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Running the Numbers

Before making "The Case for
McCain" (November 2008), Stephen
Cox apparently didn't bother to read
Bruce Ramsey's "Case for Obama."
Cox wrote, "Obama may gain a state,
and thus win the election, if there's an
outpouring of antiwar conservativeand
libertarian votes for Barr."

But many libertarians (like Bruce
Ramsey)are antiwar! Therefore, many
of those libertarian votes would oth­
erwise have gone to Obama. The
November Reasonjust reported that a
July Rasmussenpoll found that liber­
tarians "favor BarackObamaover John
McCain, 53°1<> to 38%." If McCain wins,
will Liberty analyze how libertarian
voters costObamathe election?

Unlikely. In his writings in Liberty,
Cox consistently assumes- asdoesthe
mainstream media - that a libertarian
is simply a dissatisfiedRepublican.As a
staunchlibertarian, I amrepelled by the
Republican drive for a theocratic police
state,and I would rather endure a cen­
tury of Democrat presidents than four
yearsof a Republican one.

ThomasGiesberg
Rosharon,TX

Who to Blame
Mr. Cox, if you area libertarian (and

I think you are not a strong one), you
needto stayawayfrom your Republican
friends. They have filled your mind
with a pessimistic loser attitude about
libertarianism. Both Republicans and
Democrats have similar views. They

]
haveboth socialistandsocialist-leaning
views.

Your view that McCain might have
a libertarian idea once in a blue moon
is not enough. Obama might have one
too. But they're both socialists.

If you want to be happier with our
political system, think about this: I
have heard of surveys that as many as
20%of the U.S.population at one time
or another have had essentially liber­
tarian views. So think about this: the
Republicans survey around 30°1<>, the
Democrats survey around 33-350/0.So,
if the libertarianvote could be inspired
to vote for theLibertarian candidate,the
Libertarian Partycould be a substantial
third-party choice. But the attitude of
people like you always decreasesthat
vote.

RichardHoward
Canberra,Australia

Cox responds: Despite Mr. Howard's
suggestion that the Libertarian Party
would be getting a huge proportion
of the vote if people like me weren't
so pessimistic about it, I have no such
power to deprive the LP of votes.
What has inspired virtually everyone's
pessimism is simply the consistent
electoralfailure of the Libertarian Party,
over many years.

Mr. Howard associates ("strong")
libertarianism with voting for the LP.
Mr. Giesberg associateslibertarianism
with nevervoting Republican.Sincethe
majority of Americans cast Republican
votes at one time or another, and very

To subscribe, renew,or ask
questions about your subscription

E-mail: circulation@libertyunbound.com

Write: Liberty Circulation, P.O.Box
20527,Reno,NV 89515

Call toll-free: (800)854-6991during
regularWestCoastbusinesshours

Outsidethe U.S.,call: (775)828-9140



From the Editor

few Americans cast Libertarian Party
votes, this is itself a very pessimis­
tic way of looking at the prospectsof
libertarianism.

I am not the least bit pessimistic
about the future of liberty. I believethat
liberty, as libertarians understand it,
will endureandtriumph. Its political tri­
umph, however,requiressomestrategic
thinking, somefreedomfrom sloganeer­
ing, andsomewillingness to work with
Republicansaswell asLibertarians and
Democrats.Incidentally, my party reg­
istration is Libertarian.

Know When to Walk Away,
Know When to Run

As an active participant in the belt­
way game,Catoite David Boazunder-

standablywants to know how to corral
the libertarian vote and spendsseveral
paragraphs (Reflections, November
2008)musing about this electoral pre­
dicament. He concludeswith the pos­
sibility of a nonpartisan libertarian
advocacygroup to advancethe cause.

III saveBoazand his band of liber­
tarian brothers the time required to plot
their power and the pain of inevitable
failure - first, playing the gameof col­
lectivism is wrong and second,it will
neverwork.

Trying to pin your hopeson a "lib­
ertarianish" politician who might cru­
sade for things like drug legalization,
lower taxes,and a cessationof the Iraqi

continuedon page70
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A few yearsago,whenAI Goreannouncedhis formal retirementfrom electoral
politics, I wasdeeplydistressed.It wasn'tbecauseI had any liking for him, or for
the causesheespoused.It wasbecausehewasa dependableinspiration for political
analysisand good,old-fashionedfun. With Gorearound,you could neverrun out
of copy;everythinghesaidor did alertedyou to some... uh ... interestingfact
aboutAmericanpolitical life. And with Gore,you could neverrun out of laughs.

In the 1990s,therewerea lot of political figureslike that. Bill Clinton was
one.His wife and numerousfriendswereothers.And soweremost of their pitiful
adversarieson the Republicansideof the aisle.The 2008 primariesguaranteedthat
this tendencywould continue.To my mind, eachof the major-party candidateswas
an encyclopediaof political folly, avirtually endlesssyllabusof errors,and awful
errors,too.

I'm not a fan of Will Rogers;and if hehad everencounteredme, I think he
would havemodified his declarationthat he'dnevermet a man he didn't like. Yet on
at leastonesubjectRogerssaidsomethingtrue. He saidthat the greatestcomedians
werein politics, but the problemwasthat everytime they madea joke, it wasa law.

Like the jokerswho lost the 2008election,the jokerswho won it areexponents
of big governmentwho havelearnedalmostnothing from the history,economics,
political thought, or common senseof the pasttwo centuries.They arevirtually at
the endof the intellectualchain of command.And yet, theywill makethe laws.

I want you to know, by the way, that thesewordswerewritten severaldays
beforethe election.I'm not writing out of disgruntlementwith the specificresults.
I'm writing out of disgruntlementwith the current political culture.

I alsowant to tell you, however,that this journal hasno intention of giving up
its casefor liberty. No intention whatever.

Our editorsand contributors area diverseand quarrelsomebunch. Pugnacious.
Prickly.Fractious.Hypercritical. But determined.Regardlessof whom wevoted for,
or consideredourselvesforcedto vote for - and regardlessof whetherwevoted or
refusedto vote- we arenot going away.We'll be right here,exposingthe errorsof
both the winnersand the losers.And we'll beright here,rejoicing in the knowledge
that America'sgreatheritageof liberty and prosperitycanberestored,enhanced,
and enrichedbeyondanyone'sability to imagine,wheneverpeopleof courageand
intellect discoverit, understandit, and decidethat theywill acton it.

That hasalwaysbeenLiberty'smessage.That is Liberty'smessagenow.

For Liberty,

StephenCox



IIMarkSkousenhasemergedasoneof theclearestwriterson all matterseconomictoday,thenextMilton Friedman."
- MichaelShermer,ScientificAmerican

CapitalPressis pleasedto announcearevolutionarynewapproach
to understandingtheglobaleconomyandits enemies-- the publication
of ProfessorMark Skousen'smuchanticipatedneweditionof Economic
Logic,basedon his popularcoursetaughtatColumbiaUniversity.

SpecialOfter:Only$29!
IIEconomicLogic" is a673-pagequalitypaperbackbook published
by CapitalPress/Regnerythatretailsfor $39.95.But it'savailableata
specialdiscountoffer- only$29,plus$Spostageandhandling,
on Amazon.com,or by callingthepublisherat:

1-800-211-1661
Top TenConceptsin thisnew(2nd)edition
1. It offersalogical,step'-by-step.approachto economicprinciples,startingwith thebasicsof

wealthcreationandenaingwith aynamicsof governmentpolicy. It'seconological-students
canactuallypredictthatthenextchapterwill be.

2. It appliessevenkeyprinciples(accountability,economy,saving/investment,incentives,com­
petition/choice,entrepreneurship,andwelfare)to individual,businessandgovernmentpolicy.

3. "It is thefirstandonlytextbookto beginthemicromodelwith aprofit-and-Iossincome
statementto demonstratethedynamicsof the andintegratesotherdisciplinesinto
thestudy- finance,business,marketing,management,history,andsociology.

4. It makesfrequentreferencesto maioreconomiceventsin history,suchasthe inventionof
money,theEnlightenment,theIndustrialRevolution,andtheGreatDepression.

S. Top economicthinkersarehighlightedat theendof each includingAustrianand
Chicagoeconomists,includingamaiorcritiqueof theanti-markettheoriesof Marxistsand
Keynesians.

6. It devotesanentirechapter(13)to thefinancialmarkets,whichareplayingagrowingrolein
theexpandingglobaleconomy.

7. It introducesapowerfulnew"Austrian"four-stageuniversalmacromodelof the
economy(resources, distribution,and consumption/investment),and showshow
microandmacroarelogicallylinKedtogether.

8. UsinganewnationalincomestatisticcalledGrossDomesticExpenditures(GDE),Skousen
eXp'lainswhy GDP over-emphasizesconsumerspendingin theeconomy,while his statisticGDE
reflectsaproperbalancebetweenconsumptionandinvestment.

9. It introducesanew IIgrowth"diagramfar superiorto thestandardIf circularflow" diagram
foundin othertextbooks,anddemonstrateswhy savingandinvestingdrivetheeconomy,not
consumerspending.

1O.lt providesanewdiagramto showtheoptimalsizeof government.

WhatEconomistsAreSaying
Prof.CharlesBaird,CalStateEastBay
"An excellentbalanceoftheoryandtherealworldthatnoothertexthasachieved.
/'11useit nexttime."

Prof. Veryser,WalshCollege,Michigan
"AherusingEconomiclogic thissemester,Iwill nevergobackto anothertextbook."

Milton Friedman,1976NobelPrizeeconomist
"MarkSkousenis an able,imaginative,andenergeticeconomist.fI

IanMackechnie,Universityof Wales
"{learandprovocative.Skousenpresentsrealbusinesseconomicsin asimpleandlogicalfashion.
Iwill beusingSkousen'sworkin thefuture.It is betterthananybookoutthere!"

K. Au homeschoolinstructor
"Thisbookis perfectfor anyeconomicsstudent-- simple,dired,andcomprehensive.I love
the finalchapter,'WhatDo EconomistsDo?'whichdiscussescareeropportunitiesandtrends.
Skousen'sbookis designedto maximizelearningwhileminimizingmonotony."

Mark Skousen,Ph.D.,hastheuniquebackgroundof teachingat a
majorinstitution(ColumbiaUniversity),workingfor thegovernment
(CIA), runninganon-profitorganization(Foundationfor Economic
Education),and operatingseveralsuccessfulmulti-million dollar
businesses(SkousenPublishingCo., FreedomFest).He is theeditor
of Forecasts& Strategies,a popularaward-winninginvestment
newsletter(www.markskousen.com).haswrittenfor ForbesandWall
StreetJournal,andis aregularcontributorto CNBC'sKudlow&Co.
His bestsellersincludeTheMakingofModernEconomics,Investing
in OneLesson,andEconoPower.In honorof hiswork in economics,
finance and management,GranthamUniversity renamedits
businessschool,"TheMarkSkousenSchoolof Business."



"I wasall readyto dealwith themilitary,
but I neverexpectedan IRScoup!"

Senate-stein- As of press time, there is apparently
no answerasto whether alleged comedianAl Frankenwill be
elected to the Senate.In fact, I highly doubt there will be any
resolution by the time this is published. Those who dispute
me are forgetting Franken's career as a talk show host. His
show on Air America was unlistenable from day one, yet it
persisted,like anuntreated toenail fungus. His show wasonly
curtailed by his entranceinto the Minnesota senatorial race,a
move that gavehim the chanceto exit his failed show with his
pride still intact. It hasto be difficult for a manwho hasmade
a careerlampooning senatorsand talk show hosts assimple­
tons to learn he is unqualified for either job. - Tim Slagle

Most important election this year -
"Every four years,someonetells us this is the most important
election in our time," notesPBSnews anchorJim Lehrer. ilBut
the 2008election truly is the most important presidential elec­
tion in my life."

But how canwe tell how important anelection is until well
after it is over?Looking back over my life, I'd have to say the
2000election was the most impor-
tant. America survived Lyndon
Johnson. America survived
Richard Nixon. America survived
Bill Clinton. But America, as we
know it, may not survive George
Bush.

Bush got us into an unnec­
essary, expensive, and immoral
war. Bush greatly increaseddeficit
spending and unfunded obliga­
tions. By these actions, he effec­
tively destroyed the value of the
dollar on world markets, impos­
ing huge burdens on American
consumers.

One candidate this year prom­
ised to fix Bush's foreign policy
mistakes but continue spending.
The other promised to fix Bush'sbudgetary mistakesbut con­
tinue anaggressiveforeign policy. Soit is hard to seethis elec­
tion asimportant asthe one in 2000. - RandalO'Toole

One down? - Takea moment to pat the back of those
jurors who rang up Alaska Sen.Ted Stevenson sevenfelony
counts of corruption. Stevenshasmadea careerout of trans­
ferring money from taxpayers to Alaskan corporate interests,
and a fortune off making sure that some of that money falls
into his pocket along the way. It's likely to be a symbolic vic­
tory - Stevens,amazingly, looks to have beaten back the
challenge of Anchorage mayor Mark Begich, and no judge
will sentencean84-year-old sitting senator to jail time.

Stevenshas insisted that he ilwill fight this unjust verdict

with every ounce of energy I have." And at 84, who knows
how many ouncesof energy he'sgot left? No matter, it's - at
best - one felon out of Congress,a few hundred left.

- Andrew Ferguson

Disaster management- Free-marketsupporters
have already largely abandonedthe GOP after eight years of
Bush. Those remaining have trouble explaining to the many
popUlists why the events of the past several months do not
mean that government intervention in markets is a good
idea.

ThomasSowell describedthis election asa choicebetween
a disaster and a catastrophe. Who could disagree?But it is
perhaps more than a mere catastrophe that individual free­
dom continues to slip away, amid economictroubles that most
pundits think were causedby laissez-faire. - RossLevatter

Yeshe might - I am writing this Tuesday evening,
with 660/0 of the precincts reporting. As predicted, Obama
won, although his margin in the popular vote is less than

most of the polls predicted. The
Republicans have 40 Senateseats
wi th four more still undecided;
while the Democrats will have
majorities in both houses,it is not
yet clear if they will be filibuster
proof.

What remains to be discovered
is what sort of president Obama
will be. Judgedby his past record,
hewill bea very liberal onewhich,
combined with Democratic major­
ities in both houses,could be very
bad news. If, on the other hand,
you judge him by the academics
around him, people such as Cass
Sunstein,Larry Lessig,andAustan
Goolsby, and by the better ele­
ments of his campaign oratory, he

might turn out pretty well.
My hope - I think the odds are less than even but well

above zero - is that part of his idea of change involves
reshaping the policies that define the Democratic coalition,
abandoning much of the New Deal consensusand accepting
a considerable part of the free-market ideas associatedwith
Chicago and Reagan.The coalition would still define itself as
Left, but a Left defined by support for income redistribution
rather than extensiveintervention and regulation, and alsoby
support for greater liberty in social matters and, with luck,
lessarbitrary federal power.

If that happens, one result might be to shift a large part
of the libertarian vote, broadly defined, away from the

Liberty 7
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RepublicanParty,a party that hasgiven us very little of what
wewant over thepasttwo administrations.An administration
that limited its efforts to help the poor to giving them money,
while substantially reducing the degreeto which helping the
poor was used asjustification for policies that make most of
us, including most poor people,poorer, would be a consider­
able improvement over what both parties have been giving
us. It would be very much lessthan what we want, but prob­
ably asmuch aswe haveany basisto hopefor.

There is one result of special interest to libertarians. The
LP this yeartook thegambleof nominating anot very libertar­
ian candidate,a personwith a national reputation instead of
a hardcore libertarian, whom nobody outside the movement
had ever heard of. A few months back it looked asthough it
might payoff with a lot more votes than LP candidateshave
gotten in the past. Now that the votes are counted,however,
Barr seemsto have gotten about .4%,a little worse than the
party's bestpastshowing. - DavidFriedman

McDrain - Where did John McCain blow it? He was
looking rather steady up until the seconddebate,right after
the trillion dollar bailout waspassed.I've talked to many peo­
ple who claim that he made two big mistakes.He promised
to veto pork-barrel spending, then signed onto a bill after it
had beeninflated with $150billion of pure pork; it madehis
veto threats as uselessas Bob Dole before the invention of
Viagra.Secondly,hewent into the debateandannouncedthat
the federal government would buy up all the upside-down
mortgages,and let home owners refinancethem at a reduced
value. I think at that point most people decided that there
wasn't really too much differencebetweenthe candidates.

I alsowonder why JohnMcCain's military servicewasnot
more of an issueIn past elections,military heroeshave often
risen to the presidency:GeorgeWashington,Andrew Jackson,
Ulysses S. Grant, Teddy Roosevelt,Dwight D. Eisenhower,
and John F. Kennedy were just a few of our military heroes
to assumethe office. John McCain might have been a hero,
but hewasahero from a lost war, awar that many would like
to forget. Bill Ayers, who might as well have been fighting
alongsidethe Viet Cong during that conflict, was on the win­
ning sideof this electoralbattle. Perhapsthe popular compar­
isons betweenIraq and Vietnam have taken firm root in the
national zeitgeist. - Tim Slagle

Revenuers' resurgence- One of the underap­
preciated qualities of W. Bush's administration was its de­
emphasisonaggressivetacticsat theInternal RevenueService.
Despite the late-night television ads that screamabout liens,
levies,andseizures,the IRShasin fact trod relatively softly on
individuals and small businesses.

Expectthosedaysto beover.Thecombinationof the reces­
sionandObama'splansfor sharing thewealth will almostcer­
tainly meana return to aggressiveassessmentand collection
tactics.The antibusinessand antiindividualist nature of IRS
collectionpracticeshasbeenwell-documented.It is a political
vulnerability of the leviathan; and we needto hammer it con­
stantly. - JimWalsh

Theblack establishment - It seemsto me that
the Democrats should take a lot of blame for the country's
having to endureeight yearsof GeorgeW. Bushaspresident.
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It's not as if they gave us much choice.In 2000,they nomi­
nateda crackpot,the manwho both claimed to haveinvented
the internet and to have beenthe model for the RyanO'Neal
role in "Love Story." Compared to Al Gore,Bushlooked like
the soul of commonsenseand steadyleadership.

Then, in 2004,the Democratscameup with a truly loath­
somecharacter,a man who had launched his political career
by telling aSenatecommitteethat, in the rape-murder-pillage
department, American soldiers in Vietnam were worse than
the hordesof GenghisKhan - andwent on to lose the popu­
lar vote by almostexactly the number of Vietnam veteransin
the country.

It wasn't that way in 2008.This time, the losing sidenomi­
natedamanmostAmericanswould havebeenproud to have
aspresident.WhenJohnMcCain lost to amanwith anAfrican
father, it's not becausetheRepUblicanstripped over their own
toes.It's becausethe country really wanted Mr. Obamato be
president.Which saysanawful lot about our country.

To me, it saysthat it's time for the civil-rights industry to
shut the hell up. The election of an African American to the
presidencydidn't tome about becauseof somesuddenracial
awakening on Nov. 4, 2008.It cameabout becauseof a fun­
damental shift in racial attitudes that took placedecadesago.
Anybody who grew up in the'60sknows that the hearts-and­
minds work had been completed for a quarter of a century.
Minimum.

Since then, whatever racial divisiveness may still hold
African Americansbackhasn't comefrom the white commu­
nity, at leastfor the most part. It's comefrom the peoplewho
havemadegood lives for themselvesby claiming to represent
the grievancesof African Americans.

Which is my long-winded way of saying that the realles­
sonof yesterday'selection is that, not only isn't America par­
ticularly racist anymore, it hasn't been for a long time. And
thosepeoplewho madetheir careersby trying to seeto it that
the racial divisions of our past were never healed owe all of
us, and especiallyour African American brothers and sisters,
a huge apology. Don't you think so, Mr. Jackson?Wouldn't
you agree,Mr. Sharpton? - Bill Merritt

Self-medicating - The Medical Choicefor Arizona
Amendment, Proposition 101,sought to placein the Arizona
Constitution the right of citizensto optout of any government
healthcare program and spend their own money on their
own health as they saw fit - a seemingly innocuous claim.
If passed,it would potentially have set up a SupremeCourt
caseon federalism if a universal care program were passed
by Congress (according to Clint Bolick of the Goldwater
Institute). As I write, on the morning after the election, it is
failing by fewer than 1,000votesout of more than 1.68million
cast,despite being outspent four to one by pro-government
groups. Ironically, efforts to raise money for this proposi­
tion from out-of-state libertarian political philanthropists
failed becausethey thought the amendmenthadno chanceof
passing.It may still pass;over 100,000mailed ballots will be
counted tomorrow.

Meanwhile, Arizona's Prop 102,amending the statecon­
stitution to add to the existing clause on marriage "Only a
union of onemanandonewomanshallbevalid or recognized
asa marriage in this state" is currently passing,57-43%.Prop



8 in California, which amends the California constitution to
eliminate the recent judicially-recognized right of same-sex
couples to marry in that state has passed.It seemsthat as
the economy shrinks, so doespeople's empathy for the other
guy's problems, concerns,and desires. - RossLevatter

You'redoing it wrong - I occasionallyget emails
from a meetup list of Ron Paul supporters in the areaaround
Olympia, Wash.Theday before the election,anumberof fran­
tic emails were sent to people on the list. Among thesewas
one that included the following:

Weareonthevergeof electingamanthatcannotput hishand
ontheBibleandsweartouphold theConstitutionagainstene­
miesforeign and domestic.He can't do it, he cansayit, but
hecan'tup hold the oathbecausehe alreadysaidhe doesn't
believein it aswritten. He evenbelievesJesuswasblack,as
doeshis Afro-centric- non-American-centric"pastor!" ... I
hopeto GodtheManchurianCandidateMcCainwins andthe
despicableMarxist,Kenyan-born,Indonesiancitizen,mulatoo­
in-chiefwannabeloses.Thatson-of-a-bitchwill appointjudges
that makeRuthBader- theanti-christJew- Ginsberglook
like a moderate.TheFoundingFatherswill be spinning like
topsin theirgravesandit is ourgreatgrandparents,ourgrand­
parentsandour fault.

I've written before about the cranks that the libertarian
movement, like any group assembledaround a political phi­
losophy, attracts. In the months ahead,asObamatakesoffice
andwe debatehow the support of limited government should
go forward, we have to be mindful of the small-mindedness
and hatred that still exist in the world. And we have to make
sure there's no place for it in the rational opposition to the
new president's statism. Obama's ideas about individual
rights and property - not the color of his skin or the church
he frequents - are the problem. - JimWalsh

Rolling right along - There are several good
things I can say about the election. First, thank God the dis­
gusting campaignwe havehadto endurefor almost two years
is now over. Second,the election signals the end of the disas­
trous presidencyof GeorgeW. Bush.Third, andbestof all, the
Republican Party lost, and lost big. The bad thing, of course,
is that the American people electedthe most liberal and most
radical memberof the U.S.Senate.But what arewe to expect,
sincethe election wasnothing but a choicebetweena socialist
and a national socialist?

This has been an extraordinary campaign. The arrogant
Libertarian Party candidate, who spent his entire political
life as a Republican, campaigned more as a former mem­
ber of Congress than he did as a libertarian. When will the
Libertarian Party realize that sinceit hasno chanceof winning
the presidency, it might as well run on a radical libertarian
platform to get the libertarian messageout? Meanwhile, the
bestcandidate in the RepublicanParty primaries was the true
libertarian. Evenso,he was treated shamefully by someliber­
tarians, andwith utter contempt by others.

This election signifies a wholesale repudiation of the
despicable Bush presidency. With his unnecessary wars,
infringements of civil liberties, violations of the Constitution,
establishment of an imperial presidency, and destruction
of the economy, he will go down in history as the worst
RepUblicanpresident sinceLincoln.

TheRepublicansdeservedto loseasbadly asthey did, and
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more. Their crony capitalism, profligate spending, massive
government, mockery of the Constitution, open-endedwars,
acceptanceof the neoconservativeagenda,and empty rheto­
ric of free markets and limited government earned them the
wrath of voters,who, in response,finished the job they started
in the last congressionalelection.

Unfortunately, theRepublicanParty'slossistheDemocratic
Party's gain. This is the party that Strom Thurmond left in
1964, saying, among other things, that it was "leading the
evolution of our nation to a socialistic dictatorship." Barack
Obama,with his radical associations,his life spent in the ser­
vice of racial preference, his aberrant Christianity, and his
plan to further redistribute the wealth of taxpayersto tax eat­
ers will certainly lead us closer to the promised land of the
hard-left state feared by Thurmond. We can expect a bigger,
more intrusive, and more interventionist government.

As a Christian, I find Obama'sposition on abortion repre­
hensible.But becauseI believe that pro-life sentimentsshould
be extended to foreigners outside of the womb, I have equal
contempt for McCain's support of perpetual war. As usual, no
matter whowon the election, the American people who trea­
sure more liberty and lessgovernment lost. The welfare-war­
fare statewill continue unabated. - LaurenceM. Vance

Our Founders' failures - Many proponents of
gun control justify the obvious constitutional violation by not­
ing that our founders could never have conceivedthe weap­
onry availablein a modernworld. Muskets andcannonswere
the most technologically advancedweaponsof their day; even
simple repeating rifles were still years away. This forgivable
oversight on the part of our founders is the reasonwhy the
SecondAmendment is often reinterpreted, evenby strict orig­
inalists. Only the most ardent libertarians recognizean indi­
vidual's right to beara nuclear missile.

I believe another oversight was the founders inability to
foreseemassmedia. In a day whennewstraveled at the speed
of horseback and electricity was a strange force Benjamin
Franklin pulled out of the sky, who could haveimagined tele­
graphs?Today radios, televisions, and computers bring can­
didates into our homes and cars, and it is very easy for the
audienceto imagine a personal relationship with candidates.

