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What participants said about The Future of Freedom Foundation’s
“Restoring the Republic 2007: Foreign Policy & Civil Liberties”
“It was hy far the best event of its kind I've ever aitended.”

“| found it stimutating, educational, and inspiring.”

“] have never learned so much in one weekend.”

“Thank you ali very much for putting on a fantastic conference.
Your work will make waves throughout the country and the world.”

To order DVDs or CDs
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www.fif.org/conference2007
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Letters Good point, but. ..

Reflections we push junk bonds, confiscate junk food, christen a
new sex organ, empower welfare recipients, give the candidates what they
really want, study a society of almost-sentient upright bipeds, expose the
most corrupt corporation, and search for WMD’s.

Have Cat, Shot Cat Stephen Cox shows what happens when
tigers attack.

Features

PFY vs. RP: Is There a Racist in the House? Ron Paul,
the libertarian in the presidential race, was the subject of a political scandal.
Bruce Ramsey assesses the damage.

The Films of Ayn Rand How does an individualist handle an art
form in which collaboration is essential? Stephen Cox examines the movie
career of Ayn Rand.

I Married an Alien Sandy Pierre finds that bringing an alien into
your home isn’t exactly like it is in the movies.

Gun Control: The Logical Fallacy come, says Eric Neigher;
let us reason together. Is there any logical reason to grab those guns?

Reviews

Prelude to Disaster Youdonthavetobea conspiracy theorist,
Jon Harrison discovers, to be troubled by the missteps that allowed 9/11 to
happen.

Death by Environmentalism  “Good intentions,” Gary jason
shows, can be a very bad guide.

Liberty and Inequality Bruce Ramsey is cheered by America’s
inequality.

The Oscars That Should Have Been  Asjo Ann Skousen
shows, what's past is prologue — to your DVD.

Docs Rock at Sundance 08  The Sundance Festival is a
counter-culture, central-culture celebration. Hayley Skotsen takes in the
atmosphere of America’s foremost film festival.

Blood for Oil Jo Ann Skousen watches the diatribe of a left-wing
novelist transformed into an unwilling tribute to capitalism.

Fixer U PpPer Blackmail, murder, and mental breakdown: jo Ann
Skousen visits the world of a corporate clean-up man.

N

Notes on Contributors The last line of offense.
Terra Incognita  Life in the bush of ghosts.
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Letters

Re-review

I appreciate very much your mak-
ing room in your pages for a review
of “Libertarianism, For and Against”
(“Your Liberty, My Liberty,” Jan—Feb.)
of which I am coauthor. Much of the
review was on target but some of it per-
taining to my contribution to the book
was confused — for example, I did not
defend libertarianism from a Kantian
position (certainly 1 didn't invoke Kant
anywhere) but a neo-Aristotelian,
Lockean, Randian one,

Theidea that one must either present
a consequentialist-utilitarian defense of
libertarianism or a Kantian one is to-
tally alien to how I have approached
normative matters throughout my writ-
ing — one need but consider “Classical
Individualism” (Routledge, 1998) as a
clear case in point. There are many oth-
ers who would not fit within either one
of those two meta-ethical schools.

But I suppose few people whose
works are reviewed are ever fully sat-
isfied with how they are being read by
the reviewer.

Tibor Machan
Silverado, CA

Five-A-Side

In his review of “Libertarianism:
For and Against,” Gary Jason finds five
points on which Tibor Machan's case
for libertarianism is “shaky.” Let me try
to shore up those points.

Point1: Machan’s case is “too skinny”
to allow a society to survive in the real
world. Answer: Raw, theoretical liber-
tarianism doesn’t acknowledge well the
power of competition between nations
as a positive force. The United States is
doubly blessed to have internal states
that compete with each other to attract
quality citizens and corporations.

Point 2: Dignity of rational agents
and natural rights are stated as the ba-
sis for libertarianism, but they are also

used by some as the basis for modern
statist liberalism. And Point 5: Machan
believes in freedom of the will, but
what happens if we do not, in fact, have
free will? Answers: Individualism is a
physical fact. Our minds have no physi-
cal connection with other minds, and
any apparent groupthinking wedoisa
voluntary performance. Free will is also
a physical fact, caused by the fractal
chemistry of our brains. The revolution
of fractal mathematics made it no lon-
ger necessary to determine if noncausal
randomness truly exists in the universe
— complex, fractal systems are not
distinguishable from random ones.
Therefore, we are free-willed individu-
als who are best served by a society that
allows us to be free and individual, and
exacts only a small, limited by contract,
portion of our freedoms to empower a
government.

Point 3: What does a libertarian do
about orphaned children? Answer: Any
society that survives protects its chil-
dren — by custom, by charity, and, as
a last resort, by law and government
power. Difference is, the family is the
basic unit of a free society, while the
government is the first cause in the col-
lective society, with family members
relegated to mere agents of enforce-
ment of the collective will. Note that the
last resort to government power in the
case of the protection of children does
not necessarily apply to adults who are
poor, aged, infirm, irrational, or insane.
A free adult has to be responsible for his
own path through life.

Point 4: A real estate tycoon, as an
example, is not an independent creator
of wealth. He depends on civil servants
like police, firefighters, street and wa-
ter departments to provide value to
property, and therefore should split ac-
quired wealth with them and let them
drive the train sometimes. Answer: By




constitution we agree not to put our
collective hands into others’ pockets. As
long as the jobs of tycoon and potlice of-
ficer are open to all, there is no injustice
here. If too many police officers leave
their jobs to become tycoons, then the
government raises the salaries of police
officers and Iures some of them back. In
my town, large rnrumbers of people have
nicer houses and cars than I do. More
power to them. Begrudging them their
successes would not be an act of an
innate desire for “equality,” but a rev-
elation of envy.

Tom Jaquish

Fort Wayne, IN

Charity at Gunpoint

Gary Jason’s review of “Liber-
tarianism: For and Against” is a good
summary of the arguments of Machan
and Duncan. In his own criticism of
libertarian positions, however, he hits
upon the essential moral question:
can the end, no matter how desirable
and even noble it might be, justify the
means of government coercion? He
asks, “What does a libertarian do about
orphaned children?” And further: if
there was a shortfall in private charity,
“Can the state not act?” He seems to say
that somehow the answer is yes.

To these questions, a libertarian or
anyone else can do whatever he feels is
appropriate regarding orphaned chil-
dren or any other cause, except use the
coercion of the state to force the fruits of
someone else’s labor into his particular

cause, be it orphaned children or any of
the other million or so justifications stat-
ist planners use for their “programs.”
When the state “acts,” by its nature, it
does the only thing it can do. It points
guns and uses coercion.

It should be noted that in the real
world this “starving children” argu-
ment fades to irrelevancy. In a society
where the total tax load approaches 50%
(in my country, Canada, it's well over
that), there are still thousands upon
thousands of charitable organizations

‘that routinely raise millions of dollars

for all manner of causes. Does anyone
seriously believe that, left to our own
voluntary action, and left with some
of our own money after the taxman is
through with us, we would let orphans
starve in the streets? That in order to
prevent such an occurrence we require
the guns of government pointed at us?
I find that argument more than a little
bit offensive.

Paul Mollon

Owen Sound, ON

Jason responds: I thank Professor
Machan for his remarks about my re-
view of his recent book, Regarding my
comment about Kantianism, I used that
label in response to Machan's appeal (at
various points) to respect for the digni-
ty of autonomous agents as part of his
defense of libertarianism. That strikes
me as quintessentially Kantian in tone.
But I understand that Machan favors
the neo-Aristotelian and Lockean ap-
proaches (looking at what leads to the

enjoy it; [ am sure you will.

I hate to bring bitterness into this space, but it was only a matter of time before
I grew bitter about the current presidential campaign. Of course it’s all nonsense,
like gerting bitter abour Homer Simpson's drinking habits. Nevertheless, something
finally got to me: the constant blather from the Obama campaign about “hope” and
how he’s the candidate of “hope” and what America needs is “hope.”

Maybe Obama’s Hollywood contributors are hoping for a few more millions
in salaries and dividends — or some sccond-hand self-respect, which they hope to
get from him. Or maybe “hope” is just a four-letter word, signifying nothing but
bitterness about whatever it is that you thought you should have had. In any event,
I'm sick of it. I remember when (Bil) Clinton was the Man from Hope. Give me a
break. Can you imagine a cheesier presidential platform — “T will give you hope”?

Suppose one of your friends said, “I'm here to give you hope”? What would you
say? | know what I'd say: “I hope you're going to turn up for dinner at 7 p.m. next
Thursday, instead of 8:30, the way you usually do. That is my hspe for you.”

Well, so much for the presidential campaign. This issue of Liberty comes, not to
give you Aope, but to give you something to enjoy right now. 1 dont hgpe that you'll

For Liberty,

Smc_,(

" Stephen Cox

April 2008

flourishing of the individual and the
natural rights of individuals).

I certainly do not believe that the
utilitarian and Kantian perspectives are
the only perspectives in ethics generally,
or the only ones of use in exploring the
foundations of libertarianism. Indeed,
I explicitly said that while the perspec-
tives that have traditionally been so
employed have been egoism, utilitari-
anism, and natural rights theory, other
perspectives can be employed as well.
These include virtue ethics, existen-
tialist act deontologism, Christian act
deontologism (agapism), and Rossian
multiple-rule deontologism.

Mr. Jaquish’s points to shore up lib-
ertarianism’s basis are worth reflecting
upon. Granted, competition between
nation-states is often positive. But of-
ten it isn't, as (say) when some nation
allows its citizens to financially and
technically support terrorists attempt-
ing to get a nuclear bomb, who are in
turn permitted by a second country to
operate in its territory, resulting in a
threat to your own country. It is hard to
see how a strict principle of never ini-
tiating force unless first attacked will
allow a response that will prevent a
devastating attack, one that would like-
ly bring down the nation.

I'm not sure that pointing out that
chaotic-fractal systems are unpredict-
able and so appear to be uncaused
helps much. This reminds me of the
claim made by some of the physicists
who first devised quantum theory that
it “saved” freedom of choice, because
under the standard interpretation of the
theory, microphysical events are inher-
ently probabilistic, not deterministic.
So, for example, we can say of a certain
collection of atoms of a fissionable met-
al that half will spontaneously decay in
a certain length of time, but we cannot
— even if we have all possible relevant
knowledge — say of a given atom pre-
cisely when it will decay. Under this
view, God plays dice with the universe,
as Einstein famously put it.

It is hard to see how either true non-
causal randomness (or even merely the
chaotic unpredictability} of a system
helps explain free will. First, the brain

MAINTAIN YOUR PRIVACY
WITH A LIVING TRUST
Estate Planning and Real Estate
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doesn’t seem to be a fractal system, or
one driven by random microphysical
events. Second, supposing it were sucha
system, how does that “save” free will?
If my “choices” are just the spontane-
ous, uncaused or at least the chaotically
unpredictable cascade of neural firings,
in what sense is my action free — mean-
ing traditionally that I was truly aware
of (knew) what I was doing and could
have done otherwise?

My point was simply to suggest that
requiring that we accept contracausal
(or even chaotically unpredictable) free
will before we can argue for a minimal
state seems to saddle libertarian politi-
cal philosophy with a heavy (and in my
view unnecessary) weight, indeed.

The point above ties in with my
response to Jaquish’s claim that “the
last resort to government power in the
case of the protection of children does
not necessarily apply to adults who
are poor, aged, infirm, irrational, or in-
sane. A free adult has to be responsible
for his own path through life.” First,
Jaquish is conceding what I'm not sure
Machan would, that in the case where
private charity for orphaned children
is inadequate (a case which all libertar-
ians agree is not descriptive of America
at least through most of its history), it
would be legitimate for the government
to do the job. Second, is a demented or
insane person really “free?” For ex-
ample, is a person afflicted with very
advanced Alzheimer’s disease really re-
sponsible for his choices? Maybe in the
sense of having fractal neural cascades
in the brain tissue, but hardly in the tra-
ditional sense of free will.

Finally, the point I was making re-
garding the role of government in (say)
the wealth of a real estate tycoon was
that it is hard to disaggregate the con-
tribution of personal and governmental

action to the tycoon’s wealth. I merely
pointed out that Machan didn't really
reply to this point made by Duncan.
However, I also pointed out that the
same point could be raised against
Duncan’s statist liberalism as well,
because while the government contrib-
utes to the tycoon's ability to increase
his wealth, it also hinders that ability as
well.

1 certainly agree with Mr. Mollon
that no orphans are starving or apt to
starve in modern industrial economies,
because such free-market economies
produce wealth sufficient for charity to
happen naturally. And I couldn’t agree
more that we are overtaxed, and that
contemporary statist planners use the
“starving baby argument” to commit
much mischief.

But philosophy involves push-
ing views to extremes — conducting
thought experiments — to test for con-
sistency and robust explanatory power.
Suppose that there were a hypothetical
situation in which charity was not suf-
ficient to save an orphan. Mollon says
that even then, the state cannot coerce
the citizens to save the child, even to
the extent of taking a small amount of
money from each. An uncompromising
stance, indeed — and one I question.

Letters to the editor

Liberty invites readers to comment on
articles that have appeared in our pages.
We reserve the right to edit for length and
clarity. All letters are assumed to be intend-
ed for publication unless otherwise stated.
Succinct letters are preferred. Please include
your address and phone number so that we
can verify your identity. Send email to:

letters@libertyunbound.com

Or mail to Liberty Letters, P.O. Box 1181,
Port Townsend, WA 98368.
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on-site at Liberty’s offices in Port Townsend, Washington.

For more information or to apply, email Mark Rand at
marke@libertyunbound.com
or write Liberty, P.O. Box 1181, Port Townsend, WA 98368.




The schoolmaster vs. the nanny — A race
between McCain and Hillary in November can be compared
to a showdown between a stern schoolmaster whoe preaches
pain, sacrifice, and discipline and a smothering nanny who
promises endless and all-knowing love. Whether we want it
or not. ‘

To put this in another way, McCain leans in the direction
of George Orwell’s bleak and austere “1984,” while Hillary
prefers to give us a variant of Aldous Huxley’s softer, more
self-indulgent “Brave New World.” — David Beito

most of the candidates have been promising to expand health
care to cover the 40 million said to be uninsured. All of this
makes it likely that U.S. Treasury notes will be junk bonds in
the not too distant future. — Gary Jason

Counter-programming — 1 was going to do a
complete analysis of the rhetoric and political effects of con-
servative talk radio hosts and the three stooges — Limbaugh,
Hannity, and O'Reilly — who lead their way. They seem to be

on everyone’s mind lately. They don't like McCain.
But one thought trumped all that: Theyre counter-pro-
gramming. They want Hillary

Deceptive vacuity
— It is puzzling how seldom
TV pundits expose the vacuity
of “change” as a political plat-
form. Everyone wants change
of some sort or other, but many
of the desired changes clash.
Do pundits and politicians
really think that voters are too
dense to recognize deceptive
ambiguity when they meet
it? (Possibly they are, which
would be a sad commentary

on democracy.
— Leland Yeager

Treasury junk bonds
— Amidst the grand hoopla
that is the current election
campaign, a recent report in
the Financial Times of London
(Jan, 11) went largely unno-
ticed in the American press.
Moody’s, the indepen-
dent bond-rating company,
announced in its annual report
on the U.S. that America is in
danger of losing its triple-A
rating, because of rapidly ris-
ing entitlement spending —
specifically, rising Medicare,

Clinton to be president. Four
years of her warmed-over,
takes-a-village pabulum will
be red meat for their listeners.

— Jim Walsh

Don’t want no fat

people — 1 thought
Mike Huckabee was a bad
Republican because (among
other things) his anti-obe-
sity crusade involved send-
ing report cards home telling
parents their kids are fat.
But every time you think the
Republicans cant get any
worse, they do. A few miles
southeast of Little Rock, Rep.
W.T. Mayhall Jr. has intro-
duced a bill in the Mississippi
legislature to bar restaurants
from serving food to obese
people. This is what it says:
Any food establish-
ment to which this section
applies shall not be allowed
to serve foed to any per-
son who is obese, based on
criteria prescribed by the
State Department of Health
after consultation with the
Mississippi  Council on

Medicaid, and Social Security
costs.

These entitlement programs, which together consumed
25% of the U.S. budget in 1975, are now consuming 45% —
and the boomers are only now beginning to retire. The next
ten years will see the tsunami of boomer retirees demand their
entitlement goodies.

However, despite warnings by Congressional Budget
Office chief Peter Orszag and Comptroller General David
Walker that these entitlement programs are about to explode,

Obesity Prevention and
Management.

As a writer for the New Republic — no doubt a Yankee —
noted, this law would surely devastate the Mississippi restau-
rant business. Mayhall’s bill isn't likely to pass but it had two
co-sponsors, another Republican and a Democrat. And, you
know, it did occur to me: there are laws prohibiting bars from
serving alcohol to the drunk, so why not prohibit restaurants
from serving food to the fat?

The difference in the two laws is clear and fundamental.

