa’s Free Market ' Institute, observed that the
authorities “have turned the place into a White Group Area
with all signs of Africa removed.” The world summit, he
said, was creating a “Disneyland Fantasyland” for the
pleasure of visiting delegates. In protest, hundreds of local
hawkers of goods marched during the summit against their
treatment by the authorities.

Among the heads of state in Jo’burg were such worthies
as President Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe, happy to escape
his own crumbling economy. He was joined by President
Sam Nujoma of Namibia, who declared recently that “British
imperialism” is the real problem in Zimbabwe. “We cannot
allow imperialism to take over our continent again,” he said,

voicing a common view among African leaders. The top
officials of undeveloped nations pressed the rich nations of
the world to commit to large new infusions of foreign aid.
Many of them were apparently convinced that outside forces
are responsible for their current problems and hold the key
to their future economic progress.

President George Bush was Public Enemy No. 1 in
Jo'burg. Bush had the effrontery to stay at home to work on
the problems of the U.S. economy and other pressing issues
for his nation. Bush simply would not fit in with the Jo’burg
crowd; his idea of a party is cleaning brush on his Texas
ranch.

The leaders of the top nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs) travel around the world in similar luxury. For
example, the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) occupied a new building for the summit that put the
headquarters of most American corporations to shame.

But not all the people who came to Jo'burg expected
sushi and caviar. There were many smaller NGOs that
operated on a shoestring. Some of their members scrimped
and saved to make a pilgrimage to the World Summit. For
them, it was a religious revival meeting to top all others.
They came to hear secular incarnations of Billy Graham
condemn the sins of the world — many of which are the
work of American multinational corporations. There was a
lot of talk of a new “earth charter” that would bind all the
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creatures of the world — human and nonhuman — together
in happiness and harmony.

Like all religious revivals, it was a festive occasion. There
was a genuine sense of the coming together in Jo'burg of
people from every nation. For true believers in the
environmental credo of “sustainable development,” the
feeling of camaraderie was a powerful elixir.

Yet no one at the summit seemed to haye any idea what
“sustainable development” means. Almost ‘every activity in
the world today — from chemical marufacturing to setting
aside forest reserves — has attached “sustainable” to its
mission statement. It is the secular substitute for good and

» .

All told, the Jo'burg summit cost at least
$250 million. Putting that money into mosquito
nets instead could avoid 7 million malaria cases

and save the lives of 350,000 children per year.

evil; the language of old-fashioned moral judgment is out of
style these days, but a new language of “sustainable” and
“unsustainable” has taken its place.

As religions go, modern environmentalism is closest to
old-fashioned Calvinism. That is probably why it resonates
so well in northern European countries where the Protestant

Reformation first took hold. A group of Swedish NGOs
issued a formal statement declaring that “increased
consumption” was the greatest threat to the future of the
world.

Germany — the birthplace of Martin Luther — had the
largest presence of any country in the exhibit areas. The
think tank of the German Green Party, the Heinrich Boll
Foundation, receives $35 million per year in public funds.
The Foundation offered nonstop seminars and put out the
most widely read manifesto; the “Jo’burg-Memo” found that
the central issue facing the world today is “changes in
lifestyle, in the concepts of consumption and production,
and in the understanding of individual and social purpose.”

‘A key part in the necessary religious revolution of the future

would have to be played by “institutions of learning and
faith.”

It was a strange combination — kleptocratic leaders of
impoverished nations, staid international bureaucrats
networking with their counterparts from around the world,
and true believers in a perfect — a “sustainable” — world to
come. All of them, to be sure, came to Jo’burg to party in
their own fashion.

They would have been better off staying home. There
was nothing there to suggest that anything had been learned
since the Rio summit ten years ago that offered the prospect
of a better outcome. The words “central planning” were
virtually never uttered but that is what it was all about:
planning the future of the world in one large convocation, as
if that could actually be done. [}

New Zealand, from page 28

and growth, providing opportunities for all, and a social
safety net. A free and fair society does this without penaliz-
ing success with envy-driven taxation schemes.

A fair society does not turn those who work hard and
accumulate wealth into pariahs, driving them offshore. We
should reward effort, not take someone else’s riches simply
because we don’t have them.

I believe New Zealand can and should be a more pros-
perous and fairer country, with greater personal freedoms, a
more limited government, and open competitive markets.

Globalization, capitalism, and tolerance do wonderful
things for people — cheap phones, the Internet, affordable
cars, fresh vegetables out of season, unorthodox lifestyles,
opportunities for all no matter what level of society a child
is born into.

But the history of the world shows us that the alternative
to individual liberty is paternalism, despotism, serfdom, tyr-
anny, misery.

Three days after I became a list MP, Milton Friedman, an
American economist and hero for freedom, turned 90 and
was honored by George Bush at a White House ceremony.
But even if Clinton was in office — or Carter or Reagan —
this great American would still have been celebrated for
using his brilliant mind to advance a moral vision.

In June this year Sir Roger Douglas was awarded the
Hayek medal — the first time this honor has been given to
someone outside Europe. The citation to Sir Roger stated:
“This medal is presented to outstanding politicians, entre-

preneurs and scholars who stand for the aims and values of
a free society and who, as you did in your whole political
life, courageously defend the principles of classical liberal-
ism in our days.”

Mr. Speaker, this house should be proud of this achieve-
ment by one of its eminent former members.

For one brief moment in time, at the end of the 1980s, the
world looked to New Zealand as an example of greater eco-
nomic freedom. Since then we’ve gone to sleep and allowed
our country to wallow in complacency.

Perhaps Lord Acton was correct when he said the true
friends of liberty are always few.

But I'm more optimistic. In my head and my heart I
don’t believe I'm very different from most New Zealanders
in my aspirations. I'm just a girl from Ugly Hill Road but
I'm proud of what I am — white, much loved mother of
four, heterosexual, well-educated, and happy. I was born
white and female, but I've worked hard at the rest.

I love excellence and I believe this country can be smart,
happy, and liberated. It will be bumpy, but in this new
Parliament I see individuals in every party who I know
share my vision for a liberated country where children are
protected, private property rights are secured, empowered
parents can choose the best education, entrepreneurs can
soar free from government restraint, and adults can pursue
their lawful business unfettered by Orwellian legislation.

And, in the words of Joseph Conrad: “I would take lib-
erty from any hand as a hungry man would snatch a piece
of bread.” L
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Hermeneutic

Regulator,
Unbundle Thyse

by Ted Roberts

What do you get when you mix a computer genius, a power-lusting trustbuster
and a dim-witted Wall Street Journal editorialist?

Those who are ignorant of the blessings of private property lurk everywhere. Even
in The Wall Street Journal. One of their columnists, whom I won’t name — let’s just call him Vladimir L. —
writes often of the government’s jihad against Microsoft. Vlad doesn’t want to shutter Windows, the company’s fine

operating system, but he does believe the government
“should require the software monopoly to expand consumer
choice in its dominant operating system.” In the capitalistic
columns of The Wall Street Journal, yet. It was like meeting
Satan in church. Even worse, he held the pulpit. Comrade L
sounds like he'd be delighted to see the Windows OS all
unbundled; naked, standing alone like a chimney of a
burned-down house.

I wrote Vladimir (whom I assume is bilingual) a very
sweet letter telling him how much I usually enjoy his col-
umn. However, I noted that if he’s going to write for The
Wall Street Journal, he should sharpen his understanding of
private property rights: i.e., Microsoft built and owns an OS
that belongs to Microsoft. Not to you or me or the govern-
ment.

They can adorn it any way they want, I suggested to this
pillager of private property, in order to present a more
attractive or even less attractive choice to the consumer. It
belongs to them like your pocket handkerchief belongs to
you. They are allowed by the tenets of capitalism to enhance,
reduce, or eliminate compatibility with other consumer
choices — as long as they don’t use a gun or knife to bolster
sales. The marketplace will speak for the consumer as it
always has. “"Hmmm, I love that OS, but now I can’t use
browser X or whatchamacallit Y, so I won’t buy. the OS.”
That’s choice enough.

The song that the Microsoft critics sing, once it’s decoded,

is really a hymn of praise to that golden operating system.
Evidently, it's so good that people would buy it even if it
came wrapped in Bill Gates’ unwashed underwear.

And why is there so much religious passion in the tone of
the Microsoft critics? Why is it so difficult to understand that
the marketplace is a far better evaluator of Microsoft’s prod-
uct than a federal judge who tries to synthesize, express, and
enforce the whims of 20 million consumers whom he’s never
talked to? I don’t get it. (And by the way, I have an iMac so
there’s no chauvinism in my attitude.)

There’s not a lick of logic in Vladimir’'s exposition of
Microsoft’s villainy. His basic contention is that Microsoft,
this wildly successful provider of services, discourages the
use of competing auxiliary software like Web browsers and
instant messaging, which customers would have to buy sep-
arately, at extra cost and risk technical problems. So? When
the pain of incompatibility exceeds the gain provided by
nimble software — don’t worry — Billy G will get the mes-
sage in his pocketbook like you get a 6 a.m. wake-up call on
your clock radio. He'll be forced to mount that OS on a disc
and make it a frisbee.

“They should require the software monopoly to expand
consumer choice,” says Vladimir L. Gulp! What a mouthful
of nonsense for a Wall Street Journal journalist. Expand consu-

continued on page 40
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Report

The Party’s Over?

by R. W. Bradford

As the Libertarian Party’s membership plunged and it neared bankruptcy, its headquar-
ters staff gave themselves “outstanding” performance reviews and “extraordinarily gener-
ous” vacation packages. Now, it looks like the party is over.

The question of whether the newly elected Libertarian Party National Committee
and national chairman would deal with the national party’s increasingly serious crisis appears to
have been answered at the meeting of NatCom's executive committee on Aug. 21. The meeting, conducted

by telephone, focused on setting the agenda for the Sept.
21 meeting of the full National Committee, but its real sub-
ject was the deepening financial crisis of the national LP.

The first item on the Executive Committee (ExCom)
agenda was the treasurer’s report. The party, treasurer Deryl
Martin reported, had $71,000 on hand and current liabilities
of $216,000. Chairman Geoff Neale reported that its situation
had deteriorated by $45,000 during the previous 19 days for
reasons which he did not understand.

These figures did not include certain liabilities, including
more than $105,000 in payments to staffers for unused vaca-
tion time, accrued under what party secretary Steve Givot
called an “extraordinarily generous” vacation time policy
which had been established without the knowledge of the
party’s officers or directors.