Nor did the founders imagine that their distain they held
for democracywould ever be forgotten by the American peo­
ple. They assumed that the task of appointing a president
would always fall to the legislature, unless by rare circum­
stance the nation would need to rally behind a single can­
didate. The founders believed that only a handful of men
would ever gain the type of national popularity that George
Washingtonheld, but in today's political arenahewould seem
like a folk singer.

So imagine our founders' dismay had they foreseenthe
election we all witnessed on Nov. 4th. An election that was
not based on any real knowledge of a candidate's position
or accomplishments,but one basedentirely on a cult of per­
sonality. The more cynical among us might actually consider
Barack Obama the highest level affirmative action appoint­
ment in the entire history of equal opportunity. Meanwhile,
consider all the wonderful things we have to look forward
to: energy rationing, nationalized health care, and manda­
tory public service have all been suggested.Not to mention
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a couple SupremeCourt appointments that will make Noam
Chomsky look like a moderate.

Perhaps, if our founders had known how presidents
would be electedin our time, they would have securedthe
reins a little bit tighter; but the horseis out of the barn. There
is no way Americans would ever tolerate a tightening now.
They are convinced that voting for president is a basic con­
stitutional right of every citizen, no matter how ignorant or
uninformed that citizen might be.Eventhe ElectoralCollege,
oneof the lastmechanismsin placeto prevent apopulist pres­
ident, is under scrutiny in somepolitical quarters,and many
want to eliminate it.

Sowhat do we have left? Perhapswe do need to regulate
the First Amendment with the sameenthusiasmandrationale
somehave for regulating the Second.Or perhapswe needto
reconsiderthe banon nuclearmissiles. - Tim Slagle

Theneedfor liberty - The morning after the elec­
tion, CNN's online servicereported that Wall Streetmight be
happy enough with Obama: II 'The people have spoken and
it's wonderful that the SupremeCourt didn't have to decide
the election. Obama has a pretty clear mandate,' said Phil
Dow, director of equity strategy for RBC CapitalMarkets in
Minneapolis." Meanwhile, the stockmarket fell 486points.

As I emphasized after the last presidential election
("politics vs. Ideology: How Elections Are Won," February
2005),American elections are ordinarily won by slim mar­
gins. Talk·about "mandates" is always heard from adherents
of the winning party, but it almost never amounts to any­
thing. Further,both the winning andthe losing sidesarecom­
posedof suchdiversevoters,swayedby suchdiverseinterests
and priorities, that attributing a candidate'svictory to public
agreementon someidea or philosophy is preposterous.

Victory can,of course,be speciouslyattributed to almost
anything that might haveprovided awinning margin: a small
gaffe madeby the opposition, a rise or fall in economicindi­
cators,somelocal proposition that drew certain voters to the
polls in a statethat happenedto be crucial. Any of thesefac­
tors, onceidentified, can be used to explain the whole thing
- at leastby peoplewho areprofessionaladvocatesor adver­
sariesof specialcausesand interests.

After the 2004election, we heard much about how the
religious Right had engineereda victory for the Republicans
by attacking gay marriage and so forth. Shall we now hear
that the religious Left, of whom Sen.Obamais the most dis­
tinguished representative (even ahead of Bill Moyers, who
routinely calls himself "this Baptist"), engineered the 2008
electionby supporting its own causesand interests?Or shall
we hear that it was antigay bigots in California who elected
Obama,becausethe statesimultaneously voted for him and
for abanon gay marriage?Naturally, we won't heareither of
thesethings - but only becausethe media are overwhelm­
ingly in favor of Obamaandareoverwhelmingly sympathetic
to the religious Left.

Yet the point is made:it was not one issue,cause,or ideo­
logical principle that in 2008gavethe Democratsanelectoral
victory that was well within the normal range of American
voting patterns. I would argue that the Democrats' ideology
was actually so evanescent,its candidatesso weak, its pol­
icy suggestionsso unpopular, that their opponents almost
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stopped them, despite the country's massiveeconomicprob­
lemsand the Republicans'obvious incompetence.

However that may be, I am with thosewho believe that
the defeatof the RepublicanParty will be good for it. It now
hasthechanceto throw out the country-club Republicansand
RINOs (Republicansin Name Only) who have dominated it
during this administration, and return to a sincereadvocacy
of limited government, thus returning meaningful choice to
party politics.

Clearly,libertarian thought,andlibertarian thinkers,will be
neededif the GOPis to stageacomeback.Libertariansshould
keep in touch with whatever forces exist in the Democratic
Party that are favorable to personal liberty, reminding them
always that liberty is liberty, and that granting my freedom
to sleepwith whom I want is no different, in moral principle,
from granting my freedom to spendmy money asI want. But
the Democrats,headywith victory, neither neednor want us.
TheRepublicans- who claim to be the party of limited gov­
ernment, which the Democratsnever do - have a real need
for us now, and many of them know that they do.

This is no time for libertarians to give up on American
political life, or to sacrificeopportunities to influence it. It is
the best time of all for libertarians to interest themselvesin
the RepublicanParty and in every caucus,thinktank, petition
drive, and political action group that can give it an impetus
toward liberty. - StephenCox

Getting rid - The election is finally over, and the
Democrats have gained the presidency and increasedtheir
majorities in bothhousesof Congress.Politically, they seemto
havecomefull circle from 1968,when the New Dealcoalition,
which had dominated U.S.politics for a generation,beganto
disintegrate. Perhapsmore importantly, the voters have ele­
vated an African American to the highest office, a result few
expectedwhen BarackObamadeclaredhis candidacyalmost
two yearsago.

What causedthis outcome,and where could it take us in
the future?

It is quite clear (to me, at least) that the country has not
truly veeredthat far to the left. Theheavy Republicandefeats
in 2006and 2008were the result of the failed policies of the
Bush administration. Those policies, labeled IIcompassion­
ateconservatism"by the administration's defenders,looked
suspiciously liberal to the detachedobserver.Out of control
spendingat homeandnationbuilding abroadwereneverpart
of the Republican agendabefore 2000.The former was the
product of the Rovian conceptionof sacrificing principles for
votes.The latter was something that Bush explicitly rejected
in the 2000campaign, then took up as president - partly, I
believe,asa fig leaf to concealthe oedipal nature of his drive
for war in Iraq, and partly as a concessionto the idealistic
(or, to be plain, soft-headed)quality often displayed by the
American people in foreign affairs.

At the sametime, the Bush administration signally failed
to police the nation's financial markets. To set the rules of
the gameand seethat they areenforcedis a classicconserva­
tive principle of government going back to Adam Smith and
beyond. The administration's failure in this basic task led to
the mortgage bubble, its inevitable bursting, and the credit
crunch and economicslowdown that followed.



The Democratic victory, then, was a "throw the bums
out" affair, asopposedto a major ideological swing. Indeed,
Republican lossesshould have been even heavier than they
were. The standardbearer,John McCain, ran a terrible cam­
paign. He selectedasa running mate a woman of vast inex­
perience and mind-numbing banality, though her shapely
legsand come-hitherwinks apparently won over somegoofy
right-wing pundits, aswell assomevotersof theyokel variety
who might otherwisehavestayedhome.

A blowout of 1964 proportions should have hit the
Republicans.It didn't quite happen, first becausethe country
hasnot moved that far to the left, and secondbecauseBarack
Obamawasthe Democraticpresidential candidate.

Obamacanalmost be called an accidentalpresident.Had
he failed to win the Iowa caucuses,he would today still be
the first-term senator he was when he boldly declared his
candidacy. Hillary Clinton, who defeatedhim first in New
Hampshire and then in a string of head-to-headcontestsin
someof the biggeststates,would today be the president-elect
had she(or for that matter, any other Democraticcandidate)
defeatedObama in Iowa. A few thousand Iowa Democrats
decidedwho the next presidentwould be.

Had the financial panic that beganin Septemberoccurred
after the election, I believeObamawould still have won. He
never trailed in the polls, save for a brief period immedi­
ately after the Republicanconvention.But his margin, I think,
would have been razor-thin, despite the fact that 2008was
going to be a Democraticyear.Absent the meltdown on Wall
Street,Obama'srace,and his inexperience,would havemade
the electionmuch closerthan it turned out to be.

But I come to praise Obama, not bury him. Like fellow
right-wingers Chuck Hagel, Peggy Noonan, Christopher
Buckley, Ken Duberstein, and SusanEisenhower, I favored
him over McCain. Speakingfor myself only, I regard his vic­
tory aspossiblythelastchancewehaveto rein in theAmerican
empire before it brings us to ruin. Obamamay not be ableor
perhaps even willing to do much about this. But I am con­
vinced that McCain would have been far worse, continuing
the Bush line toward Iraq and Iran and pushing a forward
policy in placeslike Georgia,with potentially terrible conse­
quencesfor our country.

Of course,the very fact that anAfrican American haswon
the presidency is itself something to celebrate.America suf­
fers from two original sins.The first, unredressedto this day,
is its treatmentof theaboriginal peoples.Thesecondwasslav­
ery. Wefought the Civil War in large part to expungethat sin.
The Civil Rights movement of the 1950sand '60s marked a
further step.Now, with the elevationof anAfrican American
to thehighestoffice,we may perhapsbeapproaching(though
it is no doubt still distant) the day when raceno longer mat­
ters in America.

Obama is a smart and disciplined person, but he lacks
experience.Much will dependon the quality of the peoplehe
choosesto advise him and managethe machinery of govern­
ment. I tend to believehe will choosewisely, but perhapsthis
is merewishful thinking.

There are undoubtedly people in the Democratic Party
who want to move policy far to the left. DespiteObama'slib­
eral record in the Senate,I believehe will try to govern more
from the center,which in a Democratic context meansalong
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the linesof Bill Clinton. Thelatter liked to refer to his adminis­
tration asthe "EisenhowerRepublicans,"and therewas truth
in this.

The fact that we are awashin debt should do something
to restrain the Democraticimpulse to spend,while the severe
slowdown in the economyought to make even the most lib­
eral Democrathesitatebeforeraising taxes.

I don't want to sound too optimistic about the future.
The problems aheadare enormous and perhaps intractable.
Obamamay rise to the occasion;he may havewithin him the
makings of a great president. Nevertheless,we could be in a
declinethat no individual, howevergifted hemight be,cando
anything to reverse.

Where the Republicansgo from hereis a mystery. During
the Bushyears,the party was cannibalizedby a combination
of Rovians and the God boys and gals of the obscurantist
right; what remainedof the old GOPwasbetrayedby the free
marketeersgonewild at placeslike Enron and Countrywide
Financial.They haveno one.Palin?Romney?Louisiana gov­
ernor BobbyJindal?Please.TheRepublicanParty is in serious
disarray, and in danger of being completely absorbedby the
social conservativemovement.If libertarians have their wits
about them, they will try to take advantageof what may be a
oncein a lifetime opportunity. - JonHarrison

My day wasworse,andwe liked it - A lot
is being madeabout the tough job PresidentObamawill face
when he takesoffice. Comparableto the situation the incom­
ing president facedin 1968,a lot of peoplesay.

Obamadefinitely hassomethings to deal with. The econ­
omy is in the tank. Most of the rest of the world would like
to wring our necks.We are ashamedof ourselvesfor what
our government let happenin GuantanamoandAbu Ghraib,
andwe aremortified by how cataclysmicallyincompetentour
outgoing presidenthasbeenin identifying andprotecting our
national interests.But tough like 1968?Gimme abreak.

Thethings PresidentObamawill confrontaren't evenclose
to what PresidentNixon hadto dealwith. In 1968,thecountry
wasburning down. RobertKennedyhadbeenmurdered and,
a few weekslater, Martin Luther King. This morning (it was
morning here in Africa, anyway) when Sen.McCain gavehis
concessionspeech,the news showedpictures of JesseJackson
with tearsstreamingdown his face.This is not the sameracial
climate we were in 40yearsago.

In August of '68, we had to watch while Soviet tanks put
anend to the PragueSpring. Tearsstill streamdown my face,
sometimes,when I think about that. ThisAugust, we watched
while Russiantanks rolled into parts of a tiny, former Soviet
republic to protect separatist Russians from having artil­
lery piecesfired at them. And now, that sameformer Soviet
Republic is lobbying to join NATO. This is not the samesitua­
tion America facedin Europe40yearsago.

Today we areon the vergeof easingour way out of a war
in the Middle East,a war we never should have gotten into.
Thefact that thepresidentof Iraq hasaskedusto gojust makes
the going that much easier.In '68, we were trapped in a war
in SoutheastAsia, another war we never should havegotten
into. Thefact that the presidentof SouthVietnam wasdesper­
ate to keepus theremadeit almost impossible to leave.

Today, the biggest threat from China is tainted milk and
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poisoned dog food.In '68 we were fighting Chinese troops
in Vietnam. Okay, so youdidn't know that. It was a pretty
tightly-held secret. Seemed to Uncle that thewar might
become even more demoralizing if the folks back home got
wind that their boys were involvedin a landwar in Asia with
China. The only peoplein on the secret wereour government,
the Vietnamese, the Chinese,and our boys. As a sergeant of
mine put it, when some six-foot-six-yahooin a strange uni­
form starts shootingat you, it don't take Margaret Mead to
know he ain't Vietnamese.

In '68, I spent election nightin an evacuation hospital
in Vietnam watching the returnson television. Nixon vs.
Humphrey vs. Wallace.Now there's a setof candidates for
you. Those three alone showhow much better things have
become. I spent this election night asleep.In the morning I
went over to the embassy.It was the Africanswho were
bleary-eyed from watching television all night. From watch­
ing our elections.And the goodwill they felt forwhat we had
done... well, it wasn't like anything Isawin '68.

Here'swhat I would like President Obama to do: cut back
on the fear rhetoric. One of the things I resent, maybe the
thing I most resent, about President Bush ishow he has spent
the last seven years trying toturn our brave citizens into a
nation of scaredy-cats.

Sure, just short of three thousand people diedon Sept.
11, 2001.But here's another statistic. Just short of 700,000
Americans have diedin combat. That's just in combat.If you
count the oneswho died in service duringour wars, the total
is well over a million. All those people giving their lives to
defend the freedoms ofour citizens,and our outgoing presi­
dent wants to toss it aside because of 3,000 peopleat home?

The way we keep faithwith our dead soldiers is to cher­
ish what they gave their lives for. I agreewith a notein the
Atlantic a few months ago.We should declare the victims of
9/11 Martyrs for Freedom, forget about all these security mea­
sures,and go on with our lives. - Bill Merritt

Out, damnedblot - Polls showed that most vot­
ers thought McCain was beston foreign policy and Obama
beston the economy. I thought just the opposite, so after long
inner debate, I mailedin my Oregon ballotwith a check in the
McCain box.

But as the returns camein election night, I realized that I
would be angry if McCain won. When the networks called it

"That's his Nobel Peace Prize - he captured
it from the Kingof Sweden."
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for Obama the moment Pacific Coast polls closed, I was sur­
prised by the tears streamingdown my face.

For too long, much of America's black populationhas
effectively been outside ofour economy. Forty years ago,
black per-capita incomes were·57%of white's; today they are
still just 59%.We can debate the causes,but fundamentally
this lack of improvement is a blotonAmerica.

A big part of the problem is that blacksdid not believe
they had the same opportunitiesopen to whites. Now they
see they do, so maybe we can finallyput to rest all ofour past
problems with slavery, segregation,andJim Crow. This alone
makes Obama's election something to beproud of.

Obama's economic policiesmayprove to be a disaster,and
we will have to dealwith that. For the moment, Iamproud to
live in a country that elected its first minority president.

- Randal O'Toole

Prix fixe - Spending as a percentage of GDP was 18.4%
in 2000,Clinton's last year.It was 20.0% in 2007.It will cer­
tainly be larger in2008.My guess is thatby the end of an
Obama presidency, lookingup the percentage of CDP spent
by government will be like reading themenuat a very expen­
sive restaurant.No itemized figures - just a little noteat the
bottom of the page saying"If you haveto ask the price,you
shouldn't have come in here." -Ross Levatter

Watchingfor Obama'sMixner - With a her­
aIded Democrat heading to the White House, I've been think­
ing back to the last time we were in this position. One useful
episode from the early days of Bill Clinton's administration
was his treatment of David Mixner.

Who's that?you ask.
These days, David Mixner livesin relative obscurity in

upstate New York. Back in the early 1990s, he was a politi­
cal macher in southern Californiaand the man to seefor" gay
money" on the West Coast.He was an early and major sup­
porter of BillClinton, raising critical funds for the charismatic
Man from Hopeand securingwhat he thought was Clinton's
commitment on changing U.S.military policy to allow gays
to serve openly in the armed forces. At one of Clinton's inau­
gural balls, Mixner gave a speech looking forward to years of
working with Clinton on progressive causes.

But Clinton's definition of "progressive" wasnot the same
as Mixner's. Clinton quickly concocted"don't ask,don't tell"
as military policy on dealing with soldiers' sex lives. Many
political activists - including Mixner - opposed"don't ask,
don't tell" as a sleazy compromiseand unacceptable affront.
Clinton quickly cut all ties to Mixner, whose image changed
from connected political insider to foolish political naif. In
current political argot, Clinton threw Mixnerunder the bus.

As the author of "The Audacity of Hope" moves into 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue,who will his David Mixner be? The
answer to that questionmay offer a tactical foothold for coun­
tering Obama's statist ambitions. -JimWalsh

Thearchetypal president- As early as March
2007, LA Times columnist David Ehrenstein,an African­
American on the Hollywood beat, was writing a column
identifying Barack Obama as a "magical Negro." This stock
character, typifiedby Will Smith in "The Legend of Bagger
Vance" or Morgan Freeman in about ahundred different



movies, is the ethnic minority who appearson the sceneat
just the right time to say just the right thing to produce an
epiphany for the bumbling white protagonist. He hasno his­
tory and no goals of his own; he exists solely to further the
formulaic plot.

The last year and a half of campaigning has only served
to validate Ehrenstein'sdiagnosis.As henoted then, Obama's
appealhasnothing to do with anything that hehasdone,writ­
ten, or said - likely becausethere is so little actual content in
any of his actions,writings, or speeches- but rather with the
way that he saysthings: comforting, mildly passionate,never
outright threatening: what his now-VP JoeBiden onceembar­
rassingly termed "articulate."

I wasastonished,over thecourseof theelection,how many
people I knew whose judgment I generally trusted in day-to­
day life who went absolutely mad over Obama(in the words
of one of them, "drinking the Obama Kool-Aid"). It wasn't
until I went back and found Ehrenstein's article, much lam­
pooned by Rush Limbaugh at the time, that it finally clicked:
for all his true believers,we really are living in a movie, and
Barack Obama really can, yes he can, walk onto the screen
andhelp our bumbling white country out of the messit's got­
ten itself in: "Like a comic-book superhero,Obamais there to
help, out of the sheergoodnessof a heart ,ve neednot know
or understand. For aswith all Magic Negroes,the lessreal he
seems,the more desirable he becomes.If he were real, white
America couldn't project all its fantasies of curative black
benevolenceon him."

Trouble is, the problems we face are not limited to a
wonky golf swing or a lack of social graces.Obama's first
term would have to be considered a successif there is even
a gradual drawdown of troops in the Middle East, coupled
with a return of someidea of fiscal responsibility asmeasured
by a decline in thenational debt. Theserealistic goals,and no
more, should be the expectation - but it is not for his realism
that he was selected.

If Obamafails to deliver on all that is expectedof him ­
and how could he not? - the disillusionment will be perva­
sive and vicious. And archetypes,for all the life we pump into
them, do not die peacefully. - Andrew Ferguson

In agiant's footsteps - Thephraseof themoment
is "Transformational Presidency."PresidentObama'selection
will transform our politics, so the phrasemongers say. I'm
pretty surehe will. In fact, I'm pretty surehealready has.But,
transformation-wise, he hassomebig shoesto fill.

I don't think we give outgoing President Bush sufficient
credit in the transforming-our-politics department. Nobody
in my lifetime, nobody in many lifetimes, hastransformed our
politics as quickly or as thoroughly asour current president.
When President Bush took office, the House and the Senate
were controlled by Republicans,the budgetwasrunning huge
surpluses,we were at peace,and the only gripe most foreign­
ershad againstus was that we were a bit smugabout it all. In
just two terms, he hasmanagedto turn all this around.

Think what a historical achievement this is. President
Reaganand SpeakerGingrich transformed our politics away
from thecorruption andarroganceof congressionalDemocrats
who had been entrenched for generations. President Bush
quickly changed it back. President Obama has his work cut
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out for him if hewants to competewith his predecessorin the
transforming-our-politics department. I know it's unfair but,
sometimes,asin the caseof Andrew Johnson,a president has
the ill fortune to follow a giant and, no matter how great he
really is, just looks ordinary in comparison. - Bill Merritt

Themessageis the method - Obamawon not
becausehe captured the center, but becauseMcCain aban­
doned it. McCain's selection of Palin as running mate and
his campaign focus on Obama's "socialism" pandered to the
Republican basebut alienated the independents who tip the
balancein our national elections.

Where do conservatives-libertarians-Republicansgo from
here?Two groups - the socialandneoconservatives(who are
fiscally ambiguous) and centrists (who tend to befiscally con­
servativebut aresocially ambiguous) - will struggle for con­
trol of what is left of the Republican Party.

The social conservatives, represented by Palin and
Huckabee,representa recipe for a permanentminority party
asthey will never attract the independents.The centrists, rep­
resentedby people like Arnold SChwarzeneggerand Indiana
Governor Mitch Daniels, have a better chanceeven if their
positions seeminconsistent and lessprincipled.

Someclaim that libertarians cantip the balancein national
politics, but I haven't seenit. They can,however, tip the bal­
ancein Republican politics. One goal should be to make sure
the neoconshave no influence on the centrist wing. Another
should beto presentthe centrist platform in away that attracts
the social conswithout supporting their somewhat theocratic
agenda.Finally, libertarians can firm up the fiscal conserva­
tism of the centrists.

Remember, no one after Bill Clinton's election in 1992
expectedthe Republicantakeoverof Congressin 1994.No one
after Bush's election in 2000expected the Democratic take­
over of Congressin 2006.The pendulum will swing back,
its return will comesooner if we can presenta coherentmes­
sageto the nation's political middle. - RandalO'Toole

Treating the symptoms - I've lived in the
St. Louis area for about a year and a half now, and during
that time have received several invitations to attend local
Libertarian Party events.I finally availed myself of the oppor­
tunity on election night.

I worried at first that showing up might seemhypocriti­
cal for a confirmed nonvoter like me. After all, third parties
are constantly struggling to maintain the tiny sliver of total
returns that will keep them automatically on future ballots, so
individual votes matter much more to them than they would
to either of the major parties.

I also felt slightly guilty about not having registered to
vote before this election, becauseI had the chanceto pick as
my congressionalrepresentativenoneother than Tom Knapp,
a guy I've known (online, at least) since the halcyon days of
Free-Market.net.

As it turned out, nobodyseemedto mind - leastof all Tom,
who sayshedoesn'twant to be in chargeof anything anyway.
But an even weightier topic that didn't arise that night was
the fact that I'm not sure I want the Libertarian Party to suc­
ceedat all. I think electoral politics in general is a poor strat­
egy to change the world for the better, becausethe political
processis largely concernedwith tackling only the symptoms
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of larger, more fundamental, problems.Themore that people
who genuinely care about improving society embroil them­
selvesin partisan bickering, the lesstime they have to spend
on more productive, lasting forms of socialchange.

Similarly, I've always viewed the Libertarian Party assort
of a "make-work" project for libertarian activists,theelectoral
equivalentof digging ditchesandfilling them in again.Justas
that kind of planned-economyjob actsasa dual drain on the
economy,by taking workers out of the productive labor force
andby supporting them with tax dollars that could havegone
to private use,the Libertarian Party attractsboth funding and
activists that might have otherwise have been employed in
any number of activities that would have spread libertarian
ideas in more useful ways. I think the prospectsfor freedom
suffer somewhatasparty activistspersist in playing Sisyphus
year after agonizingyear.

To the extent that the Libertarian Party succeedselector­
ally, it will do soeither by becomingmore mainstreamor by
appealing to a societywhoseviews havechangedto embrace
the ideasof liberty. Yet if the party waters down its platform
to gain votes,there's little point in its existenceasan alterna­
tive to the two-party system.On the other hand, if it's possi­
ble for the prevailing philosophical winds to changefirst, that
would demonstratethat intensive interest in electoralpolitics
was a red herring all along.

Still, aslong asthe Libertarian Party doesexist, I'm happy
to root for its small successes,and I'm always glad to seethe
thousandsof votesthat arecastin abid for freedom,however
small a percentagethey tum out to be. As Tom Knapp put
it, he tries to spreadthe attitude that IIevery time we run, we
win." He may have something,at that. I canat least join him
in thumbing my noseat both major parties. - EricD. Dixon

Bailing in - McCain lost the election (and I can't say
I'm unhappy about it) in late Septemberwhenhedid not dis­
tinguish himself from ObamaandBushby opposing the bail­
out. Evenif he didn't think opposition was the besteconomic
move (and I think it would have been),he is so ignorant of
economicsit's hard to believehehad a strong opinion on the
matter.Opposition wassoclearly theonly political movelead­
ing to the checkmateof Obamathat he wasextremely foolish
not to opposeit.

One can only imagine the McCain ads that could have
beenrun: "Wall St. Fat Catswant $700billion of yourmoney.
And Bush and Obamawant to give it to them. Only McCain
believes that taxpayers shouldn't be on the hook for Wall
Street'smistakes.Don't continue to acceptBush-Obamapoli­
cies.Vote McCain for Change." The irony alone would have
beenworth risking the economyfor. - RossLevatter

Going nowherefast - It is widely agreedthat gov­
ernment failure causedthe current economic crisis, though
not everyoneagreeson just what that failure was. Ironically,
asNBC anchor Brian Williams noted during Tuesdaynight's
election coverage,the responseis that "more people arenow
viewing government as the solution and not the problem."
It will be sad indeed if we end up suffering from more gov­
ernment failures asa responseto government failures of the
past.