Liberty 7
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Drunks might endanger the rest of us on the roads. Fat people
are only endangering themselves. How much I drink may be
a matter of public concern, if I'm using roads that other people
drive on. How much I eat is nobody’s business but my own.

Americans used to understand distinctions like that. Barry
Goldwater, the man who turned Mississippi into a Republican
state, warned, “A government big enough to give you all you
want is big enough to take away all you have.”

And that’s what we see here. Mayhall cites the costs that
obese people impose on the taxpayers through the Medicaid
system. Barry would understand: you create a government
health care system, and sooner or later the government is not
only going to ration care, it's going to try to regulate people’s
lives to hold down costs. Barry just wouldn't have predicted
that it would be the Republicans who would try to interpose
the government between a man and his fried chicken.

— David Boaz

A bunch Of buttinskis — on January 25, the
Federal Communications Commission proposed that a $1.4
miflion fine be levied on 52 television stations owned by or
affiliated with ABC. Seems that back in 2003 the aforesaid
stations broadcast an episode of the show “NYPD Blue,” in
which a woman’s bare buttocks were displayed.

The FCC found this indecent, because it depicted “sexual
organs and excretory organs” in a “patently offensive way.”
Moreover, the bare arse was shown before 10 p.m., which
means that it could have traumatized untold numbers of kid-
dies who had not yet gone to bed.

ABC, attempting to rebut (sorry) the FCC, argued, “The
buttocks are not a sexual organ.” That ABC could have made
such a claim with a straight face is remarkable. The network
is owned by Disney, after all. The FCC, in any case, was not
persuaded.

Yes, folks, these are adults who are arguing about some
cheeks on display in prime time. And yes, people drawing
a federal paycheck have spent four years determining that
those who revealed those cheeks to the American viewing
public should cough up no less than $1.4 million for doing so.

It seems to me that the real ass is the FCC. — Jon Harrison

Benazir: a corrupt legacy — Itis worth revisit-
ing some of the YouTube clippings of Benazir Bhutto’s rallies
and putting yourself in her place. How long could you endure
those sickeningly adulating crowds, with all their associated
expectations? How long would it be before you decided to
run away, calling it quits, as did the Messiah in Richard Bach’s
“Illusions”? Or would your instinct be just to puke profusely,
ensuring that the very last bit in your stomach was out?

5o what must Bhutto have been like, in view of the fact that
she actually returned from London to be with such crowds,
leaving her children behind? So overpowering was her need

Now is the time to complete your Liberty
collection during our 20th-Anniversary

Conference Audio Sale and
Back Issue Blowout!

Our best prices ever — for a limited time.

See pages 48 and 49!

to be even closer to the crowd that she put her head out of the
car, and had it blown away.

Trying te understand Bhutte, it is unavoidable to com-
pare her with Musharraf. It is unavoidable to reflect on her
achievements and wonder if she was a product of anything
but dynastic rule. It is unavoidable to wonder what kind of
people her immediate family must have been, when both her
brothers died under unnatural circumstances, and her father
was hanged. Were they martyrs or simply people with the
psychology of the speeding teenager, who at some level con-
siders himself invincible? It is unavoidable to wonder why in
a country where women have an extremely low status, as has
been the case with India, Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka, a woman
should be elected prime minister.

Benazir's father, Zulfikar Ali Bhutto, is considered by
many to have been the most corrupt person to lead Pakistan.
Accused of killing a political opponent, he was hanged in
1979. Benazir was to become Pakistan’s prime minister twice,
in 1988 and 1993. On both occasions, she was removed from
power for alleged corruption and extra-judicial killings
(including that of her own brother, Mustaza). Her husband
was widely known as the 10% man, for the cut he allegedly
collected as bribes. Benazir went into self-imposed exile
in 1998 to return only recently after Musharraf granted her
amnesty from charges. The move was perhaps made possible
by the ever-interfering America — making one wonder how
responsible America must be in subsidizing corruption and
spinelessness around the world.

When Benazir was in power, she did nothing that could
have improved the lot of the Pakistani minorities and women
ot put a leash on increasing fundamentalism in Pakistan. Her
sole interest during those days was apparently to make as
much money as possible through her husband, while reso-
lutely sticking to power. One must wonder what makes polit-
ical leaders so utterly greedy. What is the use of stashing away
billions and billions that one can never need or even have an
opportunity to use? It could only be a mixture of deep-rooted
sense of inadequacy and insecurity, a search for means to
avoid the reality of mortal existence. And more fundamen-
tally, of course, the corrupt practices of politicians are a sign of
extreme stupidity. Indeed, stupidity and spinelessness were

written on the face of Benazir. Even those not good at read-

ing faces could see her stupidity reflected in every word she
spoke.

Had she cared about Pakistan, she would have worked
with Musharraf, who despite being an incorrigible crook him-
self, has brought some sanity to the conduct of the Pakistani
state. Indeed, he has done a lot to control the Taliban and
to improve Pakistan’s relationship with India. She would
have worked with him to alleviate the suffering of Pakistani
women and minorities, something that she knew would only
get worse in a democratic system where mullahs would call
the final shots. She would have worked with him to control
the appalling level of fanaticism that rules Pakistan, fanati-
cism that hasn’t a chance of being controlled by democracy.
But all she did was bring more chaos. It doesn’t take much
effort to conclude that hers was an utterly wasted life.

What an irony it is that leftists and even libertarians are so
statist in thinking about the future of such places as Pakistan!
The leftists think that the solution to the world’s problems




lies in the state. The libertarians think that the reason for the
world’s problems is the state. Even libertarians must therefore
believe in the high potency of the state. But can politicians
really decide the fate of a society? If anything, in Benazir’s
death Pakistan has extended its luck by continuing the rule
of Musharraf for a few more months. But despite having the
support of one of the world’s best and biggest armies, he must
go, as the masses have decided so.

Many years from now, Pakistan and the rest of the world
will look at the rule of Musharraf with nostalgia. In the faces
of the crowds that accompanied Benazir, you will see a very
grim future for Pakistan. — Jayant Bhandari

Local obsequiousness — My friend Liam
Vavasour, whose writing has appeared in these pages, enter-
tained me at dinner the other night with a suggestion about
the health and happiness of presidential candidates.

Liam observed that whenever one of these folks makes a
speech, he (or she) always effusively compliments the state
he’s talking in. Whether the candidate won or lost in, say, the
South Carolina primary, he announces that he will be eter-
nally grateful for the opportunity he’s had to meet the citi-
zens of South Carolina in their homes and offices. He'd always
thought that South Carolina was a lovely and historic state, but
now he knows and understands the landscape, the traditions,
the very soul of South Carolina; and this learning to know and
love the state has been an enlightening, humbling, and deeply
erotic experience.

He (and his lovely wife, or her lovely husband) look for-
ward to returning many, many times to idyllic South Carolina,
to renew their acquaintance with the wonderful friends
they've made in South Carolina’s churches and schools and
factories and union halls and mattress stores and prisons and
gambling dens and houses of prostitution. In short, thank you!
for letting us into your homes — and into your hearts. And as
we move on to the wonderful state of North Carolina, we will
always look back to South Carolina and thank you, thank you,
thank you, from the very deepest bottom of our hearts, for the
support and friendship — yes, the warm and palpitating love
— that all of you have extended to us these past 18 months.
I and my beautiful wife {or husbandj will always regard our
stay in South Carolina as the acme and pinnacle of our lives,
the King’s Chamber of the Great Pyramid, the top of the line
in running shoes, the fulcrum of the radiance of the divine
planet Venus. May every South Carolinian rise and call South
Carolina blessed! For she alone is the origin of hospitality; she
alone is the guarantor of American values; she alone is the ark
and altar of American freedom and democracy.

The enunciation of these sentiments, Liam said, is obliga-
tory. And you can't doubt their truth. When invoking hearth
and home, the duties of guests and hosts, the traditions of the
50 great American states, no politician can possibly go astray.
None would lie; none would even exaggerate the facts. If one
candidate said, “South Carolina is a great place to live,” every
other candidate would immediately declare that man a liar,
for South Carolina is in truth the only place to live.

Then how awful it is (Liam added) that after every state
primary, all these candidates are whirled away from their
new-found friends, and, like Paolo and Francesca in Dante’s
“Commedia,” are punished eternally in hell — either the part
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of it known as the Senate, which some of them are trying
futilely to escape, or the part known as the White House.

The problem — and why shouldn’t we face it now? — is
that no one really wanis to live in the White House. Oh, peaple
may pretend that they do. They may even picture to them-
selves the pleasures of January 20, when a police escort will
take the president-elect to the Executive Mansion and deposit
him there. They may think that this is really what they have
spent their lives desiring.

But when their hearts are warmed, when their confid-
ing spirits reach out to the modest citizens of Towa or New
Hampshire or wherever their staff informs them they are
sleeping tonight, then they understand what their values
really are. The White House? Never! [ want to stay right here:
Debbie’s Dew Drop Inn, Columbia, SC.

And that’s what they tell the voters, who perversely insist
that they evacuate the hinterland and repair to the Nation’s
Capital. Yet the only thing on which all presidential candi-
dates agree is the evil nature of Washington, DC There has
never been a presidential candidate since Washington himself
who hasn't run against Washington. It’s only an heroic sense
of duty that keeps them from defecting, one by one, from
the campaign trail, as each of them discovers the delights of
Burlington, IA; Portsmouth, NH; and Fresno, CA.

Therefore, Liam argued, the best thing we can do is sim-
ply to vote against all party politicians who believe it’s against
their nature to go to Washington. It’s an “Atlas Shrugged” sit-
uation: the truly intelligent, productive members of American
society must be saved from their imaginary obligation to live
in Washington and serve the people, instead of retiring to
Flint, MI, and spending the rest of their lives cooking ham-
burgers with their friendly neighbors.

The solution is: Take them at their word! Release them
from their silly pledges to “change America,” “fix the health-
care system,” “give everyone a free lunch,” darken the sun
and turn the moon into blood. Free them from their “obliga-
tions.” You like South Carolina? Fine: stay there. And the rest
of us will promise to leave you completely alone.

— Stephen Cox

Fix a fence, 80 to ]ull — An article in the Daily
Breeze, a suburban Los Angeles newspaper, reports that
Francisco Linares is going to jail because he repaired a fence
belonging to the affluent city of Rolling Hills Estates. Superior
Court Judge Sandra Thompson chastised Linares, a Farmers
Insurance district manager, for violating the municipal code
and sentenced him to six months in county jail.

Linares, who owns a home in Rolling Hills Estates, asked
the city to repair a white three-railed fence behind it. He was
told that the fence was on his property. After he replaced the
termite-infested planks, the city reversed itself and stated that
Linares had illegally built the fence on city property.

Linares had to get permits for the fence and other code vio-
lations. He claims that he tried to comply, but was unable to
because of the city’s confusing building codes. The city claims
he failed to resubmit an application that had been deemed
incomplete. Richard Hamar, Linares’ attorney, asks, “What
will society gain if you put this man in jail?”

Perhaps the question should be, what will society lose? In
“Atlas Shrugged,” Ayn Rand says, “But just pass the kind of

Liberty 9



April 2008

laws that can neither be observed nor enforced nor objectively
interpreted — and you create a nation of law-breakers. . . .
Indeed. — Alan Cook

Bad databases, terrible commercials —
Many postmortems of Super Tuesday are citing Ron Paul’s
weak showing as proof that Americans are “not ready for lib-
ertarianism.” Others are blaming the media blackout of Paul
coverage since New Hampshire.

Both explanations are unpersuasive or, at least, incom-
plete. While the claim that "Americans are not ready for lib-
ertarianism” is true as far as it goes, few of us ever believed
(except in our less rational moments) that Paul was going to
win. At the same time, we thought with good reason that he
had a fighting chance to win a respectable bloc of Republican
votes (10 - 20% or higher).

Unfortunately, several major blunders and miscalculations
by the campaign itself always seemed to get in the way. A case
in point was the Jowa database fiasco. The campaign had
produced a get-out-the-vote database showing the names of
thousands of people to be called on caucus day or transported
to the caucus sites. Either because of petulance or because of
simple human error, a volunteer completely messed up the
list.

But it was the campaign itself that made the fatal mistake
by not making a backup list, leaving the volunteers unable to
carry out the operation on the crucial day. This was no small
matter. Only a few thousand votes separated Paul from John
McCain and Fred Thompson.

Had Paul come out of Iowa with the momentum of a third
place win, the media blackout may well have never happened,
at least to the same degree.

The terrible television and radio ads, however, were even
more damaging to any hope of a better showing. I suspect
that they may have actually lost Paul votes. It is revealing that
exit polls showed that antiwar Republican voters on Super
Tuesday (as in lowa and New Hampshire} went for McCain
— the most pro-war candidate in the race.

Instead of appealing to these voters, Paul’s commercials

made him look like just another Republican candidate, or -

stressed immigration, which had essentially become Romney’s
issue. Had Paul’s comunercials stressed his antiwar views and
hammered McCain’s enthusiasm for the war, Paul might have
reached more of these voters. — David Beito

No more IRS — Whatever you think of Mike
Huckabee’s campaign for president (and I don't think very
much of it), it has had one remarkable feature: his TV ads have
done one thing — demand the abolition of the IRS. Even more
remarkable is the fact that I have seen absolutely no discus-
sion of this, either in the Usual Media or on the net.

Why? — Stephen Cox

Arranging deck chairs on the Titanic —
The boneheaded economic stimulus package authored by the
president and forwarded by the Democratic Congress aims to
push the federal government deeper into debt in order to buy
the quiescence of citizens worried about recession. This is a
bad idea. Exactly how bad is a matter of some dispute.

The package will send so-called “tax rebate” checks of
between $500 and $1,500 to most U.S. househoelds with annual

incomes under six figures. The total price tag of this buy-
off has been estimated at $145 billion. The final cost may be
more.

In early February, White House Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) director Jim Nussle held a press confer-
ence at which he spoke in carefully scripted phrases about the
stimulus package:

Obviously, the bipartisan growth package that is pending on
the Hill right now — which we include in this budget, at $145
billion, and we hope will soon pass — combined with a slug-
gish economy, does pose some challenges with regard to the
deficit. That bipartisan bill will raise the deficit by $145 billion,
and obviously that will have an impact, but we believe that
this up tick is temporary. . ..

“Nussle’s theory is that the stimulus package will avert a
recession, keep the U.S. economy growing and assure more
tax revenues coming into federal coffers.

This is like taking a pay-day loan in order to go to Las
Vegas, hit the craps table, and come home with enough cash
to pay your mortgage and winter heating bills. Sure, it’s pos-
sible. But not very likely.

Also, note Nussle’s repeated use of the term “bipartisan.”
He pasted that word to any mention he made of the stimulus
package, throughout his press conference. The net effect was
that even he suspects the buy-off is a bad idea — and he’s get-
ting ready now to share the blame later. Here’s more:

... the President decided that he wanted to take 1 percent of
the economy — that was the size of the growth package he
wanted, 1 percent of the economy, and that’s where we arrived
at that $145 billion. And the Congress agreed with that. In fact,
it appears, from what we hear, that Congress wants to add to
that, driving the deficit even higher than what we’ve done in
a bipartisan way.

Adding to the confusion about the ultimate cost of this
stimulus: Some OMB projections show the federal budget
deficit for Fiscal Year 2008 growing from $162 billion (pre-
stimulus package) to $407 billion, counting the package. That
suggests the total effect to be more like $245 billion.

Nussle suggested that the extra $100 billion in operating
losses comes from lower projected tax revenues and a $70 bil-
lion “placeholder” calculation for expenses related to the Iraq
war that don't show up the regular budget. “So,” said Nussle,
“it’s not all the growth package, but that’s the most significant
part of it. . . . Some of it is from the excess spending that was
done over and above the President’s budget this last year on
the part of Congress, but most of it is this bipartisan growth
package.”

In other words, in fiscal ‘08, we’ll be adding an extra quar-
ter-trillion dollars to our $9 trillion national debt. This is not
where many Americans expected to be, near the end of the sec-
ond term of a president who claimed to be a common-sense,
fiscally-responsible conservative. How did Nussle explain all
the red ink? With a familiar refrain:

... the attacks of September 11th; the emergency spending
that went into dealing with homeland security, an entire new
department that was created to protect our country and which
has protected our country since that attack; a global war on
terror; two wars, in Afghanistan and Iraq; the emergencies
with Katrina and the tsunamis.
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It's not just the critics of the Bush Administration who com-
plain about these things; Bush’s own OMB director sounds like
Ron Paul, connecting international adventures and bureau-
cratic bloat to our growing debt. The Bushies know that their
policy choices have further indebted the country; and they
still believe they’ve chosen correctly.

Finally, one of the worst effects of creeping statism is its
corruption of all fiscal discipline. In an environment of insol-
vency, there’s little incentive to be careful. Nussle embodied
this corruption. He justified the administration’s spendthrift
ways by contrasting them to bigger problems:

We need to do more to keep spending in check in order to bal-
ance the budget by 2012 and address the longer-term spend-
ing challenges. . . . we need to make sure that mandatory
spending, which is overwhelming the rest of the budget, is
also held in check. Now, mandatory spending [is] spending
that’s on autopilot. . . . And the current trends are, frankly, not
sustainable. In the next 35 years alone, the automatic spend-
ing portion of this budget will completely swallow all of the
revenue that’s available, which means there will be no money
available for some of the basic responsibilities of the federal
government, such as national defense and homeland secu-
rity. . . . we're 10 years out now from some of the challenges in
Social Security, and that this unfunded $34 trillion liability in
Medicare is going to completely consume the budget.