And there were other irregularities: headquarters staff
“acknowledged” that they had not deposited certain conven-
tion revenue into the convention account and had used the
convention funds for other purposes. After listing a variety
of reports he had requested from headquarters and appar-
ently not received, Martin said, according to the minutes,
that he “no longer has any faith in any reports that he is
being presented by staff” and that he personally doubted
some of the financial information that staffers provided him.

The committee passed a motion directing the party’s out-
side auditors to prepare a written report on the “accuracy of

account receivables on our books as well as the effectiveness
and propriety of the accounting controls in place by staff to
accurately record and report such information,” together
with “a written statement from our auditors as to exactly
what was included in each of their past three audits to con-
firm the accuracy of any accrued liability for vacation or sick
time as well as a quantification of how much of each
appeared on our financial records in the audited
statements.”

The committee passed a motion mandating a subcommit-
tee to examine and report to the National Committee details
of the staff's accrued overtime, sick leave, and personal
leave; copies of all employee manual and procedures; “cop-
ies of all operational/procedures manuals, if they exist” and
a list of employees and their job descriptions. Next the com-
mittee moved to have executive director Steve Dasbach pro-
vide a “mid-year assessment . . . regarding progress on all
metrics . . . for which an employee is considered responsible”
and projections of revenue and expenses for the balance of
the year.

The committee then passed additional motions requiring
that Dasbach prepare a report on how money has been
raised and spent, including an explanation of any figures
that varied by more than ten percent from the budget. Next
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it considered a motion to have Dasbach prepare a “cost bene-
fit analysis of all projects that have had the benefit of a spe-
cial fund raising appeal . . . detailing the funds raised, in
what manner they were raised, across what period of time,
the direct cost of funds, . . . indirect costs, . . . staff time
involved, and the results achieved as they relate to metrics
for 2002.” At this point, treasurer Martin reiterated that “he
does not feel that he can trust the responses that staff will
provide to such requests to be accurate,” and Chairman
Neale said that “if he were in staff’s position and saw a simi-

Treasurer Deryl Martin reiterated that “he
does not feel that he can trust the responses that
staff will provide to such requests to be accu-
rate.”

lar request, he could conclude that he should be ‘packing his
bags.”” The motion passed.

But there was more. Dasbach was told to prepare an
“updated” report on Project Archimedes, the direct mail
membership campaign conducted in 1997-98 which was sys-
tematically misrepresented by party staffers to both the
membership and the National Committee, and he was told
that this report must be “a side-by-side comparison of num-
bers rather than an anecdotal report or summary.” Then he
was ordered to

November 2002

The bottom line was as plain as plain could be: NatCom
intended to find out what had gone so terribly wrong, and
the LP’s staff and especially executive director Steve Dasbach
were going to be held accountable for the situation. The
party had serious financial problems, party staffers had mis-
used funds, failed to provide accurate information to the
National Committee and treasurer, had adopted an “extraor-
dinarily generous” policy regarding vacation for themselves,
and could not be counted on to provide accurate information
about what they were doing and how they were spending
money. ‘ ‘

As the party’s. chair said, the staff should be “packing its
bags.” A few days later, Dasbach, who had been working on
a month-to-month basis, submitted his resignation.

The National Committee met on Sept. 21, as scheduled.
Dasbach had failed to get the reports to NatCom prior to the
meeting, so members were not as prepared to deal with the
situation as they had intended to be. Most of the meeting
was conducted in executive session (that is, with the press
and public barred from attendance and members prohibited
from talking about what had happened with anyone other
than other members). Our reporter got only the sketchiest
information, and the draft of the minutes contained little
detail. The draft summary of the two-day meeting was less
than a page long, compared to five pages for the minutes of
the much shorter ExCom meeting. Perhaps the executive ses-
sions and sketchy summary were products of an understand-
able reluctance to air the party’s dirty laundry in public. Or
perhaps the secrecy was the product of the unreliability of
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This report, and all
the others, were to be delivered to the NatCom members by
Sept. 7.

Finally, ExCom decided that, to save costs, the only
staffer who should attend the Sept. 21 NatCom meeting
should be Dasbach and that no refreshments should be pro-
vided at the meeting.

Dasbach was
asked to prepare, as well as further information about the sit-
uation at party headquarters and the party’s finances, were
all discussed in executive session. Our reporter spent most of
his time outside the meeting room while the committee met
in executive session, and obtained information on only one
discussion that did not show up in the meeting summary —
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a discussion of a proposal to make the LNC'’s email list pri-
vate. The proposal was tabled, because of fears that such an
unprecedented move might give the appearance that the
board is acting in secret.

If the items discussed at the ExCom meeting were fol-
lowed up during the secret proceedings of the National
Committee — and all indications are that they were — it
appears that the National Committee is ready to fulfill its
responsibility to oversee the party’s national office. One per-
son who was at the closed sessions told me that the LNC
members felt like they were jurors and that Neale and
Martin presented the evidence of mismanagement, incompe-
tence, and worse at the national party’s headquarters so com-
pellingly that members felt they had no choice but to convict.

The days of staffers giving each other “outstanding” and
“superior” performance reviews and “extraordinarily gener-
ous” vacations even while the party was edging toward
bankruptcy seem to be coming to an end. As we go to press,
a reliable source has told us that several other staffers have
decided to resign.

George Phillies, who ran for the party’s chairmanship as
a more radical reformer than Neale, fears that NatCom has
not done enough. “Geoff Neale ran for National Chair as a
businessman, not a leader,” he said. “He inherited a party
operation in extreme disarray, with hundreds of thousands
of dollars of debt. He has spent his time on operations, not
communicating with members. Membership and revenue
continued to plummet. The message ‘there’s been a serious
change at National’ still needs to be sent.”

Phillies blames the mess at headquarters on 1996 amd
2000 presidential candidate Harry Browne’s “dream team”
of party leaders — Perry Willis, David Bergland, Steve
Dasbach, Bill Winter, and Ron Crickenberger. “They turned

out to be the ‘nightmare’ team: giving the party falling mem-
bership, declining revenues, escalating debt.”

Michael Cloud, who was part of the Browne team until
he decided to concentrate on political activities in
Massachusetts, disagrees. He told me that cash shortages are
quite normal in election years, and that treasurer Martin is a
“liar.” When I asked him whether he really meant this, he
said that he did indeed, and that Martin actually did trust
the party’s staff to prepare accurate financial reports, and

Chairman Geoff Neale said that “if he were in
staff’s position and saw a similar request, he could

conclude that he should be ‘packing his bags.””

was lying when he said that he didn’t. In Cloud’s view, the
party’s problems stem primarily from no longer having
Perry Willis working for it. Willis, you will recall, was repu-
diated by the party after it was discovered that he had con-
sciously violated his employment contract as the party’s
director by secretly working to help Harry Browne obtain
the party’s presidential nod.

Party members will judge for themselves how much cre-
dence to place in these views. What must be clear to every-
one is that the party will no longer be able to function as it

- has in the recent past, and veil its incompetence behind a

curtain of jiggered books and rosy promises of future
progress. i

Eric Dubiel assisted with this article by reporting on the LNC
meeting.

“Unbundle Thyself,” from page 37

mer choice? That's a governmental prerogative? What Bill of
Rights, what Declaration of Independence does Vladimir or
the federal court read? Show me the words, please.

Here’s an analogy. General Motors manufactures vehicles
— including an operating system called a Chevy. Well, what
if Chevy only sculpted their rims for one kind of tire — say
Michelins. Or say the General Motors CEO called up the
Michelin CEO and said, “Mich, tell you what I'll do. I'll put a
notch and groove arrangement on my rims such that only
Michelins fit. In return you must only sell Michelins to me.
Your tire will be the original equipment. Your tire will be the
only equipment forever and ever. And you and I and our 20
million shareholders will be happy and rich forever and
ever.”

Would GM do that? Why not? Some consumers who
want a Goodyear tire would cold-shoulder the Chevy. The
price of incompatibility in their eyes would outweigh the
attraction of that nifty Chevy. Drivers who want a choice of
original or replacement rubberware will avoid Chevies like
they avoid a ditch beside the highway.

The consumer rules! That's as it should be. It's called a
free marketplace.

And what about that sound system and temperature sys-

tem in my new Chevy? Wonder if it's made by Chevy or any
manufacturer with whom they’ve made a deal. Wonder if a
Bose (my preference) is compatible with a 2002 Chevy? Of
course it is, for a price. So is X, Y, and Z with my Windows
0s.

How about your daily newspaper with your favorite col-
umnist? How about The Wall Street Journal that hosts Mr. L?
He’s as bundled as a Microsoft OS. I must buy the whole
Wall Street Journal to read Vladimir. Why can’t he be forced
by a consumer-friendly government to unbundle his col-
umn? Microsoft, says the courts, “violated the antitrust laws
by integrating its web browser into its Windows OS in an
effort to freeze out other browsers.”

Well, substitute Vladimir L’s column for Web browser
and Wall Street Journal for the Windows OS and it's a
“gotchal!” If I want to read Vladimir, I must buy the entire
Wall Street Journal to get his words. What about Trevor T?
He's a really sharp computer columnist, but he doesn’t write
for the Journal. How fair is that to a technology-hungry con-
sumer? Why don’t they make Vladimir unbundle himself?

I just don’t get it. We should take this choice out of the
computer user’s hands and place it before a federal judge
who thinks a browser is a large quadruped that loves clover?
Why doesn’t he go after Campbell’s Corporation — they’ve
been getting away with bundling pork and beans for years. |_|
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Escape From Leviathan: Liberty, Welfare and Anarchy
Reconciled, by J.C. Lester. St. Martin’s Press, 2000, 246 pages.

Is the State
Dispensable?

Kyle Swan

In the 1963 movie The Great Escape,
Charles Bronson, Steve McQueen,
Richard Attenborough, and James
Garner are allied prisoners who devise
an elaborate plan to tunnel out of
Zagan, an “inescapable” Nazi prison
specially designed to house “problem”
POWs. J.C. Lester has designated for
himself an only slightly less formida-
ble task. Instead of Zagan, he intends
to break free of Leviathan. He wants to
escape the notion that a state is neces-
sary to protect individual liberty,
property, or welfare.