To use one example,despite the seriouseconomiccondi­
tions we face,voters in Seattle,Los Angeles,andSonomaand
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Marin counties,California, approvedsales-taxincreasesto pay
for ridiculously expensiverail transit projects.The L.A. and
Sonoma-Marin projects actually gained more than the two­
thirds majorities that California requiresfor tax increases,and
SanJosevoters fell just 0.4%short of the two-thirds required
for a tax increasefor a $6.2billion extensionof the BART sys­
tem that, plannersadmit, won't relieve congestionanywhere.

From the viewpoint of sensibletransportation policy, the
worst news of the electionwas California voters' approval of
the state'sselling $9 billion worth of bonds for a high-speed
rail system.California can't afford to repay thosebonds,but
since no tax increase was involved, the 520/0 support was
enoughto passthe measure.

Becausethe total cost is likely to exceed $60 billion,
California's high-speed rail will be the mother of all mega­
projects. No one knows where the money will come from,
but once they spend $9 billion, project advocateswill argue
that someonewill have to pony up the rest to "complete the
system."

The real danger, as I previously noted here, is that
California's congressional delegation will get Congress to
matchCalifornia's funds, which will leadFlorida, Illinois, and
other statesto demand their shareof high-speed rail funds.
The federal government can no more afford to do this than
California, but don't count on a DemocraticCongressto take
that into consideration. - RandalO'Toole

Cutting our losses - Is Obama'svictory better for
liberty or worse than aMcCain victory would havebeen?

McCain would "stay the course" in Iraq for another cou­
ple of years,accomplishingnothing at a costof thousandsof
lives, find somepretext for declaring victory, and withdraw
the majority (but probably not all) of our troops. Obamawill
quickly appoint a task force to comeup with a timetable for a
completewithdrawal of our troops - a withdrawal that will
probably take a couple of years and cost thousandsof lives,
but may indeed be complete.Huge advantagein rhetoric,but
only a slight actualadvantagefor Obama.

Under Obama,our tax burden will rise, and his adminis­
tration's actionswill increasethe duration and the severity of
the current economicdisruption. Under McCain, our tax bur­
den would have risen, although his administration's actions
would not be nearly as detrimental to our economy. Slight
edgefor McCain.

Obamawill continue the War on Drugs, asMcCain would
have. Obama will appoint justices who find Constitutional
justification for almost any tax, regulation, or restriction;
McCain would have done the same. Neither Obama nor
McCain will do anything to addressthe looming unfunded
liabilities (SocialSecurity,Medicare,etc.)crisis.The two men
areequally bad in theseareas.

Obamawill triumphantly increasefunding for government
schools,teachers,andunions;anddo his utmost to ensurethat
neither the students nor their parents have any alternatives
available.McCain would heroically increasefunding for gov­
ernment schools,teachers,and unions; and occasionallytout
the benefitsof schoolchoice,but probably do little to actually
implement educationalreform. Slight edgeto McCain.

Obamawill fill his IIadministration of hope and change"
with "outsiders" who've been in DC for as little as half a



lifetime, whose policies will run the gamut from middle Left
to fully socialist. McCain's administration would be filled
with "mavericks," some of whom might have onceheld real
jobs (but most from DC) whose policies would run the gamut
from middle Left to neoconservative.McCain's administra­
tion might be marginally more efficient, meaning it would
require lessenergy to pick our pockets and restrict our liber­
ties. I think this one'sa wash.

McCain is a statist who would, like W. Bush, ignore civil
liberties and expand the reach of the federal government.
Obama, especially given the Democrat-controlled Congress,
will do even more to acceleratethe government's growth.
And yet I think the country is better off under Obama.Oncea
President McCain's big-government policies proved ruinous,
the electoratewould embracesomething even closer to out­
right socialism;when President Obama'spolicies prove ruin­
ous, there is an off-chancethat the electoratewill realize that
government is the problem, not the solution. - Mark Rand

Delayedresponse- In the hours after Obamawon
the presidential election, I felt no passionatereaction. Neither
cathartic joy nor consuming dread.How dangerouscanhebe?
One more careeristmediocrity from Harvard with an exalted
senseof self-importance. But, as the hours have turned to
days, a strong impulse has worked its way up from the far
recessesof my consciousness.I feel the urge to buy a hand­
gun. Maybe two. I suspectthey're going to beharder to come
by, legally. - Jim Walsh

Buddy list - I first remember hearing "guilt by asso­
ciation" debated during the HUAC hearings of 1948. The
people whose Communist Party cards were produced at the
hearings were considered by the Left as victims of guilt by
association.The Left held that to be a member of a closed,
secretpolitical organization that advocated the overthrow of
the American government and engagedin actsof espionage,
sabotage, and murder was irrelevant to one's convictions,
loyalties, character, values, judgment, or actions. Of course,
these same liberals would not have dreamed of saying that
condemning membersof the Nazi Party was the error of guilt
by association.

During this year's election campaign, Barack Obama's
many years of closeassociationwith such far-left radicals as
the ReverendWright and the terrorist William Ayers - not to
mention radical supporters of Near Easterncauses- and his
acceptanceof friendship, sponsorship, and money from such
people, was deemed irrelevant to his convictions, loyalties,
character,values, judgment, or actionsupon becoming presi­
dent. It cannot have been easy for him to have befriended,
over the years - by chance,so he claims - so many on the
far Left, and to haveavoided forming chancefriendships with
radicals of the Right. And oddly, he doesnot appear to have
any friends, mentors, or "old uncles" among libertarians.

To placea man under suspicionbecauseof the people
he associateswith is sometimes unjust and sometimes not,
depending on the nature and extent of the associations.If
Obamahad dinner with a man who later that night robbed a
bank, the police would legitimately question him to discover
the nature of their relationship and to learn whether Obama
had any knowledge of the man's criminal activities. But if it
were shown that Obama scarcelyknew the man and had no
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knowledge of his activities, he would be clearedof any suspi­
cion or guilt.

Suppose,however, that the two hadbeenfriends for many
years, that the other man had a well-known history of ille­
gal activities, that he had often publicly denounced bank­
ers and said that their property should be seized by anyone
who could take it, that he had contributed to Obama'spolit­
ical campaigns and raised money for him, and that he had
received favors and support from Obama, and funding for
his radical organizations. Surely then there would be serious
questions about Obama's values, judgment, and ideological
commitment to legality, Thesequestionswould not lose their
legitimacy simply by being labeled "guilt by association."
They do not lose their legitimacy simply becauseof his elec­
tion. - BarbaraBranden

Bad beat - McCain's decisive loss to Obama resulted
from numerousfactors, someobvious, somenot.

Certainly, he was up against tall odds. Start with money.
Obama,reneging on his promise to stay within the voluntary
campaign finance reform rules that both he and McCain had
said they favored, was able to outspend McCain by a huge
margin. Obama spent over $600 million, an all-time high.
Here, McCain fell victim to his own silly law - he had coop­
eratedwith the Dems,and they usedit to their advantage.He
"reached acrossthe aisle" to them" and they screwedhim. So
much for bipartisanship.

Again, McCain's lack of communicative skills, recog­
nized all along as a problem, certainly hurt him. Obamais a
slick speaker.He is able to lie with breathtaking coolness.He
makesBill Clinton look like an amateur, no doubt part of the
reasonClinton so obviously dislikes him.

Then there was the unprecedentedly blatant media bias
in favor of Obama. It is easy to lie or rapidly change your
professed views when the media won't call you on it. NBC
in particular went crazy, spending more time examining Joe
the Plumber's record than Obama the next president. When
the independent investigator looking into Palin's firing of an
appointee issued a report exonerating her - only 12 hours
before the election! - the mainstream media said virtually
nothing. And they said virtually nothing about the numerous
misstatementsand gaffesmadeby both Biden and Obama.

And while McCain had to struggle to shore up his base
(deeply divided over immigration), Obamahad a baseeager
to support him.

But in the final analysis,McCain failed becausehis popu­
list instincts renderedhim unable to control the final narrative
in the race.

By "the narrative" I meanthe public understanding of the
pastcausesof a given crisis and one'sproposedsolution to it,
going forward (which is much more important to the public
than one'spastposition on the issues).As Orwell put it, who­
ever controls the pastcontrols the future.

Therewere threemajor issuesin this long campaign,issues
that drove both racesand that needed"big picture" explain­
ing: first Iraq, then the oil crisis, and finally the financial mar­
ket meltdown. McCain managedto turn the narrative his way
on the first two but failed miserably on the third, a failure
that will allow the leftists in the Democratic party greatly to
increasethe power and reachof government.

Liberty 15



January-February2009

OnIraq, the conventionalwisdom was that since the major­
ity of Americans had come to regret the invasion, Obama
would win on that alone. It certainly won him his primary
victory. But McCain,who hadpushedfor the surge, benefited
from the Iraq issuein the end. As violencedropped and the
political situation in Iraq firmed up, McCain pulled evenin
the polls.He got the narrative right: while the public viewed
the war as not being worth its costs, thisdid not mean the
public felt our country was evil for fightingit, much less that
losing it would be a good thing,an appropriate punishment
for our wickedness (which is preciselywhat many on the left
felt). By the last debate, Obama was backpeddlingon pulling
out on the short, fixed timetablehehadearlier advocated.

The second issue was thesudden energy crisis,with oil
prices rising to nearly $150 a barrel,andgasoline prices shoot­
ing through the roof. The Democratic Congressdid the pre­
dictable thing: it blamed Evil Big Oiland held hearingson oil
profits, with at least one member speaking openly of socializ­
ing the industry. McCaindroppedin the polls again, as people
initially blamed theparty in power. But McCain, a populist
who himself had earlier bashed oil companiesand opposed
offshore drilling, did a quick turnaround and began push­
ing the "drill here, drill now" agenda articulatedby Newt
Gingrich and others.(It helped that Sarah Palinwinked at the
voters in her debate, while she told them that she was work­
ing on McCain to comearound to favoring opening ANWR).

Very rapidly, the public rallied behind the radical idea of
relying moreon our own oil, and that the blame for the crisis
lay in great measurewith the environmentalist wing of the
Democratic party, which has blocked domestic oil, natural
gas,and coal extraction, alongwith nuclear power. Obama's
response was the stock enviro positionthat we can just build
windmills and layout carpets of solar panels. McCain got the
narrative right again,and surged in the polls, catchingup
with Obama. In the end, Congress was forced to let the federal
offshore oil drilling banexpire, and the wily Obamabeganto
sayhe wasopento offshore drilling and even nuclear power.

But the issue thatundid McCain was the crisisin the

financial markets. The Demsput out the narrative that this
was "theworst economic crisis since the Great Depression,"
a mantra repeated endlesslyby Obamain ads and speeches.
Yet the crisiswas another problemthat -originated with the
Democratic Party itself.It had pushed the lowering of loan
standards to allow peoplewho hadbadcredit to obtain loans;
it pushed the expansion of Freddie Macand Fannie Mae to
buy the dicey paper. The result was classic moral hazard:
the government enabled mortgage brokers topush as many
loans as they could, even the dicey no-money-down, stated­
income,and adjustable rate loansthat are so risky.It enabled
banks tobuy bundles of this risky paperandsell it off. And it
enabled buyers to become speculators,buying properties they
really couldn't afford, hoping to become rich.Yes,Wall Street
was greedy - but so was Main Street.And their greed was
empowered by liberal government. The fundamental cause
was the federal government, whose actions will godown in
history as the most egregious, deliberate encouragement of
moral hazardever committed.

But here McCain's populist instincts cost him.He began
to mimic the Dems, bashing the greed of Wall Streetand
giving a pass to the greedof Main Streetand especially the
greedandstupidity of the federal government.He floundered
around, looking for some kind of solution to a problemhe
couldn't publicly explain,and he dropped in the polls like a
stone. Onlyin the last weekor so did he finally bring him­
self to mention the real culprits, including most notoriously
Democratic congressman Barney Frank,who five years ago
repeatedlyshutdown attempts to reignin FreddieandFannie
andrestore some semblance ofstandardsin homeloans. But it
was too little, too late. TheDem narrative stuck.

This failure cost McCain the election. But the real problem
is what it will cost us in the future. The Dems havewon the
White House and increased their majoritiesin the Congress,
all on a narrative about theneedfor big government to come
to the rescueand saveus from the greed of evil business,by
jacking regulationsup through the roof. The damage toour
future prosperity will be incalculable. -Gary Jason

Deporting theDEA - Eva Morales has done very
little right in his time as Bolivia's president,but he deserves
credit for his recent boldnessin expelling from his country
agents from theDrug Enforcement Agency. For good rea­
son: the DEA terrorizes peasant farmersin Bolivia, Colombia,
southern Mexico,et aI.,burning up their fields, destroying the
lone crop (coca leaves) from which they can expect totum a
profit - a crop, moreover, which most of those farmers rely
upon in order to get through their long,hard days.

In one respect, the move smacks of ingratitude; with­
out the past couple decades of DEA antinarcotic activityin
Central and South America, Moralesandhis fellow left-wing
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autocrats, especiallyHugo Chavez of Venezuela,wouldn't
have had a ready-made bogeyman to campaign against. But
in these countries, America's Waron Drugs often means war,
period, as the use of fireand poison against the coca crop
strengthens the standing of warlordsanddrug barons among
the peasantry, making thugs into heroes. Morales is right to
refuse cooperation, evenat the cost of trade privileges; I can
only hope that other countries follow his lead.

- Andrew Ferguson

Let them shine shoes- My good friend John
Wander and I debated the causes of the current mess among
financial institutions. He kicked it off by sending me a link



to an editorial that contrastedbubbles of the past (railroads,
internet) with today's credit crunch.Youwill noticemy snotty
tone in the correspondence.Maybe that had something to do
with the half million dollars I lost in the markets (and by the
way, the fact that I outperformed the markets was skinny sol­
ace).Anyway, I was grumpy.

Me: The author of this editorial is a ninny. The contrast is
very weak. The parallel is very strong. The burstings of the
railroad and internet bubbles were associatedwith excess
capacity in railroads and bandwidth. The bursting of the
housing bubble is associatedwith excesscapacity in housing.
Exactly the same. He tossesaway the parallel offhandedly
by suggesting that the excessin housing consistsof condos
in Florida that "should never have been built." He implies
that the current bust is different, worse, more evil, becauseit
did not relate to the creation of useful assets.But a condo in
Florida canbequite useful. In their day, you could find alot of
railroads and optical fiber networks that "should never have
beenbuilt" too. So,in conclusion, this is stupid. Journalism is
in a pitiful state.

He: Do you think that housing's not the problem, nor sub­
prime, nor greed?We need to take the inflation out of many
markets,and I'm not surehow easythat is. If an $8 loan on a
$10house generates$40in credits through structured prod­
ucts and a $10or $11 loan on the samehousedoes the same,
the rising tide will lift all boats until at one point no one's
afloat.

Me:·The problem is the proliferation of mortgage loans
that were undersecured and made to borrowers who could
not afford them. Freddie and Fannie made many of these
loansandencouragedthe making of many more.You cancall
much of this phenomenon "subprime." Why do you think
that happened?I know why. Do you?

Greed is not a "problem" in the financial markets or in
any other business.Greed is a very common vice. Any sys­
tem that doesnot function well in the presenceof much greed
is perverse.For greed, the cobbler wants to raise his prices.
For greed,the banker wants to raise interest rates.Most busi­
nessesmakeexactly asmuch asthey can.Most businessesare
not subsidized by Freddie or Fannie.Most businessesdo not
enjoy federal guaranties of their debtors' debts. By the way,
your hypothetical "an $8 loan on a $10house generates$40
in credits ..." never happened,and nothing like it ever hap­
penedin the U.S.mortgagemarket.

He: I don't think it was those loans alone, and I thought
a lot of them were written to enablemortgage brokers to get
paid upfront origination feeswith little concernasto whether
they'd be paid, and bankers to insure them with derivative
products. I'd be interested to know why you think it hap­
pened. I've seenfigures suggesting the subprime tranche of
bank portfolios was insufficient to bring them to their knees,
though the derivative backwashgamed their assetratios. Of
coursegreed(avice) is not a problem, but it's a word bandied
about by candidatesand congressmen,incorrectly attributing
the blame, which ensuresthat the solution will be wrong ­
in the sameway that the political decisionto encouragehome
ownership gamedthe market.

What I meant by the $10to $40figure, which camefrom
interviews with bankers who dealt in swaps, CDOs, CMOs,
andCDSs,wasthat aninitial fixed-rate loan could beswapped
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with a variable one,packagedbeforeor after into a CMO, that
was then protectedby a CDS.This enabledbanks to maintain
"assets"that weren't assets,all basedon a shaky initial instru­
ment, whose failure multiplied its way through the system.

Me: Ultimately the bad assetscurrently coming home to
roost are indeed the mortgage loans. (Credit card debt and
car loans, also securitized, may be next, becausemuch con­
sumer debt was supported by cash from second mortgages
and refinancings of home loans.) Banks and non-bank mort­
gagecompaniestypically get origination fees.Nothing wrong
with that. But why did they have little concernas to whether
they would bepaid?Becausethey sold the loansto other insti­
tutions that had little concernor that could get them guaran­
teedby other institutions that had little concern.

By dollar volume, by far thebiggestbuyersandguarantors
of bad mortgage loans were Fannie and Freddie. That outlet
for risk (that vast moral hazard) quite simply causedthe cur­
rent problems. Full stop. It provided a large, strong incentive
to gin up liquidity for theseloans.The liquidity camein part
from securitization - in other words, from selling securities
that werebackedby mortgageobligations.Someof thesesecu­
rities werealsoguaranteedby FannieandFreddie.Somewere
guaranteedby AIG. But importantly, securitization is just a
way to raisemore cashto makemore loans that could thenbe
sold on to Fannieor Freddie or guaranteedby them.

Meanwhile, there was of coursean assetprice bubble in
real estate. That bubble helped banks and other mortgage
lenders make loans that appearedto be sufficiently secured
but weren't. It alsopromoted expansiveconsumerdebt in the
form of secondmortgages,mortgage-backedcredit cards,and
mortgage-backedlines of credit.

The unwashed masses were parading around saying
things like, "ya gotta unlock the equity in your home." In my
neighborhood, thesestupid jerks were zipping by me in their
new BMWs. Little education and lousy jobs. In fact, a lot of
them were manning the phonesin boiler rooms dedicated to
selling secondmortgages to other jerks who couldn't afford
their debts or their expenses.Now the Republican president
and DemocraticCongresswant me to bail thoseguys out.

Let 'em shinemy goddamnedshoes.
Therestof what I saidwasunprintable, so111stopthere.My

main point is that, despitethe apparentcomplexity of securiti­
zation, credit swaps,options, and other derivative securities,

f>ARENTS' NIGH-n

"Oh, we don't teachhistory anymore- it's just too depressing."
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the root of the problem is clear - lendersdid exactlywhat the
U.S.government and its monstrous public-private chartered
bastards(Freddie and Fannie)askedthem to do and encour­
aged them to do and paid them to do. I don't much blame
them. I blame both the government and the borrowers who
took out unaffordable loansjust becausethey could.

- Michael Christian

Thenine stigmata of banking - Washington
Post, Oct. 15, 2008,regarding the federal bailout of lending
financial institutions: "The first $125billion will be divided
among nine of the largest U.S.banks, which were forced to
acceptthe investment to help destigmatizethe program in the
eyesof other institutions."

Becauseforcing institutions to acceptmoney is, you know,
sodestigmatizing . . . - RossLevatter

A doseofrealism - When I readAlan Greenspan's
testimony beforeCongressOctober23, I knew somelibertari­
answould denounceit. I acceptit. Themanis arealist.He tests
his ideas against facts. In his testimony Greenspanrecalled

that he had warned in 2005that the market wasunderpricing
risk, but that the crisis "turned out to be much broader than
anything I could have imagined." Becauseof that, he said,
something like the $700billion rescueplan was necessaryto
avert a much worse seizure.

Many libertarians predictably blamed the crisis on the
government, becausethat is the explanation they wanted.
And you could makea casefor that. It just wasn't a very good
case.

The guts of the problem, said Greenspan,was that big
institutional investors didn't seethe risk of mortgage-backed
securities and bought too eagerly, sending the wrong mes­
sageback down the line: "Demand becameso aggressive,"
hesaid, "that too many securitizersandlendersbelieved they
were able to create and sell mortgage-backedsecurities so
quickly that they never put their shareholders'capital at risk
and hence did not have the incentive to evaluate the credit
quality of what they wereselling.Pressureson lendersto sup­
ply more 'paper' collapsedsubprime underwriting standards
from 2005forward. Uncritical acceptanceof credit ratings by

Word Watch
by StephenCox

There arecertain kinds of writing that oneshuddersevento
think about.

One is sportswriting. Haveyou evernoticed that almost
everyheadlinein the sportssectionis a pun, and not avery good
one?I mean,how many timeshaveyou seen"Amazing Grace"
aboveastory abouta halfback'srunning style?And how many
timeshaveyou seenacoach'sclaim that "we'vegot a realgood
ball club here"reportedasaweighty pieceof news?Therehave
been,and thereare,fine sportswriters.There havebeen,and
thereare,ten timesmoresophistsof the sportssection,betting
that their audienceis stupiderthan theyare.

Another predictablybadkind of writing is anything having
to do with electronicor mechanicaldevices.It's a remarkablefact
that no oneeverexpectsto understandanything he readsafter
heclicks the "help" button on the computer.No oneeverthinks
that readingthe manualwill givehim anyhelp at all. There'sa
mysteryhere.Corporationspaypeoplelots of moneyto write
technicaldescriptionsand directions.But everyoneis awarethat
readerscan't understandthem. This is astandingjoke. It wasa
joke evenbeforeRexHarrison ("Unfaithfully Yours,"1948)tried
to dealwith the instructions for usingthe "Simplicitas" recording
machine("Sosimpleit operatesitself!"):

"To changefrom 78 RPM to 33 1/3 RPM merelylift the
Cam Dog A-1-a-3(seesimplified drawing on page6) and holding
it betweenthe thumb and index finger of the left hand pushthe
sliding spindleshaft bell crank rotator (B-1-a)in andover."

You canwell imaginewhat the simplified drawing on page6
lookedlike. Get the movie,andyou'll understandthe full dimen­
sionsof the problem.

Techspeakwasbadenoughin 1948.Todayit's much, much
worse.Supposeyou go to your email inbox, asI recentlydid,
and find that it no longerputsyour unreadmessagesin bold
type. How will you get it to start doing that again?How will
you evenfind out what the secretnameof that "function" is?

Click on "help" - seewhetherthat will tell you. Then go to the
softwarecompany's"user-friendly"website.Then googleall over
the universe,to seewhetheranyoneelsehaseverencounteredthe
problem.Go on. Try it, dude.You'll seea lot of fine phrasesthat
you neversawbefore,but it's very unlikely that you'll understand
asingleoneof them.

Sowhy don't the information companiesfix theseinforma­
tion problems?Why don't they find somebodywho can tell you
what to do in English?Nobody knows- although everybody
cares.

Academicwriting is anotherstandingjoke, andanothermys­
tery.But I shouldbemorespecific:it's not academicwritingasa
whole that'srisible; it's mainly academicwriting in the humani­
ties,which is preciselythe placewhereyou ought to expectgood
writing. What you get, instead,is millions of sentencesthat look
asif they'd beenwritten by the peoplewho wrote your computer
manual:"Emily Dickinson, while almostexplicitly bracketingall
privileging of what Gramsciansreferenceas'the subaltern,'yet
appropriatesthis very presentabsencewhenevertheological/his­
torical contingenciesprovidethe provocationfor her project."

This kind of guff commonly alternateswith plain statements
of ideassoridiculous that you haveto keepgoing backto make
sureyou readthem right. I eagerlyanticipatedstudying a recent
book about the searchfor the real,historical Muhammed, until
the author finally told me that hedidn't want to sayanything
in his book that Muslims wouldn't acknowledgeastrue: "The
aim of an outsidescholarwriting about Islam is to elicit Muslim
approval."Huh? Really?Sowhy should I readhis (or is it the
wholeMuslim world's?)lOO,OOO-wordinvestigationof the real
Muhammed?

Do I haveto bring up politics asasourceof badwriting? I
think not, but I will. I'm especiallyconcernedabout the places
wherepolitics vergeson economics,or economicreporting. Has
thereeverbeensogaya festivalof economicnonsensewordsas



purchasersof these toxic assetshasled tohuge losses."
The center of the blame is on the institutional buyers,

the credit ratersand the securitizers - allin the private sec­
tor. Greenspanmight have added, and didn't, that his mon­
etary policywas looseduring the early part of the period, and
tended to make the situation worse. Alsothat two big securi­
tizers, Fannie MaeandFreddie Mac,hadbeencreatedby gov­
ernment, and though they were private, had still beentreated
with specialgovernment favor. Libertarianspointed out both
of these things - though the oneswho tended to build their
whole explanation on these tended to be theoreticians, not
practi tioners.

People fromthe world of finance knew better.
- BruceRamsey

Dividing America - Rich Karlgaard, Forbes
Magazine publisher,had a column ranting against American
innumeracy, which he claimed was worse than American
illiteracy. It was basedon an email he received from "Angry
American," an email that seems tohave gone viral and
obtained much internet support. Peopleurged that Treasury

the one we saw this fall, when the news was dominated by the
presidential campaignand the economic crisis, conjoined? Politi­
cians, pundits,and news writers faced a challenge: Talk,and
keepon talking, aboutan important subject, which youknow
nothing about. The result was a garish displayof silly economic
metaphors,and noisethat can't be dignifiedwith the nameof
metaphor.