To this end, Nussle boasted about Bush’s efforts “to get
Medicare growth under control.” Specifically, the Bush
Administration has proposed that Medicare spending only
increase 5% a year — instead of the currently-budgeted 7.2%
a year. Over five years, this slower growth would “save” some
$178 billion.
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Which the federal government is borrowing, instead, to
make people feel less worried about recession.  — Jim Walsh

Ethnography of the Left — 1have lived for 20
years in Santa Cruz, CA, one of the more reliable political time
warps in America. I am a libertarian-leaning conservative,
now also a leisurely retired college professor. Unavoidably
(and I do nothing to avoid it), I interact daily with many liber-
als, progressives, radicals, and such,

To save myself from going crazy, L have adopted a pseudo-
scientific stance toward those people. I am engaged in a
permanent ethnographic study of the Left. (It's genuine eth-
nography because I am able to observe it in its own habitat.)
As a pop-ethnographer, I have been puzzled by the follow-
ing simple phenomenon: individuals in my age range (early
boomers), with life trajectories resembling mine, whose life-
style is undistinguishable from mine, whose values are even
similar to mine, nevertheless seem to hold political positions
dramatically different from mine.

I am puzzled in part because I am slow to demonize my
adversaries. (It would be difficult to do so anyway:. In this small
town, their lives are open books. It's obvious most of them
are not evil.) Also, I avoid carefully the temptation to affix a
psychiatric label to what's far from my own understanding of
reality. (Nevertheless, I have developed fast and dirty tests to
save me from wasting my time with the broadly insane.) So, I
am speaking here about apparently rational people.

Here is what I think I have found among this particular
category of political animals:

1) a strong and consistent preference for bad news;
2) a tendency to switch quickly from topic to topic;
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3) cognitive dissonance; although their sources of infor-
mation often overlap mine to a surprising extent, they
often don't understand what they hear and what they
read. This lack of comprehension extends to basic
concepts and to numbers, both. Thus, I have caught
formally well-educated leftists confusing “budget
deficit” with “trade deficit” and the national debt
with the aggregate debt that Americans have incurred
on their credit cards. (I am not making this up!)
When I point out to them that their attacks on “cor-
porations” would, if successful, undermine my own
financial safety as a retiree, they act stunned or incred-
ulous, Similarly, they have, in general, no idea that 4%
unemployment is low or that a 4% national economic
growth is high. Often, they combine the two forms of
incompetence: I have won many bets by guessing cor-
rectly that leftists believe that military expenditures
consume 20% of GDT. They understand neither GDP
nor % (I have stopped betting because they rarely pay
up but, that’s another story);

4) access to esoteric sources of information that might
just as well be secret because I can rarely track them
down. They forget to send me the reference they
promised, or the item does not say what they say it
says, or the source simply does not exist.

This is only a compound of informal observations, not
a religious creed. I don’t mind being corrected. Above all, 1
would like to find out what other readers of Liberty have to
say on the same topic. — Jacques Delacroix

With friends like these — while visiting the
United States in mid-January, Iragi Defense Minister Abdul
Qadir let it be known that Iraq will require a 1).5. military
presence for another ten to twelve years.

According to Qadir, Iraq’s armed forces may be ready to
provide internal security on their own by 2012. The guarding
of Iraq’s borders without U.S. assistance will have to wait until
2018 or 2020. That's the good news, folks.

The bad news is that Qadir’s timeline has gotten lon-

.y

“You only want me to let your people go? Thank goodness!
— I was afraid you were from the Teamsters!”

ger since he last offered a prediction in 2007. Furthermore,
if even this distant goal is to be achieved, Iraq, according to
Quadir, will require a massive infusion of U.S. arms, includ-
ing advanced warplanes. And whom do we think will be pay-
ing for these modern, very expensive weapons? Yep, it'll be
the American taxpayer, otherwise known as thee and me.
Despite its oil riches, Iraq’s basket case economy and ruined
infrastructure will more than absorb every dime it earns for
many years to come.

Such are the fruits of “victory” in Iraq. But perhaps the
next president will offer some hope for a change of course?
Perhaps he or she will take the steps necessary to save us from
such a triumph and bring us back home where we belong?

Don’t count on it. John McCain looks more and more like
the Republican presidential nominee. He's committed to stay-
ing the course in Iraq, no matter how long it takes. McCain’s
main rival, Mitt Rommney, is equally hard-line.

On the Democrat side, you've got Hillary or Obama. No
matter what they say, neither one is going to liquidate the Iraq
commitment. If we were to pull out of Iraq next year, and anti-
U.S. elements took over, the wave of recriminations would
make “who lost China?” look like a garden party. The O’'Reillys
and Hannitys and Limbaughs, with ex-Vice President Cheney
(assuming he hasn't dropped dead from his 17th heart attack
in the meantime) at their backs, would maintain a drumbeat
of denunciation and slander. No administration could with-
stand that and get reelected.

So don't bet on the November election changing much. A
Democrat may get us out in five years’ time. Any Republican
will likely keep us there for at least ten. Of course, events may
force the issue. If Pakistan falls to Islamists, or Israel drags us
into a war with Iran, then things may change, and quickly. If
not, be ready for more lists of the fallen, and an additional
couple trillion dollars down the drain, in the name of “win-
ning the war on terrorism.”

Oh, and keep an eye out for an appearance by the goddess
Nemesis, probably when you least expect her.

— Jon Harrison

Prospects of a third option — it itis Hillary
versus McCain in November, the door is open for an antiwar,
small-government third-party candidate. Significant constitu-
encies in both parties may be ready to bolt.

In the Republican party, conservative loathing of McCain is
both widespread and intense. Rush Limbaugh, Sean Hannity,
and Glenn Beck will probably fall into line, when push comes
to shove; but many others dislike and distrust McCain so much
that they’ll look elsewhere. And they may even overlook the
antiwar views of a true small-government candidate.

While the hatred for Hillary on the Left is not quite as
strong, her nomination will still give ample pickings to a more
consistent anti-war candidate. (Members of the “netroots”
and Daily Kos internet communities distrust Hillary’s prowar
votes and have made noises about seeking out left-libertar-
ian candidates.) An Obama nomination, on the other hand,
will greatly weaken the potential of a third ticket. The antiwar
left may grumble about Obama'’s evasiveness, but it will stick
with him.

Should the opportunity arise, Ron Paul can take on the bur-
den of continuing his campaign . . . if he wants to. But he has

12 Liberty



said that he will not. Instead, perhaps, he might give his bless-
ing to another, younger, libertarian candidate. A dream choice
for libertarians in November, a person who could also appeal
to the Left and conservatives, would be former governor Gary
Johnson of New Mexico. Johnson is a zealous defender of the
2nd Amendment, a critic of the Iraq War, and a supporter of
drug legalization. — David Beito

As safe as money in the bank — Common in
business ethics textbooks are case studies of unethical prac-
tices by for-profit corporations. Needless to say, the crimes
and misdemeanors of the likes of WorldCom and Enron are
analyzed in great detail. Conspicuously lacking are case stud-
ies of malfeasance by non-profits and government agencies.

This is no surprise, of course. The authors of most business
ethics texts work for government or non-profit colleges, and
are ideologically disposed to view government as an honest
referee that keeps business from exercising its evil tendencies,
safeguarding innocent humanity. Business ethics profs read
Immanuel Kant but not James Buchanan — for them, public
choice theory doesn't exist. However, in reality, government
is hardly angelic.

Consider a recent report in The Wall Street Journal (Feb.
4, 2008). It details a new sort of government fraud: pocketing
“unclaimed” assets. Here’s how the scam works. State gov-
ernments have laws requiring businesses to return unclaimed
property (such as valuables in safe-deposit boxes) to the right-
ful owners. But a number of states, most notoriously cash-
starved California, are stealing those unclaimed assets. To put
this simply, they take over the unclaimed assets but make no
effort to find the owners, and instead use those assets as gen-
eral revenues. This is as slick a fraud as anyone could dream
up — but the perps are the selfsame angelic referees suppos-
edly devoted to protecting the public.

We're not talking chump change here. In 2006 alone, the
states collected over $5 billion in assets and returned only $1.75
billion to the owners. The states currently hold about $35 bil-
lion in OPM (other people’s money). On the list of California’s
unclaimed asset holders are such impossible-to-find people
as Angelina Jolie and Willie Mays. Apparently, none of the
angelic referees in state government has thought to call Brad
Pitt or the Baseball Hall of Fame. Also listed is Sergey Brin,
co-founder of Google. They could have just Google-searched
the dude.

That many states are seeing this as a great new way to
snatch revenue is indicated by the fact that they are starting
to demand that businesses speed up turning over unclaimed
assets — including uncashed employee checks and even unre-
deemed gift cards — and have cut back on attempts to find
the legitimate owners. California, for example, no longer noti-
fies the owners or even publishes their names.

If banks pulled this sort of crap, the government would
go after them with a vengeance, and business ethics profes-
sors would bemoan the heartlessness of corporate greed, But
when government does it, nothing is said. — Gary Jason

The Hillary/Mamie meme — By ine time you
read this, the shouting will most likely be over between
Hillary and Obama, so this question won't be of much more
than historical interest.

April 2008

But, still, I cant help wonderng just what this “experi-
ence” is that Hillary thinks she has that sets her apart from
Obama. They are both relatively new, relatively inexperienced
senators. She wasn’t even a congressman from New York, or a
member of the New York legislature. So, unless she is essen-
tially making the libertarian argument that serving time in
government doesn’t prepare one for higher office, the best she
can claim is a kind of wash with Barack on actual, paid, gov-
ernmental experience.

What is she referring to when she touts her experience?
The fact that, a decade ago, she was married to the president?
If you follow that reasoning, we should have elected Mamie
Eisenhower in 1968. Now, if Hillary would just make that
argument, I'd hop right on board with her. — Bill Merritt

The markets YAawn — Hearing Dubya propose a
“growth package” on January 18, I got the queasy feeling that
he didn’t know what the hell he was talking about. Okay, per-
haps he was reading platitudes probably written by someone
else.

I continue to get the same feeling when I hear Robert Reich,
a decade ago in the Clinton administration, now mostly on
NPR; but unlike Dubya, Reich writes his own stuff.

As soon as Dubya finished, the reporter on Bloomberg
radio said that the financial markets had “little change.”
Millions of investors around the world responded implicitly
and yet definitively. — Richard Kostelanetz

N ewspaper fO”iES — There are many ways a news-
paper can slant the news: what it chooses to print, what it puts
on page one, the position of alternative arguments within an
article, etc. Such tilting allows a paper to promote partisan
positions beyond its editorial page, or appeal to a core constit-
uency — notions of “fair and balanced coverage” or “all the
news that’s {it to print” be damned. I live in San Francisco. Still,
I subscribed to The New York Times for years, till I noted its
falling standards and switched to the San Francisco Chronicle,
aka the San Francisco Comical. It is not a great newspaper, but
at half the cost I got to read about the murders in Oakland,
which I found more interesting than similar news from the
Bronx. The rest of the coverage I judged about equal.

But on Jan. 19, I picked up a copy of The Times from the
trash pile at my local coffee house — out of curiosity and per-
haps the attraction of saving a dollar. An interesting front-
page article, “A New Global Oil Quandary: Costly Fuel Means
Costly Calories,” caught my attention. The article decried the
plight of the third-world poor facing higher prices for veg-
etable oils, particularly palm oil, because of rising European
demand for biofuels that can be made from the same stock.

The piece had a curious comment prominently positioned
on page one, which read: “And all this is happening even as
global climate change may be starting to make it harder to
grow food in some of the places best equipped to do so, like
Australia.” I read on to find out more, but I found nothing
further on the subject of global warming. In a rather long arti-
cle filled with facts and declaratory statements, the comment
stood by itself, an affront to basic rules of journalism: it is the
only comment in the article qualified by the word “may,”
reducing it to a mere speculation and an unsupported cne at
that; it is the only comment on page one not followed up in
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the body of the article; in an article devoted to a discussion
of market demand, it is the only reference to supply; it deals
with food in general, not edible oils; there is no support for
the idea that Australia is suitable for growing palm oil (which
it is not).

In short, the comment on global warming was only a gra-
tuitous airing of the paper’s editorial opinion, strategically
salted on page one. With an arsenal of ways to slant the news
more subtly, I would at least have expected The Times to
adhere to basic standards of journalism.

But there’s worse. The Times failed to tell the full story
— what caused the increase in the demand for biofuels? The
answer is obvious. The demand resulted from an attempt by
European governments to replace fossil fuels and reduce car-
bon dioxide emissions. The irony is that The Times tried to
blame global warming, when the real culprit was misguided
global warming activism. How did it miss that? Was The
Times perhaps blinded by its ideclogical position?

A few weeks ago, the San Francisco Comical ran an arti-
cle on a similar phenomenon, an increase in the price of corn
because of the diversion of foodstock to ethanol, another bio-
fuel, and the effect the increase was having on the poor of
Mexico. At least the Chronicle didn't blame global warm-
ing, although it's committed to the campaign as much as The
Times. But it also failed to identify the root cause of the price
increase — U.S. government policies supporting ethanol pro-
duction. This is unfortunate. No matter where one stands on.
global warming, the effectiveness of putative solutions, their
costs and consequences, is important.

Unfortunately, if I want news coverage like that, I'll have to
look elsewhere. The Comical just isn't up to it. Nevertheless, 1
stand by my decision to switch my readership. The next time
I see a copy of The Times in the trash I'll just leave it where it
belongs. — Bob Marcus

They found a way — As a libertarian, I naturally
lean towards limited government and minimal tax rates, but
I have to give credit to New York state’s taxmongers for their
creativity.

Although Congress has extended for seven more years the
moratorium on taxing the internet, Albany thinks it has found a
way around this inconvenience. The Supreme Court has ruled
that mail order houses can be required to collect sales taxes
only if they have a physical presence in a certain state. Amazon
and other e-retailers often provide links to other sites in return
for a commission on any resultant sale. New York incredibly
claims that this is the equivalent of an actual salesperson or
storefront and that, therefore, these sales are taxable.

When the New York Sun exposed this tax grab late last
year, Gov. Eliot Spitzer buried the plan; he had, after all, made
campaign promises not to raise taxes. The state’s Department
of Taxation and Finance may try again, however, now that the
spotlight’s been off them for a while. As budget director Paul
Francis said, ”I don’t regard it as a tax increase. It's only a tax
increase to the person who is paying it.” I couldn’t have said it
better. — John D. Swanson

Le grand désastre de la Société Générale

— France does not usually collect gold medals when it comes
to finance. Oh, sure, it has a staggering public debt. Also, the
tax rate is one of the highest among developed countries —

Paris bureaucrats absorb 54% of the GNP and there are six lev-
els of local government that pay themselves with local taxes.

But, overall, financial news from France — the world’s
sixth largest economy — is usually rather tepid. That’s why
the recent Société Générale fraud scandal came as such a sur-
prise. With its eye-popping figures, its photogenic, noble per-
petrator, and its display of embarrassed elites, it had every
ingredient of a great story.

To recap: In late January, a large volume of sales in futures
trades created a worldwide market slump. A few days later,
one Jerbme Kerviel, a lowly trader from respected French
bank Société Générale (or SocGen) walked into a police sta-
tion and fessed up to a multibillion euro fraud. At $1.47 per
euro, that’s real money. Soon, juicy details started to emerge:
Kerviel, an unremarkable 31-year-old securities trader, some-
how acquired futures contracts for amounts far above his
authorized limits. He ended up with positions worth about 50
billion euro — or $70 billion. Discovering the mess, the bank
unloaded Kerviel’s stash of futures within three days, creat-
ing a worldwide market slump. The bank lost 3 billion euro in
this fire sale. Add another 2 billion euro in losses from other
activities — conveniently announced at the same time — and
Kerviel seemed the culprit of a 5 billion euro loss.

Kerviel's management was let go, but when Daniel Bouton,
the bank’s CEO, presented his resignation to the board, it was
rejected. How nice of the board.

The parallel with another trading scandal was obvious. In
February 1995, trader Nick Leeson single-handedly brought
down another old and respectable institution, Barings Bank.
He too cooked the books, taking unauthorized positions that
resulted in massive losses. But the parallel stops there. First,
Leeson'’s losses were a mere 827 million pounds — less than $2
billion, and a fraction of the SocGen losses. Second, the British
trader cowardly fled to Kuala Lumpur whereas Kerviel, owing
to his mistake like the Gallic man he is, squarely went to the
police. Finally, greedy Leeson was trying to get a fat bonus,
whereas Kerviel, on salary, only sought to make money for his
employer. Take that, perfidious Albicn!