This is a version of radical libertari-
anism, according to which, in practice
and in the long run, economic rational-
ity, interpersonal liberty, human wel-
fare, and private-property anarchy do
not conflict. I think that this “extreme
compatibility thesis” is probably false
— perhaps Lester would even agree
(p. 5) — but his defense of it manages
to give it more than a veneer of plausi-
bility. This is a wonderfully effective
way to pull off a piece of philosophy
and engage the casual reader.

Bold conjecture is the order of the
day. Following this, Lester presents

highly nuanced and sophisticated
defenses. Some might recognize this
approach as critical rationalism, the
epistemology Karl Popper advocated.
The method is anti-foundationalist in
the sense that Lester's compatibility
thesis isn’t justified in terms of other
beliefs that are true and/or reason-
able. Instead, his thesis is simply held
out hypothetically, unsupported, and
exposed to attempted refutations and
possible falsification. I have doubts
that this epistemological method is the
best we can do. I don’t see why there
can’'t be a transfer of justification
between two propositions, one of
which is grounded in the other.
Someone clever enough should be able
to do this in a case for libertarianism.
(Loren Lomasky identifies its founda-
tion in a particular theory of practical
reason in Persons, Rights, and the Moral
Community. Alas, Lomasky’s is no rad-
ical libertarianism.) Lester's book is
engaging enough, though, that I'm
willing to play along.

But making two (or even three or
four) ideas logically compatible with
each other doesn’t have to be espe-
cially difficult. For example, and one
that Lester discusses, determinism
might be compatible with people hav-

ing free will. To be sure, the concep-
tion that a free will is one that is not
determined by anything external to
the agent isn't compatible with deter-
minism. But that conception isn’t the
only one available. Instead, one might
opt for a conception according to
which one’s will is free so long as it
isn’t interfered with, or compelled, by
others. Determinism presents no logi-
cal problem for this conception of free
will (or perhaps more precisely free
agency). The very obvious point is that
it may be very easy to make a set of
terms logically compatible with each
other simply by defining the terms in
such a way that they don’t conflict.

This raises three important ques-
tions for Lester. Firstly, how does he
define the relevant key terms: eco-
nomic rationality, interpersonal lib-
erty, human welfare, and private-
property anarchy? Secondly, do these
concepts, as he defines them, conflict
in practice? Finally, are his definitions
of these concepts plausible? These
questions suggest two ways to offer a
refutation of Lester’s thesis. On the
one hand, someone might claim that
there is, in fact, a conflict in these
ideas, even on Lester's particular
account of them. On the other hand,
someone could show that Lester has
offered one or more truncated, inco-
herent, or otherwise implausible defi-
nitions. If this is the case, it might
occur to someone that the compatibil-
ity thesis is threatened when the key
terms are suitably redefined.

Lester is clear and forthright about
his definitions: “‘interpersonal liberty’
is ‘not being imposed on by others’;
‘general welfare’ is ‘people having
their ~ unimposed-wants  satisfied’;
‘market-anarchy’ is ‘unrestricted liber-
tarian trade’; and the underpinning
conception of ‘rationality’ is ‘agents
always attempt to achieve what they
most want under the perceived cir-
cumstances’” (2-3). Not being im-
posed on, or interfered with, by others
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not only seems compatible with unre-
stricted libertarian trade, it also seems
to presuppose it. If that’s right, and it's
true that agents always attempt to
achieve what they most want, then it
seems right to think that they’ll gener-
ally succeed in satisfying their unim-
posed wants. It sounds utopian, but
according to Lester, this could work in
practice, at least in the long run.

Is it all so simple? Why do we see
so much poverty, homelessness, envi-
ronmental catastrophe, unemploy-
ment, and so many other social ills?
Lester has a ready answer, familiar to
libertarians: “If you tell me what most
worries you about the world, then I
can often tell you how politics is the
sole cause of it, or how politics consid-
erably exacerbates it.” (1). -

Lester’s is the best defense of radi-
cal libertarianism I've seen. I was sur-
prised by how many times over the
course of reading the book an objec-
tion I had been considering was put to

Lester displays a cunning
knack for anticipating criti-
cism and responding to it.
Along the way, he treats the
reader to a wonderful mixture
of philosophical sophistication
and hard-nosed libertarian pol-
icy advocacy.

rest by one of Lester’s defenses. This is
a testament to both Lester’s philosoph-
ical ability and the depth he attains in
the book. However, a critical rational-
ist is presumably interested in a bit of
criticism.

I'll restrict myself to two modest
ones. First, I think that either the four
ideas are not strictly compatible, or, if
they are, the compatible thesis
becomes somewhat trivial. Secondly, I
disagree flat-out with one of Lester’s
definitions.

Consider first a way in which
Lester's conception of liberty might
conflict with his conception of welfare
or private-property anarchy, namely,
that it may be very hard indeed for
one to pursue one’s welfare or employ
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one’s property without imposing on
others. Lester recalls the issue raised
by David Friedman that “turning on a
light or striking a match can send pho-
tons onto the property of others, so,
given absolute property rights, one
cannot even do such trivial things
without the permission of everyone
affected” (73). A possible way to han-
dle such cases would be to claim that
liberty is not compromised when an
imposition is legitimate or when it
accords with a just or morally accepta-
ble procedure. But Lester closes this
door. He no doubt has many moral
commitments, but he purposefully
refuses to allow them any role in his
arguments, which only go to the objec-
tive compatibility of the central ideas.

But that objective compatibility
seems threatened by this case and an
indefinitely high number of cases like
it. In this particular case, a theorist
seems forced to choose between an
individual’s absolute control of prop-
erty and perfect liberty. The choice
Lester apparently prefers is to give up
perfect liberty: “Libertarianism need
not pursue perfect liberty in cases
where, as a matter of self-evident and
ineluctable fact, perfect liberty is
entirely unattainable. In such cases,
libertarianism  may  consistently
demand just that social arrangement
which will yield the maximum liberty
that is practically feasible” (74). In this
passage, Lester admits the possibility
of cases where his definition of liberty
conflicts with his definition of private
property. Given the existence of such
cases, it would not be difficult to ima-
gine cases in which liberty would also
conflict with people’s having their
unimposed wants satisfied. Because of
such conflicts, Lester decides to retreat
from his proffered definition of liberty,
“people not having a subjective cost
initiated and imposed on them by
other people” (58), to a different one
where impositions on others are to be
minimized. It turns out that “liberty
admits of degrees” (59).

What will determine in these cases
the extent to which impositions will be
permitted? Presumably, in cases
where the perceived conflict is
between individual liberty and private
property, it will be just those imposi-
tions that are compatible with protect-

ing another’s property. Lester’s discus-
sion of copyrights is relevant here; he
argues that they be protected in perpe-
tuity (95 ff.). There are certainly some
cases where this would impose costs
on some who do not own the copy-
right, even those who, for example,
won the race to the idea, but lost the
race to the copyright office, or arrived
at the idea later than, but indepen-
dently of, the copyright holder. But
such impositions are compatible with,
or even required for, protecting prop-
erty (and, according to Lester, the gen-
eral welfare).

So Lester has achieved a kind of
compatibility in these cases between

Lester’s is the best defense of
radical libertarianism I've seen.

private property and the maximiza-
tion of individual liberty. But he has
done so by rendering the compatibility
thesis into something far less impres-
sive. The bold conjecture he began
with is weakened to the more judi-
cious claim that liberty must be com-
promised in order to secure strong
property rights. But who would have
doubted this? Who would deny that
private property is compatible with as
much individual liberty as is attaina-
ble when perfect liberty (as Lester
defines it) is unattainable? Besides,
Lester actually had a choice here.
Instead of allowing the protection of
private property to condition the
“amount” of individual liberty, he
might have done the opposite.
Perhaps his discussion of patents is
relevant, since in the case of patents,
he seems to do just that. While copy-
rights are given very stringent protec-
tions, Lester restricts the employment
of patents. “If someone arrives at an
idea that would otherwise probably
have been arrived at by another per-
son in, for instance, about a year, then
he can have a full libertarian patent for
only about a year (the kind or amount
of investment involved is irrelevant to
any claim)” (98).
<

I think Lester’s definition of rationality
is implausible. Lester basically accepts




the mainstream economist’s concep-
tion of rationality as self-interested
utility maximization, but with an
amendment. Rather than taking the
standard, objective, empirical
approach to instrumental rationality,
he opts for the “Austrian,” subjective,
aprioristic approach. The view on this
approach amounts to the claim that
“introspection and reason show that
agents are instrumentally rational in
the sense of being purposeful maxi-
mizers” (14); “to act at all is to do what
one most desires, most wants, or
thinks it best to do” (24). According to
Lester, “This a priori sense does not
imply egoism . . . ” (11). The amend-
ment is supposed to render the notion
of instrumental rationality more realis-
tic and therefore lend more credibility
to the “conclusions of the (generally
pro-market) economists, the concep-
tions of liberty and welfare, and thus
the compatibility thesis” (2).

However, there is a simple and
often-employed example that tends to
cast doubt on Lester's definition:
“agents always attempt to achieve

what they most want under the per-
ceived circumstances” (3). He wants to
capture the idea that to say A has a
reason to do X means simply that A
has an unimposed motive or desire
that is furthered by doing X. But what
if someone has a desire that is based
on a false belief? I believe there is a
glass of juice in front of me, which I
want to drink. Actually, in the glass is
gasoline. Do I have a reason to drink
it? The right answer is no, since drink-
ing it doesn’t satisfy any desire I have
(it rather conflicts with a pretty impor-
tant one). But I would have been
attempting to achieve what I most
wanted under the perceived circum-
stances. My desire and actions makes
perfect sense if I do drink the gasoline,
but that's different than whether or
not I had an objective reason to drink
it. If I did know what was in the glass,
I'd judge myself not to have any rea-
son to drink from it. There would be
no motive or desire of mine furthered
by doing so.

The answer to the important ques-
tion about what someone has reason
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to do, then, seems to require that he
have full information and impeccable
reasoning skills. What someone has
reason to do is what he would now
want to do on the whole if all the con-
sequences of all the different lines of
conduct open to him were accurately
foreseen. This supposition is wildly
unrealistic, so doubt might be cast on
the generally pro-market conclusions
of economists and thus on the compat-
ibility thesis.