When it comes toempty rhetoric, Sen.Obamahas always
possessed a great advantage.He has never been limited by any
instinct of self-criticism. So, this fall, he was always happy to
saysomething,confident that his followers would continue to
be astonished by his brill-yunce. Last month'sWord Watch
cited Obama's reproof to the Republicans for theirhandling of
the banking problem: "We shouldnot be bailing out bankson
the backsofAmerican taxpayers." I commented that, because
Obamasimultaneously advocatedthat "we" (his synonym for
"the government") should go aheadand bail out the banks, it
was far from obvioushow "we" could do it without charging the
taxpayers.

What attracts attention, however, isn'tjust the emptiness
of his reproof; it'sthat outlandishly mixed metaphor,in which
banksare beingbailed, asif they were the hullsof ships,and the
operation is taking placeon the backs o/people.In Sen. Obama's
improved cosmology,the earth doesn't reston the backof a
genie, who restsin turn on the backof an elephant, which rests
in turn on the backof a turtle, and so forth. No, America and
its financial institutions reston a leaky boat, which restson the
backsof the taxpayers - and if I know the Democrats, it will be
taxpayers allthe way down.

Obamahas alwayshad a passion for the kitschyand the
flatulent. His gusto forthe insipid is less well known.It is much
in evidence,however,whenhetalksaboutmoney.Thetrick,
again, is to mention the subjectwithout sayinganything specific
about it. Here'sObamaon October 13: "We need to scale down
our deficits, and grow our savings." Ah, Senator,if I only knew
how! Or if you only knew how!Then there'sthat little word
"grow," which has shown such strange propertiesof mutation
during the past 10 or 15 years. PresidentClinton was always
using it. He wasproud that his administration was "growing
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Secretary Paulsonbe replacedby Angry American. What was
AA's idea?

Noting that the bailout plan for Wall Streetwas estimated
to cost $700 billion,and that there were approximately 200
million adult Americans in the country, AA argued that the
Treasury should just cut checks to everyadult American for
$425,000 each. Thatwould stimulate thecountry more than
saving Wall Street. Karlgaard notesthat the actual result of
dividing 700 billion dollarsby 200 million Americans is $425,
not $425,000.

Karlgaard's column is dangerousand irresponsible. Now
it is only amatter of time until some politician pointsout that
all we need to do to solvethat problem is to make the bailout
payment $700 trillion. . . - RossLevatter

Henri Antoinette - I daresay all readers of this
journal are scandalizedby Washington's $700 billion (so far)
bailout of Wall Street.Although I mentioned the possibility of
national bankruptcy on thesepages in August 2006, I never
thought we'd see socialismin this form, i.e., forthe wealthy

the economy."It didn't mean much,and I guess it wasfun for
him to say,so he said it. But neither henor Obama, masterof
the English languagethough eachof them is admitted to be, has
ever asked himself whether there are certain thingsthat simply
cannot begrown. If you cangrow your savings,can also you
grow your house?Can you grow your relationships with friends?
Can you grow your children?Can you grow your contribution to
the Methodist Episcopal Church? No, actually, you can't. It's a
problem with English language, I suppose: unless we're politi­
cians yapping about the economy, we can't actually growmuch of
anything except plants. But here'sthe danger: if politicians used
an alternative expression, they might have to specify exactlywhat
they thought they were doingwith the economy. Are theycutting
taxes?Are theyprotecting private propertyandentrepreneurship?
Are they endingfailed government programs?Well, no, I don't
think they are. So whatever they're doingwith the economy, I
don't think they'regrowing it.

The awful thing is that the people who use such metaphors
actually treatthem astools of thought. They actually think that
the economy will just naturally growif the government distrib­
utes "seed money"upon its previously fallow fields.They actually
think that plunking more guv'mint money into the economyis
"pump priming" - never considering such alternative imagesas
"throwing bad money after good"and "putting money down a
rat hole."Their vision of politics consistsof either an opposition
or a harmony between "Wall Streetand Main Street."When
they're in a genial mood, they find interestin "another roller
coaster rideon Wall Street"; when they'rein a bad one, they
spread panic by talking about "the Wall Streettsunami" or "the
Wall Street meltdown,"or "the latest earthquakethat has ripped
through the world's financial markets."Nothing is to be learned
from language like this; its only functionis to dramatize intel­
lectual emptiness.

I don't want to put the final blame on politicians. They
usually get their language fromthe media. Here's a news report
chosen at random.It happens to be from the Associated Press.
Within just a few lines, it saysthat the government's "rescue
plan," an effort aimed at "rebuilding economic confidence"and
"stav[ing] off a worldwide recession" by "shovel(ing] more money
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andthe banks. Is the bailout necessary to preventaneconomic
collapse reminiscent of the 1930s?I franklydon't know; Idon't
think anyone does. However,without question, it represents
one more terrible blow deliveredby the Bush administration
to American freedom.

If the bailout fails to revive the economy, willwe thenhave
reached a revolutionary situation? The actions of Treasury
Secretary Henry Paulson and his old pals on Wall Street
certainly bring tomind the ancienregime.Paulson went to
Congressin September asking forhundredsof billions of dol­
lars and untrammeled authority tospendthem ashewished.
He got the moneyon the understanding that the government
was going tobuy up banks' "toxic assets." Thenhe decided
to give the big banks a cash infusion, supposedly to getthem
lending again.

Yet, according toan October 25 New York Times article
written by Joe Nocera, the banks intend to use the money for
mergers and acquisitions, not new loans to businessesand
individuals. Public money for the strictly private enrichment
of the banks,in other words. This looks a lot like stealing to
me, even if the money comes courtesy of the U.S. Congress.

Add to this the AIG execswho took 85billion of your dol­
lars and mine and then went off junketing, first across the
country and then across thepond for a shooting party and
fine dining in England,and you have a definite flavor of pre­
revolutionary France, right herein the good old USA.

If the bailout fails, then what? It has been saidthat this
panic resembles those the nation experiencedin the 19th cen­
tury. But there is a difference: neverin the pastwas the nation

into the banking system," has actually "sound[ed] a global
alarm" and "trigger[ed] a... sell-off." Within another few lines,
it suggeststhat "interest rates could be slashed" by the Fed to get
people to "spend more," "thereby restoring confidence to the sys­
tem." Meanwhile, it says, "markets around the world" have been
"tumbling." You'd tumble too,if you saw the government com­
ing after you, staving, slashing,and shoveling.It would probably
triggersome nervous reaction in you. I mean, you mightnot
have yourconfidencerebuilt.And if you suffereda meltdown,
wouldn't you just be following the leadof the AssociatedPress?

It's interesting to see how few factsand how little analysis
even the AP's "business writers" provide. Here's a sample: "Ice­
landic banks expanded rapidly after deregulationof the domestic
financial market in the1990sand now have combined foreign li­
abilities in excessof €100 billion (US$138.34 billion) - dwarf­
ing the tiny country's gross domestic productof €14 billion
(US$19.37 billion)." Poor little Iceland, "dwarfed" still further
by the effectsof" deregulation."The article doesn't say that,but
that's what it means. So, what kindof deregulation?What were
its specific provisionsand results?Not said. But the impressionis
created that once you start deregulating them, banks automati­
cally puff up like toxic frogs,and then you'redwarfed,buddy,
dwarfed.

We've come tothat word toxic, which appearsin the newest
and, in itsway, the most interestingand effective imagethat
this fall's financial and electoral season produced: "toxic loans"
or "toxic assets."The imageis effective because, unlikegrowor
bailingon thebacks,it's genuinely vividandvisualizable - and
there's something in it, too.The bad loans from which large

burdenedby so much public and private debt. Moreover, we
weren't spending trillions of dollarsonanoverseas empire, as
we are today.

That weight of debt could come crashingdown on us,
with incalculable consequences.If it does, I would not be
completely surprised to see a marchon Washington, D.C. ­
not like that of Aug. 28,1963 (Martin Luther King's "I have a
dream" rally),but more like the one of Oct.28,1922,onRome.
Checkyour history books if the datedoesn't ring a bell.

- JonHarrison

Finding a constituency - It's the weekend
before the election,and I'm watching TV coverage of McCain
in Ohio. McCain waits patiently for morethan a minute while
the crowd chants "USA!USA! USA!" .

Thenhedeliverswhat I'm guessing his handlers have told
him is a strong line: "My friends, SenatorObamarecently said
that his primary win in Iowa vindicated his faithin America!"
Herehepauses forloud "BOO!!"s from the audience. McCain,
scoundrel and patriot that he is, goes on, "My country has
neverhadanything to prove to me,my friends. I have always
hadfaith in it, and I have beenhumbled andhonored to serve
it."

The crowd goes wild.
The dictionary defines "vindicate" as"show or prove to be

right, reasonable,or justified."
Obamawasnot sayinghe didn't have faithin America, or

the political process, before Iowa; merely that a largely white

continuedon page69

segmentsof the financial world derived their illusionof wealth
represent morethan just somuch money lost to the original
lender; like a toxic substance, they can pass theharm to others.
Indeed, muchof the point of this metaphoris lost when people
use it to advocate the government's gobbling up these loansand
thereby, somehow, detoxifying them. Won't the government be
damaged by the contact? Won't it become toxic?

But there's a problem with this metaphor that goes beyond
the ways in which punditsand pooh-bahs are using it. Strictly
speaking, a toxinis a biologically produced object, apart of
nature. But atoxicloan is somethingthat people created, in its
entirety. If we want to neutralize its effects,it may be interesting
to discover how they created it.Toxic,however,is often used to
emphasize the ideathat it's here, we've got it; now let's just find a
way to "contain" it.

There's often another implication, whichis different but
almost equally misleading.Toxicmeanspoisonous;it originally
referred to the poisonsput on arrow tips. So to call something
toxicmay falsely implythat somebodyon Wall Streetis inten­
tionally trying to poisonMain Street. Democratic leaders are
close to saying that. They're held in check only by the realization
that many of the alleged poisoners are associatesof the Demo­
cratic leadership. Butof course, no matter how fraudulent these
plutocrats may have been, they weren't trying topoisonpeople.
They were just trying torob them, with the government's help.

If ydu're losing money right now, these distinctions may
seem meaningless.If you want to keep from losing more money,
however, you may find it useful to insiston them.



rious executive orders. Third, they agreed to a zero increasein
the national debt, which implied a zero federalbudget deficit.
Fourth, they opposed bailouts of corporationsby the Treasury
or Federal Reserve.

For Paul, aligning himselfwith third-party candidates was
not the smartest moveif his goal was to build influence within
his own party. The press conferencedid create a national
news story for him. Part of the story was that Barr stoodhim
up. The other nominees came,but Barrhadhis own news con­
ference.He said he wasn't interested in electing third-party
candidates;he was interestedin electing Bob Barr. Then he
invited Paul to become his running matein place of Las Vegas
entrepreneur Wayne Allyn Root,who hadbeen nominatedby
the party.

Paul did not appear to take this well. Shortly after, he
endorsed Chuck Baldwin, the Baptist pastor nominee of the

Postmortem

Report From
the Battlefield

byBruceRamsey

Libertarians have little reason to celebrate the results ofthe
2008 presidential election,but ballot measuresallowed voters
to demonstrate they don't yet entirely renounce liberty.

In the election of2008, libertarian voters were splitamong Barack Obama, John McCain, Bob
Barr, and not voting at all. Most of theObamavoters were voting for Not McCain, and most of the McCain
voters were voting forNot Obama. The Don't Vote folks were, of course, invisible,and the Barr voters werebut a
flicker.

BobBarr's campaign was adud. WhenI metthe Libertarian
Party nomineeat FreedomFestin Las Vegasin mid-July, he
was a jaunty fellow.He was pollingat 6% nationwide, hesaid,
and was hopefulhe could meet a15% -in-the polls-hurdle to
participate in the presidential debates. Fifteen percentwould
have been morethan 18 million votes, and was never likely.
Even6% would have been ahugebreakthrough.

On Sept. 10 Ron Paulhad a press conference to bring
together Libertarian nominee Barr, Green Party nominee
Cynthia McKinney, Independent candidate Ralph Nader,and
ConstitutionParty nominee Chuck Baldwin. These four -two
from the Leftand two from the Right,would announce their
common stand on four subjects. First, they were for bringing
the troopshomefrom Iraqandelsewhere,andfor a nonbellig­
erent foreign policy generally. Second, they were for a restora­
tion of civil liberties, repeal of the PATRIOTActand the FISA
Act, and an end to presidential signing statementsand impe-
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Constitution Party, a fundamentalist Christian and national­
ist party eventinier than the Libertarians. Baldwin's web page
touted his doctrine that IIno foreign government or world
government body or entity ... [should be] allowed to own
any portion of U.S. roads, airports, homes,buildings, lands,
waters, resources (oil, gas, precious metals, minerals, etc,),
religious facilities (no matter what faith), stocks,bonds, U.S.
treasury notes, businesses,banks, military basesor military
assetsor manufacturing facilities in the U.S."

Imagine that: the central bank of China should not be
allowedto own a Treasury bond!

LP Founder David Nolan may have been right when he
wrote onSept.11 that Barr's campaignwas lIeffectively over."
Nolan noted that the Barr people hadbeenIIthrowing around
numbers like $20million" for fundraising, but that the figure
by Sept. 11 was such that the total was likely to be IIbarely
more than$1million." Not abadestimate:asI write, it is $1.28
million.

Barr's campaignwent on, and the mainstreammedia paid
no attention to it. They would have, had it threatened to tip
the election.But it never did. On Nov. 4, Barr took 0.4°!<Jof the
national vote. In context of the LP's history, it was like this:

1972 JohnHospers 3,674 0.00%
1976 RogerMacBride 172,553 0.21%
1980 Ed Clark 921,128 1.06°1<>
1984 David Bergland 228,111 0.25°1<>
1988 Ron Paul 431,780 0.470/0
1992 Andre Marrou 290,087 0.280/0
1996 Harry Browne 485,799 0.50°1<>
2000 Harry Browne 384,516 0.36%
2004 Michael Badnarik 397,265 0.320/0
2008 Bob Barr 487,103 0.40%

Barr's figure is preliminary, asareall the 2008vote totals in
this article. His final total will be abit higher, but the percent­
age won't changemuch. It shows clearly that it makes little
difference whether the LP nominates a politician or a pur­
ist. Its nominee broke the decimal-point barrier once,in 1980.
Sincethen it hasbeenstuck, and remains stuck, in tenths-of­
a-percentterritory.

In 37 years it has elected 12 state legislators, and in 2008
some of its candidates for the Texas,Indiana, and Delaware
legislatures scored in the low double digits. Its highest­
statuswinner in 2008wasprobably JohnButtrick, judge of the
Maricopa County Superior Court, Phoenix,Arizona. Buttrick
won almost 75%of the vote, but it wasa yes-noretention vote
with no opponent, and for a nonpartisan job. Buttrick was
originally appointed in 2001by Gov. JaneHull, a Republican.

Blogger Timothy Virkkala predicted of the LP three days
before the election: "Even with its bestcandidateever, [it] will
makeno real dent in the elections."And it didn't. Thelibertar­
ian relevanceto the 2008national electionswas the Ron Paul
Revolution. Paul was abig story. Barr was not.

Ballot Measures
On Nov. 4,voters in 36statesdecided 152ballot measures,

severalof interest to libertarians:

Preferential Treatment
Following victories in California (1996), Washington

(1998),andMichigan (2006),Ward Connerly's American Civil
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Rights Institute madea big push in 2008for stateballot mea­
suresto ban racial preferencesin stateand local government
contracting, hiring, and education. Opponents, organized in
Michigan asBy Any Means Necessary,usedlawsuits and the
bullying of signaturegatherersto keepmeasuresoff theballot.
Other opponents (ACORN, Jobswith Justice,ACLU) helped
keep them off the ballot in Missouri, Arizona, and Oklahoma,
where the measuresdid not haveenoughvalid signatures.

The measuremadethe ballot in Colorado asAmendment
46. Sponsors called it the Colorado Civil Rights Initiative.
Opponents, organized as Colorado Unity, declared the mea­
sure a "fraud." At press time it was narrowly failing, with
49.65% Yes,but was too closeto call.

Themeasurealsomadethe ballot in NebraskaasInitiative
424,the Nebraska Civil Rights Initiative. Opponents tried to
keepit from theballot by lawsuit andfailed. They alsotried to
have a judge changethe measure'sballot title to say it would
end "state and local programs designed to improve oppor­
tunities for and eliminate discrimination against women and
minorities." They failed in that also. The campaign against
the measurewas led by NebraskansUnited, a group includ­
ing the GreaterOmahaChamberof Commerceand the state's
richest man, Warren Buffett, who contributed $50,000.

The citizens of Nebraska voted 58%Yes - the sameper­
centage by which voters had approved the Michigan and
Washington measuresyears before. NebraskansUnited said
they would sue to have the election declared invalid because
of fraud by signature gatherers.

Marijuana
In passing Proposal 1 by a 60.20/0vote, Michigan because

the first state in the upper Midwest to legalize medical mari­
juana, continuing the pressure for a medical exception to the
federal anti-marijuana law. Similar measures had already
passed in such modern liberal strongholds as Ann Arbor,
Detroit, Ferndale,Flint, and TraverseCity.

In Massachusetts,voters passed Ballot Question 2, the
SensibleMarijuana Policy Initiative, which effectively decrim­
inalized possessionof up to anounce,making it a civil offense
with fines no greater than $100. Favoring it was investor
GeorgeSoros,who contributed $400,000.Opposing it were the
organized sheriffs and police chiefs, Mothers Against Drunk
Driving, and Gov. Deval Patrick. It won a 65%Yes.

California voters were offered Proposition 5,which would
have lowered penalties for nonviolent drug offensesgener­
ally. Opponents, including former governors from both major
parties - Gray Davis, PeteWilson, and GeorgeDeukmejian
- together with 32district attorneys,demonized the measure
as lithe Drug Dealers' Bill of Rights." Sorosput in $1.4mil­
lion to back it, but voters saw it as too radical. The vote was
59.8% No. It passedonly in SantaCruz, SanFrancisco,Marin,
Mendocino, andHumboldt countieson the northern coast,all
seatsof influence for the counterculture.

Medical Care
Several skirmishes were fought on the issue of govern­

ment-provided health insurance, and none, it appears, to
a libertarian result. Most notable was Arizona Proposition
101,the Freedom to ChooseAct. It would have added to the
Arizona constitution this language: "No law shall be passed
that restricts a person's freedom of choice of private health



care systemsor private plans ofany type. No law shall
interfere with a person's or entity's right topay directly for
lawful medical services,nor shall any law impose apenalty
or fine, of any type, for choosing to obtainor decline health
care coverageor for participation in any particular health care
systemor plan."

This languagewould block mandatedemployer coverage
such as thekind imposed in Massachusetts,or "payor play"
plans, under which employers must either pay for employee
health coverageor pay a special state tax.

Opponents organized against it as SaveOur Healthcare,
and argued that passagewould raise medical costs. Atpress
time the vote countwas almost even,at 50.1% No.

In Montana, voters were offered Initiative 55,the Healthy
Montana Kids Plan.fto require parentsto buy health insurance
for all uninsured children and teens. Themeasureraised the
maximum income toget welfare medicine for kids (SCHIP)
from a family income of175% of poverty toone of 2500/0­
$53,000 for a family of four.In conservative Montana,the
measurewon with a vote of70% Yes.

Abortion
The 2008 ballot had two strong antiabortion measures,

both of which failed.
Most radical was Colorado Amendment 48,a state consti­

tutional amendment that would have defined a legalperson
from "the moment of fertilization." Sponsors organized as
Colorado for EqualRights.fusing liberal rhetoric for adeeply
conservative measure. Republican contender Mike Huckabee
endorsed it, but Colorado's (unsuccessful) GOP Senate can­
didate, BobShaffer.fdeclined to take aposition.fand in June
the state Republican Party refused to give initiative sponsors a
booth at its state convention.Opponentsarguedthat defining
personhood in that way would criminalize in-vitro fertiliza­
tion. Themeasurewent down hard.f720/0No.

South Dakota offered Initiated MeasureII, which would
have banned abortion except for rape, incest,or a danger to
the health of the mother. Two yearsbefore.fa slightly tighter
banfailed, 56% No; this one failed also,with 55°,10No.

In California.f voters knocked down.f with 52% No.1
Proposition 4, which would have required notifying parents.f
but not asking theirpermission.ffor an abortion on a minor.

Assisted Suicide
Washington becamethe second state.fafter Oregon, to

legalize assisted suicide forthe terminally ill. Initiative 1000
was opposed by the Roman CatholicChurch and probate
attorneys, who warned that it could be misused by greedy
heirs. It was supported by the big Puget Sound newspapers.f
by former Democratic Gov. BoothGardner.fwho is suffer­
ing from Parkinson's disease,and by the Libertarian Party.It
passed,58.7% Yes.

Same-Sex Marriage
Ultimately unstoppable, this one isnot quite ripe formost

Americans. Before Nov.4.1 2008, votersin 26 states,most of
them conservative states,passedgay-marriage bans. Allthat
were offered were successful, except forone in Arizona in
2006.On November 4, Arizonans made up for their previ­
ous lack of intoleranceby passing Proposition 102, a constitu­
tional ban,by a 56.50/0vote.
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In liberal California,which hadsame-sex marriage because
of a court ruling in May 2008, votersput a gay-marriageban
into the state constitutionby passing Proposition 8. The ban
got 52°,10of the vote andwas passingin all counties exceptthe
liberal central-to-northern coast from Arcata to Big Sur,andin
a coupleof high desertcountieson the Nevadaline.

Florida voters passedAmendment 2, banning same-sex
marriages.It neededa 600/0vote, and it got 62.10/0.

Arkansas voterspassedInitiated Act I, which bansunmar­
ried couples fromadopting children, with a 57% vote.It effec­
tively bansadoption by gays.

Treatment of Animals
California voters,with a 63.2% vote,passedProposition

2, which decrees aminimum space for calves,pregnant pigs
and egg-laying hens.It was the first measureof any U.S. state
to decreehousing rights for hens.Opponents said it would
raisethe price of eggsanddrive the eggindustry into Mexico.
It was supported by the Democratic Party,the Sierra Club,
the HumaneSociety,and the Center for Sciencein the Public
Interest, and it passed everywhere in the state outsidethe
farming areasand the far northeastern district of Rep.Tom
McClintock, a conservative Republicanendorsed by Ron
Paul.

Massachusetts voterspassed Question 3, banning com­
mercial dog racing: 560/0Yes.

In conservative states, votersweren't so sentimentalabout
animals. Oklahoma voters passedQuestion 742,with 80% of
the vote, establishing a state constitutional right to fishand
hunt. And onAug. 26 Alaska citizenshad voted 56% against a
proposedbanon the hunting of bears, wolves,andwolverines
from helicopters.

Energy
Environmentalists put two spendy and feel-good mea­

sureson the California ballot.
Proposition 7, dubbed "Big Solar," would have imposed

mandatesonall electric utilities tohave400/0renewablepower
by 2020,and 500/0by 2025.It was supported by Tom Hayden
and Danny Glover but opposedby the Democratic Party, the
Sierra Club,and the Solar Energy Industries Association, as
well as by the large private utilitiesand virtually the entire
California press.It went down, 64.9% No.

Proposition 10,dubbed "Big Wind," would have autho­
rized $10 billion in borrowing to subsidize high-mileage cars
andresearch into alternative fuels.T.Boone Pickens' company,

S. H. Chambers
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Clean Energy Fuels Corp.,donated $17.7 million topassthis
one, which was opposed by the Sierra Cluband others. It
didn't help that the California governmentwasbroke andask­
ing for a bailout from the u.S. Treasury. The measure failed,
59.9% No.

Property Rights
Nevada voters passedwith a 60.70/0Yesvote Question2,

which declaresthat no useof private property shall beconsid­
ered a "public use"in order to justify a taking of theproperty
from one privateowner and passing it to another. Thiswas
the required second voteon a measureNevadans passedin
2006 - andwasabout the only ripple in this election from the
great property-rights wave startedby the SupremeCourt's
Kelodecision.

Oregon voters defeated,by a 52.9% vote, initiative entre­
preneur Bill Sizemore's Measure63, which would have
exempted home or farm projectsunder $35,000 from need­
ing a building permit. Opponents called themselves Defend
Oregon and Oregonians Against Unsafe Housing.

Foreigners
In Amendment 1, Florida voters were asked to repeal a

part of their constitution adopted in 1926,during the Florida
land boom, authorizing the legislature toban land owner­
ship by noncitizens. Florida hasno such law,andvoters were
asked to rescind the constitutional authority to create one.
Repealrequired a 60% vote but fell short at 47.9°1<>.

In Oregon, voters rejected Measure 58, whichwould have
banned teaching childrenin a non-English native tongue for
more than two years: 54% No.

Missouri voters approved Constitutional Amendment 1,
requiring English onlyin government meetings:86.3% Yes.

Arizona voters rejected Proposition202,which waslabeled
Stop Illegal Hiring,but saidby opponentsto be just the oppo­
site. Voters were confused,and59% voted No.

Employee Rights
In Colorado, union opponentsbackedby a $200,000dona­

tion from beer heir Joseph Coorsput a "right to work" mea­
sure on the ballot asAmendment 47. It would have banned
the union shop and made union membership voluntary.It
was opposedby the Service Employees InternationalUnion
and by the Denver MetropolitanChamber of Commerce. It
failed, 53%No.

Colorado Amendment 49, to ban the deduction ofunion
dues from public-employee paychecks, also failed,60% No.
But Colorado Amendment 54, banning campaign contribu­
tions by unions or other entitiesdoing businesswith the state,
was passingwith a 51% vote at press time.