Analysts started to wonder. How could one entry-level
employee create such havoc? Was he a financial mastermind?
Or maybe a super-hacker capable of manipulating trading
computers? And, wait a minute, how come France’s tough and
complex banking regulations didn’t prevent this?

There are controls and regulations in the French bank-
ing system, all right. There are so many, actually, that nobody
knows them all. The European Commission — a bunch of non-
elected bureaucrats now responsible for more than 80% of the
laws and regulations in the EU — emits a continuous flow
of new rules, which adds to (and sometimes conflicts with)
national laws. Now, add the internal procedure manuals that
routinely plague banks. You cannot possibly keep up. You can-
not obey the law because you cannot know the law. As a result,
the only way to be safe is to Obey The Boss. Kerviel did. That’s
why he feels he is a scapegoat today. It remains to be seen if
upper management was aware of his activities.

As for high tech wizardry, Kerviel simply used a few old
tricks. He used colleagues’ passwords to log transactions
under their names: passwords:are routinely written down on
sticky notes in many brokerages, since rules force employees to
change them often. He also created fictitious customer accounts
to hold his illicit stash of contracts. He probably edited out any
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red flag from the unprotected Excel spreadsheets that pass for
auditing tools on most trading floors, explaining away incon-
sistencies by the notorious inaccuracies and errors that are the
norm in these slapped-together pieces of work.

Auditing by spreadsheet is a recipe for disaster everywhere
and banks are no exception. But the rules are changing so often

April 2008

that creating a real auditing application would be impractical,
since it would be obsolete before its deployment anyway.
Inevitably, voices are now clamoring for more extensive,
tighter regulations. Never mind that the ones in place are inef-
ficient, badly implemented, and mostly disregarded. Never
mind that when a scandal threatens some executive, he passes

Is there any issue about which statist politicians
demagogue more than immigration? Some of the most
ridiculous noises this presidential primary season have
been candidates talking about “getting tough” on busi-
nesses that employ illegal immigrants — while insisting
that the U.S, provide government benefits to those same
immigrants.

This is madness: blame businesses for hiring the ille-
gal immigrants drawn to this country in large part by
government benefits like Medicaid, food stamps, and
housing aid. Do any of the front-runners in the estab-
lishment parties see the hypocrisy of such positions?
Apparently not.

Hillary Clinton:

* We do have to crack down on employers who
exploit and employ undocumented people.
(lowa Brown & Black Presidential Forum; Dec.
1, 2007)

* We want to work in a bipartisan way to have
comprehensive reform — employer verification,
more help for local communities so that they
can pay for schooling and hospital and other
expenses that they have to bear because of the
immigration crisis. (Univision Democratic pri-
mary debate; Sept. 9, 2007)

* Voted Yeq on allowing illegal aliens to participate
in Social Security. (Preclusion of Social Security
Credits; Bill S.Amdt.3985 to 5.2611; vote num-
ber 2006-130; May 18, 2006)

John McCain:

¢ ... we will have a temporary worker program
with tamper-proof biometric documents, and
any employer who employs someone in any
other circumstances will be prosecuted. (Meet
the Press, Jan. 27, 2008)

I believe we need a temporary worker program.
One with an electronic employment verification
system and tamper-proof biometric documents,
and any employer who employs someone in
any other way will be prosecuted to the full-
est extent of the law. This is a national security
issue. (2008 Facebook/WMUR-NH Republican
primary debate)

* Voted Yea on allowing illegal aliens to participate
in Social Security. (Preclusion of Social Security
Credits; Bill S.Amdt.3985 to 5.2611; vote num-
ber 2006-130; May 18, 2006)

Getting tough with the wrong people

Barack Obama:

* . .. we're going to crack down on employers
who are hiring them and taking advantage of
them. . . . But they can then stay here and they
can have the ability to enforce a minimum
wage . . . make sure that they can join a union.
(Democratic radio debate on NPR; Dec. 4, 2007)

* We have to make sure that employers are held
accountable, because right now employers are
taking advantage of undocumented workers.
(AFL-CIO Democratic forum; Aug. 8, 2007)

* Voted Yea on allowing illegal aliens to participate
in Social Security. (Preclusion of Social Security
Credits; Bill S.Amdt.3985 to 5.2611; vote num-
ber 2006-130; May 18, 2006)

Judge these people by their actions, not their words.
Making state benefits available to illegal immigrants is
a draw. If Sens. Clinton, McCain, and Obama want to
get tough with the people enabling this problem, they
should start with . .. themselves.

Whatever his faults as a candidate — Republican or
libertarian — Ron Paul makes the most coherent case
about dealing with what Mrs. Clinton calls the immi-
gration “crisis”:

You can't solve this problem as long as you have a run-
away welfare state and excessive spending and the wip-
ing out of the middle class through inflation — because
that’s what directs the hostility, people are hurting.
When we have all these mandates on hospitals and on
schools. There’s an incentive for a lot of our people not
to work, because they can get welfare. Then there’s a
lot of incentive because they know they're going to get
amnesty. We gave it to the illegals in the 1980s. Then,
we put mandates on the states to compel them to have
medical care. And you say, well, that’s compassionate.
What happens if the hospital closes and then the people
here in this country don’t get medical care? So you can't
divorce it from the economics. You've got to get rid of
the incentives. No amnesty, No forced benefits, (2008
Facebook/WMUR-NH Republican primary debate)

To check the positions and statements of the
anointed, I used the website www.ontheissues.org, run
by a Massachusetts-based “good government” advo-
cacy group of the same name. I suspect that limited
government is not part of the group’s notion of good
government. But its mission statement sounds fine to
me: “to provide non-partisan information for voters
in the Presidential election, so that votes can be based
on issues rather than on personalities and popularity.”
Amen to that. — Jim Walsh




April 2008

responsibility down the line and is allowed to keep his highly
paid position by his gang of Good Old Boys. Never mind
that politicians often extract kickbacks from the organization
that they can control. For the statist mind-frame that prevails
in Europe, the lines are drawn: profit is a swear word, banks
are nests of conniving capitalists pigs, and more laws from a
benevolent state are the only thing that can protect the unsus-
pecting public from these malevolent financiers. Mere facts
need not apply. — Fred Mora

Tmly universal — The day before Super Tuesday,
economist Paul Krugman dropped a bomb on the Obama cam-
paign. Obama’s health care plan, which would cover about half
the uninsured, was deficient, sald Krugman: Hillary’s would
be truly universal at only a “slightly higher cost.”

Of course, Krugman never questioned the goal of univer-
sal health insurance. The vast majority of uninsured people are
either well off — more than a third make more than $50,000
per year — or young and healthy — more than a third are
between 18 and 34 and don't believe health insurance is a good
investment,

Obama’s plan seeks to insure more low-income people who
may truly need better health care. Hillary’s seeks to be univer-
sal by requiring that everyone buy health insurance, whether
they want it or not.

Krugman projects that Obama’s plan would cost federal
taxpayers $102 billion per year, while Hillary’s would cost
$124 billion. MIT professors must make a lot more money
for Krugman to think $22 billion, or nearly 22%, is be just
“slightly” more.

But the big lie is that Krugman leaves out the cost to all
those people who will be forced to buy insurance they think
they don't need. Add that and the total cost of Hillary’s scheme
will be roughly double the cost of Obama’s plan.

It doesn’t take an MIT economist to see that the big win-
ners under Hillarycare II will not be the poor, who would be
adequately protected by Obama’s plan (and have fairly decent
taxpayer-subsidized health care now), or the other uninsureds,
who will have to spend moeney on insurance they don’t need.
Instead, the real winners will be the insurance companies.

Our current system, which Obama’s plan would expand,
gives people health care by taking money from other people.
Hillary would compound that sin by coercing people into
buying a product they don't want. Regardless of the coercive
aspects, Krugman is being dishonest when he leaves out an
important share of costs in order to claim that Hillary’s plan is
only “slightly” more expensive. — Randal O'Toole

Cold snap, warm globe — Now that global
warming ideology is ascendant, its hucksters have taken to
claiming that unusual weather of any kind confirms their dire
theories. It reminds me of the way local farmers back in the
1950s used to blame extreme weather on atomic testing. Of
course, these farmers hadn’t been to college and might be for-
given their superstitious, unscientific outlook. Today’s opinion
movers and shakers have less excuse.

In its Sunday Opinion Section, The New York Times noted
that delegates to the recent climate talks in Bali decided they
needed two years to formulate a plan for combating global
warming. Concerned that “the earth’s changing climate seems
unlikely to wait,” the editors commissioned op-eds from writ-
ers abroad “to report on the weather in their part of the world.”

Of course these literati weren't expected to know anything
about either the weather or global warming; their mission was
to create alarmist propaganda.

The writer from China bemoaned the fact that one part
of his country had a severe drought, while in another place,
heavy rains caused flooding that killed hundreds of people.
Very clever, this global warming. A writer from France claimed
that global warming was spoiling the olive crop this year with
“a warming trend with freak cold snaps.” One wonders, could
that be the same as a cooling trend with freak warm snaps?

A Chilean novelist declared — I don't think he figured this
out himself — that “global warming is melting Antarctica, and
as a result large quantities of water will inundate our coast-
line.” (Thank goodness the water will stay down there!) He
did some of his own research too: “An exporter I know told
me that this season’s uncharacteristic frosts ruined 40 percent
of his crop.” It's uncorroborated hearsay, of course, but a com-
mendable first attempt at journalism for a writer hitherto spe-
cializing in fiction. _

And worth a good laugh for readers, to see the editors of
The New York Times publish, with a perfectly straight face,
the finding that global warming is freezing the dickens out of
Chilean avocados. — Jim Payne

Stop thinking about tomorrow — The
famous line “it’s the economy, stupid” comes from a list of ral-
lying points Jim Carville wrote on a whiteboard in Bill Clinton’s
presidential campaign headquarters:

1. Change vs. more of the same
2. The economy, stupid
3. Don't forget healthcare

Having improbably won the 1992 election with this for-
mula, you'd think the Clintons would be familiar with it and
able to defend against it. Obama is cleaning Sen. Clinton’s
clock by talking about some undefined “change”; Hillary is
saying nothing markedly different from the other candidates
about the economy; and her campaign must wish the elector-
ate would “forget healthcare.” — Patrick Quealy

Obama’s global appeal — 1nappened to be in
Zanzibar during the lowa caucuses. This was six days into the
troubles in Kenya — and Tanzania in general, and Zanzibar
in particular. We here in another part of Africa are feeling the
flack flying across the border.

Zanzibar, tourist island that it is, had been cut off from
whatever international banking system it is that allows people
to pay by credit card. All those transactions were supposed to
be handled through banks in Nairobi — and Nairobi banks
weren't doing any business at the time. Which meant a lot of -
good people in Zanzibar were looking at going hungry for an
indefinite span. And, naturally, they were worried about . . .
the Iowa primary.

The first I heard that Obama had won was from the desk
clerk at a hotel where I wasn't even staying. I'd just stopped by
to inquire about a restaurant and, the moment he found out
I'was an American (which was approximately the moment I
opened my mouth), he asked about Obama. 1t is hard to exag-
gerate how excited he was. He had the entire rundown of the
primary — Obama’s numbers, Hillary’s, Edwards” — in more
detail than any American I have talked to since.

A couple of days later a baggage handler at the Dar es
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7-11 in Las Vegas!

FRECDOM FLST 2008

“The World's Largest Gathering of Free Minds”
July 9-12, 2008 = Bally’s/Paris Resort @ www.freedomfest.com

Great Debates in "08
and Friday Night Fights!

The Big Debate: Two #1 New York Times Bestselling Authors
Christopher Hitchens (“God !s Not Great”) &
Binesh D’Souza (“What's So Great About Christianity?”)
take off the gloves in an explosive debate: e
“War, Terrorism & Geo-Political Crisis: Is Religion the Solution or the Prablem?” .

Other debate topics:
¥ “Can You Beat the Market With Less Risk?” Jeremy Siegel, “The Wizard of Wharton,” will make a rate appearance to debate

B “A world-class avent, the best I've ever
attended.”

the efficient market indexers. He will also speak on “My Most Impostant Financial Discovery in 50 Years.”

—Alex Green, editor

# “Should we Adopt Universal Single-Payer Health Insurance?” John Matkey, GEQ of Whole Foods Market, and Jehn Oxford Club Gommunique
Goodman, National Center for Policy Analysis, will take on advocates of socialized medicine. ) )
# “The Real Islam: Radical or Peaceful? Rebert Spencer, author of the dangerous bestseller “The Truth about Muhammad,” “l feel”an excitement here | haven't felt in
and “The Potitically Incorrect Guide to 1slam,” argues with Professor Daniel Peterson (BYU professor of Istamic Studies and years. )
Arabic) author of “Muhammad, a Prophet of God.” — Nathaniel Branden
WARNING: Robert Spencer’s views are so controversial that his life has been threatened and he cannot reveal where he lives.
But he’s coming to FreedomFest! “Thank you, thank you, thank you! Next
# “Who Really Wrote Shakespeake’s Plays?” Prof. Bill Rubinstein (University College of Wales) and co-author of “The Truth year | plan on bringing at least 10

Will Dut: Unmasking the Real Shakespeare” and Mark Anderson, author of “Shakespeare by Ancther Name” will take on
Stratfordian expert and Berkeley professor Alan Nelson on this controversial authorship question.

Be sure to visit our website for more debate topics. Plus you ¢an also expect to hear from speakers such as:

friends.”
- Chuck Moore
Reno, Nevada

& Doug Casey on “International Man: My Misadventures in the Third World.” Plus he fambastes weak-kneed Americans in “I turn down hundreds of invitations to

“You're All a Bunch of Whipped Dogs!” See Casey at his best! speak each year, but FreedompFest is one
#  Jay Parini, American poet, Middlebury professer, and author of “Robert Frost, A Life.” Hear Professor Parini read Frost's postry I'd pay to attend. | wouldn’t miss it!”

in "Robert Frost: Libertarian Poet?” — John Mackey
& Bill Jenkinson, author of “The Year Babe Ruth Hit 104 Home Runs,” on “Babe Ruth: The Greatest Sports Figure Ever.” GEQ, Whoie Foods Market
& Tyler Cowen, George Mason University Professor, on “Cultural Wars: Does Western Capitaiism Destroy Eastern Cuitures?”
# Pairick Byrnes, CEO Overstock.com, on “Is the Government Strangling Wall Street?” “WOW!! I'm still just so gob-smacked by
# Plus: Charles Murray (American Enterprise Institute), Steve Moore (Wall Street Journal), Muso Ayau (Universidad Francisco the amazing experience of FreedomFest

Marroquin), Nelson Hultherg (Americans for a Free Republic) and others. that I'm having troube finding my
% Full 3-day investment conference with financial experts Rick Rule, Alex Green, Mark Skousen, Doug Casey, Floyd Brown, and words....| have always loved argument

man | and debate, and ¢an honestly say that |

y, many more!
have never had such agreeabie

Our exhibit hall is the center of activity during Freedomfest and is already filling up. Over 100 sponsors and exhibitors will be at disagresments as in those fantastic three
FreedomFest, including the Fraser Institute, Heritage Foundation, Hillsdale College, FLOW, Global Resource Investments, National days in Las Yegas.”

Center for Policy Analysis, Universidad Francisco Marroquin, US Global Investors, Collectors Universe, Regnery Publishing,

Free

dom Library and many others. Laissez Faire Baoks will be our official bookstore, and Chip Weoed our official emcea, the world’s

best.

Be sure to visit www.freedomfest.com for a full listing of speakers

—Professor Clive Wynn
Professor of Psychology,
University of Florida

and keep checking back as we're confirming new speakers and spansors almost daily.

If you or your organization would like to speak, exhibit or sponsor a session at FreedomFest please contact me immediately.
Topics include geo-politics, history, philosophy, finance & investing, economics, science & technology, healthy living, and arts & literature,

Register today and take advantage of our Early Bird savings! (And receive a free American Eagle Silver Dollar)

The “early bird” registration fee for this 3-day event is only $395 per person / $595 per couaple
(after March 15, 2008, the prices goes up to $495 per person / $795 per couple).

This fee includes all general sessions, breakout sessions and roundtable discussions, 2 cocktail parties, unlimited admission to the exhibit hall,
all conference materiats and handouts, and our unforgettable Saturday night dinner banquet.

Remember the first 100 attendees to sign up will receive a brilliant uncirculated American Eagle sitver dollar {and there’s only a handful left!)
For more information or to register go to www.freedomfest.com or contact Tami Holtand at 866-266-5181 or by email at tami@freedomfest.com.

I look forward fo seeing you again in Vegas on 7-11!
Mark Skousen, Producer, FreedomFest
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Salaam airport approached me, and it was the same thing —
he practically glowed at the idea that Obama might be our next
president. In fact, because the ins-and-outs of the Democrat pri-
mary system had never crossed his mind, he thought Obama
was our next president.