My guess is that Lester has ready
responses  to  these  criticisms.
Throughout the book he displays a
cunning knack for anticipating criti-
cism and responding to it. Along the
way, he treats the reader to a wonder-
ful mixture of philosophical sophisti-
cation and hard-nosed libertarian pol-
icy advocacy. Everything from
interpersonal comparisons of utility,
weakness of will, and the problem of
altruism, to issues of social justice and
equality, criminal justice and the law
of torts, discrimination, and intellec-
tual property receive thoughtful
treatment.
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Discover Why Freedom, By Jason A. Junge

What is the importance and meaning of freedom to personal,
political, and social self-fulfillment? How does our environment--
our family, the government, and the media-- mix with our biology to
shape and taint our behavior, and therefore impact our ability to
make choices? Thoroughly researched, Why Freedom synthesizes
Philosophy, Evolutionary and Social Psychology, Biology, Physics,
and Economics to answer these questions. Unveiling man's inherent
freedom to seek self-fulfillment, this is a book you wish you'd read

at 21!

liberty.“

"A thought-provoking treatment of freedom
that brings a pragmatic approach to its abstract
philosophical roots. Wide-ranging sources and
controversial assertions will likely set you to
rethinking at least some of your views on

"If the reader is interested in understanding
how freedom plays a major role in every
aspect of human life, Junge’s book is a solid
place to begin.”

-- Free-Market.Net

-- ForeWordReviews.Com
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In all of this, I think Lester does a
good deal better than Steve McQueen
and his cohorts. In the movie, all but
three were eventually caught and most
executed. Even so, it was a great
escape. Similarly, the ultimate success
of Lester’s Escape From Leviathan isn’t

that he actually escaped the all-
powerful state. It's like McQueen’s try
to escape his pursuers by jumping over
a fence, but instead landing in a pile of
barbed wire. Pulling the twisted metal
from his skin, he smirks. Caught. But
not done in. I

A Personal Odyssey, by Thomas Sowell. Free Press, 2000, 308 pages.

The Soul of an
Economist

Jane S. Shaw

I almost missed this wonderful
book. Bruce Ramsey’s review in Liberty
(January 2001) is the reason. Ramsey
started off making the book very
attractive. With vivid anecdotes, he
described how young Tom Sowell
became “gifted at the art of putting
down bureaucrats, bluffers, and medi-
ocrities.” And Ramsey told a story that
might be emblematic of Sowell’s
approach to life — how, as a Marine,
he got away with not cleaning his rifle,
a tedious two-hour task that every
Marine was supposed to do every day.

But Ramsey concluded his review
warning the reader not to expect any-
thing really personal here. “His biogra-
phy is not about his feelings or his
thoughts about the big questions of
life. Much of it details a progression
through classrooms, and searches for
jobs in which he does not have to work
for idiots. This will disappoint some
readers.” And this tocsin was echoed
by a statement in the book’s preface: “I
promise not to bore the reader with my
love life.” Well, there are many books
to read. I concluded that this book
would be somewhat dry and academic
and put it aside.

For some reason, I recently took A
Personal Odyssey on a long airplane
trip. I was thoroughly absorbed. All
the way to Cancun, I alternately
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laughed and wept. Since reading A
Personal Odyssey, 1 have had a conver-
sation with another reader of the book.
We found ourselves retelling the best
stories to one another, even though
each of us had read them.

My enjoyment of this book
undoubtedly has something to do with
my high esteem for Thomas Sowell.
For those who don’t know much about
him, Sowell is one of the foremost
American economists. He wrote a clas-
sic of our era, Knowledge and Decisions
(strangely missing from the list of his
books at the beginning of this one),
which builds upon the famous essay
by Friedrich Hayek, “The Use of
Knowledge in Society.” He unpacks
Hayek's insights to illuminate most of
the problems of modern “liberal” soci-
ety, from how justice is meted out to
why people resist markets. And Sowell
has done much more than that. For
example, his Conflict of Visions helps us
understand how a chasm between two
views about. human nature explains
many of the intellectual conflicts in
modern history; and his Visions of the
Anointed illustrates how modern “liber-
als” succeed in maintaining their hold
over so many people’s thinking.

Yet in spite of his achievements,
Sowell has been an object of intense
hostility from intellectuals and the
media. During the early 1980s, when
reporters and editorial writers sought

ways to picture Ronald Reagan as
benighted and conservatism as mali-
cious, they treated African-Americans
who did not toe the Democratic Party
line as turncoats to their race.
Although  Sowell, an  African-
American, was not politically active, he
was outspoken. In books, articles, and
interviews, he failed to treat blacks as
victims. He even pointed out some
peccadillos, as when he noted that
Patricia Harris, HUD secretary in the
Carter administration and an African-
American, had belonged to a sorority
that accepted only light-skinned girls.
(This caused an uproar and led Sowell
to conclude that it is not criticism that
hurts, but truth.)

Anyone who respects Sowell as I
do naturally wants to know more
about him, and this book tells it. No,
not about his love life, but about a bril-
liant person with apparent handicaps
(his race, his poverty, and his unwill-
ingness to suffer fools being the lead-
ing ones) making his way in the world.
As Ramsey noted, the rich collection of
anecdotes begins with Sowell’s eafly

~ Sowell’s early life was spent
resisting authority.

life in a black neighborhood in
Charlotte, N.C., moves through his tur-
bulent adolescence in Harlem, and
then records his many — also turbu-
lent — experiences as an economist.
From the first chapter, almost every
page — no, every paragraph — turns
up something interesting. For example,
Sowell’s early world (he was born in
1930) consisted almost entirely of black
people. He didn’t realize until his fam-
ily moved to New York when he was 9
years old that most of the people in the
United States are white. In Charlotte,
his aunt Ruth worked as a maid in the
home of a white family. Accom-
panying her there, he noticed that the
kitchen had two faucets. “They sure
must drink a lot of water around here,”
he commented. Ruth explained that
the family had hot running water.
Much of Sowell's early life was
spent resisting authority. Exactly why,
I don’t know, but his uncanny insight
into bureaucracy and his skepticism




about people’s motives fueled his
rebellion, while also enabling him to
get away with it. When he lived in
Harlem, he had numerous confronta-
tions, first with teachers and then with
the court system. At one point, a
teacher told him to pick up a magazine
that had fallen to the floor after some
roughhousing in the classroom. Stating
that he hadn’t put it there, he refused.
The teacher snatched the report card
he had just received and, holding her
grading pencil, threatened to deduct

Sowell didn't realize until
his family moved to New York
when he was nine that most of
the people in the United States
are white.

ten points from every grade on it.
Confident that she could not change
the official grades recorded in the
school office, he told her just that.
Wilting, she threw the card back on his
desk.

How this truculent teen, who left
home at age 17 with his possessions in
a cheap cardboard suitcase, became a
prominent economist is the burden of
this book. Many of Sowell’s recollec-
tions must have stuck in his mind
because they taught him something,
such as bureaucracy (his treatment by
Columbia University introduced him
to “academic ethics”) and learning (a
statement he read by mathematician
Charles Sanders Peirce taught him to
“avoid having your own definitions
trap you in beliefs that would not
stand up under scrutiny”).

Some stories intertwine his profes-
sional, intellectual, and personal life.
For example, while he taught at
Cornell, Sowell became increasingly
concerned about his son, who was
approaching age four and still could
not speak. At the same time, Sowell
faced the last step of the arduous Ph.D.
process at the University of Chicago,
foreign language examinations in
French and German. Rather than hav-
ing to return to Chicago for these,
Sowell was allowed to take the exami-
nations from a visiting professor from
Mississippi, Earl J. Hamilton.

In the course of their conversations,

Sowell told Hamilton about his despair
over his son. The professor assured him
that if he just accepted his son, gave
him love and attention, and stopped
pushing him to talk it would turn out
all right. Sowell changed his attitude
and, indeed, before the final examina-
tion in German, his son had begun to
speak.

At the end of the German oral,
Hamilton said, “You are a free man.”
Sowell comments: “The irony was not
lost on me that I was being set free by a
white Mississippian. He had also set
my son free — from silence.” Sowell’s
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son turned out to be extremely gifted in
mathematics, and Sowell wrote a book
called Late-Talking Children.

Sowell's objectivity about race did
not mean that he was indifferent to the
fate of black children who lacked
opportunity. At Cornell in the 1960s he
created a summer program that was
designed to help African-American
high school students prepare for col-
lege. But he quickly found himself at
odds with the emerging Zeitgeist of the
period, which held that any disadvan-
taged minority students deserved the
best remedial education that could be
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Sowell wanted to recruit the most tal-
ented and most motivated minority
students. He prevailed initially, but
not for long. When one student
slacked off, Sowell wanted to dismiss
him. But the department chairman
overruled him, and the reduced expec-
tations had a destructive effect on the
motivation and morale of the other
students. Sowell never repeated the
program.

Certainly, if Sowell had a more
accommodative personality, his per-

sonal odyssey would have been quite
different. He might have spent more
time in university faculty meetings or
in government offices, and he might
have become a more popular figure.
Instead, he became known as reclu-
sive. On the favorable side, however,
his choices left him more time for his
writing, time that was well spent in
creating masterful works. As Bruce
Ramsey said, “those who know
Sowell’s work will find value in this
book . ..” No caveats needed. (|

The Greenwich Village Reader: Fiction, Poetry, and
Reminiscences, 1872—-2002, edited by June Skinner Sawyers. Cooper

Square, 2002, 727 pages.

SoHo, by C.L. Byrd. Doubleday, 1981, 511 pages.

Literary
Neighborhoods

Richard Kostelanetz

If only for the richness and variety
of the selections, The Greenwich Village
Reader transcends all previous books
known to me about the subject, which
has always represented to me the clos-
est semblance of libertarian heaven.
This thick anthology demonstrates that
a compendious compilation can some-
times treat a subject more thoroughly
than a volume written by only one per-
son. Among the authors selected are
Henry James, William Dean Howells,
O. Henry, John Reed, Theodore
Dreiser, Djuna Barnes, Edna St
Vincent Millay, Joseph Mitchell,
Chandler Brossard, Lionel Trilling,
Anatole Broyard, Sinclair Lewis, Mary
McCarthy, Judith Malina, Edmund
Wilson, Michael Harrington, and
Madison Smartt Bell. After I read it
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from cover to cover, the only major
omissions occurring to me are my late
friend Ned Polsky’s “The Village Beat
Scene,” which was reprinted in his
book Hustlers, Beats & Others (1967),
and anything about Village music or
modern dance.

In her introduction, the book’s edi-
tor circumscribes Greenwich Village
with Broadway to the east and West
Houston Street to the south, implicitly
clarifying that the neighborhoods to
the east and south have always been
different in ways not immediately
apparent, especially to those residing
outside New York.