In Oregon, Measure64,the third effort by Bill Sizemore to
banpolitical contributions from public-employeeunion dues,
appearedto be passing narrowly,with 51.2% Yes.This was in
spite of$4million spent to fight it by one of those unions, the
Oregon Education Association.

Election Systems
Oregon voters nixed Measure65, with 66% No. This

would have created a top-twoprimary election like the one
that went into effect in neighboring Washingtonin 2008.
Under that system, voters arenot registeredby party, candi-
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dates can identify themselves as "preferring"any party or no
party, andvoters can vote forany candidate. Thetop two can­
didates for each position goon the November ballot,no mat­
ter how they label themselves,and canboth be from the same
party. In Washington state, this systemhasalmost eliminated
the Libertarian and other third parties from the November
ballot.

Taxing and Spending Issues
There weremany of these,and the radical onestended to

fail.
In Massachusetts, votershad a second crackat complete

repeal ofthe state income taxwith Question 1. The measure
wasproposedby libertarian activists Michael CloudandCarla

Californiavotersaddedagay-marriageban
to thestateconstitution.Arkansasvoterseffec­
tivelybannedgaycouplesfromadopting.

Howell. It would have deprived state government of400/0of
its revenues,and the entire establishmentopposedit. In 2002,
54.7°kvoted No. This time,69°kdid.

In North Dakota, voterswere offered a one-half cutin
state individual income tax ratesand a 15°1<> cut in corporate
rates. The teachers'unions andAARP opposedit, and it went
down hard: 69.8% No.

In Oregon, a statewith a high income tax, voters rejected
BillSizemore's Measure59,which would have allowed federal
income taxes to bededucted on state returns.It was opposed
by public employeeunions and Greens,who argued that it
would benefit high-income taxpayers. The votewas 63°1<> No.

Anti-tax forces scored some victories..In Maine, citizens
repealed the DirigoTaxonsoft drinks, beer,andwine that had
beenpassed tofund health insurance, voting64%for repeal.

On spending questions, votersin several states ignored
the recessionand voted to spend.In California voterspassed
Proposition lA, which would offer a $9.95 billion state sub­
sidy for a 220-mph train from San Francisco to Anaheim. The
OrangeCounty Register's libertarian editorialpagecalled this
"Fantasyland"; the Los Angeles Times called it a fine measure
to "cement California's place asthe nation's most forward­
thinking state." Votersdrank the "progressive" Kool-Aidand
voted 52.20/0Yes.

In the "blue" part of Washington, votersapproved a
$17.9-billion extension of light rail.It adds half a cent to the
sales taxin the Seattle-Tacoma region,pushing it in most areas
to a colossal 9.6%.

In Minnesota, voters were offered a 0.3-point increasein
the state sales tax tofund the "Clean Water,Land and Legacy
Amendment" to pay for environmental and arts spending.
Support came from Eleanor Mondaleand Ducks Unlimited.
Opponents said it was ridiculous to raise taxes for publicart
such as thebrown pile at Franconia Sculpture Parkdubbed
"The Big Poo." Minnesotans disagreed,and this execrable
amendmentpassedin the body politic. 0



projectasis, sendit backfor revisions,or rejectit. Its decisions
can be appealed to the city council. I suspect this is pretty
much what happensin other statesaswell.

A commissioner'sjob canbe a demanding one.I attended
bimonthly meetings, one of which ended at 1:30 a.m.
SometimesI devoted a good bit of the preceding weekend to
reviewing a thick stack of reports and drawings, and visit­
ing the sitesof proposed projects.During meetingswe were
expected to pay attention, ask intelligent questions, think
carefully, follow protocols,andvote fairly. Sometimeswe got
flak from neighbors for decisionsthey disliked, and oncein a
blue moon we got somepraise.This was all fine with me - I
enjoyedit, mostly.

It would besilly to getonaplanning commissionandthen
castevery vote on High Libertarian Principle - crossingyour

Bureaucracy

Confessionsof a
Planning Commissioner

by Warren Gibson

Evenwell-intentioned people achievedubious
endswhen they join the bureacracy.

If you're a libertarian andyou get tired of huddling with fellow believers,you might decide to
take a run at politics. What to do?

It should beeasyto get the Libertarian Party nomination for your local congressional seat. Likely result: you collect
oneor two percentof the vote andretreat to your huddle with
your scrapbookof back-pagenewspaperarticles and leftover
campaignsigns.

Or you could aim for an office that's much easier to get
into, but has a lot lesspower and influence. I took the latter
tack. I got myself appointed to the Planning Commission in
my home town of Belmont, California.

Every city and county in California has a planning com­
mission, consisting of five to sevencitizen members,usually
appointed by the city council and serving without payor for
nominal reimbursement of expenses.The commission'sjob is
to review residential and commercial building projects that
meet some threshold of size or complexity, to seethat they
conform to thezoning ordinanceandthe generalplan that the
ordinance implements. When a project is proposed, the pro­
fessionalcity staff does the groundwork, which canbe quite
extensive,and the commission is supposed to apply "com­
munity values" asonly it, presumably, can.It may approve a
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armsanddeclaring that the very notion of cityplanning is ille­
gitimate, for example. You have to take the zoning lawsand
building codes as givenand then hope you can find enough
latitude todo the right thing. New appointees, regardless of
their political orientation, often overestimatethat latitude.
Some startout thinking, "Well, I just won't vote for any bad
projects." Youcan't follow that policy, and if you try, the city
planning staff or the city attorney will comedown on you.
Belmont's zoning ordinance spellsout criteria, called "find­
ings," on which commissionersmust base their votes.If you
find that a project satisfies all those criteria,your vote is yes.
If you can't make one or more of the findings, you have to
explain why, and your vote is no. Of course, some of these
findings canbe a bit vague (would anew structure signifi­
cantly block views of "ridge lines"?). That vagueness canbe
either a source of confusionor an opening to vote against
projectsyou just plain dislike.

My background as a professional engineerwas my most
valuable asseton the commission. Iknow how to read draw­
ings, and I try to reduce issues tonumbers whenever I can. It
surprised me to learn how little aptitude some people have
for these things. Sometimes I found problemsin drawings
or calculations that the professional staffhad missed, and I
believe the staffand the other commissioners appreciated
these insights. Butat first I knew nothing about how things
getdonein a political environment,andit took mea long time
to learn to express myselfin ways that would influence others
without unduly antagonizing them. Eventually Iwas elected
chair, which gave me an opportunity to learn how to run a
meeting smoothly.

Although I enjoyed learningabout laws and politics, mak­
ing new friends, and acquiring new skills, I left the commis­
sion feeling frustrated.Yes, some good projectsturned out
better because ofour work, and a couple ofbad proposals
didn't get done. Butwhat troubled me most was not the few
bad projects that got through, but the good onesthat didn't,
or almost didn't. Two of themany projects Isaw may cast
some lighton how planning works thesedays - or doesn't.

Belmont'smain drag is calledEl Camino Real. Its romantic
name- The Royal Road - belies itstrue nature.Our two-mile
stretch isdotted with used-car lots, motels, fast-food places, a
tattoo parlor, a 99-cent store,and a check cashing store. You
have to get away from El Camino to realizethat you're in an
areawhere the averagehouseprice exceeds$1 million. Given
our town's affluence, given the city's official policy favor-
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"I want you to put me in touch with reality,
but be ready to break theconnectionfast."
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ing "economic development" (backedby a Redevelopment
Agency that provides taxfunds to private businesses),and
given our Downtown Specific Plan, which wassupposedto
foster coordinated retail development, onemight expect to
see more upscale businessesdrawn to El Camino. But very
few havematerialized. Why? The story of Golaraandher res­
taurant provides some clues.

Golara Mokhtari had a career incomputer software that
ended with the dotcom bust. Shethen got into real estate,
acquiring a tinyhouse on El Camino with the idea of using

To the professionalplanner,the world of
rules, regulations,reviews,and fees is like
waterto thefish - not to bequestioned.

it as an office. Late onenight in 2004 shegot a call from the
Belmont police,who informed her that her housewason fire.
Shewasrelieved to discoverthat it wasactually the restaurant
directly adjoining thehousethat hadcaughtfire, andher little
housewasundamaged.Golarasawanopportunity to acquire
the damagedbuilding, repair it,and opena new restaurant.

Though she knew little of the restaurant business,her
attitude was,"Why not?" Shehad worked her way up to a
managementposition in a major software firmand had suc­
ceededin real estate. These successeshad given her the con­
fidence necessary to tackle the restaurant business. After the
fire department assuredher that the damageto the building
was lessthan 20%, meaningthat the placewasn't too far gone
to be repaired, shebought it. The location is thecomer of El
Camino and Broadway. (Yes,we have a Broadway. It's three
blocks long.)

That was late in 2004,and shehoped to be open for busi­
nesswithin a yearor so. Little did sheknow what lay ahead.

I first learned of Golara's planswhen her project was pre­
sented to theplanning commission for reviewin 2005. Iwas
delighted to seethat a burned-out eyesoremight be fixed up
and put to productive use. After taking a look outsideand
inside, and reviewing the plans, Iwas ready to vote yes,
though my final decision had to await the public hearing,
where all the evidencewould bepresented. But,we were told,
therehadbeena snag.

Golara's originalplan called foranentranceon El Camino,
which would have required ashort ramp projecting onto the
sidewalk. This "encroachment"was acceptable tothe staff
and the commission,but because El Camino is a state high­
way, Caltrans, themammoth bureaucracythat is responsible
for thousandsof miles of California freewaysand highways,
would have to approve the three-foot ramp. Golara dutifully
submitted an application to Caltrans,paid the requisite fee,
and waited. Eventually she gaveup and redrew the plans
with anentranceon Broadway.

Now another player enters the story. The Americanswith
Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federallaw that imposes all sorts



of accessibility requirements on businessesand local govern­
ments - in direct contradiction to the 10thAmendment to the
Constitution, I might add. ADA becamea major problem for
Golara. Two fully accessiblerest rooms were required, taking
up a lot of scarcespacein her small building. But the most
vexing problems camefrom the fact that the building is on a
gently sloped lot andhasthree floor levels. It endedup with a
switchback ramp in the centerof the restaurant - anobstacle
to almost every customer and especially to the servers,who
have to navigate it to get to the kitchen.

Golara took the trouble to consult a state ADA expert,
who was quite helpful. But shefound the local officials more
restrictive on ADA matters, perhaps becausethey were not
ADA experts and therefore tended to err on the side of con­
servatism. Soshehad to forego the small stairway that could
havebypassedthe ramp.

Golara does not dispute the need .for rules that are
grounded in genuine health and safety concerns.But shedoes
think those rules ought to be applied with a healthy dose of
common sense.Otherwise, she told me, "When rules get too
cumbersome,nothing getsdone." Shethinks the city planning
staff could have been more supportive, given the favorable
externalities she was generating. The processdragged on far
longer than she ever imagined, and all the while she had to
makemortgage and insurance payments.

Carlos de Melo, Director of Community Development for
the City of Belmont, hasanotherpoint of view. Partof Golara's
problem, he says, is that her building lies in the Downtown
Specific Plan area (more about which later) and was there­
fore subject to special design rules. He says he and his staff
tried to guide her through the processandendedup spending
far more staff time than such a small project would normally
require. He has a mandatefrom the city council to cover his
expenseswith fee income, and sayshe "took a bath" on her
project.

Who is right, Golara or Carlos?As in someGreek tragedy,
each is right within his or her own context. Golara expected
that a person of intelligence and determination, though inex­
periencedin retail business,would beableto makethis restau­
rant happenin reasonabletime without unnecessaryobstacles.
Under that assumption, she is right to feel aggrieved. Carlos,
on the other hand, is a professional planner, and to him, the
world of rules, regulations, reviews, and fees is like water
to the fish - not to be questioned. He clearly worked hard
within those rules to help Golara get going. In his context, he
was right. But the bottom line in my estimation is that three
layers of government - federal, state, and local - imposed
substantial costson Golara, with little in the way of benefits
to offset thosecosts.

Golara opened for business this past July, two and a half
years later than she had anticipated. Few entrepreneurs or
investorswould havestuck it out solong. Only Golara'sexcep­
tional determination and resourcefulness got her through
to opening day. She and her partner have transformed the
burned-out wreck into the Cafe Mossant, a lovely spot with
good food and a warm atmosphere. It's a little gem that
brightens a stretch of EI Camino that badly neededbrighten­
ing. Shefeedsthe city government through salestax revenues,
just assheliterally feedssomeof the nearby city hall workers.
In addition to the direct benefits she provides to customers,
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employees,andeventually, shehopes,investors, sheprovides
indirect benefits - which economistscall "positive externali­
ties" - to neighbors and passersbywho may never setfoot in
her restaurant.

When I joined the planning commission I had to take the
planning processasgiven. Now that I'm off, I feel free to ques­
tion it.

What is the worst that might have happenedif there had
beenno planning processat all? What if shehad built what­
ever she wanted without benefit of any design review, enti­
tlements, or permits? What mischief might she have done?
Painted the placeanugly color?Make it inaccessibleto handi­
capped people? Cut corners on materials? Conceivable, but
unlikely. It's not just Golara's personal standardsthat would
haveprevented suchthings; the highly competitive restaurant
market simply wouldn't have allowed them. Restaurantcus­
tomers area fickle lot, demandinghigh standardsof food, ser­
vice, decor, economy, and convenience.It's very difficult to
seehow the planning processprevented any significant unfa­
vorable outcome that the market wouldn't have prevented. In
short, the fault asI seeit lies not with Golara, not with Carlos,
but with the system. Regulation has gotten such a strangle­
hold on development - and not just in Belmont - that often
only those with deep pockets or political savvy can get any­
thing done.

Moving on from Golara's, if you take a left onto Ralston
Avenue you soon come to a vacant field. This brings us to the
story of Brad Liebman, and the senior residencesthat were
not to be.

Since 1901 Belmont has been the home of various sani­
tariums. By the mid 1990sthe remaining psychiatric hospital
hadbeenstruggling andwasup for sale.When Brad Liebman
cameto look at the property he saw it asan ideal setting for a
facility where he could pursue his novel ideas about treating

It's difficult to seehowtheplanningprocess
preventedanysignificantunfavorableoutcome
thatthemarketwouldn'thaveprevented.

people suffering from Alzheimer's disease.He and his part­
nersbought the land andbeganto do just that. Townspeople,
passing his place on busy Ralston Avenue, may have appre­
ciated the nicely kept grounds but likely gave no thought to
the opportunity that was there,should anelderly relative ever
require the kind of carehe offered. Nor did most of us realize
that part of the lovely wooded hillside that frames the valley
was his property, off limits for development.

I know nothing aboutAlzheimer's disease,but I will never
forget making the rounds with Brad one day and seeing the
loving personal carehe lavished on his people. Later he told
methat theheadof neurology atUC SanFranciscohadbrought
his team to visit RalstonVillage andhad declared Brad's pro­
gram the finest hehad ever seen.Brad tells me he had visions
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of establishing the Village as a model center for Alzheimer's
care,and perhapseven of creating a special degreeprogram
in that field at Notre Dame de Namur University, located
acrossthe streetfrom his property. He could seethis program
achieving national recognition and "putting Belmont on the
map." He also expected that revenue from the new residen­
tial development that he envisioned would help support this
undertaking.

Noneof this cameto pass.
One end of the property is now an empty field, amount­

ing to about four acres,where the Alexander Sanitarium once

I expectedapproval,perhapsnaively,because
so manyissueshadbeenraisedandanswered.
Thecouncilvotedto denytheproject.

stood.In 2004,Brad andhis partnersapproachedcity hall with
a proposal to build a large condominium development for
active seniors.The idea was that many people in and around
Belmont - empty-nesters - would be ready to give up their
large housesand move into a high-quality environment that
would liberate them from most of the burdens of home own­
ership. Residents would not need assistancein daily living
but would appreciate the common facilities and the proxim­
ity to Twin Pines Park and Belmont's little retail area.And a
relatively easy transition to a higher level of care would be
available to them if they should ever need it. I was given a
tour of a similar facility nearby that had beenbuilt by Brad's
development partner, andI wasmost impressedwith its qual­
ity. I imagined that Merrilee and I might make the move our­
selvessomeday.

Theeconomicviability of a condominium project depends
strongly on getting enough salableunits to support the com­
monfacilities - the meeting rooms,exerciserooms,driveway,
landscaping, and so forth. So the project as first presentedto
the city was pretty big. It was to be four stories tall with 101
units covering about half the empty land. Becausemost peo­
ple aren't adept at visualizing projects from drawings, Brad's
architectemployed a new andexpensivetechnology - a sim­
ulated drive-by video that seemed to show minimal visual
impact from Ralston Avenue. Although I was a little uneasy
about the size of the project, I supported it. But many of the
neighbors, led by the Hortons, whose residence bordered
the project, opposed it. Most of the commissioners likewise
disapproved. It was just too big. So it was back to the draw­
ing board. The project was scaleddown to 82 units and then
reduced again, to 55.

Many people were worried that the project would worsen
the traffic situation on Ralston Avenue, which was already
bad. So Brad and his partners paid for a professional traffic
study that cameback with the commonsenseconclusion that
there would be minimal impact becauseseniors don't drive
much at all, and especially not at rush hour. Brad's partner
conducted about 30 neighborhood meetings, and eventually
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the Hortons became enthusiastic supporters of the project.
Many other neighbors eventually came around as well. But
their support wasnot enough.

Brad says that he and his partners spent more than two
years,over a million dollars, and no end of personal energy
working on their plans.Their scaled-backversion wasconsid­
eredby the planning commission at a public meeting in April,
2005.We were to render opinions on the necessaryMitigated
Negative Declaration, GeneralPlanAmendment, Conceptual
Development Plan Amendment, and Vesting Tentative
Subdivision Map. The City Council would have the final say
on theseactions. Brad came to the evening meeting with his
development partner, landscape architect, civil engineer,
community relationsconsultant, andhealth careconsultant in
tow, all expensiveprofessionals,no doubt. One could almost
hear the meter ticking. But commissionersraised more ques­
tions than could be answered in that hearing, so it was held
over so that answerscould begatheredandpresentedto us at
a later date - five months later, asit turned out. Meanwhile,
Mrs. Horton had taken a seat on the Planning Commission
but was not allowed to vote, becausethe law presumesthat
anyone owning property nearby hasa conflict of interest. Six
of uswere left to vote at the Octobermeeting, meaningat least
a 4-2 vote would beneededto passanything.

By this time I thought the whole thing had dragged on
far too long. I really hoped for approval. And I expected
approval, perhapsnaively, becauseso many issueshad been
raised and answered.Following lengthy discussions,I intro­
duceda motion in favor of the project, gaveit the bestrhetoric
I could muster, and acceptedfriendly amendments, but my
motion failed on a 3-3 tie. We could only report to the council
that we had failed to reachagreementon a recommendation.
I left feeling frustrated and angry. In November, the council
voted 4-1 to deny the project.

By the time of that council meeting, the benefits were
clear: an ugly vacant lot would be transformed into 55 nice
new homes in a handsomenew building. The city govern­
mentwould reapconsiderablefeeincome,cappedby a "park­
in-lieu" feeof $700,000,supposedly to mitigate the effectsof a
few additional senior citizens on the city's parks, but in real­
ity a form of legalized extortion. The downside hadn't been
reduced to zero: the building wouldn't be wholly invisible,
totally noiseless,or completely free of traffic, but the appli­
cants had bent over backwards to mitigate those problems.
The only citizens who got up to speak at the meeting were
three neighboring homeowners, all of whom spoke in favor
of the project. Ignoring the facts in front of it, the council spat
out a4-1 denial. The video recording of that meeting conveys
more through the members' facial expressions, body lan­
guage,and tone of voice than through their actual words. The
two leaders of the opposition projected bitter personal ani­
mosity; another projected cowardice; a fourth cluelessness.
That evening may havebeenthe low point in a long history of
somepretty ugly politics in this town.

Not long after his defeat,Brad sold his property to Sunrise
Assisted Living, a national chain, and left Belmont. The lot
remains vacant.Sunriseran the facility for a while, then gave
up and sold it. The seniorswho might now be enjoying their
new homes in Brad's development remain in their over­
sized houses,if they haven't left town. The Park Department



didn't get its $700,000.I have no idea what sort of care the
Alzheimer's patients aregetting from the current owner.

Without question, thesetwo projectsare a black mark on
Belmont's planning processand on the concept of govern­
ment planning in general.Notwithstanding Carlos's helpful­
ness,Golara's struggles senda messageto small developers:
beware of Belmont! And a grave injustice was done to Brad
Liebman, to the namelesspotential beneficiariesof his project,
and to everyonein Belmont, savea few politicians.

I must add that I saw other proposals that the city staff
or the planning commission did seemto influence favorably.

Thecity governmentwouldreap consider­
ableincome,cappedby a "park-in-lieu"feeof
$700,000,aformoflegalizedextortion.

And I do not for one moment question the ethics or profes­
sionalism of the planning staff. I know them personally and
believe they really wanted to do what was best for Belmont.
But government planning is asystem- anideology, or a reli­
gion - that just doesn't work, and they are immersed in that
system.

What if there were a privileged classof property owners
who weresomehowexemptfrom planning rules?If therewere
suchpeople,the kinds of projectsthey might build could give
us someinsight into how well the planning processachieves
its statedgoals.

Youthink this can'thappenin our democracy?Think again.
There is a privileged classthat can build whatever it wants
without any review by the city staff or the planning commis­
sion. I refer to other governmental agencies.Our schooldis­
trict, for example,built a large gymnasium without any city
review, while a private school that wanted to do something
similar was shot down by the planning commission and the
city council. The water district built two pumping stations
without any review. Both projectsseemall right to me.

Churches are another quasi-privileged class. I live in
a remote canyon, where the idea of a businessstarting and
attracting customersfrom far and wide would be ludicrous,
absolutely forbidden by the zoning code. Surely if zoning
ordinancesdo anything at all, they ought to restrict suchout­
rageously nonconforming land uses.Yet there is an Indian
Orthodox Christian church near my house, the home of an
obscuredenomination that draws congregantsfrom all over
the Bay Area. Someof my neighbors were upset when this
congregationannouncedplans to setup shop.But the church
couldn't be stopped, in part becausea federal law called
RLUIPA (don't ask) makes it all but impossible to use zon­
ing to restrict religious activities. But now that the church is
in business,the consequenceshave turned out to be minimal:
some parking issuesand a little extra traffic on Sundays is
about all.

Okay, what about building standards? How far would
anybody get with a proposal to build a one-room shack in
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my million-dollar neighborhood, in violation not only of the
zoning codebut alsoof virtually every provision of the build­
ing codeaswell? Beyond the pale, right? Yet there is just such
a shack within spitting distance of my house. It's "grand
fathered," meaningthat it canremain pretty muchasit is until
somebodydecidesto replaceit. Seventyyearsago,when our
areawasagood distancefrom town, that wasahunting cabin.
It hasn't changedmuch, and we neighbors just think of it as
part of our area'scharm. We look out for the elderly widow
who lives there,andnot long agoa group of teenagersfrom a
local church swarmedover the placeand painted it.

The school gym, the church, and the shack are the sorts
of things that planning tries to stop, but legal quirks allow
them to exist, and they seemjust fine. If unplanned projects
can tum out fine, while lots of planned ones don't, do we
really needgovernmentplanning? RandalO'Toole saysflatly:
No. O'Toole has devoted his career to studying such issues
as forest management,smart growth, light-rail transit, and
affordable housing. In his recentbook, "The Best-LaidPlans:
How Government Planning Harms Your Quality of Life,
Your Pocketbook,andYour Future," he makesthe bold claim
that "almost everything that planners do could be done bet­
ter, at lower cost,and with lessintrusion into people's lives,
with properly designed user fees,markets, and incentives."
He advocatesrestrictive covenants(ascurrently practiced in
Houston) asan alternative to zoning. Generalplans, he says,
are uselessat bestbecauseno one can foreseethe future for a
large and diverse group of people and properties over a long
period of time. But what is a general plan, and why do we
havesuchthings?

All California citiesarerequired to prepareageneralplan,
which is sometimes likened to a constitution. It sets forth
general policies and goals.Subsequentordinancesregarding
building and planning are supposedto conform to the gen­
eral plan. The plan is intended to reflect the valuesof the resi­
dents,which is why citizen workshops areemphasizedwhen
generalplans areadoptedor revised.

That's the theory. The reality is - no surprise - a bit dif­
ferent. I attended citizen workshops when Belmont beganits
generalplan revision in 2002.They were run by friendly con­
sultants,and the meetingswere kind of fun. Who doesn't like

Thereis a privilegedclassthat can build
whateverit wantswithoutanyreview.I refer
to othergovernmentagencies.

to beaskedhis opinions?Who wouldn't like to be given abig
sheet of paper and some colored pencils so he could make
some sketchesof what "downtown Belmont" ought to look
like? But asO'Toole points out, the consultantsare skilled at
framing the sessionsin a way that will lead to the predeter­
mined results."Do you want morepollution?" they might ask.
"Do you think your downtown should be more friendly to

Liberty 29



January-February 2009

pedestrians?" The results ofour workshops wereput together
in a festive eventheld in the college gymnasium, complete
with music, balloons,and catered food. That little event cost '
the city $90,000and attracted hardly anyone except the prior
workshop participants. A few weeks later, the generalplan
revision came to a screechinghalt because of the economic
downturn and the consequent municipalbudget crunch. It is
just now being revived.

Belmont's current general plan includes an element
called the Downtown Specific Plan,preparedin 1990. A lot of
thoughtful effort clearlywent into it, much of it contributed
by volunteers.It hasflowery language like this:/JAnattractive,
visually cohesive appearanceshould express a sense of vital­
ity and provide a focal point for public activity and a com­
munity lifestyle." It has nice sketchesand maps of what the
"downtown" (which never really existed)ought to look like.
Years later, a little ofwhat was envisioned happened,sort of.
We did get some nicenew retail at Ralston and EI Camino,
including a restaurantand a toy storethat both went bust.
The Starbucks isdoing fine. The fancynew train station is all
but deserted.