L don’t know if this means anything in a larger sense. It cer-
tainly doesn’t mean I'm going to vote for Obama. Frankly, at
this distance, 1 don’t even know what Obama stands for — if
anything. Democrat politics aren’t something I'm inclined to
follow when I get out of earshot. But if the folks I met are any
representation of what other people think about our country,
it sure means something — perhaps nothing more than that a
large part of the world shares my opinion of Hillary. But what
I think it means is that an Obama presidency would give us a
fresh start in the minds of a lot of foreigners.

Maybe even better than fresh. And that’s something worth
thinking about. — Bill Merritt

Political amusement — Al the official candi-
dates for their parties” nominations disappoint me (even Ron
Paul, with his simplistic and irresponsible ideas about how
the United States might shed its overcommitments abroad).
For this reason I am glad to see front-runners humiliated,
like Clinton and McCain in Iowa and possibly again in New
Hampshire.

One hope, however unrealistic, is that an acceptable dark
horse might emerge after all. Something more realistic to sal-
vage from the process is amusement (which would gratify
H.L. Mencken). Furthermore, almost everyone has some opin-
ion about politics, making it a conversation-starter rivaling
weather and sports. — Leland Yeager

Changing how college works — A small seg-
ment of the policy world — the higher education segment — is
obsessed by the idea that a few elite universities have amassed
multi-billion-dollar endowments and are failing to use them
the way they ought to. Sen. Charles Grassley, a Republican
from Iowa, has made political hay by threatening to punish
these universities. He wants to make them pay out 5% of their
endowment every year. (Unlike nonprofit foundations, col-
leges and universities have no such obligation now.)

This pressure led Harvard, and then Yale, to announce that
they will spend more on financial aid. This aid is meant to bol-

“He’s a strange kid — he has a William F. Buckley
Pez dispenser.”

ster the middle-class families who don't normally qualify for
much financial support. For example, Harvard won't make
any family who earns under $180,000 to spend more than 10%
of its income on college payments to Harvard.

This innovation didnt win any friends, however. Lynne
Munson, a former official of the National Endowment for the
Humanities, noted that Harvard’s new financing plan would
cause it to spend an additional $22 million per year out of an
endowment that is currently over $34 billion, and rising.

I don’t necessarily endorse the colleges” position as they
complain that the public just doesn’t understand how hard it
is to spend 5% of an endowment (so many funds are restricted,
and you always have to save for a rainy day, etc.). And it may be
that universities should fall under the same rules as nonprofit
foundations — and perhaps neither should be tax-exempt.

But that isn't the motivation for this latest round of political
grandstanding and populist punditry.

Universities are big, fat targets and they have caught the
attention of people who see the world in terms of class divi-
sions. The New York Times says the rise of the giant endow-
ments is evidence that America’s already stratified system of
higher education is becoming ever more so.

Oh, come on. There is stratification, but so what? My guess
is that what is really fueling this antagonism is not the wealth
of the universities, but their selectivity.

For various reasons, a few schools are so much in demand
that the chance of a merely bright and studious youngster get-
ting into them has plummeted. The fact that the nation’s most
famous schools are closed off to most children, even those of
the cultural elite, is a more likely cause of the current hostil-
ity than the billions of dollars that loyal alumni have donated
and talented financiers have managed. Attacking wealth and
championing the little guy (in this case, the schools that have
endowments of mere millions) is always popular, and this
campaign gives some cover to what may simply be envy.

— Jane S. Shaw

Sunday morning spin — i former Clinton spin-
meister George Stephanopoulos can be ABC's chief interviewer
and political correspondent and former Mario Cuomo-Pat
Moynihan aide Tim Russert can hold the same position at
NBC, could Karl Rove succeed the retiring Bob Schieffer as
host of CBS’s “Face the Nation”? He’s as smart as Russert and
Stephanopoulos. And I have no doubt he could shape tough
questions and zero in on politicians’ weak spots. But somehow
it’s just impossible to imagine one of the establishment net-
works hiring a Republican spinner for such a job.

— David Boaz

A stealth lldblllty — On a number of occasicns
I have commented on the looming financial crisis concerning
entitlement programs and their unfunded liabilities. Be it Social
Security, Medicare, Medicaid, the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation, or the numerous state and municipal employee
pension or health insurance systems, they are all in various
degrees of trouble. All show the same depressing face.

First, these programs have large unfunded liabilities that
are only now coming to light, because while government
requires business managers to vouch for the accuracy of their
financial statements, government doesn't require the same
financial disclosure of itself.

continued on page 24
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Word Watch

by Stephen Cox

If you are sentimental about human nature, don't read this
column. Tt will just make you angry, because it’s about the way that
worthless people reveal their worthlessness in words.

On Christmas day, 2007, a tiger named Tatiana escaped from
her enclosure in the San Francisco Zoo. What happened just before
and juse after her escape remains a subject of debate. Although the
wall that Tatiana had to scale was only about12 feet high, there is
no record of any tiger leaping out of an enclosure like that before. It
scems likely that, as zoo personnel have suggested, Tatiana was being
taunted by a person or persons who provided some means — perhaps
a pair of legs dangling over the wall — for her to get a toehold and
escape.

After scrambling out of her “grotto,” Tatiana mauled three young
men, Carlos Sousa, 17, and his two friends, Amritpal (Paul) and
Kulbir Dhaliwal, 19 and 23, brothers. Sousa died. The Dhaliwals
survived. Tatiana was shot to death while standing over the soon-to-
be-made-a-corpse of one of them.

By thar time, the tiger had been loose for about half an hour,
while the brothers tried to summen help on their cell phone. In case
you're wondering how the people on the other end will regard you
if you ever make a 911 call, consider the tone of this conversation
(source: San Jose Mercury News):

“A very agitated male is claiming he was bitten by an animal.”
Prove it, you bastard. “They do not see any animal missing. Male
is bleeding from the head.” Thats not enough proof “Zoo dispatch
now say there are 2 males who the zoo thinks they are 800 [code for
‘crazy’] and making something up but one is in fact bleeding from
the back of the head.” “Who the zoo thinks they arve 800" we're from
Mars; thats how we talk.

Seven minutes later comes the reassuring report that although
200 officials aren’t letting police inside, they themselves are “dealing
with it.” Deal with it, dude. OK?

Some of the rest of the conversation is even more predictable,
given its source. Have you ever called any public official about an
urgent problem? You have? I'm sorry. And what was that persorrs pri-
mary concern? Right: he or she wanted to make sure that you calmed
down. And so, on Christmas day at the zoo, the 911 dialogue went
like this {source: San Francisco Chronicle):

“OK, calm down, all right,” the dispatcher replied.

“I’s a matter of life and death,” Dhaliwal said.

“If the paramedics get hurt they cannot help your brother, so
you need to calm down and ...~

“Send more paramedics then!” Dhaliwal said. Not 4 bad idea.

The dispatcher replied, “You are going to be the best help for
your brother right now, so you need to calm down and help him
until we can get there, sir, all right?”

The next time you're calling an ambulance, or reporting a
burglary, or being chased by a tiger, this is precisely the irritated and
patronizing tone that you can expect to hear: Sir, all right?

Finally, after the cops arrived and the Dhaliwals were rescued, a

refreshingly human emotion was expressed. “Have cat, shot cat,” a
policeman remarked. It was almost as good as Perry’s account of the
Battle of Lake Erie: “We have met the enemy, and they are ours.”

But this no-nonsense style did not persist. A fire department flak
provided a fashionably verbose (not to mention partially inaccurate)
summary: “The tiger went into a cafe at the zoo and attacked a
patron. That person ended up dying at the scene . . . [Police] shot
the tiger, and the diger is deceased.” Note that human “patrons” end
up dead, while animals are reported as deceased. One pictures, in the
former instance, the gerbil that your kids forgot to feed; one imag-
ines, in the latrer instance, a flower-decked casket at the Hubbard
Memorial Funeral Home and Mortuary, with Tatiana lying in state,
her paws crossed reverently across her chest. The tiger didn't end up
dying; she passed on to a better life.

Things also seemed 1o have worked out well for the zoo. The
director, a moron named Manuel Mollinedo, proclaimed himself “ex-
tremely satisfied that our zoo staff acted appropriately. . . . Pm very
proud of the way that our zoo staff operated that evening.” Perhaps
Mr. Mollinedo didn’t remember the fact that “our staff” had started
by overestimating the height of Tatiana’s enclosure, believing, or at
least saying, that it was several feet higher than it was; and that this
staff responded to the tiger’s escape by keeping rescue workers off the
premises, while making its own chaotic attempts to figure out how
many tigers were roaming, free. Then there was the zoo cafe worker
who apparently refused to let the Dhaliwals into the restaurant when
they sought refuge from the tiger. But oh well. Who cares? All was
“appropriate.”

According to Mollinedo, “Some of our staff did heroic things,
and I hope that eventually they can be recognized for the way they
handled some very difficult situations where they actually put their
lives on the line.” Hey, that’s great; tell us more. But according to
the Associated Press, Mollinedo “did not detail their actions, citing a
continuing police investigation.” In other words, to paraphrase King
Lear:

We have done such things, —
What they are, yer I know not: but they have been
The wonders of the earth.

I don’t need to tell you that Tatiana was memorialized by animal
lovers and animal rights agitators with the predictable candles, bon-
fires, and other votive trash that the English-speaking peoples now
use to express a grief that lies too deep for tears.

And the tiger victim, Carlos Sousa? He was eulogized on a me-
morial website (what else?) with his own MySpace rap (what else?):
“Hey Whart's Up!? My Name is Carlos, Im portugeese and brazilian.
I'm 16, I love my life, but its gonna get better. I want to be DJ some-
day. I Hang with the family, and my true homies play basketball and
go out to the movies and party harder then a rock star, only sumdayz
wen i have my days off of work. I'm just a laid back guy looking for
some cool new friends! So if anyone wants to talk, just say wart it doo
doo!!”
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Obviously, this was an outstanding young person. Granted, both
Carlos and his true homies had been smoking weed and drinking
vodka before they went to pay their call on Tatiana at the SF Zoo.
Nevertheless, his father stepped up to the plate and pitched cliches
like a professional: “My son Catlos was a very good boy.”

Not so, perhaps, his friends the Dhaliwals. There had been
certain legal problems with them (as with Catlos), including a 140-
m.p.h. police chase involving one of the brothers, an episode for
which he got (you guessed it) a life-changing term in . . . probation.
Then there was the little mauter of the Dhaliwals’ refusal to reveal
what happened at the zoo, or even 10 communicate for some time
with their dead buddy’s parents, But Carlos’ mom forgave them;
and when she did, she had a fund of orthodex words to bestow in
absolution. According to the San Jose Mercury, she intoned, “Other
people can say my kid’s a bad kid, woo . . . Kids are kids.” A is A.

She went farther. According to the San Francisco Chronicle, she
“said in an interview that Paul Dhaliwal had told her, “We didn’t do
nothing. We were just normal kids in the zoo.” She added, “That’s
what happened — just dancing, talking, laughing like normal
kids.’” Yes, in America, what you do when you're a normal 19- or
23-year-old “kid” is to get wasted and hang out at the zoo on Christ-
mas day, “dancing.”

Besides dancing, the Dhaliwals spent the holiday season hiring
a high-priced lawyer, Mark Geragos, and made ready to sue the
zoo, But then — what do you know?! — it emerged that one of the
Dhaliwals had actually deigned to talk with Carlos’ dad, and had
admitted that the three buddies had been, well, sorta gittin’ in dah
tigah's face — “standing on the railing,” “yelling,” and “waving their
hands.”

This yelling and waving and talking and dancing probably
happens rather frequently, wherever “normal kids™ get their chance
to play Dr. Doolittle with the zoo animals, but no tigers have ever
gotten sufficiently riled up about it to make a successful lunge at the
idiots who annoy them. So the San Francisco police suggested that
(to put it somewhat more bluntly than they were willing to do) the
trio got what they deserved. The Chronicle quoted a police report as
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“Sorry about some of the punctuation — I haven't learned the
top row of the keyboard yet.”

saying that “as a result of this investigation, [police believe] that the
tiger may have been taunted/agitated by its eventual victims . . . This
behavior may be consistent with a tiger that has been agitated and/or
taunted.”

I suppose it was the police department’s barely repressed
emotional agization that resulted in the understated language of its
” “raunted/agitated.” In
any event, the tiger wasn't the only thing that escaped from the zoo
on Christmas day. A lot of weasel words also got out of their enclo-
sures. What the hell does “taunted/agitated” mean? Did the errant
youths merely taunt the tiger, or did they manage to “agitate” her as
well? And whar kind of word is “agitated”? It’s the kind of word you
use when you want to diminish something: “A very agitated male is
claiming he was bitten by an animal.” Oh, he was just agiared.

Of course, the cops didn’t want to diminish the righteousness of
Tatiana’s indignation; they want to get the goods on the Dhaliwals,
But contraty to what many cultural theorists believe, even established
authority often surrenders to the language of its time — pure, dumb,
stupid language. Agitated isn't the right word for the cops’ purpose.
Tty tormented, and drop the stupid slash ( /) mark.

Then there’s that word “consistent,” which appears every 30 sec-
onds in any TV story about cops and courts and lawyers: “The find-
ings of the autopsy were consistent with death by blow-gun ... ”
But what does conséstency amount to? A lot of things are consistent
with a lot of things. The existence of this column is consistent with
my owning 2 Dell computer, but that doesnt mean that Dell was the
weapon I actually used. Consistency is not a cause-effect relation-
ship, although it often plays one on TV.

Looking at this tiger thing as a whole: did you ever see a
sequence of events, outside of an election campaign, that reflected
worse on the American language, as currently employed?

I'm sorry, very sorry, to say this, but Mark Geragos, one of the
nation’s (circus) star attorneys, emerged with more verbal honor than
most of the other dramatis personae. That may not be saying much.
He made his usual share of ridiculous statements. He claimed there
was 1o evidence his clients had taunted the tiger. He claimed that
Tatiana’s enclosure “couldnt hold a house cat.” Right. Just try urging
your house cat over a 12-foot wall. And naturally he charged that his
clients were the victims of a “smear campaign.”

But the great thing is that after the weasely “taunted/agitated”
report came out, Geragos said relatively little about the case. No
dancin’, ne laughin’, no tauntin’ the tiger. No wat it doo doo.
Mainly silence, the absence of speech, the silence of an animal when
it’s biding its time. He knew that the zoo would issue some face-sav-
ing statement and await negotiations on the legal setdement that
will make the Dhaliwals rich.

Finally, the statement came. “The zoo firmly believes that some-
thing highly unusual happened that provoked Tatiana out of her
enclosure. This has been a tragedy for everyone involved but we con-
tinue our investigation to determine what happened on that day.”

- Sure. I hope you do. And T hope, somehow, you manage to nail
the Dhaliwals. But in the meantime, you might try to define what
was “tragic” about “that day,” for anyone except the tiger. Tatiana,
at least, fell in the line of duty. As for the others . . . This wasn't
“Oedipus,” and Carlos Sousa wasn't the King of Thebes. Neither was
Manuel Mollinedo, if the zoo’s leading bureaucrar is what's implied
by “everyone.” A major sign of decay in American civilization is
ignorance of the fact that “tragedy” isn't the only word for semething
bad that bappened. Another word is “farce.”

report: “may have been,” “may be consistent,
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Scandal

PEFY vs. RP: Is There a
Racist in the House?

by Bruce Ramsey

Ron Paul’s presidential campaign was hit by scandal.
What happened? How bad was it?

On January 8, the day before the New Hampshire primary, the New Republic published “Angry
White Man: The Bigoted Past of Ron Paul.” In the national news, it was a one-day story. Among left-liberals,
it was a confirmation story: right-wingers are racists. Ho hum. Maybe it affected Paul’s 8% showing in New Hampshire,
but probably not, because the polls had put him about that high.

Among libertarians it was a potboilover.

What were the facts? Over the years, Paul had sponsored several newsletters, such as the Ron Paul Political Report. Particularly
in the early '90s, between Paul’s stints in Congress, some of these newsletters engaged in a flippant racial disparagement. Here
is the worst, as summarized by the New Republic:

On Blacks:

An October 1990 edition of the Political Report ridicules black activists, led by Al Sharpton, for demonstrating at the
Statue of Liberty in favor of renaming New York City after Martin Luther King. The newsletter suggests that “Welfaria,”
“Zooville,” “Rapetown,” “Dirtburg,” and “Lazyopolis” would be better alternatives — and says, “Next time, hold that dem-
onstration at a food stamp bureau or a crack house.”

A December 1990 newsletter describes Martin Luther King Jr. as “a world-class adulterer” who “seduced underage girls
and boys” and “replaced the evil of forced segregation with the evil of forced integration.”

The January 1991 edition of the Political Report refers to King as a “world-class philanderer who beat up his paramours”
and a “flagrant plagiarist with a phony doctorate.”

A February 1991 newsletter attacks “The X-Rated Martin Luther King.”

On Gays:

The June 1990 issue of the Political Report says: “I miss the closet. Homosexuals, not to speak of the rest of society, were
far better off when social pressure forced them to hide their activities.”