East of Broadway, which was called
the East Village in the early 1960s, had
inferior housing stock, more ominous
streets (particularly in its eastern pre-
cincts), and immigrant populations. As
the West Village became increasingly

gentrified during the mid-20th century
(and cheap rents there became scarce
after 1970 or so), the East Village suc-
ceeded it as a genuine bohemia domi-
nated by political and social radicals
with a scattering of writers and even
fewer artists. Rock 'n’ roll, for instance,
had a presence in the East Village
while the West was more hospitable to
jazz. The only authors born after 1940
living in the West Village nowadays
are slicksters and journalists.

By contrast, the neighborhoods to
the south of Greenwich Village are
something else. That area west of West
Broadway has less definition with
modest residential buildings east of
Varick Street (extending Seventh
Avenue south) and offices to the west
of that dividing line. (Viking-Penguin
inhabits a Saatchi edifice on Hudson
Street, extending Eighth Avenue.)

The neighborhood south of West
Houston Street but east of West
Broadway became known as SoHo in

SoHo was home not to doz-
ens of artists, but to hundreds,
if not thousands.

the late 1960s. In its heyday, it was not
a bohemia like the Villages, but some-
thing else — an artists’ colony.
However, whereas most American art-
ists” colonies were built on empty land,
like Fire Island, or in under-populated
hamlets, like Provincetown or the
Springs, SoHo was made in empty
industrial spaces. And, unlike previous
colonies, SoHo was home not to doz-
ens of artists, but to hundreds, if not
thousands. If a typical Village apart-
ment had, say, 700 square feet, the
minimum legal space in SoHo was
1,200 square feet. Some artists lived
and worked in as many as 11,000
square feet. (My own home had 1,900
square feet, giving me space enough
for 16,000 books.) One measure of the
difference between a bohemia and an
artists’ colony is that writers are scarce
in the latter and political radicals even
scarcer.

What SoHo artists also discovered
was ways of successfully inhabiting
open space, creating a model for well-




heeled people who would have previ-
ously preferred an apartment with
many rooms. Once they wanted such
interiors for themselves, prices for both
renting and buying in SoHo escalated
spectacularly. By 1980, aspiring artists
settled elsewhere, initially to areas east
of SoHo and later to outlying burgs.
The point of this digression is that
an East Village reader, which someone
ought to do, would have different con-
tents, probably beginning with chap-
ters from Henry Roth’s Call It Sleep
(1934) and including writers who ini-
tially published in languages other
than English. A SoHo reader would
likewise be yet something else.
<3
SoHo is the name of a novel published
in 1981 by C.L. Byrd, identified on the
dust-jacket flap as “the pseudonym of

district was known as “The Valley,”
for its lack of tall buildings created a
dent in the soaring skyline. But in the
next generation things were to change
for both the family and the area —
fortune and family feuds for Eli, the
bohemian atmosphere for a rapidly
growing cultural and artistic center
for SoHo. When finally the family
future seemed assured, the past reap-
pears, as haunting and dangerous as
the empty shells of buildings sur-
rounding the Danskys. Rich in period
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detail, with colorful characters and an
intriguing plot, the novel, recounting
the family’s rise above its immigrant
origins, will appeal to a broad spec-
trum of readers: New Yorkers, Jews,
immigrants, and art lovers alike.

A bestseller SoHo surely wasn't.
This is unfortunate. SoHo has knowl-
edgeable descriptions of the neighbor-
hood in the mid-20th century, includ-
ing characterizations of the kinds of
entrepreneurs who dominated a turf

One measure of the differ-
ence between a bohemia and
an artists’ colony is that writ-
ers are scarce in the latter and
political radicals even scarcer.

two writers closely involved with the
New York art world.” I didn’t notice it
when it first appeared. Nor does any-
one I know remember it. A postal card
that I send to “Byrd” at Doubleday,
asking their real identities, did not get
a reply.

I inadvertently discovered SoHo
last year while surfing the Internet and
purchased a used copy that had previ-
ously belonged to a library in Stony
Creek, Conn. The library slip attached
to my copy’s back page reveals it was
borrowed nearly 20 times between
1981 and 1983, one satisfied reader per-
haps recommending it to another, and
then only a few times since.

In my copy is pasted the promise,
apparently from promotional litera-
ture, of:

a multigenerational saga of a family
of Jewish immigrants and their suc-
cess in the worlds of business and art.
When Eli Dansky, a six year-old
Russian Jew arrived in New York
with his mother in 1913, the area of
Manhattan just above the financial
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beneath the radar of large corporations
— not only manufacturers of buttons
and small landlords, like the Danskys,
but gallerists and restauranteurs, not to
mention artists both successful and
not. Mike Fanelli’s venue is accurately
described as “a small, friendly bar —
like a saloon in a fin de siécle photo-
graph — with signed pictures of box-
ers hanging on one wall. The custom-
ers were predominantly blue-collar
workers from the neighborhood,
though it was hard to distinguish them
from the artists among them, who
wore proletarian denim shirts and
dungarees or overalls.”

Consider the accurate evocation of
Canal Street on a weekday in 1966:

A number of stores had, in effect,
burst and spilled out onto the street,
so that their wares were displayed in
irregularly ascending rows of trays
and boxes — some resting on trestles,
some on other boxes — in the way
that fruit and vegetables were
arranged outside old-fashioned green-
grocers. In front of one store were
containers of vacuum tubes, condens-
ers, transformers, loudspeaker cones
— everything the radio or hi-fi enthu-
siast could require -—— the price of each
item boldly stated on a hand-lettered
card. Another shop offered plumbing
supplies — mundane objects that
became exotic isolated out here on the
street — and a third displayed sneak-
ers, sandals, and several kinds of
work boots, all crowded onto a kind
of miniature bleachers. A cascade of
legal pads, ledgers, typewriter rib-

~ bons, old calendars, pencil sharpen-
ers, ink pads, and desk lamps over-
flowed from an office supply
company. Nearby were rolls of gar-
den hose, brass rods, hacksaw blades,
nuts and bolts, hatches, frying pans,
bathroom cabinets, casters, door han-
dles, toilet paper holders — the con-
tents of a hardware store that had
been turned inside out — and next to
that a cluttered assemblage of electric
motors in all sizes and shapes.

This is so wonderful I wish I wrote
the passage; that’'s why I quoted it at
length.

Having read the book from begin-
ning to end, all 511 pages, during a
long airplane flight, I still wonder who
wrote SoHo and so publish this appre-
ciation in part with the hope that “C.L.
Byrd” will identify themselves. o
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Principles and Heresies: Frank S. Meyer and the Shaping of
the American Conservative Movement, by Kevin J. Smant. ISI

Books, Year, 348 pages.

Prophet of
Liberty

Martin Morse Wooster

Get a bunch of libertarians
together, and you’ll usually find that
one of the perennial topics of conversa-
tion (usually the one just after, “Say,
what do you think of Ayn Rand?”) is
whether libertarians are part of the left,
part of the right, or have nothing in
common with liberals or conservatives.

My answer is that some libertarians
are leftists, some rightists, and, given
that there aren’t that many libertarians,
that everyone should be nice to each
other. It's thanks to Frank S. Meyer
that we can ask this question. For, as
Kevin J. Smant shows in his interesting
biography of Meyer, if Meyer had not
been active in the 1950s and 1960s, it's
likely that the conservative movement
would have evolved in a more statist
direction. Meyer was the most free-
dom-oriented of the conservatives that
came to prominence with the rise of
National Review.

Your interest in Principles and
Heresies will depend on how inter-
ested you are in the internecine quar-
rels of conservatives in the 1960s.
Smant, a  historian at Indiana
University (South Bend), isn’t that con-
cerned about Meyer’s inner life; one
gets a hazy sense reading this book of
what Meyer was like as a father or as a
friend. But what emerges is a very
strong sense of what Meyer’s ideas
were — and why they still matter.

Born in 1909, Meyer spent his early
years as a committed Communist orga-
nizer. After World War I, he had a cri-

sis of political faith. What appears to
have happened to Meyer is that he
read F.A. Hayek's The Road to
Serfdom and Richard Weaver's Ideas
Have Consequences at roughly the
same time, and cobbled together a
political philosophy that combined ele-

ments of libertarianism and
conservatism.
Given the shifting nature of

Communist doctrine, ex-Communists
were very good at defining and resolv-
ing arguments. So when National
Review started in 1955, Meyer joined
on as literary editor, a position he held
until his death in 1972. But Meyer was
also the conservative movement’s chief
ideologist, the man who defined to the
outside world what conservatism
meant.

Meyer’s response was to develop
a philosophy he called “fusionism,”
which he explained in his most impor-
tant book, In Defense of Freedom
(1962). In foreign policy, Meyer was a
hardline Cold Warrior. Domestically,
he was a moderate libertarian.

Meyer did many things that liber-
tarians would admire. He home-
schooled his children, in an era when
homeschooling was illegal. He had a
long argument with National Review
copy editor Arlene Croce (who later
became The New Yorker’s dance critic)
in which he said that “liberalism”
should be capitalized when referring
to current politicians, in order to differ-
entiate them from the classical liberals
of the 19th-century. And Meyer
opposed the draft — and, in a move
quite radical at the time — allied him-
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self with like-minded leftists.

In developing his ideas, Meyer had
the tacit support of William F. Buckley.
Buckley’s views were best explained
by Milton Friedman, in an interview
with Brian Doherty. Buckley, accord-
ing to Friedman, is “not a libertarian.
But neither is he a socialist. . . . His
National Review had a tremendous
influence in providing a base for col-
laboration between the libertarians on
the one side and the free-market con-
servatives on the other.” The man who
made the collaboration possible,
according to Friedman, was Frank
Meyer.

Meyer’s influence was felt in sev-
eral ways. According to Smant,
National Review editors fought over

Meyer was the most free-
dom-oriented of the conserva-
tives that came to prominence
with the rise of National
Review.

many things, at quarterly editorial con-
ferences known as “agonies.” One fac-
tion, led by William F. Buckley’s sister,
Priscilla Buckley, and National Review
executive editor James Burnham, was
what we would now call neo-
conservative. Burnham and Priscilla
Buckley thought that, in order for con-
servatism to be “respectable,” rightists
should accept the welfare state in
return for a hardline anti-Communist
foreign policy. But these editors were
usually outvoted by Meyer, William
Rusher, and L. Brent Bozell, who pre-
ferred a more market-oriented conser-
vatism.