In 2003, along came yet another plan, the Belmont sec­
tion of a plan for all of EI Camino as itruns through the
county. Thisplan makesno specific mention of our existing
Downtown Specific Plan, saying onlythat many past down­
town plans have beenput forth but that "the community has
not shown significant support for these effortsin the past."
Translation: those pesky civiliansdon't see the obvious ben­
efits of acommunity lifestyle andinsist onpursuing their own
private interests! So it just starts all over again. The languagein
this latestplan isn't so flowery, but the acronyms, the graph­
ics, and the buzzwords are fancier.Mind you, theEI Camino
plan is completely separate from Belmont's general plan,and
the two might well endup contradicting each other.

What are the lessons here?Why do grand government
plansalmost always fail? O'Toole says one reason is the design
fallacy. This is the hubristic notionthat architectural design is
the most important determinant in shaping humanbehavior:
design it,and they will come.Now design surely plays some
role, but real people are drivenby much more complexand
diverse considerations,which canbe very hard to 'anticipate,

If unplannedprojectscan turn out fine,
whilelots of plannedonesdon't,do we really
needgovernmentplanning?

as anyonewho has tried to succeedin retail can attest. But
design iswhat planners do, so they cling to the fallacyand
blame everyonebut themselveswhen they fail.

Another reason isthat general plansattempt to project far
into the future and for a wide area;and that's simply impos­
sible. Thus,our 1982 generalplan did not foresee the major
changesin senior health careand senior housing that took
place in the intervening years,nor did it foresee thepush for
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higher-density developmentthat has arisen lately. But the
outdatedgeneralplan wasin force,andit provided a hook for
the council to hang its prejudices on.Yet another important
reason for failure isthat planners arenot accountable for their
mistakes. For one thing, those mistakes oftendon't become
apparent until many years have passed: the people listedin
the front of theDowntown Specific Planhaveeither died, left

Translation:thosepeskyciviliansdon't see
thebenefitsofa community lifestyleandinsist
on pursuingtheirownprivateinterests.

town, or retreated to private lives. More importantly, plan­
ners and citizen volunteers have nothing to loseif they fail.
They haveno invested capital at risk,and they are unlikely to
lose their jobs,no matter what.In contrast, competitive busi­
ness is aharsh master that focuses themind of any business
personwith the constant possibility of financial failure.

WhenI rereadour 1990and2003documentswith O'Toole's
insights in mind, a big omissionjumped out at me: therewas
no attempt to figure out what customersmight really want!
Despite assertingthe need for more and better retail,no one
suggestedthat Belmont residents lacked places to shop, either
in their own or neighboring towns. (The real driver is more
sales tax revenue,I'm sure.) But sincehuman behavior is so
unpredictable, theydid what they could and produced nice
text and graphics. Maybe government planningdoesn'twork
so well, but surely we can't leave people free todo whatever
they want with their property. Thiswould invite chaos, ugli­
ness, noise,and just about every form of social ill, right?

Not necessarily.
To begin with, no one is condemning planning as such.

Survival requiresthat we all engagein planning onsome scale.
But as FriedrichHayek so ably demonstrated, the knowledge
required for successful planning is dispersedand often tacit.
Where there are free markets, price signals connect islands of
specialized knowledge,and the result is economy-wide coor­
dination that no individual or agency could have planned.
Governmentplanning tries to cover toobroad a base, over too
long a time span,and is not subject to market discipline. The
skills and motives of the planners aside, peopleand circum­
stances are just too diverse; things just change too fast.When
private business people tryto plan beyond the range of their
knowledge or ability, they are forcedout of business. Failed
government planning simply elicits more planning to fix the
old broken plans,and the cycle continues.

Externalities do exist, says O'Toole: "There are a few
problems that markets cannot fully solve."Yet "they are far
less commonthan planning advocates willadmit . . . Even
for those problems . . . there are nongovernmental alterna­
tives that work far better than comprehensive government

continuedon page34



about time because,although Uruguay is unquestionably one
of the nicest, safest,and altogether most desirable placesin
the world, it's among the least known.

Let me start in the manner of Caesar:Omnes Uruguayin
trespartesdivisaest.These are Montevideo,the beach,and the
pampa.Hmmm ... and maybea fourth, the banks.

The City
Montevideo is the country's one real city. It's a slow,

somewhat down-at-the-heels kind of place, where you11
still see quite a fewhorse-drawn wagons hauling trash. It's
a city where the mate gourds they sellin the shopsaren't for
tourists, but still for local consumption. When I first visited
in 1980, the place was truly in a time warp. Theywere still
using those old black bakelite telephones. Therewere still a

Travel

The Greatest Place
Where NoOne Goes

byDougCasey

Doesany place still existwhere the beaches are cleanand
the people are few? Ifyou time it right, Uruguay canbe that
place. Butthe crowds may be getting wise to its charms.

It's not that Uruguay is - necessarily - the next great thing. It's simplythat when it's the dead
of winter in the Northern Hemisphere, summerat the beach is a lotmore fun. In this part of the world, that
basically means either Brazilor Uruguay.

Argentina, of course,hasa couplethousandmiles of coast­
line, but not much in the way of beach resorts, besidesMar del
Plata. The reason isthat its latitude, combinedwith the curva­
ture of the coast,meansthat the coast iswashedby cold cur­
rents from Antarctica.

Brazil has lots of spectacular beaches,but it also has lots
of poor people,which meanslots of petty crime. Uruguay has
almost no crime, and excellent beaches.So in January and
February, Puntadel Este,which is "the place," ispackedwith
vacationing Argentines, lots of wealthy Brazilians, agood
number of Europeans,and a fair sprinkling of glitterati from
all over the world.

I'm generally in Argentina from OctoberthroughDecember
but, with so much of the team in Uruguay, it seemed like a
good idea to getanapartmentand spendsome time there too.
I've been there numerous times over the last25 years, tak­
ing the short flight or the pleasant three-hour ferry ride from
Buenos Aires,but I've never reallywritten about it. And it's
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lot of cars from the '20s, '30s, '40s,and '50s circulatingin daily
usage;now they're tobe found as heirloomsin numerous
classic car lots.When I was in college,in the '60s, one ofmy
Latin friends pointedout how cars were priced at about triple
the U.S. level. The idea occurred to some ofus that it would
beworth the trouble to driveanappropriate model down, sell
it, and catch a clandestinebananaboat out of Dodge with the
profit. It would havebeena fine adventure.

As cheap as property isin Buenos Aires, it's even cheaper
in Montevideo. The problem is that Montevideodoesn't
vibrate. It's just a nice, quiet place.

Even today, it's easy to imagine the crew of theGerman
pocket battleshipAdmiralGra!Speesitting at the docks, des­
perately trying to make repairs to its fuel system afterher bat­
tle with three British cruisersat themouth of the River Platein
December 1939.It'saninteresting story. TheGra!Speecouldn't
complete its repairs within the time limit for its stay. Its cap­
tain, Hans Langsdorf, took the ship just outsideUruguayan
watersand scuttled it. That was partly becausehe feared that
if the assembling British fleet camein to get him, it would
result in needless damage to the city,and partly becausehe
knew it was a battlehe could only lose.In the two months
it had been a commerce raider, theGra! Speecaptured and
sank nine ships,but never killed anenemy sailor. Langsdorf,
reputed to havebeenquite an exceptional person, laydown
onhis ship's battle flagandshot himself threedayslater, after
negotiating termswith the Argentines for his crew's intern­
ment. The ship isin the process of being raised,and will be
part of a museumin Montevideo.

The Beaches
During JanuaryandFebruary,Puntadel Este isamongthe

most happening placeson the planet. The city - whichhas
elements of places like theHamptons and Rehoboth,with a
touch of Atlantic City because of the casinosand high rises
- has bumper-to-bumper trafficin some areas until 4:00 a.m.
The other ten months of the year, especiallyin the winter, it's a
veritable ghost town, likesummerbeach resorts everywhere.
Personally, I far prefer the off-season for a couplemonths on
either side of the peak. Many of the facilities are still open,but
the crowds are gone.

rm confident that most beach resorts (andmostski towns)
will increasingly become year-round communities. Today's
transportation and communication makes it possible for peo­
ple with some money to liveandwork where they want.And
they want to be in the kind of place they'd like to vacation in,
where others like themselves are tobe found. I suspect lots
of boomers in the years to come are going to sell theirmain
house (assuming there's a bid)and transplant to their vaca­
tion homes. So Punta,and places like it, are going todo bet­
ter than "average" places. Right now, condominiumson the
beach go for about $300 a square foot, while detached houses
are typically half that. Thisisn't atypical in resorts; people
like the securityand convenience of the condo, eventhough
a detached house isboth cheaperand superior for living.If a
place is rented, 80% of the year's revenue comesin during the
two months of the season. My guess isthat both these things
- whether in Puntaor on the U.S.East Coast - will change,
to the advantage of current owners.

My advice, if you want a placeon the beach, is to come
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down and take a look.Uruguay has about 500 miles of coast­
line, and most of it is deserted.And pretty cheap.One quite
pretty pieceI'm attracted to, close to a small beach town, is
400acres,with about a mile of beach, for US$4.5million. Until
recently, anyway, that'swhat some people were paying for
hideous McMansionson a quarter acrein the United States. A
lot of those McMansions havenow beendeserted, since few
of the buyers could afford the mortgages - forget about the
utilities, taxes,and maintenance.Not good. The beach is nice,
however, because it's always deserted.

The Pampas
Most of the country looks like Kansasor Nebraska,

Missouri or Illinois. Not unpleasant,but mostly flat to gently
rolling. Nothing therebut endless fields. Some growing corn,
or wheat, or soy, or alfalfa. But mostly they're grazing cattle.
Cattle alone, even at current low prices,amount to 35-400/0
of the country's total exports. This leadsme to remark on the
published economic informationon this country, which is,
like that for most places,at once superficialand misleading.
Most statistical compendiums sayUruguay's economy ison
the order of 10%agriculture, 40%industry, and500k services.

Forget what you read in statistical compendiums, espe­
cially if their source (as most are) is the government.Or at
least treatthem with skepticism. Whoknows how the dog's
breakfast ofnumbers is really being put together, and for
exactlywhat reasons? I far prefer to eyeball the situation per­
sonally and draw my own conclusions, ratherthan letting
a reporter interpret the spreadsheetput together by some
clerks. Anyway, kicking rocks is more interestingthan culling
through questionable numbers.

Soin that spirit, we were fortunate to chanceupon a small
fair featuring a rodeo, moreor lessin the middle of nowhere
in the pampas. Prettymuch the type of thingyou can still find
in Colorado, Wyoming, or Alberta, with livestock and handi­
crafts. What was different was that,with the sole exception
of ourselves,it wasn't overrun with tourists. Everybody was
either a gaucho,or a member of a gaucho's family.

I go to rodeosin the United Statesand have got a lot of
respect for cowboys. But these gauchos are something else.
When cowboys ride broncs, if they'renot using a regular sad­
dle, the horse at least has a saddlepad and a cinch around
it that a rider can grab onto.And he gets on the horsein a
pen. The gauchos simply holdon to the horse's mane, after
just jumping on it while it's tied to apost - much harder.
Cowboys have astandard uniform, consisting of Stanley
boots, Wrangler jeans, a western shirt,and a Stetsonor
Resistol. Sodo gauchos: soft black leather boots, bambachos
(a very loose-fitting pant), a shirtwith blousy sleeves,and a
flat brimmed hat. Cowboyssport two-inch-wide beltswith
flash buckles; gauchos go to amuch wider belt, similar to the
type lifterswear at the gym.Onebig difference is the gauchos
do their bronc busting wearing their knivesin their belts.And
they alwayswear spurs. I was impressed. These hombresdo
this stuff for day-to-day work,not just to win prizes on the
circuit.

An aside. Haveyou ever wondered how cowboys keep
their Stetsonson during a rodeo? Very often, they use chew­
ing gum to snugthe fit.

Back to Uruguay. The climate is excellent year round.And



there areonly about 3.5million people,most of them concen­
trated in Montevideo. The industry here is almost all related
to harvesting, processing, and shipping beef, hides, dairy,
grains,andwood pUlp.The servicesaremostly dependenton
exactly the samethings. Plus the saleof real estate,which is
treated like just another commodity here.The exceptionsare
banking and tourism.

Banks, Money, and Taxes
Uruguay has always been Latin America's answer to

Switzerland, at least as far as bank privacy is concerned.
Latins arenotoriously averseto paying taxes.More than most
places,the daily news in thesecountries amounts to a recita­
tion of government stupidity; few people want to subsidize
it with their own money. And most people with any money,
prudently, want to keep it out of the reachof their own gov­
ernments.SoLatins have historically shipped asmuch spare
cashaspossibleto - mostly - either Switzerland, the United
States, Panama, or Uruguay. In today's world, however,
very few will be sending more money to the United States.
They have seenwhat's happenedto the U.S. property mar­
ket, they don't trust the dollar, and they don't even want to
visit the United Statesanymore.Especiallyfor Argentines and
Brazilians,Uruguay is aconvenientandneutral placefor their
capital.

It would be good as an alternative for Americans, too,
except that, like Switzerland, banks here simply don't
want American business. Seriously don't want to touch it.
Example?A SouthAfrican friend of mine, who's living down
here, wanted to open an account with a large international
bank,but they wouldn't do it until hesignedanaffidavit stat­
ing that he was neither a U.S.citizen, nor a U.S.resident. It's
apparently standard operating procedure, even though he
showedhis SouthAfrican passport.Thesmall local bankswill
takeU.s. accountsfor the purposesof normal expenditures,of
course.But the messageemanating from the Empire is quite
clear.

The bank privacy this country offers is anomalousat first
glance.You wouldn't expecta socialist welfare state that has
destroyedits currency asaggressivelyand consistentlyasany
country in the world to be a bank haven. The answer lies in
the fact Uruguay started out as a haven for Argentines and
Brazilians much the way Switzerland did for the French,
Germans and Italians. It just took a wrong tum in political
philosophy. But sincebanking was sucha cashcow, the gov­
ernment left the sector alone. It's one of the two intelligent
things the Uruguayan government has ever done that I'm
aware of. The other was not having an income tax. Actually,
let me rephrasethat. It wasnot a question of doing intelligent
things, but - and this is basically the most one canhope for
from the institution of government - not doing really stupid
things.

That's past tense.Until last year, therewasalsono income
tax here. The election of the new government in 2004, the
FrenteAmplio, composedof abunchof refugeesfrom the'60s
and '70s - ex-communists,ex-Tupamaros,current Greens­
was centeredon "reforming imbalances" they saw in society.
Which, aseverywhere,translatesinto more power to the state.
Peopleassumedit would just affect "the rich," but - what a
surprise - now almost everybody has to file forms and pay
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up. Somecan even seethat it will leave "the rich" with less
money to make investments and employ people than would
otherwise be the case.It would seem people voted for the
Frentemainly becausethey were neither the Blancos(equiva­
lent to Republicans)or the Colorados (Democrat-equivalent);
anything other than the two parties that were responsiblefor
many decadesof economic stagnation seemedlike a good
idea at the time.

Will the Frentebe reelectedin 2009?On the onehand, the
averageguy is unhappy about the new income tax his rulers
haveimposed,andmaywant to kick them out. I canonly think
of one time in all of history when a government repealedan
income tax (the United States,over Lincoln's deadbody, after
the Civil War), so I'm not holding my breath.And sincecom­
modities haveboomed,sohasthe local economy,boosting the
Frente'spopularity. It's a lot like theAmericanswhen Clinton
wasin office;hedidn't causetheboom - in fact hewasadrag
- but he got to take credit for it.

This provides an interesting objectlessonin the supposed
link between education and voting. Uruguay is among the
most educated countries in the world. If education corre­
lated with intelligent voting, then the placewould be a para­
dise.But there'sno reasonto believe that education - or lack
thereof - correlatesin any way with the choicesof political
candidates.Rather,it's a matter of psychology. Or to be more
exact, the degree to which people feel driven to dramatize
their psychological aberrations.Which, unfortunately, seems
to be a constantacrossboth time and space.

However, the imposition of tax on locally earned income
needn't be a pressing concern to you because,even if you
become a permanent resident, foreign earned income is
exempt. They understand and appreciate rich foreigners in
Uruguay.

The Bottom Line
Here's a place that should have beenon top of the world.

A small but highly educated and demographically homo­
geneous European population. Crime free. Great climate.
Hundreds of miles of empty coast.Perhapsthe world's pre­
mier beachresort.Socially liberal. Religiously agnostic.Huge
agricultural production. A tax and bank haven. Next door to
two big and vibrant neighbors.What's not to like?

"He slew all the dragonson theborder,andnow
we havea big illegal alien problem."
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The answer lies in another question that will inevita­
bly arise asyou spend time here: why,with all its apparent
advantages,isn't Uruguay one of the richest countiesin the
world? The answer, as almost everywhere else, is the same:
political stupidity. In so many ways - size, climate, ethnic­
ity, economy, ambience - the place resemblesNew Zealand.
Including in mistakesand stupidities.

In good part because of itshigh level of education,
Uruguay was influenced by the Fabian socialists,who spe­
cialized in capturing universities and subsequently corrupt­
ing the student body. As a result,Uruguay became the first
IIsocialist democracy"in Latin America at the turn of the 20th
century. Thatwas the start of the slippery slope.

Next, the country placed itself under embargo. It did
this by enacting some ofthe highest duties and quotas in the
world on imports. That effectivelycut it off from knowledge
and technology from anywhere else. That'sbad enough if
you're a big country, but it's death if you only have a couple
million people.

As a result ofthe social democracyand the self-imposed
embargo, any bright, ambitious person with enough money
to go elsewheredid so. Uruguayan doctors, engineers,and
other professionalswith transportable skills left for the United
States or,at least, Buenos Aires.Uruguay, perversely, with its
educatedpopulation, and indirectly because of it,hasalways
suffered from abrain drain.

That's exactly what was happening in New Zealand until
the country reformed in the mid-1980s, out of desperation.
Kiwis with at least alukewarm IQ and cash for airfarewould

Confessions,from page30

planning." This strikesme as a realistic answer, unlikethat
of the late libertarian iconMurray Rothbard, who waved off
all negative externalitieswith a call for enforcement of pri­
vate property rights. Thatwon't work in caseswhere a direct
link between perpetrator and victim cannot be established.
But negative externalities are far less extensiveor problem­
atic than the planning ideology assumes. Thosethat are real
can very oftenbe resolved in terms ofproperty rights, using
compensation agreements, tort law, forbearance, etc. But for
the knottiest problems,purely voluntary solutions sometimes
can't be found. Air pollution isthe primary example. In these
especially thorny situations, most economists agreethat gov­
ernment sanctions are necessary.

Nobody believes in socialism anymore. Hayek and
Ludwig von Mises showed very well that it can't work. Yetit
continued for a long timein the communist countries, in part
because itwas accepted as a religion,not to be questioned.
Only when events overtook those countriesdid socialism col­
lapse. Isgovernment planning a form of socialism?Not really,
if you define socialism asgovernment ownership of industrial
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take off for Australia (if not the United Statesor the UK).And
it's exactly what happened in Ireland, until it reformed out
of desperation. Irishmenwith any moxie headedfor London,
New York, or Boston. LikeUruguay, these countrieswere rap­
idly transforming themselves intothe shallow endof the gene
pool.

The speculation is that,not being completely oblivious
to reality, the Uruguayan government may go in the same
direction. I'm not looking for, nor predicting, a free-market
revolution. I just think that, after having tried every cocka­
mamie collectivist schemethat camedown the pike over the
last 100 years, lightningmay strike or desperation might set
in. The nextgovernment just might look at what happenedin
New Zealand and Ireland, seethe completely obvious simi­
larities, and put two and two together. Stranger thingshave
happened.

Even if that doesn't happen, my guess is that, asin
Argentina, you're going to seemuch more immigration
of wealthy Europeans, desertingthat sinking continent.
Emigrants are alwaysthe best,which is to saythe mostoppor­
tunistic and freedom-seeking, people.And becauseUruguay
is so small, they11have a proportionately much bigger effect
than on their neighbor tothe south. The prognosis is very
good. The placestandsa high chance of transformation from
a quiet backwater into abooming hotspot.

I expect to do more things there in the future. But if
Uruguay is tomorrow, Argentina is stillmy choice for today.
The nicething is that they're just a ferry ride acrossthe Plate
from each other. 0
and commercial property.It is more accurate to call govern­
ment planning a form of fascism. Letmehastento justify this
incendiary term.

In his recentbook ilLiberal Fascism" (which I reviewedin
the Sept. 2008 issue of this magazine), Jonah Goldberg ably
shows the fascisticnature of many facets of 20th-centuryand
present-day American politics. Fascism entailstwo defining
characteristics: first,in its economic aspectit allows nominal
private ownership of productive property, with control actu­
ally in the hands of government officials. Second,it entails
nationalism or racism in some form.

Planning fitsthe first characteristic to a tee,but where do
we find racism?Nowhere is it explicit, of course,but it's just
below the surfacein many specific instances of planning. For
example, the people with political power in Belmont are all
above average socioeconomically. They mostly livein the hills
and drive fancy cars.None is Hispanic or Asian. But some­
body, either residentor transient, ispatronizing the 99-cent
store and the check-cashing store - very likely,it's low­
income Hispanics. These are peoplewho are more likely to
worry about raw survival than about the lack of a nicespot
to relax and sip their capuccinos. Councilpeople have told
me they wished they could havesuppressedthosetwo stores,
andby implication their undesirable minority customers.
Meanwhile, the planning juggernaut rolls on from fad to
fad: City Beautiful, Urban Renewal,Smart Growth. Plan n is
hatched to correct the failures of plan n-l, and around and
around we go. Canwe learn from the failure of socialismand
get off this merry-go-round, or must we wait for things toget
really bad?Randal O'Toolehasdonea fine job of exposingthe
planning myth. Letus hope that others continue the job. 0



• The Huffington Post (www.HuffingtonPost.com).
• The Kaus Files (www.slate.com/kausfiles). and
• Eschaton(www.eschatonblog.com).
Thesewere balancedby four sitesexhibiting a libertarian

lean:
• Instapundit (pajamasmedia.com/instapundit),
• The Volokh Conspiracy (volokh.com),
• Asymmetrical Information (meganmcardle.theatlantic.

com), and
• Ann Althouse (althouse.blogspot.com).
A couple of quick notes.The writers on someof thesesites

would probably object to my crude categories.Severalthat I
put on the limited-government side question standard liber­
tarian tenets(and at leastoneendorsedObama);a couple that
I lump in with the statistscall themselveslibertarian or polit-

Media

Mastersof the Blog

by Jim Walsh

As the power of the Mainstream Media wanes, a new
power is arising - the power of the political blog.

In the courseof the presidential campaign, I madea habit of reading a number of prominent
internet websitesdedicated to political opinion from both the libertarian and statist perspectives.Initially, I
was looking for someinsight into those who felt passionately about either of the two major-party candidates, whom I
found equally uninspiring.

I didn't find this insight - the respective stands didn't
make any more philosophical sensethan a football fan's sup­
port of the Oakland Raiders or Dallas Cowboys. The water
carriersfor statismwere predisposedto readvision and inspi­
ration into the empty suit that is Barack Obama; the tren­
chermenfor limited government labored to find virtue in the
tin-eared populism that John McCain has developed in his
post-Keating Five years.

But I did learn something from my daily ritual.
The internet pundits differed in more than just the objects

of their partisan attentions. They differed significantly, even
systematically, in their rhetoric. The differences are worth
pointing out becausethey may help curious readersto recog­
nize biasesand bents in things they read online.

My daily reading list included four websites with a stat­
ist slant:

• DailyKos (www.DailyKos.com).
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ically agnostic and share concernsabout the leviathan state
with most Liberty readers.However, for the purpose of this
piece,the categoriesare useful.

Thereare,of course,manyother political websites - some
prominent - whose authors fall on various points along the
political spectrum. I checkedin, from time to time, with many
of these.They generally comport with the conclusionsI draw
from my Big Eight.

Finally, thereareanumberof interesting websitesoperated
by traditional political magazines (among these, the Weekly
Standard, National Review, Reason,the New Republic, and
the Nation) as well as so-called "aggregators" of reportage

Frankly, it's fun to read the Huffington
Postbecausethecolumnsandcommentsareso
stupid.Theprevailingstyleis ignorance.

and columns such as The Drudge Report, Townhall.com,
and CommonDreams.com.But I focus my discussionhereon
media outlets that beganasinternet sitesand arenative to the
online world.

This having beensaid, let's start with quick reviews of the
Big Eight.

DailyKos.com is thebrainchild of Markos Moulitsas, aU.S.
Army veteranandleft-wing political activist. The "Kos" of the
site's namecomesfrom the founder's nickname. This site has
considerable influence within the so-called "netroots" - the
most extreme statist faction of the Democrat Party. The site
is structured around "diaries," long (by internet standards)
columns written by a handful of regular contributors. Most
of these diarists write under pseudonyms. Kos posts some
columns; but many of his contributions involve mathemati­
cal analysesof polls, including somethat DailyKos.com itself
commissions.

The site's most interesting features are the readers' com­
ment sectionsthat follow the columns. Here, membersof the
DailyKos "community" - called "Kossacks" in internet jar­
gon - add their thoughts on the news of the day.

This community toes a doctrinaire statist line. Its style
is angry simplifcation. Kossackslionize statist politicians or
pundits (chief among these,Obama) and vilify others (chief
among these,SarahPalin). They alsovilify eachother for any
deviations from doctrine. DailyKos.com has been properly
criticized by other sitesfor its violent rhetoric and stereotypi­
cally Old Left" disappearing" of divergent opinion.