A January 1994 edition of the Survival Report states that “gays in San Francisco do not obey the dictates of good sense,”
adding: “[Tlhese men don't really see a reason to live past their fifties. They are not married, they have no children, and their
lives are centered on new sexual partners.” Also, “they enjoy the attention and pity that comes with being sick.”
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The New Republics piece also made an issue of Paul's
criticism of Israel, implying that non-support of Israel is anti-
Semitic as such, which it is not. The author, Jamie Kirchick,
had heaped all the accusations together. He ended by suggest-
ing that Ron Paul was “a man filled with hate.”

Kirchick was having a good time. When the article
appeared it got him invited on the Tucker Carlson show.

“Hate” is a word that gets used a lot in certain quarters,
and I try to be parsimonious with it. Some of the newsletters
were nasty. In some of the cases the positions were all right.

“Hate"” is a word that gets used a lot in cer-
tain quarters, and I try to be parsimonious
with it.

It was defensible to laugh at the idea of renaming New York
for Martin Luther King — and yet the way it was done was not
defensible.

Why bring up newsletters from 1991? To label Ron Paul in
2008. That was the only reason. And yet the Ron Paul that we
have seen during the campaign was nothing like the voice in
those letters. Paul had not waged a racist campaign. He had
been elected to Congress ten times, and he had apparently
never waged a racist campaign. People stepped forward who
had known the man a long time and said so. Bruce Bartlett,
former assistant treasury secretary under George W. Bush — a
man who had left Bush and written a book attacking him —
was not attacking Paul. The interviewer on the neoconserva-
tive webpage Frontpagemag.com invited him to do that, and
Bartlett declined. He said:

“I worked on Ron Paul’s congressional staff back in the
1970s. I don’t believe for a moment that he has a racist or
homophobic bone in his body. But he can be a bit naive and
overly trusting of people that he views as allies on the issues he
really cares about, such as the debasement of the currency.”

There were other such testimonials, one of them from an
officer of the NAACP in Texas. There was even a statement
from Kirchick himself, writing in a personal email to Berin M.
Szoka of Gays & Lesbians for Ron Paul. Szoka wrote thathe had
met Kirchick at a Reason magazine party in Washington, D.C.
Szoka posted Kirchick’s letter. It included this statement:

“Anyways, I don’t think Ron Paul is a homophobe; I'm
just cynical and enjoy getting supporters of political candi-
dates riled up. If you were a Giuliani guy I'd have called him
a fascist.”

Isn’t that nice?

Here was the perfect time for anyone to stand up and say
what racist or antigay thing Paul had personally said or done
over the last 20, 30, or 40 years. And there was nothing.

Nothing. That is significant.

Reporters asked Paul about the newsletters. He said he
had not written them and they did not reflect his beliefs. He
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said he didn’t know who had written them, which, of course,
sounded lame. Some bloggers who knew Paul accepted
that he had not written them, though Eric Dondero, a for-
mer staffer who broke with Paul over the Iraq war, recalled
him scribbling newsletter copy on tablets. Dondero and oth-
ers said the pieces not written by Paul mainly had been writ-
ten by his hired editor, Lew Rockwell, a former member of
his congressional staff. Rockwell now heads the Ludwig von
Mises Institute in Auburn, Alabama, and runs the libertarian
website LewRockwell.com.

Kirchick called Rockwell, who denied writing the news-
letter copy. Rockwell said he had mainly handled the promo-
tional copy. There followed another babblefest about Rockwell
and the Mises Institute, with many bloggers vehemently
charging the Mises folks with racism. One of the most fulmi-
nant was an anonymous web page called RightWatch, which
argued that Rockwell was a racist because he had published
articles by people associated with the League of the South.
But Rockwell had published a lot of people, including left-
ists. He publishes twelve people every day, including blacks,
Asians, and Jews. He has published me. But this RightWatch
fellow was all wound up, and said the Mises Institute was a
“viper’s nest.”

The most notable internet fulminator was John Robbins,
Paul’s chief of staff from 1981 to 1985, who posted an open let-
ter on the internet, addressed to Rockwell:

“The puerile, racist, and completely un-Pauline com-
ments that all informed people say you have caused to appear
in Rons newsletters over the course of several years have
become an issue in his campaign. . . . You have allowed Ron
to twist slowly in the wind. Because of your silence, Ron has
been forced to issue repeated statements of denial, to answer
repeated questions in multiple interviews, and to be embar-
rassed on national television. Your callous disregard for both
Ron and his millions of supporters is unconscionable. If you
were Dr. Paul’s friend, or a friend of freedom, as you pretend
to be, by now you would have stepped forward, assumed
responsibility for those asinine and harmful comments,
resigned from any connection to Ron or his campaign, and
relieved Ron of the burden of having to repeatedly deny the

Kirchick wrote in aletter, “1don’t think Ron
Paul is a homophobe; I'm just cynical and en-
joy getting supporters of political candidates
riled up.”

charges of racism. But you have not done so, and so the scan-
dal continues to detract from Ron’s message. You know as
well as I do that Ron does not have a racist bone in his body,
yet those racist remarks went out under his name, not yours.
Pretty clever. But now it’s time to man up, Lew. Admit your




role, and exonerate Ron. You should have done it years ago.”

This is posturing. It reminds me of a dog barking pub-
licly on behalf of his old master. And note that Robbins has
relied on what “all informed people say” — and, in fact, the
people who seem to be informed say these no-byline newslet-
ters had more than one writer. Tim Virkkala, who was an edi-
tor at Liberty then, and privy to RW. Bradford’s libertarian
gossip, says Murray Rothbard was also known to be a writer
for Paul’s letters. Rothbard was a polemicist of the first order.
He loved a political brawl. He was also the originator of the
“paleo” strategy of appealing to the populist Right - and
all this was during his “paleo” period. Rothbard could very
well be responsible for the roughest language in the Paul let-
ters. But there is no profit in piling on Rothbard, because he
is dead.

This is dogs fighting over old bones.

And itis not true that if the ghostwriter, or writers, stepped
forward, it would take the spotlight off Ron Paul. It would put
the media spotlight on Paul one more time, Nor would a con-
fession and a groveling “exonerate Ron.” The commonsense
assumption is that when a man hires a ghostwriter, and mar-
kets the ghostwriter’s words as his words, they become his
words.

Paul is responsible for the newsletters.

What I gather from Virkkala and others is that Paul hired
some people to produce red-meat newsletters to build up a
right-wing donor list. Politicians rile up donors all the time; it
is part of the technique of cultivation. Liberals say, or imply,
that their opponents are misogynists, racists, Christian cult-
ists, Constitution-destroyers, and corporate tools. Donor-
targeted prose is always exaggerated and often some of the
least defensible there is.

Still, Paul’s violated a taboo. But the sin is, for the most
part, 17 to 18 vears old. Is it still mortal? Is there no statute of
limitations? No half-life to its radioactivity? Some libertarians
think so. They walk away from Paul. Whom, then, will they
support? John McCain? Rudy Giuliani? Hillary Clinton?

Gay conservative blogger Andrew Sullivan, who had sup-
ported the war but changed his mind about it, switched his
support from Ron Paul to Barack Obama. Were Paul’s fans
going to do that?

The Libertarian Party, anyone?

If you read the blogs of the most offended, there is a pat-
tern. The people slamming Paul for racism differed with him
over other things as well.

“I wasn't a fan of Ron Paul to begin with,” wrote Cato’s
director of research, Brink Lindsey, on January 11. “I hadn't
known about his old newsletters and their cesspool of racism
and homophobia. But I didn’t need to know about them to
know that I wanted nothing to do with Ron Paul’s brand of
libertarianism. . . . Just look at his xenophobia, his sovereignty-
obsessed nationalism, his fondness for conspiracy theories, his
religious fundamentalism — here is someone with a crudely
authoritarian worldview.”

Paul does seem to believe that the “security and prosperity
partnership” proclaimed by the leaders of the United States,
Canada, and Mexico is more than pabulum, and really a plan
for a “North American Union.” That is a kind of conspiracy
theory. Score one for Lindsey here. Paul is against NAFTA and
the WTQO, and for that I would score another one for Cato’s for-
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mer point man on trade. But I bridle at “authoritarian world-
view.” Is it authoritarian to advocate pulling U.S. troops out of
the Middle East? I recall that Brink Lindsey was the one who
favored George W. Bush's war over there.

Several others, including the anonymous blogger of
RightWatch, wrote as if Paul’s position on immigration were
prima facie evidence of racism. Immigration restricticn may be

Rothbard could very well be responsible for
the roughest language in the Paul letters. But
there is no profit in piling on Rothbard, because
he 1s dead.

unlibertarian in theory, but it is a position that many libertar-
ians (and immigrants) nonetheless held for practical reasons.
It is revealing that people who are for open borders assume
that those who are not are motivated by evil thoughts along
the lines of race and ethnicity. It is a nasty assumption, even if
it’s stated in a polite way.

In the internet imbroglio over Kirchick’s article, Lew
Rockwell was attacked directly. Kirchick’s piece had named
LewRockwell.com as being against Abraham Lincoln. And so,
it says, “Paul’s alliance with neo-Confederates helps explain
the views his newsletters have long espoused on race.”

Note the non-neutrality of the wording, “have long
espoused.” It begs the question. It asserts what the article
is trying to prove — that Paul is a racist now, by saying it is
something he has “long espoused.” Judging from the excerpts
posted by the New Republic, the racial stuff from newsletters
— not directly from him — came in the early 1990s, more than
15 years ago.

The statement also suggests that Paul is “allied” with
neo-Confederates because of their racial beliefs. But none of
the pieces I have seen on LewRockwell.com apologizes for
the Confederates’ racial beliefs in any way, or for slavery or
Jim Crow. Really “neo-Confederate” is not an accurate label
for Rockwell’s pesition. He is thoroughly antistate and sup-
ports the right of secession — against any government, any
time. Rockwell is anti-Lincoln because Lincoln was a nation-
alist, a centralizer of federal power and also, I think, because
Lincoln is in a political temple no one else attacks. Attacking
him becomes a point of distinction. Rockwell will allow it and
the Cato people won't. Kirchick might have explained all that,
but he didn't.

He had gone on to say:

"The people surrounding the von Mises Institute — includ-
ing Paul — may describe themselves as libertarians, but they
are nothing like the urbane libertarians who staff the Cato
Institute or the libertines at Reason magazine.”

The urbane libertarians versus the non-urbane libertar-
ians. Another poke in the eye,
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To this, Lincoln debunker Thomas Dil.orenzo fired back
on the LewRockwell blog with some non-racist bigotry about
Kirchick’s skin:

“Imagine my surprise to learn from an emailer this morn-
ing that the pimply-faced youth James Kirchick, who gradu-
ated from college barely a year ago, had his education funded

Paul’s sin is, for the most part, 17 to 18 years
old. Is it still mortal? Is there no statute of lim-
itations? No half-life to its radioactivity?

by the neocon Olin Foundation. He apparently majored
in warmongering and imperialism, referred to at Yale as
‘International Security Studies.” I was equally surprised to see
on the web that the PFY [pimply-faced youth] has also written
articles for Frontpagemag.com defending the Iraq war.”

Karen DeCoster, a Rockwell author, came out on her
blog on behalf of Lew. She saw the pile-on as the work of the
“Kochtopus,” a term used in Rothbard’s old newsletter to
mean the organizations funded by Charles and David Koch,
such as Cato. DeCoster wrote:

“The Kochtopus has been out to kill Rothbardian libertari-
ansm. .. for a very long time, and this, they think, is their great
chance. T have read the excerpts from the Ron Paul newsletters,
and I can tell you this: those excerpts making light of immi-
grants/blacks/etc. are way too snappy and attempt to be way
too humorous to have been written by Lew Rockwell. Lew
is not a guy who tries to humor people. That is not his com-
parative advantage. Lew’s only sense of humor is letting other
people make him laugh. I do not say this to be demeaning —
it is just his nature. He will never be the snappy, impetuous,

humorous, quipster of the party. His personality is exactly the
opposite. The seriousness of his personality is very obvious in
his many writings. He is a warm and kind man who, with all
of his success, could be a condescending jerk. Instead he is a
very fair, hospitable, mellow, and serious man.”

The opinions go on for miles. Perhaps DeCoster, who is an
accountant, was right when she said there are too many lib-
ertarians without real careers who have nothing better to do
than to get online and attack people. Maybe it was all World of
Warcraft to them. I got the same message from former Reason
editor Virginia Postrel, who is no fan of Paul’s. She wrote:
“Life is short, I don’t make my living as a professional liber-
tarian any more, and I don’t feel responsible for commenting
on every libertarian-related development that comes along.”

The pattern was clear enough, anyway. The people who
disagreed with Paul about the war, or about immigration
and trade, or abortion, or about his belief in God, tended to
see mortally sinful racism and homophobia in the yellowed
newsletter excerpts, and the people who agreed with Paul had
a strong urge to forgive. It may not be rationally defensible,
but it is the way we are.

I am disappointed in Paul on this newsletter thing, but
I will vote for him in my state’s primary election, and with
more enthusiasm than for any presidential candidate 1 can
remember. Not because I think he has a chance of becoming
president, or because I agree with him on everything. But I
agree with him on some big things: the Constitution, federal-
ism, government spending, and the war. I think it is impor-
tant for the country, and the Republican Party, to hear his
views, and to witness the fervor those views elicit in ordinary
Americans,

About the hit piece by TNR’s PFY, I take the view of Allan
Walstad, professor of physics at the University of Pittsburgh.
Writing as “Doc W” at Volokh.com, he posted his views on the
good doctor from Texas:

“All I see is a 72-year-old guy working his butt off for lim-
ited government, individual liberty at home, foreign non-
interventionism, fiscal responsibility — and getting sniped at
because he’s more closely associated with one childish war-
ring faction of the libertarian movement than the other.” [

Reflections, from page 18

Second, massive numbers of baby boomers are due to retire
over the next decade, which will bring the unfunded liability
crisis out into plain view.

Pamela Villareal and D. Sean Shurtleff of the National
Center for Policy Analysis have recently revealed another
wrinkle to the entitlement mess. It turns out that the Social
Security system may actually be in worse trouble than thought,
because the number of workers on disability is growing rap-
idly and disproportionately. The disability component of the
Social Security program is growing at double the rate of the
retirement component.

In fact, over the last 15 years, the number of disabled ben-
eficiaries of the program has grown from 3.9 million in 1985 to
8.4 million in 2006. During that same time, disability expendi-
tures went up 500%, while standard elderly retirement expen-
ditures went up less than 300%.

Given the fact that Americans are healthier and are living

longer than ever before, and given the fact that fewer are work-
ing in hazardous conditions than ever before, one suspects
that at least part of the increase is due to some perverse incen-
tive. Now, it appears that over 70% of Americans take their
Social Security payments early (at age 62, as opposed to, say,
66). When a worker opts for early Social Security, his or her
monthly check is lower than it would be at the later age. But if
the same 62-year-old worker claims disability, he or she gets a
30% higher check.

That is a perverse incentive, indeed. — Gary Jason

Clean bill Of health — Recently I heard that
President Bush underwent a physical examination, includ-
ing a colonoscopy. My concern for the presidential health was
allayed when nothing was found. Then I realized that I need
never have been worried. The president’s health had actually
never been at risk. This was merely the top secret conclusion
of an exhaustive search pattern. After all, they had already
looked everywhere else for those WMD’s. — Anthony Teague
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Twenty Years of Liberty

The Films of
Ayn Rand

This essay, exploring
the film career of a writer
who exerted a large
influence on libertarian
thought, appeared in the

first issue of Liberty.

— Patrick Quealy

by Stephen Cox

Film is a popular art and a cooperative one. It appeals
to a mass audience, and its creation requires the collaboration
of many artists. The novelist, even the novelist afflicted with edi-
tors, has an easier time maintaining control over his work than does
the writer of films, whose scripts must be brought to life by producers,
directors, cinematographers, and actors. It is partly because film is a col-
laborative art that it is so often the art of situations rather than of ideas or
characters. A basic situation — boy meets girl, bank robber meets bank,
Godzilla meets Tokyo — may survive the process of filmmaking, and may
even be intensified by that process, while subtle character analysis and
complex ideas perish. Basic dramatic situations have more obvious appeal
to a mass audience than do carefully developed philosophical theses. This
helps to account for the fact that film is so often sentimental, in the sense
that it presents situations that exploit and confirm common emotional
responses rather than suggesting ideas that might challenge them.

As anovelist, Ayn Rand was a devoted antisentimentalist, continually
challenging commonplace reactions. She did so by writing fiction that
attempts to explain why those reactions are philosophically inappropriate.
Fiction of her kind requires scope: the arguments of “The Fountainhead”
could never be encapsulated in a two-hour, or a twenty-hour, movie. And,
of course, Rand was an individualist artist who aspired to total control of
her work. When Bennett Cerf, the head of Random House, wanted her
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to cut “Atlas Shrugged,” she asked him, “Would you cut the
Bible?”! Rand seems a very unpromising candidate for film-
maker — yet she wrote three films.*

Most readers of Rand are familiar with only one of these
films, “The Fountainhead.” But to get a sense of her struggles
with the Hollywood movie, one must consider all three.