‘Another sign of Meyer’s influence
can be seen in an incident that didn’t
happen. Conservatism in the 1960s
defined itself in part by the people
expelled from the movement. There
was a sharp, nasty break with the John
Birch Society and a more nuanced sep-
aration from die-hard Southern segre-
gationists.

However, despite the efforts both
of such hard-core libertarians as Karl
Hess and Murray Rothbard and such
statist conservatives as Russell Kirk
and Ernest van den Haag, National
Review made no attempt to expel liber-
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tarians from the conservative move-
ment. Historians can’t, of course,
explain why things didn’t happen, but
it's likely that Meyer’s argument ' that
libertarians and conservatives had

many ideas in common carried the

day.

Libertarians, of course, have many
differences with conservatives —
about defense, drug policy, and the

size and purpose of government. But
as Smant shows, some libertarians are
comfortable considering themselves
part of the right. And perhaps Frank
Meyer’s lasting legacy is to ensure that
conservatives and libertarians discuss
their differences as a civilized argu-
ment between friends, and not as an
intellectual heresy that can only be
resolved by excommunication. (W

Booknotes

Too Smart for His Own

Go0od? —'m not alone, I'm sure,
in thinking that a book of cultural criti-
cism should have a substantial bio-
graphical note for a writer to establish
his or her authority. And so in reading
Smart Jews (University of Nebraska
Press, 1996, 255 pages.), a provocatively
titled volume by a writer previously
unfamiliar to me, Sander L. Gilman, I
looked for signs of authorial authority.
None appears within the book itself —
other than his report in the preface of
an invitation to give lectures at the
University of Nebraska. Smart Jews also
lacks a card page, as it is called, across
from the title page, behind the half-title
page, where an author can list his previ-
ous titles.

Only on the dust-jacket, which
might have been eliminated from a
library copy, did I find that “Sander L.
Gilman is Henry R. Luce Professor of
the Liberal Arts in Human Biology at
the University of Chicago.” All those
capital letters notwithstanding, what
kind of “postmodern” information is
this? Is this particular Gilman (not the
drama critic Richard G. or the football
coach Sid G.) a cultural historian? A
sociologist? A “humanistic” biologist?
The nephew-in-law of a media mogul?
A pseudonym? A fiction perhaps? Is the
lack of conventional departmental des-
ignation meant to tell the cognoscenti
that this Gilman must be superior to
mere profs of one or another recogniza-
ble discipline? Isn’t the reader abused
when told someone is Very Important
but not why?

The one-paragraph bio note contin-
ues by mentioning four previous
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“works”:  Difference and  Pathology:
Stereotypes  of Sexuality, Race, and
Madness;  Jewish  Self-Hatred,  Anti-

Semitism and. the Hidden Language of Jews;
and Inscribing Order. Those titles don't
answer the questions about intellectual
authority or even a disciplinary identity
as much as display an indisputable
taste for certain academic lingo, which

" naturally attracts those predisposed to

the lingo while repelling those who
aren’t (such as myself).

A professor friend thinks this bio
note reflects laziness from both the
author and his publisher “because it
takes some social energy to imagine an
audience and to try to explain to them
what your expertise is and how and
where you were educated or what you
are interested in or any other intellectu-
ally identifying mark. Just to name your
most recent potboilers and leave it at
that is demonstrably lazy.” In that case,
the bio note epitomizes the principal
quality of the book as a lazy compila-
tion with a sharp title. Nothing but
nothing is more conducive to pigritude
than smugness.

Once 1 got to the book’s footnotes, I
noticed that, slight self-identification
notwithstanding, modesty is not among
Professor Gilman’s virtues, as he repeat-
edly cites his earlier publications. I then
began to realize that the book’s skimpy
biographical note is finally smug —
designed to assume that for this Gilman
ordinary badges of authority might be
unnecessary. This smugness is meant in
turn to impress, I guess, those who
already know something about
Professor Gilman while alienating
those, such as myself, who are unfamil-
iar. What is gained for Gilman or his

publisher by such smugness (other than
a needlessly circumscribed audience)?
What publishing strategy could be
yet more smug? No biographical note at
all, of course — just like Moby Dick,
Hamlet, or the Bible.
— Richard Kostelanetz

Gen-X Orphan — Dave
Eggers is a young author who is
inspired by his personal tragedies,
comic family situation, and his fellow
twenty-something generation Xers to
create, in his own words, “a memoir-y
kind of a thing.” Eggers displaces the
sorrows and anxieties he has as a young
orphan who struggles to raise his 8-
year-old brother in a memoir whose
title is both daring and true: A Heart
Breaking Work of Staggering Genius

- (Simon & Schuster, 2000, 375 pages).

Before the action gets started, the
preface and acknowledgments demon-
strate a masterful piece of prose while
setting a comedic tone for the rest of the
novel. The story begins with the death
of Eggers’ parents but quickly changes
focus to the aftermath. Eggers leaves his
hometown outside of Chicago and
moves with his siblings to San Francisco
where he encounters a booming genera-
tion-X culture. The rest of the story
plays out the enormous possibilities of a
21-year-old orphan as he makes his way
through the early nineties balancing the
role of guardian to his 8-year-old
brother, attempting to lead a normal
social life and founding and- editing
Might magazine. Those looking for a
typically thick plot line will be disap-
pointed after the first few chapters:
Eggers deals almost exclusively — yet
brilliantly — with everyday events, tan-
gible characters and their subsequent
dialogue.

AHWOSG is not a sob story. Eggers
copes with the death of his parents by
living a life of triumph and comedy
rather than defeat or sorrow. Eggers’
genius is to be found in his fascinat-
ingly contagious narration voice that
reveals his extremely unique and lovea-
ble personality. Eggers is very young
and as a Pulitzer Prize finalist, has
shown potential to be a great American
author. However, fans of good writing
should be just a little fearful that Eggers
may not be able to follow up such a
masterful work: AHWOSG is hard to
beat. — Thomas W. Bentley III




Letters, from page 6

the WTC attacks. I think there is an
excellent possibility that those on board
reacted the same way that those on
board Flight 11 reacted: by resisting the
hijackers. Why wouldn’t they? They
had nothing to lose. The alternative to
trying to thwart the terrorists was to
face a death even more certain — and
being an unwilling participant in a
much greater act of terrorism.

Correction?

In “The Geography of Taxes”
(September), R. W. Bradford has a
problem with his interpretation of the
correlation of .32 between gross per-
sonal income and state taxes per capita.
He noted that “There was an inverse
correlation of .32, meaning that lower
taxes per capita account for 32% of the
increase in gross personal income. This
correlation surprised me. While I sus-
pected that a lower tax bite would
mean higher growth, I was surprised to
see such a strong correlation . .. ”

Had he interpreted the correlation
correctly, he wouldn’t have been quite
so surprised. A correlation coefficient
by itself is virtually meaningless. It is
only when it is squared that it can be
interpreted in a meaningful way. (.32)2
yields what some statisticians refer to
as the coefficient of determination or
the common variance. This is .1024 in

this case, and means that that the lower

taxes per capita account for only
10.24% of the increase in gross personal
income.

This is an all too common error,
given the shoddy teaching of statistics
in America. I've seen research articles
in economics, social sciences, and bio-
medical journals where the author is
gleeful over a statistically significant (at
the five percent level) correlation of .14.
Alas! When squared that means 95
times out of 100 only 2% of the variance
in one variable can be predicted if the
distribution of the other variable is

known. That’s almost as bad as predict-

ing by throwing darts at a wall
blindfolded.

After much pressure from guys like
me, many editors of research journals
have begun to require that the r2 value
follow the correlation in parentheses.

Given my political bias, I would
have liked for the correlation to have

been .57 which would have made your
32% prediction accurate.

James Lee

Athens, Ohio

Bradford responds: Mr. Lee is correct. 1
apologize to anyone who has been mis-
led by my article.

Here is how the error occurred. My
knowledge of statistics is limited. After
I derived the correlation coefficient, I
called a former editor who had been
our staff expert on matters statistical to
ask him just what a correlation coeffi-
cient of .32 means. He replied that
lower taxes per capita account for 32%
of the increase in gross personal
income. This seemed dubious to me, as
I wrote in the article, so I went to an
outside expert. My doubt did not result
from any slight statistical knowledge
that I may possess, but from my sense
that attributing 32% of the increase in
GPI to gross taxes per capita overesti-
mated the relationship. Nevertheless,
the expert I consulted concurred with
the interpretation of our former editor;
and I went to press. The mistake, of
course, remains my own responsibility.
Obviously, I ought to have been more
resourceful in having my work
expertized.

My thanks to Mr. Lee for pointing
out my error.

The Psycho-Epistemology of Wit
I write about Paul Rako’s article
“Ayn Rand Goes to West Hollywood,”
(October) about the filming of Atlas

Shrugged.

But first, a joke; one of the few

Objectivist jokes in existence, I'm sure:
Mr. X: “Did you hear they're going
to be making a TV miniseries out
of Atlas Shrugged?”

Mr. Y: “Oh, really?”

Mr. X: “Yes, one segment will be
the plot, and the other three will be
shots of people listening to John
Galt on the radio.”

Now, Mr. Rako's suggestion that
the above novel be made as porno was
a joke, but it was certainly better than
his “real” suggestion. I mean, come on:
no Eddie Willers, James Taggart, nor
Ragnar Danneskjold, or Midas
Mulligan? Id rather have a porn ver-
sion of Atlas Shrugged out there for peo-
ple to see because it would generate
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interest in the book without generating
false expectations. At least 90% of porn
movies that actually have a plot are
parodies, and as such are to be taken
with a grain of salt. Noted examples
are The Sperminator, and Edward
Penishands.

The movie to be made is not Atlas
Shrugged, but Non-Contradiction. This,
of course, is the title of the first third of
the novel, and it should be made as
close to the book as possible. It would
end with the Wyatt oil conflagration, a
perfect ending for a movie with a child
on the way. If the free market rewards
the picture with the capital to make
Either-Or and A=A then they should be
made together, to save costs, and
released a year or two apart, a la Lord of
the Rings. If there is anything the movie
business likes, it’s sequels. Making a
gutted version of Atlas Shrugged as a
single movie doesn’t leave any room
for any. But you can bet that if all three
“Atlas series” movies were big at the
box office, someone would write a
fourth sequel. It might be really (John
Galt: Beyond Thunderdome) terrible, but
who knows?