In an interesting tum, Kos himself hasshown somesigns
of apostasy.Hehastried to incorporate somelibertarian policy
points into his version of statism.His readershaveresponded
coldly to theseefforts.

DailyKos diarists and commenters are generally humor­
less - though they do occasionally try to be funny. The jokes
fail, mostly becausethey are scornful rather than wry - and
relentlessly partisan. No jokesabout liberal Democrats;jokey
comments dripping with disdain about moderateDemocrats
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and all Republicans.Ideological purity isn't funny.
Here's an excerpt from an Oct. 26,2008rant by the popu­

lar DailyKos diarist "Devilstower" slamming Alan Greenspan
andAyn Rand:

A casualobservermight be forgiven for thinking that
discoveringthat the desiresof corporateofficersdidn't
alwaysrun parallelto thoseof investorsasbeingsoobvi­
ousadeadparrotmightnotice.But then,acasualobserver
doesn'thavea lifetime investedin a philosophythat says
otherwise.[Greenspan]apparentlynevernoticedthat the
desiresof individuals, the securityof corporations,or the
needsof societiesin which thosecompanieswereembed­
ded don't alwayslie sideby side.He neversaw that the
incentivesbuilt into his morepure system,wereaimedat
tearingthesystemapart. .

Ratherthan revealsomeultimate truth of Objectivism,
Greenspan'snewrevelationsshowonly thatfor forty years,
his indecipherableproclamations - those Palinesque
chainsof detachedverbsand adjectives- haven't been
thecarefully-parsedparablesof afinancialoracle.They've
beenthenonsensicalmumblingsof ablind believer.

This is bad writing. But Devilstower should at least be
recognized for discussing political ideas that lie outside his
readers' regular rounds. The commentsthat followed his post
show the predictable tenor of Kossackdebate:

When[Ayn Rand]reachedmiddle-age,while still married
andliving with herhusband,shestartedscrewinghermale
assistant.Sexualmoralsdidn't matterfor her,either.And
shemadeapoint of embarrassingthebejesusout of every­
body involved. A very public rub-all-our-noses-in-poop
scandal.Zeropeopleskills - otherthanworshipingsocio­
paths.Sociopaths,alwaysand forever,will find her intel­
lectuallycompelling.

And:
Of all the Orwellian hackdomthat Ayn Randpreached,
this was the deepestand most troublesome- and, for
thosevirtuousChristiansI might add - deeplyunethical
onalmosteverylevel.... Thelibertariansthatespouseonly
abeliefin thevirtuesof themarketastheultimatearbiter
of humanactionhasabandonedwhatevertheymighthave
hadfor souls.

Orwellian hackdom? George Orwell was a vivid, evoca­
tive writer. As far as I'm aware, the term "Orwellian" means
rhetorical manipulations that arefrightening becausethey are
effective. It doesn'tmeanhack work.

Some commenters defended Rand's skepticism about
altruism. Then the Kossacksbared their bodkins:

I havereadher works, aswell asmultiple works on her
works,andtheoveralltake-awayregardingaltruismis that
shethoughtit wasevil, that NOTHING goodcouldcome
of it, andthataltruismalwaysbringsnegativeeffects.The
majorproblemwith ALL of her poorly thoughtout ideas
is that peoplewill necessarilyactreasonably.Mostpeople
don't.And marketsareNOTrational.Theycannotbe.

Sound enough like a grad school coffee klatch? Note the
ALL CAPSemphasison the negations in this comment. That
conveysthe overwrought anger typical of Kossacks.

But the worst commentswere still to come.A hard fact of
the DailyKos "community" is that it allows no variation from
statist orthodoxy. A free exchangeof ideas - evenabout the
politics of Ayn Rand novels - will not be tolerated:
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"Well, it's an ideawhosetime hascome."

I believewe would beremiss,Arianna, in NOT recognizing
that HuffingtonPost hasbeenequally, if not more, respon­
sible for the political information awakening of the last 3
years - as YouTube has been. Credit where it's due, I'd
bet the neoCON republicants hate HuffPo denizens just
as much as those evidence videos that expose their lies
and hypocrisy - whenever they try to redefine meaning
or rewrite history. There's nobody over at YouTube blog­
ging un-spun truths outside the corporate msm controlled
talking points. You, the othersat HuffingtonPost, andyour
magnificent celebrity bloggers gave voice and location to
the counter-neoCON dialog a year and a half before the
'06 election, and the republicants have not been the same
since.

II_____-"I

500KSHOf

Ech.
KausFiles is a different style of opinion. It is product of

oneperson - LosAngeles-basedjournalist andveteran polit­
ical pro Mickey Kaus.Kaus comesfrom a family of prominent
Democrats (his father was a judge and his brother is also a
published writer); but hebroke slightly from party orthodoxy
by publishing someinfluential economicresearchin the 1980s
that supported what would later becomeClinton-era welfare
reform.

The site, which focuseson the mechanicsof political cam­
paigns and the manufacture of political issues,began as an
independent venture. After gaining a loyal following among
political insiders during the early years of the internet, it

debater during her time as a student at Cambridge. Her wit
must have dulled since then. Here's how her dullard fans
respondedto her insights into Rovian splatter:

ThanksArianna - I've beensaying sincethe primaries ...
this is theTecho-Gen.If wehearsomethingthat soundsfishy
it takesabout 1.5secondsto Googlenot only the statement
but the author, his pastaffiliations, motivations andvoting
record. An obscurequote by Prof So and so meant some­
thing 10 years ago becausewe didnt know who the Prof
was.Now-we candiscover - OH he'srightwing loon from
NRO and throw him out for his obvious bias. NOTHING
goesunchecked.Everything is real time. Everything is on
video and if you are lying, WE WILL FIND OUT ... and
then politely proceed to both defend TRUTH and destroy
the liars and whoever is swallowing their lies.

And:

Theseassholes(ayn rand, alan greenspan)were ethically
wrong from day one. Rand's dead and Greenspan's just
getting around to mentioning that he might have been
"tactically" mistaken.

Urn, no. It's worse than that. The entire under pinning of
his sick philosphy just imploded. He wasn't just "wrong,"
his entire existencewas a fucking mistake.

This post is the distillation of Kossack rhetoric: angry,
slapdash,obscene,and intolerant. (Freud might say the typo­
graphical error "philosphy" says something about the com­
menter's aversion to ideas.) This is the netroots. And it's
BarackObama'scoredemographic.

The Huffington Post was created by quasi-celebrity and
political dilettante Arianna Huffington. Its structure copies
from DailyKos.com, though it adds more straight news sto­
ries from the online versionsof the AssociatedPressandother
wire services.

Huffington's distinctive feature is to publish columnswrit­
ten by minor Hollywood celebrities - a motley collection of
TV actors,singers,standupcomedians,andtheir spouses.The
site encouragesreaders to register as "fans." The prevailing
style is ignorant and blindly loyal support of the Democrat
Party line. This is a considerable irony, since Arianna
Huffington beganher political life in the United Statesasthe
wife and informal campaign managerof a cluelessone-term
Republican congressmanfrom SantaBarbara.

Frankly, it's fun to read the Huffington Post becausethe
columns and comments are so stupid. One risible example:
in October 2008,the site ran a hit piece on SarahPalin under
the byline of the geriatric cabaretsinger Barbra Streisand.It
included various outraged allegations of incompetence and
malfeasance,some of which may have been true but several
of which had been proved false before the publication date
- thus undermining the whole piece.The commentsthat fol­
lowed congratulated Streisandfor being wonderful.

Arianna Huffington has embarrassed herself not, as
you might expect, by publishing idiotic invective based on
California Democrat Party talking points but by boasting
publicly about her site's supposed value as a media prop­
erty. She'speggedits worth in the hundredsof millions. She's
alone in this opinion.

Let megive you abit of La Huffington's equally, er,unique
political analysis:

McCain is running a textbook Rovian race: fear-based,
smear-based,anything goes.But it isn't working. Theglitch
in the well-oiled machine?The Internet.

"We are witnessing the end of Rovian politics," Eric
Schmidt, CEO of Google told me. And YouTube, which
Googlebought in 2006for $1.65billion, is oneof the causes
of its demise.

Thanks to YouTube - and blogging and instant fact­
checkingandviral emails - it is getting harder andharder
to get away with repeating brazen lies without paying a
price, or to run under-the-radar smearcampaignswithout
being exposed.

But the McCain campaign hasn't gotten the message,
hence the blizzard of racist, alarmist, xenophobic, innu­
endo-laden accusationsbeing splattered at Obama.

Ad hominem attacks, arriviste name-dropping, florid
adjectives,paranoia: this is amateurish stuff.

According to Huffington's biography, she was an ace
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was purchased by and incorporated into the online maga­
zine Slate.com (currently owned by the Washington Post
Co.) in 2002.However, Kaus remains its solecontributor and
voice. His style is genuinely ironic; he started a much cop­
ied practice of including parenthetical notes from an imagi­
nary editor in many of his posts.Somecritics havecalledhim
"counterintuitive."

From KausFiles:
Why was I undecided at this point in 2000?It seemscrazy
to me in retrospect,given GeorgeW. Bush's performance.
At cocktail parties recently, I've been unableto explain
why ... Well, here'smy explanationat the time. It turns out
I was worried about the combination of a Dem Congress
and a Dem president. That was egregiously wrong ... or
eerily prescient!(Seenext item) ... 12:08A.M.

In anhour long interview with Charlie Roselastweek (as
accuratelysummarized in The Hill)

[Nancy] Pelosi dodged a question about whether
Democratswould be able to bring about universal health­
care.Pelosiinsteadcited electronicrecordkeepingasa pre­
liminary step.

So we don't get health care but we do get card check?
And immigration semi-amnesty?Is there a market where I
canbetonRepublicansin the2010midterms?... Of course,
maybe Pelosi is hiding the ball and really plans an ambi­
tious health careagenda.But then what elseis shehiding
theball on?... P.S.:Note that Pelosiadoptsthenew, Luntz­
style tough-sounding languageon immigration:

"I'm just saying register so that we know who you are,"
said Pelosi,who added that for thosewho are not willing
to register:"You got to go back."

Registeror go back!Of course,if you areanillegal immi­
grant and you register and nothing happens - Le. you
get to stay - then you've in effectbeengranted a form of
legalization or amnesty.... This reminds meof the stagein
thewelfare reform debatewhendefendersof theold AFDC
dole beganto adopt the languageof its critics without the
substance - demanding "work" programs that really
only mandated registering for work that was never actu­
ally required. Of course,they managedto sustain a wildly
unpopular welfare program for severaldecadesusing this
con.... 8:22P.M.

My quibble with KausFiles is that it tends to focus too
much on the day-to-day "horse race" aspectsof politics. But
the author is a reliable tout.

Like Kausfiles, EschatonBlogis the work of one intelli­
gent writer. He has continued to use the pen name "Atrios"

Althousereceivesvitriolic attacks;beinga
relativeconservativeon a notoriouslyleftist
campusmayhavesomethingto do with this.

even though he was identified years ago as Duncan Bowen
Black, a Philadelphia-basedjournalist who has worked for
Air America Radio and the left-leaning watchdog organiza­
tion Media Matters.
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For my money, Eschatonis the most interesting and use­
ful statist political site. Atrios focuseson issues and ideas
- rather than personalitiesor spurious scandaland canned
outrage. (Though, like most journalists, he doesoccasionally
slip in somepersonality stuff to enliven his coverage.)

Here'sAtrios:
Pennsylvania

The idea that the McCain campaign is going to make a
real effort to beatObamain this statenow is amusing. Or,
to put it another way, if McCain does win Pennsylvania
then all the polling in this election is completely wrong for
whatever reason and McCain's going to win a bunch of
other Kerry statestoo. Pennsylvaniawas closein '04. Very
close. 51-49. But the polls before the election were also
close.Very close.

The Pennsylvaniapolls are now not close at all. Many
months agoI thought PA would behard for Obama.But it
turns out I waswrong, probably becauseI underestimated
the number of moderateRepublicansin the Philly suburbs
who will actually vote for a Democrat and overestimated
the number of conservativesand old people (this is a very
old state)in the 'T who won't vote for Obama.

And:
Matt Drudge Still RulesTheir World

While Boehlert is right that Matt Drudge hasn't beenas
influential over this electionashehasatother times,I don't
think it's correct to discount completely his mind control
powers over our nation's editors and TV news producers.
Thosepowers still exist, even if he hasn'tbeenusing them
very effectively recently. Drudge is good at what he does,
but he's in part only asgood asthe stuff they feedhim.

This is partisan politics. But compareAtrios' version with
the rants from DailyKos and Huffington Post.It's clear,con­
cise,and cogent.

Instapundit may be the most influential political site on
the internet. It is the work of one author - University of
Tennesseelaw professorGlennReynolds(although Reynolds,
juggling his day job with a burgeoning careerwriting for tra­
ditional media outlets like Forbesand The New York Times,
doesoccasionallyhaveguestwriters contribute to his site).

Why is Instapundit so influential? Timing, partly.
Reynoldswas one of the first credentialedpeople to publish
regularly in what hasbecomeknown astheblog format. Style,
partly. Reynoldswasanearly adapterof what hasbecomethe
prevailing mode of blog writing - extremely concise,ironic
commentary that contains hypertext links to the sourcesof
"straight" newsstories.

Reynolds' signature line is the three-letter exclamation
"Heh" linked to a news story. His "heh" conveys much,
including ironic or sarcasticIIagreement"with the absurdity
of the linked newspiece.

Here are Instapundit's posts from one three-hour period
(here,the words in ALL CAPSaren't for emphasis;they rep­
resenthypertext links to other websites):

postedat 10:13PM by Glenn Reynolds
MCCAIN VS.OBAMA on scientific integrity.
postedat 09:47PM by Glenn Reynolds
TAKING SANCTUARY IN BARACK OBAMA. As Chris

Mead has noted in his terrific biography, JoeLouis was
treated as a secular saint by some parts of the African­
American community. But Barack Obama seems to be



inspiring this messianicfervor amongamuchwider cohort
of the politically involved.

postedat 09:37PM by Glenn Reynolds
COMPARING MCCAIN AND OBAMA'S VOTING

HISTORIESwith their statementsabout space.
posted at 08:18PM by Glenn Reynolds
CAR LUST:When tuning goeshorribly, horribly wrong.
postedat 07:00PM by Glenn Reynolds
ROGER KIMBALL: Is Obama a "transformational fig­

ure"? You don't know the half of it!
posted at 06:57PM by Glenn Reynolds
THE RUSSIAN Cyber Militia: "Georgia was not just

invaded by Russian troops last August, it was also ham­
meredon the Internet, with the sameCyberWar techniques
used against Estonia last year.An investigation by a large
teamof Internet expertsconcluded that, aswith the attacks
on Estonia, the Russian government was not directly
involved in the Georgia attacks.The Cyber War attackson
Georgia were coordinated from a non-government web
site. If there was any Russiangovernment involvement, it
was indirect." How convenient.

You get a good senseof the Instapundit style from this
excerpt. Reynolds is heavily referential. He's tight. And he's
focusedon ideasrather than personalities - evenwhen those
ideashave to do with public personalities.He doesnot allow
readers to post comments on his site, though he has written
about changing this policy.

There's another reason for Instapundit's influence:
Reynolds is generous to other writers. A link from his site
can drive so much traffic your way that your ISP's servers
crash if they're not prepared. Theseso-called "Instalanches"
are badges of honor on the internet. Reynolds has used his
influence to make stars of other bloggers he likes - such as
StephenGreen, Michael Yon, and Ann Althouse (who's also
in my Big Eight).

Instapundit approaches politics from a fairly consistent
libertarian perspective. But Reynolds also posts comments
andopinions that show a refined tastein cars,guns, food, and
electronic gadgets.He conveys a distinctive and even eccen­
tric take on law, politics, and society. This distinctiveness
makeshis site interesting.

The Volokh Conspiracy is a group project started by
UCLA law professor Eugene Volokh. Structurally, the site
resemblesDailyKos. Its IIconspirators" post longish columns,
just as Kos' diarists do. Theseare followed by comments ­
which, unlike the 'Kossacks'ravings, are often as interesting
asthe columns.

Consider an excerpt from a column by Volokh conspira-
tor Ilya Somin:

[P]roperty rights playa role similar to that of freedom of
speech.But while the importance of freedom of speech
in protecting unpopUlar minorities is widely understood,
many people still believe that property rights lIlostly ben­
efit only the wealthy, powerful, and popular. As the very
different examplesof Ayers and the Chinesegays demon­
strate,that is not so.

Of course some of those who take advantage of prop­
erty rights are far from admirable, as is certainly true of
[William] Ayers. But the samecan be said for free speech
rights. Many of the SupremeCourt's most important First
Amendment precedentsvindicated the rights of commu­
nists, KKK leaders, and others who would surely abolish

January-February 2009

freedom of speechfor the rest of us if they ever had the
power to do so.

And, from among the commentsfollowing Somin's post:
Property rights are extremely important. You are pretty
free on your own property. Thoseliving in rural areasare
very free. Very little or no regulation by a .gov entity. For
2nd amendment supports this is very paramount. Own
enough property and you can shoot away whenever with
whatever as you wish. Chronic Urban dwellers have no
idea of the freedom owning a few hundred acresgives to
a person. Nothing better than looking 360degreesaround
oneshouseand seeingnothing but your own property.

The tone of the Volokh Conspiracy is clearly different
from that of DailyKos. The conspirators - most of whom are
law professors - write in a more disciplined style than the

Statist bloggers'red meat is a personal
hatredofBush,McCain,andPalin.Theymove
quicklyto invectiveandobscenity.

Kos diarists. Their tone tends to be patient and rational - as
opposedto angry andaccusatory.Likewise, commentson the
VC aren't as vituperative as those on Kos. VC commenters
tend to be more intellectually curious and open-minded than
their Kossackcounterparts.

If the Volokh Conspiracy has any fault, it may be that its
analysesand takes on the news of the day tend to be a little
too cerebral.Someof the conspirators occasionallyget caught
in their own webs of professorial verbosity.

Like Instapundit and most of the conspirators at Volokh,
Ann Althouse is a law professor (in her case,at the University
of Wisconsin).Hers is a one-woman site,but sheallows com­
ments.While shecanbe asheadyasthe Volokh conspirators,
her writing is more personal.And perhapsevenmore distinc­
tive than Instapundit's. She'sangry sometimes,and shetakes

"Of courseI canspell- I just can'tspellconventionally."
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personal shots at others more often than other right-leaning
bloggers.

In defense of her vinegar, Althouse receives more vitri­
olic attacks than Reynolds or Volokh; her statusasa relatively
conservative woman teaching on a notoriously left-leaning
campusmay have something to do with this.

From Althouse:

Monday,October20,2008
"Not only did you murder your victim by cutting his

throat and stabbinghim but you cut him up, cookedhim
and atepart of him."

Said the judge, sentencingAnthony Morley to a min­
imum of 30 years in prison. What do you have to do in
Britain to geta life sentence?

Labels:cannibalism,crime,law, UK
postedby Ann Althouseat 9:20AM

And from her commenters:
... sinceBritain hasnow permitted the creepingintroduc­
tion of sharia law enforceableby civil courts, it is only a
matter of time before such matters are turned over to a
rougher justice. (We are told that thesejudgments won't
be upheld if they run contrary to British norms. But I no
longer have any confidencethat Britain has any senseof
British norms.Readingfrom afar and on occaisionalvisits

-to albion, thecountry hasbecomeunrecognizableto me in
lessthan a decade.How wrong JohnMajor - a good and
decentmanthrust into animpossiblesituation - hasbeen
shownto be;he prophesiedthat "fifty yearson from now,
Britain will still be the country of long shadowson cricket
grounds,warm beer,invincible greensuburbs,dog lovers
and pools fillers and, as GeorgeOrwell said, 'Old maids
bicycling to holy communion through the morning mist'
and, if we get our way, Shakespearewill still be readeven
in school." Lessthan twenty years later, it's gone to the
dogs:the country of chavs,rotten multiculturalism and a
leaden,cloying intellectualand ideologicaluniformity that
hasenglaciatedthepolitical process.

This is better than most of the main contributors to other
sites.

VOTEI

"Who caresaboutsomestupidsexscandal?- Let's talk
aboutglobal warming!"
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Last among the Big Eight - and my personal favorite ­
is Asymmetrical Information, a site dedicated primarily to
discussion of economics and politics from a libertarian per­
spective. The sole author is journalist Megan McArdle, whose
careerhasincluded a stint asaneconomics correspondent for
The Economist.

McArdle, like Mickey Kaus, started her site as a stand­
alone venture but was eventually acquired by a larger media
company. In her case,the corporate overlord is the Atlantic.
Also like Kaus, McArdle operates independently of her left­
leaning parent company. (If one were to anthropomorphize
the Atlantic, the magazine would be an underperforming
Upper East Side trust-funder who can't resist hipster lefty
causes.Megan McArdle is noneof that. Although shedid end
up endorsing Barack Obama.)

This is an excerpt from a recent post by McArdle on the
$700billion bailout:

Democratic lawmakers are considering a stimulus pack­
agetargetedat infrastructure spending,aid to states,food
stampsand joblessbenefits.The White Househas so far
beencool to theDemocrats'proposals....

TheDemocrats'proposalswill not do much to improve
accessto credit. And infrastructure spending almost cer­
tainly won't work atall, becausethetime lagsaretoogreat.
Unlessthe governmentbypassesits procurementprocess,
and also suspendswinter, infrastructure projectsare not
going to get done in the time frame that we'd like to see
stimulus.

On theotherhand,expandingjoblessclaimsto 52weeks
seemslike ano brainer - not becauseit's awesomestimu­
lus, but becauseit would be nice if peoplewho can't find
jobsin asevereeconomiccontractiondon't haveto takeup
asecondcareerasbank robbers.

Again, this is just an excerpt. McArdle's pieces are longer
and more journalistically ambitious than Instapundit's.

McArdle hasa comments section on her site; and this one
easily outclasses any I've seenon other sites. Here are some
commentsthat followed her joke that part of the government's
economic bailout plan should be free lithium for all traders:

I'm still waiting for Soma.You'd think that it would have
becomeat least a street name for a drug. I guessDrug
Dealershave no idea how to market to the intellectual
elite. Which is foolish sincetheir the onesthat havea lot
of money,alwayspay morethan streetvalue,andwill buy
theharderstuff.

On asidenote,beingbackin schoolis avicious,life suck­
ing void. Betterthan theArmy by far,but still I'm enslaved
to my professor'scoursework.

This comment thread then turned into a lengthy discus­
sion on government-run health care. A surprising number of
commenters were for it, as a way to get the cost of medicine
off of employers' P&Ls (at least directly). But most comment­
ersmaintained a free-market perspective:

It would be much easierto repealthe WagnerAct than to
"fix" health care.Go back to the mid-90sand makeGM's
union employeestakethesamehealthandretirementben­
efitscutsthat its white-collaremployeesgot,andsuddenly
the companywould haveactually had a chance.Add the
sortof work rulesandgrievanceproceduresthenon-union

continuedon page69



restrictions on immigration wants to close the borders and
completely end immigration - no matter how much he is
concerned about immigrant lack of assimilation and immi­
grant use of taxpayer-paid health, education, and social ser­
vices (on theseissues,seealso StephenCox, "The Fallacy of
OpenImmigration," October2006).

"Openborders" libertarians in particular canbequite vocal
about what they consider to be the fundamental humanright
to move, associate,and contract.Many of them will acknowl­
edge that the right of individuals to move freely about the
surfaceof the earth may be limited by the property rights of
others. But this, they say, is not true when it comesto pub­
lic property, becausepublic property is government property.
They reason that one cannot trespasson government prop­
erty becausegovernments are illegitimate and have no right
to own property.

Disputation

Beyond Openor
Closed Borders

by LaurenceM. Vance

The United Statesshould encouragemore immigration
- as soon as it eliminates noncitizens' entitlements to
education, health care,and social welfare benefits.

Human migration is an ancient,inevitable, and unstoppable global phenomenon.Yet immi­
gration is anissuethat divides liberals, conservatives,andlibertarians unpredictably. Someadvocatea com­
pletely unhindered immigration policy ("open borders"), while others favor a total moratorium on immigration for
a period of time. Most people are somewherebetween these
two extremes.Although there are many differences among
people of all parties about the economic,political, social,and
cultural advantagesof immigration, there is one thing that all
sides should agreeon: there is no "right" to immigrate if it
meanstrespassingon someoneelse'sproperty.

Someadvocatesof "open borders" just don't seemto get it.
It is bad enough that they insist that the free market requires
free immigration and that free trade and free migration go
hand in hand. It is worse, however, when they imply that
thosewho support somerestrictions on immigration are rac­
ists, xenophobes,and bigots. I wish they would refrain from
insinuating that any restriction on immigration is incompat­
ible with laissez-fairecapitalism.

I alsowant them to quit misrepresentingthe views of their
opponents. The opposite of "open borders" is not "closed
borders." Libertarians who reject "open borders" are not
"anti-immigrant" or "anti-immigration." No proponent of
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But are all governments illegitimate? Suppose a group
of property owners voluntarily sets up a "government" in
a geographicalareaand cedesit someproperty in the form
of streets,parks, and office buildings, along with an annual
appropriation for their upkeep. Are residents of other geo­
graphical areaspermitted to drive on the first group's streets
and relax in their parks withoutpermissionbecause,after all, it
is just public property?

Even if it were true, as libertarian anarchistsbelieve, that
a governmentalentity hasno right to own property, all gov­
ernment-controlled property would actually be owned by
the taxpayers,and uninvited immigrants would therefore be
trespassers.