“You Came Along”

Paramount, 1945

Producer: Hal B. Wallis

Director: John Farrow

Cast: Robert Cummings, Lizabeth Scott, Don
DeFore, Charles Drake, Kim Hunter

“You Came Along” is the weakest of her films, and prob-
ably the most collaborative; Rand’s screenplay was a revision
of an original story by Robert Smith. The script is dominated
by a basic, sentimental situation: a heroic World War II pilot
is dying of some rare disease, he meets a heroic woman who
marries him despite her knowledge of his impending doom,
he succumbs bravely, she reacts bravely. In order to throw the
grim events of the plot into sharpest emotional relief, or per-
haps in order to keep the audience awake, the leading char-
acters are forced to be comedians as well as heroes. The pilot
and two happy-go-lucky buddies are travelling around the
country selling war bonds, and his destined mate is assigned
to travel with them as a representative of the Treasury
Department. This in itself evokes humor: what a surprise that
the Treasury agent is a woman! But travel provides further
opportunities for comedy. The pilot arrives late at night in the
wrong hotel room; he takes off his pants before discovering
that his Treasury Department guide, not yet his wife, is occu-
pying the bed; confusion reigns, etc.

Rand’s humor, when evident at all — and it is frequently
evident in the satirical parts of her novels — was not of this
kind. It's easy to attribute the “comedy” in “You Came Along”
to Robert Smith, who during his career got credits for 17 not

Rand found it difficult to discover properties
to adapt for the screen. Finally she chose “out of
sheer desperation” a novel, “The Love Letters,”
in which she saw “at least the possibility of a
dramatic situation.”

very distinguished pictures, of which “You Came Along”
was his first.? It’s also easy to imagine that Smith, rather than
Rand, was the source of the scenes in churches and chapels
and of the religious epigraph (some pretty verses from Long-

fellow) that comes on the screen after the movie’s titles. It was
Rand, however, who apparently decided to include rather
than exclude these elements.

Whatever trouble she may have had with them, she clearly
had no trouble with the ideology of heroic love that is implicit
in the plot. That ideology becomes an ideology of heroic joy;

The courtroom scene was impressive, but
perhaps not impressive enough; Gary Cooper
and Rand agreed that “he didn’t quite get it.”

the heroine resembles the positive characters in Rand’s novels
when she declares that she will never grieve for her husband
or feel sorry that she married him. All this conforms to Rand’s
idea that individuals are ultimately responsible for their emo-
tions and that life need not be painful even if its circumstances
are.

Rand’s heroine is understood as rising above the very situ-
ation from which the film derives its pathos — yet this hardly
acquits the script of the charge of easy, situational sentiment.
“You Came Along” is a formula picture that arouses highly
predictable emotions, and there is nothing in the thought pro-
cess of the characters that would trouble the audience with
thinking. What makes the film endurable is Lizabeth Scott’s
portrayal of the heroine. Scott is so poised and luminous an
actress that she can make the predictable seem, for the moment,
meaningful — and perbaps there is a kind of meaningfulness
in this. As for Rand’s other collaborator, Robert Cummings,
who plays the pilot: he was apparently so pleased with his
role that he used the name of his character, Robert Collins, as
the name of the comic protagonist of his 1955-59 television
series “The Bob Cummings Show” (syndicated as “Love That
Bob”), about a fly-boy turned photographer. Popular culture,
like an archaeological site, exhibits many strata of debris.

“Love Letters”

Paramount, 1945

Producer: Hal B. Wallis

Director: William Dieterle

Cast: Joseph Cotten, Jennifer Jones, Ann Richards,
Gladys Cooper, Robert Sully

“Love Letters” is a much more interesting film, if only
because its central situation is more complex than the
rudimentary disease-death-emotional transcendence situation
in “You Came Along.” The plot involves an English officer,
Alan Quinton (played by Joseph Cotten), who ghost-writes
love letters to another soldier’s girl back home. It’s essentially
the Peter Keating-Howard Roark, parasite-host relationship,
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and Quinton’s buddy even says the Keatingish things that one
would expect from a Randian second-hander:

Quinton: She’s in love with these letters that you didn't
write. With my letters.

Parasite: What's the difference?

Quinton: She’s in love with a man who doesn’t exist.

Parasite: Oh well, I'll make a good substitute.

The woman is indeed in love. According to her letters, she
is seeking “a man who would look at life, not as a burden or
a punishment, but as a dream of beauty which we can make
real.” Quinton’s ghostwritten letters are so eloquent, so lyri-
cal, so individual, that she thinks she has found her man. She
marries the purported author, not knowing that he is a cad.
When he returns from the war, she gradually realizes that his
character does not match his words — and then he is killed,
knifed to death, supposedly by his disappointed spouse, who
loses her memory and cannot furnish testimony about the
crime.

I need not belabor all the typically Randian concepts for
which this situation provides a vehicle. They include the
uniqueness of real character, the sanctity of joy and beauty,
and the alacrity with which joy and beauty are despoiled by
the emotional exploiters of this world. There is the possibility,
too, of a typically Randian plot development designed to chal-
lenge sentimental assumptions: the development in which an
act that appears “obviously” wrong (Roark’s destruction of
Cortlandt Homes, for instance, or in this case the murder of
the offending husband) is eventually justified as proper in the
terms of an unorthodox moral philosophy.

The framework of “Love Letters” is not, however, entirely
of Rand’s devising. While working for producer Hal Wallis,
she found it difficult to discover properties to adapt for the
screen. Finally she chose “out of sheer desperation” a novel
in which she saw “at least the possibility of a dramatic situ-
ation.”* The novel was “The Love Letters,” by a prolific but
now totally forgotten author, Chris Massie. Massie’s writing
is a curious mixture of the spiritual and the clinical, of allu-
sions to the Bible and talk of “sex starvation.”> His manner
exaggerates the worst features of, say, H.G. Wells — the man-
ner of the tough village atheist who has suddenly gotten his
own kind of religion. Beneath it all is an uncouth sincerity,
a desire to break the quarantine on every sort of emotional
sickness. As his autobiography, “Confessions of a Vagabond,”
makes clear, Massie had been deeply traumatized by World
War L° His protagonist in “The Love Letters” returns from
war unfit for civilian life, and finds that he has “a nostalgia
for ... well, among other things . . . the smell of the dead. War
stinks to high heaven, but it is the stink of something terribly
real .., "7

Observations of this sort might lead to serious analysis
of psychology, but Massie drifts in a less fortunate direction.
He is not concerned with the individuality of character that
Quinton’s letters express: this is Rand’s theme. In the novel,
the heroine’s marriage to the “author” of the letters fails to
work because he accidentally dies, not because of his psycho-
logical flaws. She loses her memory and returns to what we
are assured is a delightful state of innocence (actually of pure
banality), in which she happens to meet Quinton and marries

him. In the meantime, oddly enough, she is thought to have
murdered an old lady whom Massie drags into the plot for no
other reason than for his heroine to be accused of murdering
her. Eventually, a second. old lady confesses to the killing; just
at that moment, however, the innocent heroine drowns in a
failed attempt to save a drowning lamb (that’s right, an inno-
cent lamb). This bizarre plot provides Massie with evidence
for his final judgment that beauty is born to die, that “life is
travail and disappointment and tears.”® If one wishes to criti-
cize Rand’s movie, one should first read Massie’s book.

Rand does well to consolidate the plot, so that the killing
acquires some significance, even seems poetically appropriate,
and so that it becomes the direct result of the misleading let-
ters and therefore of a denial of true identity. She does still
better by removing the maudlin ending. Ever the foe of pes-
simism, she arranges for Quinton and the heroine not only
to meet and marry but also to continue enjoying happiness
after the heroine’s memory is restored and she discovers that
it was her adoptive mother, not she, who did away with her
husband. But here one suspects a concession to conventional
notions of innocence, a concession that deforms Rand’s story.
Her plot is about the individual self and its aspirations, not
about legal innocence. From the judicial standpoint, it may be
interesting to wonder if a certain amnesia victim actually slew
her husband, but from the artistic standpoint it adds nothing
to the script to prolong the mystery of who killed him, only to
reveal that it wasn't the heroine who did so. Nothing is added,
that is, but predictable sentiments. One is not unhappy when
this film finally ends.

“Love Letters” is competently acted, despite the fact that
Joseph Cotten does none of the special things that he could
sometimes do, and Jennifer Jones (playing the heroine) has
to represent too cloyingly sweet a character ever to be rep-
resented in an interesting way. Jones does not really act as
if she were “hearing voices and being tickled at one and the
same time,”? but you get tired of her anyway. The director,
William Dieterle, was a prominent practitioner of film noir.
He could also practice other modes; he had worked with
Max Reinhardt, for instance, on the wonderful film version

So formidable did Rand make herself while
her film was being created that she was allowed
more influence on production than any other
Hollywood writer has ever acquired.

of “A Midsummer Night's Dream.” “Love Letters,” however,
is very noir, or at least very shadowy, and the sets are small
and few and cheap. But the camera work is exacting; the shots
are well planned and framed, and camera angles are properly
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expressive of emotional tones. What damages the movie is the
empty sentiment of the amnesia-murder plot, a plot that Rand
did not or could not make intellectually challenging.

“The Fountainhead”

Warner Brothers, 1949

Producer: Henry Blanke

Director: King Vidor

Musical Score: Max Steiner

Cast: Gary Cooper, Raymond Massey, Patricia
Neal, Kent Smith, Henry Hull, Robert Douglas, Ray
Collins, Jerome Cowan

In “The Fountainhead,” Rand is a much more indepen-
dent creator of her own film. She was working from her own
book, she was attempting to realize her own ideas — not fix
up someone else’s — and she had every inclination to pes-
ter and cajole other people into producing her script in pre-
cisely the way she wanted it produced. In this she had a large
measure of success; she was no pathetic Peter Keating being
“pushed from office to office” while artistic control was lost,
bit by bit.

The film’s director, King Vidor, was a figure of no small
importance in Hollywood, and he did not take Rand’s philos-
ophy and mythology with complete seriousness. Discussing
the film’s centrally important episode, Roark’s dynamiting of
Cortlandt Homes, Vidor wrote:

[Roark] tried in every way to restore the construction to
his original idea [this isn’t the way the movie goes, inci-
dently] but was unsuccessful. It was then that he decided
to dynamite the face of each building.

To me this seemed a preposterous and impractical solu-
tion. I went to Jack Warner, the head of the studio, with the
argument that if, when the picture was completed, anyone
changed or edited some part of the film and I retaliated
by destroying that part of the film, would he forgive my
rash action. He replied that he would not but that a court
judge might,™

Nevertheless, Vidor goes on to say that he admired Roark’s
artistic integrity.

Rand, of course, had none of her director’s ambivalence,
and so formidable did she make herself while her film was
being created that she was allowed more influence on pro-
duction than any other Hollywood writer has ever acquired.
Vidor reported that “when actors wanted to change lines we
had to telephone her and ask her to come over quickly and
that helped stop a lot of actors changing lines.””" Rand was
even permitted to coach Gary Cooper (Howard Roark) for his
performance in the impressive courtroom scene. Impressive,
but perhaps not impressive encugh; Cooper and Rand agreed
that “he didn’t quite get it.”'* “The Fountainhead” remained,
inevitably, a collaboration — yet Rand bears most of the
responsibility for its outcome.

Critics have been evaluating her achievement for the past
40 years, but it is remarkable how often they seem to have
been watching some movie besides “The Fountainhead.” I'm
not worried here about hostile treatments, such as Bosley
Crowther gave the film in The New York Times. Crowther’s

review does sound as if it should appear in Ellsworth Toohey’s
“One Small Voice,” but he is right about some things; for
example, he correctly perceives that Gary Cooper’s architec-
ture is “trash.”’> T am mainly concerned with misperceptions
to which friendly as well as hostile critics have succumbed.

Charles Derry, who likes the book, likes the movie, and
views it as an example of successfully “collaborative art,”
emphasizes its visual subtlety by asserting that “Ellsworth
Toohey's first appearance is as a black silhouetted figure loom-
ing large in the foreground . . . Toohey, a man of shadowy
ideas, is ready to try to dominate when the time is right.”"* In
fact, Toohey first appears as a figure walking unobtrusively
across the set behind Roark. This image captures not only
Toohey’s sinister quality, but also the fact that Roark does not
— prefers not to — notice people like Tochey.

A small misperception — there are larger ones. Kevin
McCann pictures the movie’s Roark as “fight[ing] to convert
the public and the architectural world to his thinking.” In real-
ity, of course, Roark says that he doesn’t care what anyone
else thinks about architecture; he engages in ideological war-
fare only when he needs to gain acquittal in court. McCann
also reads Dominique Francon’s fake attempt at suicide as a
real attempt.'” Derry and Stuart Kaminsky insist on the pres-
ence of a certain pattern of imagery, in accordance with which
Roark seems to ascend in the camera’s eye. “Throughout the
first part of the film,” Kaminsky says, Dominique “is shown
physically above” Roark; “only when she becomes sexually
vulnerable does she appear in a lower position on the screen.”
According to Derry, “Throughout the movie Roark was con-
stantly shown close to the earth. . . . The camera was often
placed above his head, emphasizing his striving to rise.” In
the final sequence, Derry notes, the camera angle is reversed:
Roark has conquered."’ The truth is, however, that the camera
normally takes a level view of Roark; even in scenes in which
other characters are understood as looking down on him, lit-
erally or figuratively, the lens is normally aligned to him, not
them.

About the film’s ideas there are many misperceptions.
Richard Combs believes that Rand’s script “continually
declaims against the grovelling mediocrity of the masses and
their envious egalitarianism.” But neither the script nor the
direction has much to say about the “masses,” their envies, or
their isms; there may be more analysis of their apparent medi-
ocrity in “It's a Wonderful Life” than in “The Fountainhead.”
When mediocrity is criticized, it is mainly the mediocrity of
the inteilectuals and the upper classes that Rand and Vidor
seem to have in mind, and that we see on the screen. Combs
also claims that the script’s political philosophy, which is prin-
cipally vulnerable, one would think, to the charge of single-
minded rationalism, actually “conflates and confuses so many
political attitudes in its drive to exalt the Superman that the
narrative result is a kind of “Wizard of Oz’ nonsensicality.” "
All one can say about this is that Combs didn't like what-
ever movie he saw. Raymond Durgnat, a generally sympa-
thetic analyst, also has difficulty in classifying the film’s ideas.
Although he fails to specify any very immediate influence
of Vidor's populist or mystical tendencies, he nevertheless
argues that “it remains unclear where Miss Rand’s [ideas] end
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and Vidor’s begin.”® This is a curious remark to make about a
film whose concept was so thoroughly Rand’s own.

The Art of Cooperation

Collaboration, however, had to take place, and it did.
Fortunately, Rand and Vidor agreed on the usefulness of a
non-naturalistic technique. Rand liked expressionist film, and
in her novels she found plenty of uses for the mythic and the
mythological.” “The Fountainhead” comes as close to mythic
expressionism as a film about a rationalist architect could ever
come. The mythic atmosphere is partly a matter of the direct-
ness and “urgency”*® of Rand’s script, which was required to
reduce a very long book to its stark fundamentals. Rand was
always good with an aphorism, even in her late, tedious years,
and the aphoristic style helps her here: “I don’t build in order
to have clients;  have clients in order to build,” Roark declares
— succinctly establishing himself as the archetypal creator.

But myth can never be achieved simply by collecting aph-
orisms. The mythic is a matter of universal problems, essential
conflicts, and symbolic acts of sudden, intense significance. It
is Henry Cameron (played by Henry Hull) seizing a stack of
copies of the New York Banner — “the foulest newspaper on
earth” — and ripping them to shreds; around him, a crowd
gathers and, somewhere above, the camera inspects the scene,
as if from a judgment seat. It is Dominique Francon (Patricia
Neal) holding a desperate Gail Wynand (Raymond Massey)
in her arms and begging him, at his hour of climactic decision,
“Don't give in to them, don't give in”; there is a dissolve to his
boardroom, where his directors tell him, “You'd better give
in” — and he gives in. And of course it is Vidor’s close-up of
Roark working in the quarry, seeming to express all the cre-
ative and destructive energy in the Randian world in the way
in which he holds his drill.

In scenes like this last, of course, the director’s insight into
the script is more important than the script itself, Throughout
the film, Vidor’s camera almost unerringly selects the faces,
gestures, and objects that are of real thematic or symbolic
importance. He lights his sets dramatically so as to emphasize
(as if emphasis were necessary) Rand’s black-and-white moral

Rand told Barbara Branden she was “cer-
tain that it couldn’t be made into a really good
movie”; she had already “told the story in the
proper form in the book.”

contrasts, and he generally places the camera far enough from
the actors to convey an impression of reserve and deep seri-
ousness that is suitable to Rand’s own seriousness.