I'd go to see a film of Atlas Shrugged,
unless it was porn, in which case I'd
rent it.

Paul Scott Williams
Denver, Colo.

Humor Must Be Metaphysically
Appropriate
For some time now Liberty has been

printing flimsy articles about Ayn
Rand. Now we are treated to Paul Rako
urinating on Atlas Shrugged. Given the
likelihood that most of your readers,
whether Objectivists or not, have found
inspiration from this novel, you are
driving a lot of them away, including
me.

Warren Gibson

San Carlos, Calif.

Rako responds: 1 apologize if I have
offended my neighbor in San Carlos.
As I tried to make clear in the article, |
read Atlas Shrugged when I was 14 and
it had a profound effect on me. I have
reread it many times since and still find
it wonderful. A jaunty piece suggesting
a radical simplification of the story for
mass consumption is hardly urination.
I beg Mr. Gibson not to prove my point
that we have no sense of humor, else I
must conclude: “I have met the enemy
and he is us.”
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Strictly Speaking

In “The Problem of Original
Intents” (October) William R. Tonso
makes a mistake about the constitution-
ality of abortion. The U.S. Constitution
defines only the relationship between
the federal and state governments and
the relationship between government
and individuals (the amendments),
nothing more. Nowhere does the U.S.
Constitution define or regulate the rela-
tionship between individuals and other
individuals, this is reserved to the
states (Tenth Amendment). The
Constitution prohibits government
encroachment upon individual rights,
but it does not prohibit individual
encroachment upon individual rights.

Abortion, depending on how you
view it, is either an individual’s action
toward herself or an individual’s
actions toward another individual. So
the answer to Tonso’s question, “How
is abortion a constitutional issue at all?”
is simple — it isn’t. It is a matter that
must be settled by the individual states.
Perhaps the only time where federal
intervention in the abortion issue is
warranted is if state governments force
individuals to commit abortions with-
out due process of law, which undoubt-
edly is a blatant violation of the 14th
Amendment (and the Fifth Amend-
ment if the federal government is in
question).

W.B. Hendricks
San Antonio, Tex.

Abandoning Our Rights

Just as William R. Tonso has it, the
Second Amendment “guarantees indi-
vidual Americans a right to keep and
bear arms.” It is anachronistic, not
because George Will says it is, but

2,
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“That’s right, Senator — Demographic analysis shows that
your best running mate would be a liberal Northeastern cat.”
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because the American people, for time
out of mind, have demonstrated
beyond peradventure their refusal to
use the means appointed. The arms to
which the Second Amendment referred
were not only the musket over the
mantle and the horse pistol in the
drawer. The American arms, that the
British detachment at Lexington
attempted to seize, were powder and
cannon. Arms are what armies have.

Enforcement of the Constitution by
force of arms involved a particle of risk.
One particle too many, evidently, for
modern Americans. To avoid the risk,
Americans have permitted their gov-
ernment to assume monopoly of the
use of force. With force the state
extracts money. With money the state
creates force. Positive feedback renders
said assumption irreversible.

Once you grant to the state a mon-
opoly on the use of force, you no longer
possess the option of changing your
mind. You are no longer a citizen,
Ducky. You are a subject.

Jack Dennon
Warrenton, Ore.

Vice and the Law
Todd Seavey’s approach to the cig-
arette issue (“Freedom of Choice,
Cigarettes, and Thomas Szasz”
October), i.e. legal laissez faire coupled
with social concern, would be an excel-
lent model for a societal response to
any form of “self-medication.” I use the
term broadly, to cover not only pre-
scription and nonprescription drugs
but also supplements, alternative, and
holistic medicine. Some writers have
extended this concept to include con-
sumption of alcohol, tobacco, and ille-
gal drugs, and this makes perfect sense
if “self-medication” is
defined as ingestion or
ﬁ:' application of any sub-
stance or treatment for
purposes of curing an ail-
ment, enhancing health
and well-being, or altering
one’s mood, attitude, or
perceptions. That last
should certainly cover
addictive substances,
ranging from mildly
addictive (“happy hour”)
to severely addictive (her-
oin addiction as Seavey
describes it), and is obvi-
ously not always compati-

ble with conventional ideas of health
and well-being. So for purposes of defi-
nition at least, we have to fall back on
each individual’s concept of what they
need in any given circumstance i.e., not
argue with their reality or their felt
needs. This sounds like total subjecti-
vism, but we don’t give up at that
point.

Seavey is absolutely correct in that
social concern is not the same as social
“policy” (read “laws, crime, and pun-
ishment”). The goal should be to mini-
mize coercive social policy down to the
“libertarian” level while heightening
social concern. It should be clear, more-
over, that social policy is not always
based on social concern, and this makes
it especially difficult to root out. If it
were based on genuine social concern,
one would expect, even in an authori-
tarian system, to see a rough correla-
tion between the direct social impact of
a given form of self-medication and the
degree of restriction on it, or the sever-
ity of punishment for doing it. Instead,
we have notorious mismatches, like
that between tobacco and marijuana.
Why is this? One thing is clear right off
the bat — there are greater restrictions
on “feel-good” drugs than on “feel-
less-bad” drugs, or ones that have a
neutral effect on emotional state. This, I
submit, is a direct effect of residual
Puritanism in our society, or its use as a
front by a cynical ruling class. It seems
that it’s still wrong to feel better than
one ought to. More profound than this
is the issue of “mind-altering” drugs.
Here we run into not only the Puritan
prohibition against having too much
fun, but a broader and more insidious
prohibition against having, or sam-
pling, or becoming aware of, a different
“reality”, one that competes with the
one we are supposed to subscribe to in
order to be good citizens.

Religious wars — notoriously the
most fierce — are always between two
versions of reality, and the govern-
ment’s “War on Drugs” has a religious
zeal that would be the envy of any
Islamic militant. A person or group will
defend their reality with more fanati-
cism than they will their country,
home, or family, or even their own
physical survival. A society has an
agreed-upon reality that is, on the most
basic level, implicit and held uncon-
sciously. Everyone gets along as long




as no one questions the basic premises
— the axioms, the core principles. But
let someone try and break out, and the
penalties are severe, because even if
there are no demonstrable social costs,
it constitutes a grave threat to the smug
and self-satisfied metaphysics and epis-
temology of the dominant group. There
are accepted ways of being and know-
ing, and you violate them at your peril.
Hence the violent reactions to the rise
in mind-altering drug use during the
1960s. But hence, also, the other
extreme of the spectrum, namely the
Szasz position and other forms of meta-
physical and epistemological indiffer-
entism. We should be able to see how
society overreacts to threats to the
approved version of reality without
having automatically to aid and abet all
possible alternatives. We can also
express genuine social concern — and,
yes, charity — without passing the
buck to government, with all the result-
ing abuses, blunders, and injustices
which will surely follow.

If there is one “gray area” in all of
this, it’s in terms of potential social
harm. Even if we allow individuals the

right to harm themselves or take their
own lives, accepting whatever social
costs may result (e.g., the leaving of
orphans), do we have the right to con-
strain those who are considered a dan-
ger to others, not because of any crime
already committed, but of the likeli-
hood of one being committed? Should
the paranoid schizophrenic with vio-
lent tendencies be pre-emptively locked
up, or do we adopt the equivalent of a
“one bite” law even in that case? Do we
wait for him to attack someone? For
that matter, isn’t this almost precisely
the argument we’re having these days
about Saddam Hussein? I suppose a
pure libertarian position would be to
wait and see — to never strike first.
What if the schizophrenic (or the dicta-
tor) announces that they’re going to go
out and kill someone as soon as possi-
ble? Does society have any rights in
that case? (Maybe he’s joking. Do schiz-
ophrenics know their own mind?
Apparently some do, but many don’t.)
Should libertarianism be tempered
with common sense and discretion, as
Seavey implies in the case of children’s
rights? We don’t consider children
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insane, as a rule, but we don’t consider
them totally sane either — not in the
adult sense. Would I trust the kid next
door with a weapon of mass destruc-
tion? No — no more than I would an
insane adult, or Saddam for that mat-
ter. Unless we prefer to hide our heads
in the sand, we're going to encounter a
few of these “tough cases” now and
then, and I think one could preserve
the “spirit” of libertarianism in each
case, even while appearing to violate
the pure letter. I also think that this
“gray area” (which isn’t really all that
gray) is going to be quite narrow, not
the vast, echoing gulf that’s been exca-
vated by the academics and the courts
over the past few decades. And of
course, a libertarian system should be
capable of self-correction based on
results. It would certainly beat the cur-
rent system, which is blinded by habit,
leftover Puritanism, and a level of fear
verging on panic when anyone tries to
act according to their own vision of the
world and their place in it.

David W. Witter

Sterling, Va.

Kennewick Man, from page 30

of this civilization and an abandonment of its ingrained
gods — progress, growth, exploitation, technology, materi-
alism, and power — will do anything substantial to halt our
path to environmental destruction. . . . ” Thus, as Virginia
Postrel describes in The Future and Its Enemies, left and right
are converging in a single, anti-progress party. Old-
fashioned liberal scientists, advocates of the welfare state
and the progressive application of science to politics, are at
last confronted with the monster they have created: groups
demanding the right to be tolerated for intolerance (billing
itself as “pride” or “liberation”) and which dispute the very
possibility of science.

Of course, not all Indian tribes are hostile to science and
discovery, although many of them are. (Vine Deloria Jr., a
Sioux and author of the foreword to Skull Wars, a book
about the Kennewick Man controversy, writes that “Within
our lifetime, the differences between the Indian use of the
land and the white use of the land will become crystal clear.
The Indian lived with his land. The white destroyed his
land. He destroyed the planet earth.”) But the Kennewick
Man controversy is only the tip of a much larger iceberg:
leftist hostility to modernism.

This is a crisis of liberal political philosophy, and its real
world consequences are not going away with the Bonnichsen
court’s vindication of science. The opinion may still be
appealed, and, more importantly, several new skeletons
have since been discovered, dating back 10,000 years or so.
Some of these have already been lost, such as one skeleton

found in Idaho, which the Shoshone destroyed in 1991.
“Spirit Cave Man,” discovered 50 years ago in New Mexico,
and only recently dated, was reviewed by the Bureau of
Land Management and declared not to be culturally affili-
ated with an Indian tribe; but the NAGPRA Review
Committee reversed that decision in late 2001 and ordered
the bones turned over to the Fallon Paiute-Shoshone tribe;
that dispute is still pending. A state law in California,
which would have required all state universities to examine
their collections for skeletons with Indian affiliation, and
turn them over to tribes, has been amended and is still in
committee. A review of NAGPRA'’s regulation of “unaffili-
ated” skeletons is going on now, and scientists hope that
they will be at least allowed a voice in the decision. But so
long as dogmatism is considered a respectable philosophi-
cal position, these controversies will continue, and will
grow worse. What is now an argument within liberalism
will spill over into a society-wide conflict with dangerous
consequences: indeed, it already has. Environmentalist ter-
rorist groups have already blown up laboratories and
destroyed decades of research, blocked the use of “golden
rice” and other genetically modified foods, and scared the
bejeezus out of people whose lives could be vastly
improved by food irradiation or gene therapy. Like hippies
at the 1968 Democratic Convention, multiculturalists and
radical environmentalists are breaking down the doors of
the more respectable left, who wonder, naively, where these
hooligans came from. (]
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Indianola, lowa

Evidence that lethal weapons should be entrusted only
to law enforcement officials, as reported by the Associated
Press:

Jon Carl Petersen, 41, was arrested Tuesday after driving with

a blood alcohol level more than twice the legal limit as he chased
and threatened with a gun a group of teenagers who had thrown
toilet paper at his housc.

Pctersen will be allowed to

carry a weapon and continue
his dutics as head of the Iowa
office of the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Fircarms.

Montreal

Dispatch from the War
on Drugs, from the Telegraph:
Disa Eythorsdottir, an

American bridge player,
was stripped of her silver
medal won at the World
Opcn Championships for
refusing to take a drug test.

Sweden
Proof of the superiority of
health care under socialism, as reported in the New York
Times:
A report by the Swedish government released this month has

revealed that at any given time, ten percent of the country’s work
force is on sick leave.

Winona, Minn.
Innovation in local government finance, as reported in
the Winona Daily News:
The Winona City Council plans to raisc $200,000 next ycar by
charging property owners for the rain that falls on their land.

New Haven, Conn.
Sad news for Objectivist entrepreneurs, from a feature
in U.S.A. Today:
Jeffrey Sonnenfeld, CEO of the Leadership Institute at Yale
University, says executives who take refuge in the capitalist uto-

pia of Atlas Shrugged are “reading themselves into a trance of
defensive self-delusion.”

Seattle

Nutritional advance in Ecotopia, from a report in the
Peninsula Daily News of Port Angeles, Wash.:
Dcep-fricd Twinkies are the latest hit among school children
and adults in Seattle. The fad caught on after the fried Twinkies
were sold at a fair that came to town in August.

Le Lavandou, France
Europ‘ean advances in life extension, from a dispatch
from Reuters:
The mayor of Le Lavandou, a French Mediterranean town,

faced with a cemetery “full to bursting,” has banned local resi-
dents from dying until he can find somewhere else to bury them.

Terra I ncognita

Dover, N.H.
A dispatch from the War on Drugs, from the
Associated Press:

Police arrested nine current and former Mclntosh College stu-
dents on drug charges Tucsday, as the city police chicf said he
was pushing federal prosecutors to seize, under federal drug for-
feiture laws, a college dorm where most of the suspects lived.

Cambridge, Mass.

Advance in manners in the
academy, as reported in the St.
Petersburg (Fla) Times:

The Massachusetts Institute of
T Technology issued an apology to

P Canadian brothers Ray and Ben Lai

for using a picturc of armed and
armored character Valerie Fiores
from the Lai brothers’ comic
book Radix to illustrate a press
releasc announcing its having
been awarded a $50 million
government grant.

The press release told readers

to “Imaginc the psychological
impact upon a foe when encountering
squads of scemingly invincible warriors
protected by armor and endowed with superhuman capabilities,
such as the ability to leap over 20-foot walls.”

Edwin L. Thomas of MIT’s Institute for Soldier Nano-
technologics issued the apology, which MIT posted on its web-
site, when comic book artists Ray and Ben Lai issued a “cease
and desist” order after trying for five months to get an acknowl-
edgement and apology.

Detroit

Dispatch from the War on Terror, from the Detroit Free
Press:
Luminita Marinas, 62, plcaded guilty Wedncesday to littcring
after making a plea agreement that limits her to feeding squirrels
no more than one 8-ounce cup of nuts under four trees in John F.
Kennedy and Spindler parks, two 8-ounce cups behind her Nine
Mile store, two 8-ounce cups ncar her apartment complex on
Kelly Road, and two 8-ounce cups near a tree on Norton Avenue.

New Zealand

Advance in worker safety in progressive New
Zealand, from the Dominion Post:

Censors at New Zcaland’s Office of Film and Litcraturc arc
being given funds to overcome “psychological pollution” encoun-
tered in their work, by taking instruction in acrobics and playing
the piano.

Seattle

Environmentalists lose one in court, as reported in the
Seattle Times:
The state Court of Appeals ruled yesterday that the water run-
ning through a drainage pipe 15 feet below the south parking fot
of Northgate Mall is not a creek deserving of stringent environ-
mental safeguards.

Special thanks to Russell Garrard, Owen Hatteras, Elias Bean, and William Walker for contributions to Terra Incognita.
(Readers are invited to forward news clippings or other items for publication in Terra Incognita, or email to terraincognita@libertysoft.com.)
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Scared by all the news of risks
to your health from food,
consumer products, and the envi-
ronment? Fear no more. This
book debunks numerous health
scares and scams and shows you
how to defend yourself against
them before you get hurt. You
don't need to be a scientist to pro-
tect yourself from those who profit
by lying about your health! Cloth
$18.95 ISBN 1-930865-12-0

The “precautionary principle”—a
“better safe than sorry” rule—is
increasingly invoked to justify gov-
ernment regulations to stop poten-
tial environmental problems such
as global warming, genetically-mod-
ified foods, and DDT. The author
argues that not halting such poten-
tial crises might entail health risks,
but so might their regulation. He
argues that a balanced application
of this principle cautions against
aggressive regulation. Cloth $17.95
ISBN 1-930865-16-3

M ost Americans know little
about Medicare even
though they rely upon it. Sue
Blevins examines the program's ori-
gins, its evolution, and future policy
options to reform it. Medicare fails
to provide catastrophic coverage yet
costs far more than originally esti-
mated. Until Americans learn the
real history of Medicare, they won't
understand how to reform it. Cloth
$16.95 ISBN 1-930865-08-2/Paper
$8.95 ISBN 1-930865-09-0

INSTITUTE

Available at fine bookstores, or call 1-800-767-1241 (12-9 eastern, Mon.-Fri)
Cato Institute « 1000 Massachusetts Ave.,, N.W. « Washington, D.C. 20001

SELF-DEFENSE AGAINST
HEALTH SCARES & SCAMS

N

THE
PRECAUTIONARY
PRINCIPLE

A Criticot Appraisat of
Environmental Risk
Assessment

tndur M. Goktany

MEDICARE'S
MIDLIFE CRISIS

Mail @ the
Millennium

Will the Pastal Service Go Private?

edited by Edward 1. Budgins

SRR

DAVID K. mnn» AND GIORGE McCA(NTOCK

IR

he rise of the Internet and the

proliferation of private package-
delivery services have brought the U.S.
Postal Service to a crossroads. As
more people correspond and pay bills
online, what is the role of the Postal

1 Service? Do we really need a monop-
§ oly that continues to run huge deficits,

oris it time to consider other options?
Sixteen economists, scholars, and busi-
ness leaders offer a variety of answers.
Cloth $19.95 ISBN 1-930865-01-5/
Paper $10.95 ISBN 1-930865-02-3

H ow much do Americans spend
each year taking wealth from
others or protecting their own wealth
from being “redistributed”? From

i locks to lobbyists, cops to campaigns,

Americans spend over $400 billion a
year on either taking soreone else’s
wealth or protecting their own. This
book makes a significant contribution
to both political science and econom-
ics in terms a layman can understand.
Cloth $19.95 ISBN 1-930865-10-4/
Paper $8.95 ISBN 1-930865-11-2

s wedish journalist Tomas Larsson
takes the reader on a fast-paced,
worldwide journey from the slums of
Rio to the brothels of Bangkok and
shows that access to global markets
helps those struggling to get ahead.
While critics of globalization focus on
the hardships caused by international
competition, Larsson sees the opportu-
nities that competition offers to those
seeking a better life. A highly readable
book full of good news. Cloth $18.95
ISBN 1-930865-14-7/Paper $9.95 ISBN
1-930865-15-5

www.cato.org




WHAT WOULD YOU DO FOR

- FREKDOM?

The Free State Project is a new strategy for liberty in our lifetime.

We don't want to wait decades for most citizens in the LLS. to realize that the nanny state is an insult to their dignity.
For those of us who already understand the debilitating effects of a government bent on reducing liberty rather than
increasing it, the Free State Project aims at liberty in a single state.

Twenty thousand liberty-lovers will move to a single state.

What can be done in a single state? A great deal. We will repeal state taxes and wasteful state government programs.
We will end the collaboration between state and federal law enforcement officials in enforcing unconstitutional laws.
We will repeal laws regulating drugs and guns. We will end asset forfeiture and abuses of eminent domain. We will
privatize utilities and end inefficient regulations and monopolies. Then we will negotiate directly with the federal
government for more autonomy.

The state we choose will be decided by the membership. We have done extensive research on all the candidate states,
and continue to refine and expand our data. The vote will be conducted according to the method of Cumulative Count,
which more closely approximates the ideal of individual choice than simple majority rule.

The Free State Project is a real solution for libertarian frustration.

Ask Walter Williams, esteemed economist and author, who endorsed the Free State Project in his recent syndicated
column titled “Parting Company.”

Ask Claire Wolfe, who says about the Free State Project, “A free state might just give free people enough protection
to establish such things and show the rest of the world what can be done... Let's think seriously about this.”

Join the Free State Project.

Take part in a rapidly growing movement aimed at securing liberty in our lifetime. We don't want your money, just
your signature — and when the time comes, your willingness to carry through on your word of honor.

Want to know more?

* Visit our website at www.FreeStateProject.org
* Email us at info@FreeStateProject.org
* Write to us at Free State Project, 565 College Drive Suite #C- 1 60, Henderson, NV 89015
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