The mythic quality of the movie, as I earlier implied,
depends as much on what is left out as on what is put in. We

never see Roark cooking a meal or riding a subway or going
swimming. In this respect, the movie is much starker than
the novel. Until the last shot, Roark is never shown work-
ing at a construction site; after he gets out of the quarry and
achieves his proper station, his work is presented as if it were
entirely intellectual, a triumph of mind over matter. The sets

The mythic quality of the movie depends as
much on what is left out as on what is put in.
We never see Roark cooking a meal or riding a
subway or going swimming.

are usually stripped of everything that lacks symbolic signifi-
cance. Roark’s offices and the buildings that he designs seem
to consist of unnaturally large, unnaturally empty rooms, as
if a mythic space were being created by the clearance of all
messy, mundane detail. Roark’s spaces are in sharp contrast
to those of villainous or equivocal people. Toohey’s office has
plenty of furniture and is well decorated with 18th-century
portrait prints and a picture of Creek ruins; the boardroom
in which Roark is denied a commission displays “decadent”
Hubert Robert-like architectural paintings; Dominique’s bed-
room, a pre-Roark structure, is elaborately baroque; Wynand’s
pre-Roark dining room is decorated in a heavy neoclassical
style and overshadowed by an immense baroque picture; on
the facade of the Banner building, a metal sign hangs from
Corinthian columns — the architectural banner of decadence
and equivocation.

One would like to say that all aspects of script and pro-
duction were adequate to the goal of mythic expressionism.
Regrettably, they are not. Rand’s dialogue is sometimes much
too “urgent” for its own good. It'’s not mythic but gratingly
obvious for the board of directors of the Security Bank to try
to make Roark compromise by telling him, “You realize, of
course, your whole future is at stake. This may be your last
chance.” And the expressionist sets are often not mythically
stark but vacant or dull or shockingly bad. Rand failed to
get Frank Lloyd Wright as designer of Roark’s buildings; he
wanted too much money and too much control.?! The stu-
dio’s designer, Edward Carrere, took over, with fear-inspiring
results. The film does well at showing the various ways in
which bad architects can ruin buildings; the Cortlandt project
that Roark blows up richly deserves to be blown up, as dis-
contented mutterings from the audience normally testify. But
the Cortlandt that Roark designs looks like nothing more than
a typical government project. The house he builds for Wynand
is even worse; it's a hard, ugly, moronic lump — something
like a square space-ship filled with cement. Its principal inte-
rior embellishment is a lamp with goldfish swimming inside

Liberty 29



April 2008

Liberty

it, lovingly placed in the foreground by King Vidor. In gen-
eral, Roark’s buildings go out of their way to deny his doctrine
that “form must follow function.”

The film’s musical decoration is slightly more successful
than its architectural decoration. The score is by Max Steiner,
usually regarded as one of the best Hollywood composers; he

Certain elements of myth defy naturalism
so boldly as to make literal versions of them
appear grotesque.

provided music for “Gone with the Wind” and “Casablanca.”
Steiner’s “Fountainhead” music tries to be romantic and
sparely modern at the same time; it ends up being over-
stylized and repetitive, a theme without real variation. It's
simple enough to avoid serious embarrassment, however, and
the final few bars provide a climax of what must be called reli-
gious feeling.

The cast, of course, is more than decoration; its members
are, perhaps, Rand’s most important collaborators, and it has
to be said that as a group they fail to attain mythic status. One
can hardly object to the presence of actors as talented as Gary
Cooper, Raymond Massey, and Patricia Neal, but their talents
are not necessarily in Rand’s line. Only Massey is capable of
realizing the compelling strangeness, the uncanniness of myth,
and Massey seriously mars his performance by overacting, as
Rand recognized.?? His arresting voice and manner make him,
potentially, the right man for the part, and he skillfully cap-
tures the sardonic quality of Wynand's personality. But he is
too often on stilts; he neglects Wynand’s toughness in favor of
his self-conscious theatricality. Neal overacts much more fla-
grantly; she plays her part with an hysterical intensity that fits
the character of Dominique all too well and exaggerates the
movie’s expressionist style to the point of absurdity. She con-
stantly appears to be posing for some slightly deranged por-
trait-painter residing in the Berlin of 1925. Her interpretation
of Dominique merely deepens the mystery of why Dominique
is considered a heroine.

Another mystery is Rand’s curious idea that Gary Cooper
was Howard Roark: “From the time she had begun writing
“The Fountainhead,” when she had first considered the possi-
bility that it might one day be made into a movie, Gary Cooper
was the one actor she wanted for the role of Howard Roark.
His physical appearance strongly suggested Roark to her; she
saw him as the archetype of the American hero.”? Like other
people who have gotten their wishes, Rand lived to regret it.
Cooper wasn't entirely up to the role, though not being up
to it allowed him to mold Roark a little in his own attractive
image, “humanizing” him, as many people have said. For
examples of good acting, one should look at Cooper’s sensi-

tive treatment of Roark’s shifting feelings in his scenes with
Massey, or in his fine little scene or two with Ray Collins, who
plays Roger Enright. (Collins, who had performed as Boss Jim
W. Gettys in “Citizen Kane,” is himself an excellent actor, as
is Jerome Cowan, perfect in the role of Alvah Scarret.) The
crucial objection to Cooper is his age; he is much too old to
play Roark the beginner — just as Kent Smith is much too old
to play the neophyte Keating. It is very surprising that Rand
thought of Smith (who does turn in a memorable performance
of Keating the has-been) as the right “physical type” for his
part.?*Is this the “pale, dark haired, and beautiful” Keating of
the novel, the Keating who has a “classical perfection” in his
looks, whose eyes are “dark, alert, intelligent”?25 Not exactly.

Surprising also is Rand’s judgment that Robert Douglas,
playing Toohey, “was too forceful,” not “slippery and snide”
enough.?® The splendidly developed Tochey of the novel is
powerful as well as conniving. He is both a small, twisted
figure and an immensely forceful presence. And who wrote
the script in which Toohey says to Keating with disgust, “Of
course I'm your friend. I'm everybody’s friend. I'm a friend
of humanity. Now, why did you come here? What do you
want?” Rand herself made Toohey forceful, as he should be if
he is to enact his prominent part in the myth. Perhaps no actor
could capture Toohey’s complexity, but Douglas does a strik-
ing, more-than-naturalistic job with one side of him. The fact
that Rand wanted the other side to be emphasized probably
reflects her embarrassment at having created a splendid vil-
lain who acts as more than a “foil” or “contrast” to the good

- people — the role in which her later aesthetic theory would

cast a villain.%”

The Authorized, Abridged Version

The major problem in “The Fountainhead,” however, lies
not in its cast, its direction, or its production; it lies in a con-
flict of media. Rand’s great difficulty was that of transforming
a complex philosophical novel into a series of mythic scenes,
scenes that nevertheless depend on a certain amount of phil-
osophical elaboration if they are to be understood. The pro-
cess of condensation that helps to bring the mythic elements
into sharp focus also helps to deprive them of meaning. Rand
was thinking of the conflict of media when she told Barbara
Branden that she was “certain that it couldn’t be made into
a really good movie”; she had already “told the story in the
proper form in the book.”?

It is this problem that makes some of the movie absurd.
The romantic scenes of the book, for instance, are supposed
to symbolize and develop the relations among certain compli-
cated ideas. The romantic scenes of the movie are just romantic
scenes, rendered with an intensity which they do not seem
to deserve. True, Rand is willing to compromise by getting
rid of some of the sexual intensities: Dominique gets married
twice, not thrice (thank God — three times would look simply
terrible on film), and Roark’s role in wrecking the Wynands'
marriage is somewhat obscured, as McCann notes.” But the
scene in which Roark conquers Dominique in her bedroom
remains, and it is a ridiculous scene. Certain elements of myth
defy naturalism so boldly as to make literal versions of them
appear grotesque. No one wants to see Homer’s battles rep-
resented literally, and no one wants to see Daphne literally
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transformed into a tree while she is trying to escape from
Apollo. An elaborately philosophical treatment may, perhaps,
demonstrate that the Roark-Dominique romance is human
and explicable, but without this treatment, it all looks like a
dance of rather awkward bodies. To represent a myth is often
to diminish it.

Other parts of “The Fountainhead” are a great deal better
than the scenes to which I refer. But the ironic thing is that this
“controversial” film is really not capable of stirring up much
significant controversy. It can confirm and enhance pre-exist-
ing values — or, when viewed by unsympathetic audiences,
it can leave these values quite untouched. But it has relatively
little power to advocate new values, because it lacks the abil-
ity to argue very effectively for them. Compare the laughter
that usually greets the romantic scenes with the disgust usu-
ally produced by the shots of Cortlandt Homes as redesigned
by Toohey’s friends. Rand’s script is insufficient to convince
people that they ought to dislike Cortlandt: how much does
the script actually say about architecture, or even about Rand’s
opinions on the subject? Cortlandt just looks bad. Rand’s
script is also insufficient to teach anyone not predisposed to
such a view that Roark and Dominique’s heroic love ought to
be respected. It just looks bad. Rand, we are told, arranged
for the first preview of the movie to be held in a working-

class community, and she was delighted by its enthusiastic
reception. She felt that the audience understood all her ideas:
“That's why I like the common man.” Yet she herself said, 1
didn’t even like the script; they wanted the movie to be under
two hours, so the script was too short, it wasn't right.”* So
how much did her audiences understand?

“The Fountainhead” is not an intellectually challenging
film, though it is certainly better in this respect than Rand’s
other efforts in the medium. Neither individualists nor anti-
individualists are likely to be set thinking by an evening spent
with “The Fountainhead” cooking in the VCR. Further, knowl-
edge of the movie’s intention to be intellectually challenging,
and of its failure to achieve this purpose, detracts even from
a purely aesthetic appreciation of its technique. If easy sen-
timent is one danger to the art of film, unrealizable philo-
sophic ambition is another. But at least “The Fountainhead”
has ambition, and its ambition involves not just an attempt
to present iconoclastic ideas but an attempt to affect its audi-
ence’s perceptions in daring and distinctive ways. As Stuart
Kaminsky says, its anti-naturalistic method makes it “one of
the most noteworthy of American films . . . a strange and cou-
rageous effort, rather like a building by Howard Roark.”*!
Rand’s courageous strangeness deserves a large share of the
credit. d
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Foreign Affairs

I Married an Alien

by Sandy Pierre

How I found love, libertarianism, and a
shotgun wedding, courtesy of Uncle Sam.

Dec. 31, 1999 — It was Millennium Eve and I was holed up in my apartment, nursing a bad cold
and surrounded by a mountain of freeze-dried food, a water-filtration kit, and gold bullion. I was watching
the news for word of the Y2K Bug and TEOTWAWKI. In between sneezes, [ watched people all over the world enjoying

fireworks and apparently having a great time. After several
hours of this, I realized I'd been had. Y2K was a bust and I was
missing the biggest party of my lifetime! I slammed a bottle of
DayQuil, put on a black dress and a pink feather boa, and stag-
gered off to a party at a friend’s house. My plan was to make an
appearance at the party then head to downtown San Francisco
to watch fireworks.

At the party, 1 struck up a conversation with an attrac-
tive young man I hadn’t seen before. He turned out to be a
French university student doing an internship in the Bay Area.
He had only been in the U.S. for two weeks, but spoke excel-
lent English. He had met friends of mine in a bar, and they
invited him to this party. His introduction to my country had
been less gracious; he had been strip-searched at the airport
and detained for two hours, despite the fact that all his papers
were in order. Customs officials also stole the bottle of wine he
had brought as a gift for his new boss.

We chatted for a while, then I prepared to leave; I didnt
want to miss the fireworks. The hostess pulled me aside and
encouraged me to stay a little while longer. “Don’t you like my
little French friend? You two look good together.” I lingered
and missed the fireworks, while romance blossomed with the
stranger from France.

Sept. 11, 2001 — It was a Tuesday. I was taking the day off
work to go camping with my dad up north. My French boy-
friend’s visa had expired five months after we had met and
he had had to leave the country; but, after a full six months of
effort, Alex had managed to obtain a second internship and a
renewal on his visa, Now he was living with me.

I turned on the morning news while gathering my camp-
ing gear together and was greeted with the sight of the local
news guy telling me that the Twin Towers had fallen down.
Both of them. I was in shock, like the rest of America. But I got
litle sympathy from the Frenchman; he clearly didn't grasp
the enormity of the situation. To be honest, I'm not sure he
even knew what I meant by “Twin Towers.” I wasn't sure it
was appropriate to go ahead on vacation. But my dad, a native
of New York City and rattled by very little, saw no point in
not going.

I think now it was the best thing we could have done. We
spent the next three days in the woods and the fog, not glued
to a television set watching destruction like everyone else.
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As shocked and horrified as 1 was by the terrorist act
3,000 miles away, I had no idea how much it would affect my
own life. My boyfriend worked at a hotel in downtown San
Francisco that catered to an international clientele. After Sept.
11, the hotel’s business plummeted. The employees sat around
bored and depressed, with little to do but process cancella-
tions. Two weeks later, the hotel laid Alex off.

It’s bad enough to lose your job but, without his internship,
Alex no longer had any legal excuse to be in this country. We
had to make a choice and make it fast: go our separate ways
or get married in order to stay together. We decided to get
married. Two weeks later, we took our vows at San Francisco
City Hall. We were surrounded by my local family and a lot
of strangers, but not my grandparents from the East Coast nor
any of his family from France.

If you think it’s straightforward to get a green card for your
spouse, you have never lived the adventure of marrying a for-
eigner. Or an alien as the U.S. government calls them. We had
to gather together about an inch of documentation to prove
that our marriage was bona fide. I had to submit my tax returns
for the previous three years. I had to prove that I made a cer-
tain amount of money, so that 1 could support my husband
financially if necessary. | was making well over the financial
minimum; I was a 31-year-old college graduate working in a
high-tech industry. If I'd been a few years younger, 1 would
have needed to get my parents to sponsor my husband finan-
cially, which would have required them to provide three years’
worth of tax returns, records of all their financial assets, etc.
Most disturbing of all, I had to swear to the U.S. government,
in writing and before a notary public, that I would be finan-
cially responsible for my husband for no less than 10 years . . .
even if we split up! Oh yeah, and [ had to pay the feds around
$400 to process my paperwork.

Speaking of paperwork: I gained a new appreciation for
Robert DeNiro in his final scene in the movie “Brazil,” where
he’s enveloped in flying sheets of paper and disappears
beneath them. The green card application required vital statis-
tics on me, Alex, my parents, and his parents. I was very con-
cerned about the fact that his father was born in Algeria, one
of the pieds-noirs (“black feet”) who moved back to the mother-
land as part of the mass exodus of 1962 when Algeria regained
its independence from France. Considering that Algeria is now
a terrorist breeding ground, I shuddered to think what sort of
red flags his family history may have placed on Alex’s green
card application.

The paperwork had to be submitted in triplicate. I made a
couple extra copies, one for my own records and one to allow
for the possibility of the feds losing one. Laying the stacks out
on the living room floor to compare and collate left little room
to walk. I had read that it's recommended to include photos,
so we included glossies of our wedding ceremony. We labeled
each person in the photos: my mom, my dad, my brother, his
wife, my best friend . . . by the time I was finished, I felt guilty
for having invited them!

I took time off from work so that we could drop off
the paperwork together at the local Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS) center. Standing in line and
watching those in front of us being served, I was pained to see
the impatient and disrespectful tone the government employ-
ees took with the hapless applicants whose only crime was not
having been born on U.S. soil. However, Alex and I had no
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trouble. We were treated courteously and our application was
reviewed and stamped without a hitch. I'm sure it helped that
he’s Caucasian and fluent in English and I'm the kind of anal-
retentive who has every possible receipt and ticket stub neatly
filed away for later retrieval. Nolo Press’ “Immigrate to the
U.S. through Marriage” had been my bible. That application
must have been perfect. If there was an Academy Award for
Best Performance in a Submission of Bureaucratic Paperwork
I definitely would have been a contender.

Once the paperwork was submitted, there was nothing to
do but wait, agonizingly, for months. The green card became
the stick with which I'd beat my husband about the head for
any bit of bad behavior. “Don’t drive so fast . . . you might not
get a green card!”

The day of our interview arrived. May you never have to
spend a day in an INS regional service center; they must be
architecturally designed to instill a feeling of nausea, fear, and
humiliation. As we waited in the lobby, another couple was
called in for their interview; when they emerged a few minutes
later, the woman was weeping. I had a Russian-born coworker
who had married an American and had had her interview a
few weeks before. She had told me it was a terrible experi-
ence and that the IN5 agent seemed unfriendly and suspicious
— despite the fact that my coworker was pregnant with her
husband’s child! I was concerned because I am several years
older than my husband; would this be viewed with suspi-
cion? Luckily, I was relatively young and fit-looking, while
my husband inherited male-pattern baldness and maintained
the timeworn French tradition of smoking hand-rolled ciga-
rettes since pre-school. So I think it worked out. Our interview
seemed to go fairly smoothly.

Months and months of more waiting passed. Finally, the
magic card arrived in the mail . . . and it had a two-year expi-
ration date. It was my understanding of immigration law that
this should not have been the case, based upon the rapidity
with which we had filed the initial application after our mar-
riage. But what were we supposed to do, argue with the US.
government?

We resigned ourselves to submitting another application
two years after the first one. You are required to submit it 18
to 24 months after the issue date of the temporary green card
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