But whether a government that controls property is
viewed as the legal owner or merely as the caretaker is irrel­
evant. Surely citizens still prefer that all public property be

Taxpayer-fundededucationshouldbe lim­
ited to legal residents.Theyare, afterall, the
oneswhopayfor it.

managedasif it were privately owned, and this management
must include basic rules regarding usage.The ultimate goal
should be to reduce the property of the stateasmuch aspos­
sible.But is it wise to allow people to drive on the wrong side
of the public highways until they are all madeprivate?

The property along the northern, southern, eastern, and
westernborders of the United Statesis owned by individuals,
associations of individuals, small businesses,corporations,
local governments, state governments, and the federal gov­
ernment. The samegoesfor the ownership of airports, ports,
and any other points of entry. Whether a governmental entity
should or shouldn't own anairport, a port, or property along
the u.S. border is immaterial. No one has a right to step foot
on any piece of u.S. property (public or private) becauseno
one in any country hasthe right to trespasson someoneelse's
property - in his own country or in any other country.

The most diehard proponentof "open borders" and oppo­
nentof government as a legitimate property owner must at
least agree that no matter who owns or claims to own the
property in the United States,it certainly isn't owned by any­
one seekingto immigrate here.The right to immigratedoesn't
necessarilyfollow from the right to emigrate.The freedom to
move doesnot include or imply the freedom to trespass.

Under what circumstances,however, would advocatesof
somekind of a restricted immigration policy - and I'm one
- give three cheersfor more immigrants? Most of us would
simply prefer that, asAn Act to RegulateImmigration (1882)
required, "any person unable to take care of himself or her­
self without becoming a public charge" be denied entry to the
country. If this truly were the case,then the cheerswould be
immediately forthcoming.

I would give the first cheer for unrestricted immigration
if public schoolswere not forced to educate people who are
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not American citizens. In the caseof Plylerv. Doe (1982),the
SupremeCourt required the statesto provide all children ­
Americancitizensor foreigners,legal immigrants or illegal
immigrants - with a free public education.The casebeganas
a classaction lawsuit on behalf of Mexican children in Texas
who were in the United Statesillegally. The stateof Texashad
passeda law in 1975that denied state funds for the educa­
tion of children not "legally admitted" to the United States.
Although the Court acknowledged that "unsanctioned entry
into the United Statesis a crime," and that "those who have
entered unlawfully are subject to deportation," the Court
ruled that the Texasstatute violated the "equal protection"
clauseof the 14thAmendment.

Now, public schoolsarenot allowed to question the immi­
gration status of families seeking to enroll their children.
Somestateseven allow long-term unauthorized immigrants
to receive in-state tuition at state collegesand universities if
they meet certain requirements. This is a direct consequence
of unrestricted immigration. Yes, the federal government
should not haveany control over local schools.And yes,state­
supported education should be eliminated. But aslong aswe
have it, it should be limited to legal residents.They are, after
all, the oneswho canbe billed for it.

I would give a secondcheerfor unrestricted immigration
if hospitals were not forced to provide health careto those
with no ability to pay. As part of the Consolidated Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (PL 99-272), Congress
included the EmergencyMedical Treatment andActive Labor
Act, which statesthat hospitals that receivefederal assistance,
participate in the Medicare program, or are nonprofits can­
not deny emergencytreatment to anyone - including noncit­
izens and illegal aliens - becauseof an inability to pay. This
includes pregnantwomen in labor.

The result of this law is that hospitals in border stateslike
California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas are forced to
spendmillions of dollars treating the"emergencies"of illegals
lest they are charged with "patient dumping." Some of this
money is reimbursed by - you guessedit - the American
taxpayers. The children of both legal and illegal immigrants
born in the United Statesare granted instant citizenship by
the current interpretation of the Constitution, and "anchor
babies" account for about 50% of all immigrant births in the
southwesternborder states.

Again: the federal government should not require any
business to serve any customer. The federal government
should not have any control over health care.But as long as
we have laws like this, free health care,like free public educa­
tion, should be limited to Americans who canbebilled for it.

I would give the third cheerfor unrestricted immigration if
welfare benefits were not available to immigrants. Opponents
of "open borders" have unfortunately discredited that posi­
tion with erroneous statementsabout immigrants - legal or
otherwise - coming heresothey canreceivegenerouswelfare
benefits.That may havebeentrue to someextent before 1996,
but cannotbesaid to be the casenow. Up until 1996,somefed­
eral programs prohibited illegal immigrants from receiving
benefits, others mandatedbenefits regardlessof immigration
status,and still others did not addressthe issue.The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996(PL 104-193),better known as the Welfare Reform Act,



excluded undocumented immigrants from most federal wel­
fare programsandgavestatesthe option to restrict immigrant
accessto other public benefits.

Nevertheless,somewelfare programs are still opento ille­
gal immigrants, while others are only available to "qualified
aliens." The U.s. welfare systemhasa complex mazeof rules
and regulations, especially as it relates to immigrants. I will
try to summarize benefit eligibility for both classesof immi­
grants, legal and illegal.

Undocumented (illegal) immigrants are not eligible for
Supplemental Security Income (551),the Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC), food stamps, Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF), or Medicaid. They are eligible for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC), the National School Lunch
Program, Head Start, emergency disaster relief, and non­
Medicaid funded public health services such as immuniza­
tions and testing for communicable diseases.

The availability of welfare benefits for aliens dependson
how long they have been in the country and whether they
were here before Aug. 22, 1996 (the enactment date of the
Welfare Reform Act). Legal immigrants are, of course, eligi­
ble for the sameassistanceas illegal immigrants: WIC, Head
Start, etc. The difference between the two classesof immi­
grants concernstheir eligibility for SSI,the EITC, food stamps,
TANF, and Medicaid.

SSIbenefits are available to legal immigrants if they were
receiving SSI before Aug. 22, 1996,or were disabled subse­
quently. The benefits are available to other legal immigrants
only if they have both been here for five years and have (or
have in combination with parent or spouse) 40 "quarters of
coverage" from working. The EITC is available to anyone
with earned income who files a tax return. Sincethe EITC is
a refundable tax credit, it is possible not to pay any income
taxesand still receivea tax refund.

Legal immigrants are eligible for food stamps once they
have been in the country for five years, but those who were
receiving food stamps before Aug. 22, 1996,and were 65 or
older at the time, or disabled,or disabled subsequently,aswell
as those who are under 18, are also eligible for food stamps.
TANF assistanceis available at the option of each individual
state.This aid is a stateoption (using federal money) for legal
immigrants who havelived in the country for five years;it is a
stateoption (using statemoney) for thosewho do not meetthe
federal residencerequirement. According the Department of
Health and Human Services,about 100,000"qualified" immi­
grants(!) are receiving TANF assistance.Medicaid is generally
only available to legal immigrants after they have lived in the
country for five years, and only at the discretion of the indi­
vidual states.

Yes, the plethora of federal welfare programs should be
eliminated. Likewise, every federal income transfer program
ought to beeliminated. No American should havea portion of
his income confiscatedandredistributed to anotherAmerican.
In the meantime, however, citizens are clearly giving welfare
benefits of many kinds to noncitizens, usually without their
knowledge.

The astute reader will notice that I gave some reasons
why, under certain conditions, I would be willing to give
three cheersfor unrestricted immigration, but that I did not
say"openborders."

January-February2009

"Open borders" means, in essence,that there is no bor­
der and hence no immigration. Any number of people from
any country for any reasoncan come and go acrossany u.s.
border just as if it weren't there. Criminal on the run - we
welcome you to our country. Diseasecarrier - pleasedon't
breatheonus. Islamic terrorist - we hopeyou will live peace­
ably amongus. Advocate of Reconquista- comeon down.

Does "open borders" really mean "open borders"? What
elsearewe to makeof this statementon immigration from the
2004Libertarian Party Platform?

We call for theeliminationof all restrictionson immigra­
tion, the abolitionof the Immigration and Naturalization
Serviceand the Border Patrol, and a declarationof full
amnesty for all people who have entered the country
illegally.

If there are no restrictions, no INS, and no Border Patrol,
thenthere is nothing to preventanyonewho canmakeit across
the nonexistent border from coming to the United States.
(Fortunately, the Libertarian Party has significantly changed
its statementson immigration in its latest platform.)

With "open borders" it would be permissible for the
whole population of Mexico to walk across the border and
permanently turn the entire Southwest into a Newer Mexico.
It would be aggression against them if anyone tried to stop
them. Being indifferent to a massive influx of immigrants ­
still more massive, surely, than anything we seetoday - is
ludicrous; claiming that it would never happenis evading the
issue.

Unrestricted immigration is still immigration, and assuch
recognizes that the United Stateshasborders that should be
respected.Even the National Council of La Raza(NCLR), the
largest national Hispanic civil rights organization, is opposed
to illegal immigration, openborders, and amnestyprograms.

It is hard to take some conservative advocates of "open
borders" very seriously becausethey aresoinconsistent.They
reject the idea of the state limiting immigration as incompat­
ible with the free market, then turn around and support gov­
ernment-managedtrade agreementsinstead of real free trade,
and taxpayer-funded vouchers for education instead of a free
market in education.

(
))

"If your mother's sucha greatQueen,how
comewe keepgettingher refugees?"
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"Open borders" libertarians can go even farther astray.
The right of a nation to control noncitizenswho enterits bor­
dersin no way implies a right to controlthe movementof citi­
zenswho exitthem. Likewise, there isno comparisonbetween
a border fence,which is designed to keep people out,and the
Berlin Wall or the Warsaw Ghetto,which were designed to
keeppeople in. It is alsowrong for" openborders" libertarians
to imply that libertarian opponents of "open borders" are a
small minority who haveadopteda bizarre theory, especially
when this group is anything but small and includes such lib­
ertarian icons as Ludwig von Mises, Murray Rothbard, and
Ron Paul.

Writing during World War II, after he had immigrated to
America, Misesadvocatedrestricting the access ofwhole peo­
ples to America's frontiers:

These considerations are not a plea for opening America
and the British Dominions to German, Italian, and
Japanese immigrants. Under present conditions America
and Australia would simply commit suicide by admitting
Nazis, Fascists, and Japanese. They could as well surren­
der directly to the Fuhrer and to the Mikado. Immigrants
from the totalitarian countries are today the vanguard of
their armies, a fifth column whose invasion would render
all measures of defense useless. America and Australia
can preserve their freedom, their civilization, and their
economic institutions only by rigidly barring access to the
subjects of the dictators.

Writing after the end of the Cold War, Murray Rothbard
rejected"open borders":

On rethinking immigration on the basis of the anarcho­
capitalist model, it became clear to me that a totally priva­
tized country would not have "open borders" atall. If
every piece of land in a country were owned by some
person, group, or corporation, this would mean that no
immigrant could enter there unless invited to enter and
allowed to rent, or purchase, property. A totally privatized
country would be as "closed" as the particular inhabitants
and property owners desire. It seems clear, then, that the
regime of open borders that existsdefactoin theU.S.really
amounts to a compulsory opening by the central state, the
statein charge of all streets and public land areas, and
does not genuinely reflect the wishes of the proprietors.

Were Misesand Rothbard merely pseudo-libertarians?
Certainly, there are fallacieson both sides of this debate.

Contrary to what many opponentsof openborders appearto
believe, the fact that Mexico has very stringent immigration
laws is irrelevant.

Our immigration policy should be basedon what is just,
humane, and beneficial for the United States, not a pol­
icy formulated or influenced by Mexican immigration poli­
cies,however illogical they may be. I am also not impressed
by arguments that we should disparage illegalimmigrants
merely becausethey camehereillegally. I ammore concerned
about illegals taking advantageof the laws that aid them than
about their violating the law by entering illegally.

About 800,000 legalimmigrants enter the United States
every year.About 150,000of them have refugee or asylum­
seeker status.Over half come from Latin America. Thereare
about 3 million children in the United Stateswho are citizens
but whose parents are here illegally. About 12% of American
residentswere not born in this country.

I am not saying that these things aregood or bad. I have
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expressedmy opposition to"open borders," and have men­
tioned the circumstancesunder which I might give three
cheers for unrestricted immigration. Ihave also said noth­
ing about passports, visas,deportation rules, guest worker
programs, quotas; amnesty,or profiling. (But can it really be
argued that it would make no difference fromwhich country
a massive influx ofimmigrants arrived on our shores?)

Becausewehavea state, becausewehavea border, because
we have public property, becausewe have a welfare system,
becausewe have birthright citizenship, becausewe have an
interventionist foreign policythat incites hatred of the United
States, becausewe have the War on Drugs, becausewe have
a corrupt government, and becausewe have a huge and inef­
ficient immigration bureaucracy -the issue of immigration
(legal or otherwise) isnot an open and shut case. There are
many"solutions" tothe immigration problem,but throwing
openthe borders is no solution at all.

I have concentrated on citizenship as a solutionto the
immigration problem. Thereshould be a distinction between
citizens,whether native-born or naturalized, and immigrants,
legal or illegal, when it comes tothe benefits of citizenship.
Birthright citizenship should beended - immediately.

But even with a focus on citizenship, one still cannot
ignore the border. It is not true, assome advocatesof "open
borders" insinuate, that calls for restrictionson immigration
have to lead to employer sanctions,making criminals out of
landlords, domesticspying programs, a national registry of
workers, national ID cards,the destruction of civil liberties, or
a police state - not if the focus ison the border.

If an immigrant still manages to enter the country ille­
gally, theri he should be on his own. In addition to no free
public schooling, no free medical care,and no welfare ben­
efits, there should beno affirmative action privileges,no com­
munity reinvestment acts,no mandatory bilingual education,
no minimum wage laws, no hate-crime laws,no antidiscrim­
ination laws, no fair housing laws, and no subsidies of any
kind. All official government business should be conducted
in English.

As mentioned above,the statementson immigration in the
2006 Libertarian Party Platformhave significantly changed.
Now we see a healthyemphasison securing the borders:

Ensure immigration requirements include only appropri­
ate documentation, screening for criminalbackground and
threats to public health and national security. Simplifying
the immigration process and redeployment of surveil­
lance.technology to focus on the borders will encour­
age the use of regular . . . entry points, thus preventing
trespass and saving lives. End federal requirements that
benefits and services be provided to thosein the country
illegally. Repeal all measures that punish employers for
hiring undocumented workers. Repeal all immigration
quotas.

Regardlessof how many immigrants show up at the bor­
der, regardlessof where they come from, regardlessof why
they are here,and regardlessof how restricted or unrestricted
U.S.immigration policy is, immigrants should be required to
enter lawfully. I don't mind visitors tomy home, but instead
of hopping my fence, climbing through a window, and then
announcing that they are here, Iwant them to knock, ask per­
mission to enter,and then come through the front door. I:J



heroic, the odious, and the collective. It's difficult to remem­
ber, or to imagine, that there was once a Communist Camp,
inhabited by real, ordinary people who did their best to have
good lives despite the grotesqueconditions imposed on them
by "socialism as it exists." There were also ordinary people
from the comparatively more prosperousWestwho cameinto
contact with those who were trying to live in spite of every­
thing. Such westerners were mostly dupes, but many were
only half-credulous types who wanted to seefor themselves.
I was one of those.Here is a story about my brief foray into
that other world.

My experiencewas personal; it was not odious, it was not
pathetic, and it wasnot heroic. It filled mewith the sadnessof
great things wasted, for no reasonat alL

The year 1968was exceptional, for the world and also for
me. I keep getting the two ideas confused. I try to separate
them below.

Recollection

The YearI Could Have
Shakenthe World

by JacquesDelacroix

The world that was offers someinsights
for the world that is now, and perhapsfor
the world that is to come.

The last fOUf decadeshavebeenstrange.On the onehand, mostof the world hasexperienced
unprecedentedeconomicgrowth, and life expectancyhasincreaseda great deal nearly everywhere,espe­
cially in the poorest countries. (I except thosewhere sexual promiscuity andrecreational injections arewidespread.) On
the other hand, the world has failed to shakelose the statist,
redistributive fantasiesborn in the squalor and misery of the
19th century.

Though calledby other names,socialistandquasi-socialist
dreams have largely maintained their hold on the imagina­
tion of our contemporaries.(If I were not self-consciousabout
my French accent,I would say "their hold on our contempo­
raries' imaginaire.")Perhaps this is because'old men seldom
admit openly that they usedto be deadwrong, in the days of
their youthful glory; while the young, like all the generations
that precededthem, believe that the world beganwith them.
They have no memory to erase;they alsohave no memory to
warn them.

The problem is not a lack of documentation about the bad
old days. We have plenty of that, more than we can digest ­
although it's being disseminated by the media in ever more
accessibleformat. Rather, much of what we see and hear
today shows a bias toward the dramatic, the pathetic, the
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Take the world first. It shook: with big political earth­
quakes,with minor tremors too. At the time, it was not com­
pletely clear which was which. In the United States,Martin
Luther King, Jr.and then RobertKennedywere assassinated.
In Mexico, the police prepared for the Summer Olympics
by shooting hundreds of unarmed student demonstrators.
In Eastern Europe, the governing Czech Communist Party
bravely tried to invent socialismwith ahumanface.Thecoun­
try's presidentwasnamed"Svoboda," "Liberty." That period
was dubbed the "PragueSpring."

Nevertheless,that samespring, the French held most of
the front pagesworldwide becauseof their superior flair for
showbiz. They had one of their periodic masstheatrical fris­
sons.It lasted about one month, the month of May. In less
than 30days, they hada generalstrike, a veneratedpresident

Althoughthe Tet Offensivewasa military
catastrophefor thecommunists,it encouraged
theforcesofwussdomin theUnitedStates.

who wasalsoanational hero disappearedfor a few days,and
the powerful FrenchCommunist Party tried to confiscatethe
revolution. Then, it changedits mind and failed, and it never
recoveredits prestige.When the smokeof tear gasgrenades
dissipated,only a couple of peoplehad died, mostly by acci­
dent. The Frenchare good that way. They know what to do
and they haveahistorically-induced senseof style.No crude,
undirected, unlimited, haphazard, deadly rioting for them!
Burn carsonly!

It turned out to have been mostly a cultural revolu­
tion. Afterwards, young French men stopped wearing ties
to school, jeanssalesrose, and contraception becamewide­
spread.Looking back on it asa distinguished socialscientist,
I discernedthat what the anarcho-Maoistconvulsionsof May
1968also did in Francewas to usher in real, modern capital­
ism. What existedbefore was a paternalistic,noncompetitive
simulacrum of capitalism. The French May movement also
left behind someof the most poeticslogansever,like this: "Be
realistic;demandthe impossible," and also,while rioting stu­
dentswere following old tradition by prying off streetpaving
stonesto lob them at police: "Under the paving stoneslies
the beach."That was a paradoxical,unconsciousaffirmation
of collective lucidity about their deepfrivolity. The eventsin
Francewere well coveredby the world media becausethey
were taking placemostly againstthe backdrop of historically
attractive centralParis.

We seldom saw Eastern Europeans then, but we could
hear them sigh behind the Iron Curtain. The responseto the
Czechoslovakreform was a full invasion by brotherly com­
munist countries, with hundreds of thousands of soldiers
and thousands of tanks. People died; we will never know
how many. Many more fled the country for good. Therewas
enough presscoverageto show tanks pointing their guns at
throngs of civilians. The U.S. administration was obviously
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caught by surprise. That made it difficult to blame the CIA,
aswas usually done whenever a people tried to rise against
tyranny anywhere in the world. At last, communism begun
to lose its remaining thin veneerof respectability. In Europe,
it was shown for what it had alwaysbeenunder its pedantic,
pious language:thug rule. But, I am aheadof my story. The
fraternal invasionhappenedin August, while WesternEurope
wasat the beach.

In Asia, in early 1968,the communists had earned a lit­
tle self-esteemby dying by the tensof thousandsin the futile
Vietnam Tet offensive. Although it was a military catastro­
phe for the communists, it encouragedthe forces of wuss­
dom in the United States.The country lost its nerve and
pushed its haplessally to the first stepstoward capitulation.
This would eventually lead to the communists' completevic­
tory and thence,indirectly, to the self-genocideof millions of
Cambodiansand to the executionby various meansof hun­
dreds of thousandsin Vietnam. Asian communism then lost
much of its credibility, and eventually stopped believing in
itself when tens of thousands of Vietnamese"boat-people"
chosedeath at sea rather than life in their workers' para­
dise.Today, Vietnam is just about the bestplacefor multina­
tional corporations such asNike to exploit local labor. It has
a well-educated, smart, hard-working labor force that never
makestrouble for employers:no strikes,no work stoppages,
no unreasonabledemandsfor higher wagesor betterworking
conditions.

It took a while in China but it happened there too. In
the early '60s, the gonorrhea-ridden dictator Mao Tse-Tung
tried to give away the country to high-school students, and
he almost succeeded.This was called "the Great Cultural
Revolution." Then, the ChineseCommunists,who had faith­
fully armed their neighbors for years to fight the U.S. impe­
rialists, tried to kick their neighbors' ass.They thought the
Vietnamesecommunistshadbecometoouppity. TheChicoms
got their own asseskicked instead. Then they said, "Screw
it," and decidedto drop all pretense.They talked to President
Nixon, and they started turning toward market mechanisms.
The Chineseeconomytook off like a rocket and the Chicoms
quickly becamewhat they are today: the most admired and
effectivemafia in the history of the world.

I am fast forwarding, of course.In the spring of 1968,I
did not know any of this was going to happen. I participated
in the French revolution but only in a limited way. First, I

After the May revolutionfizzled,we did
whateveryoneelsewasdoing:weplannedour
summervacation.

was working in Nancy, in easternFranceso, I could do the
revolution in Paris only on weekends,and only when I was
able to find gas.Second,I never joined and never thought of
myself aspart of the many Communist,Marxist-Leninist, and
Maoist groups that flourished then. I was always allergic to



communism, although it wasun-chic not to join, andalthough
I admired Karl Marx. I supposeI was a member of theanar­
chist branchof the movement.1don't feel much like apologiz­
ing about this, for several reasons:"anarchist" meanspretty
much the samething as "libertarian." It's another way to say
"antiauthoritarian." Then, the anarchist wing is actually the
wing that won a little: post-1968Francewas much lesshier­
archical,much lessrigid, much lessconstipated than pre-1968
France.(I take partial credit for the spread of contraceptives
there, incidentally.) By contrast, all the Marxist groups lost
someor all of their credibility on that occasion.

Mostly, in 1968,I was25.That was a good ageto be. I had
graduated from Stanford, against odds and with honors of
sorts. 1had landed such a good job back in France,in urban
planning, that 1 soon realized 1 would have to give it up. (I
knew I did not know what everyone else thought I knew.) I
had beenacceptedin a doctoral program. 1was richer than 1
had ever been in my life, earning a good salary working for
the government after years of living off small temp jobs in
California. Moreover, I hadall my teeth and lots of hair.

I had bought an elegant yet virile Peugeotconvertible, a
two-seater-plus-dog-seat.You froze your butt in it when you
drove to the skiing slopes,but 1always thought it was worth
it. 1did downhill skiing through cow pasturesin the Vosges
Mountains of easternFrance,sometimesskiing all day with­
out having to go backup. At nightfall, my friends andI would
return to the Hotel du Lac des Corbeaux for a seven-course
dinner, including homemadeblueberry pie. The local yellow
plum clearbrandy, "mirabelle," wasour seconddessert.

There was a woman in my life, an American. She was
then my future ex-wife. I don't want to talk much about her
becausethe wounds have not yet healed. 1 will just say she
wasstrong, adaptable,andadventurous like me.Shewasalso
quite noticeable.

After the May revolution fizzled, asI'm happy to say,we
did what everyone elsewas doing: we planned our summer
vacation. Actually, we took two summer vacations.The first
was a cruise on a small sailboat with my brother andhis wife
on the Costa Brava of Spain, then and now, a beautiful and
civilized place.

For a secondvacation, in mid-July, ludicrously, I decided
to drive to communist Romaniaandback in my convertible. It
wasludicrous becausethe situation in Czechoslovakiahadnot
yet beenresolved. The Soviets feared - openly, and rightly,
I think - that the country would throw off the communist
yoke and even join the West.All of communist east Europe
wastense,but Romaniaseemedto standaside.Its Communist
Party defied the Soviet Big Brother. It was pointedly not join­
ing in the condemnation of the PragueSpring.

We drove straight eastward. 1 am not sure the woman
in my life understood exactly what we were doing. 1am not
sure I did either. I was just curious and filled with the sense
of invincibility that well-channeled testosteroneintoxication
conferson young men.

We crossedsouthern Franceand northern Italy in a jiffy.
We traveled more slowly through northern Yugoslavia (a
country 1 knew a little from a previous trip). There was not
much reasonto linger there.The Serbswere sullen. 1havethis
image of Serbsasnearly always sullen. I saw them that way
even before they waged war on just about everyone in their
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neighborhood in the '90s.1know my judgment is unfair, but
it's their problem, not mine; they should caremore about pub­
lic relations. The trip from Spain to the Romanian border ­
1,200miles of it - is more or lessablur in my memory.

But when we got into Romania, everything changed at
once. 1 never experienced such an abrupt transition until 1
crossedfrom Russiainto Finland by train, much later, in the
early '90s. That was when I went in five minutes from the
world of lukewarm vodka at 6 in the morning to the world of
hot coffeeand pastries.But I digress.

There were only two border officials on the Romanian
side. They waved us in with a smile. Then, although most
national border areasarebusy places,therewasonly country­
side with no housesfor severalmiles. We reacheda wooded
area on the side of a river with colorfully painted buildings
garlandedwith bright red Chineselanterns.Therewasmusic,
accordion music but also other kinds. Although it was about
2 p.m. on a weekday, there were plenty of drinkers, and even
some dancers. My companion and I spontaneously com­
mented that it felt like Latin America on a fiesta day. This is a
fetching notion, given that most Romaniansspeaka language
related to Spanish,however distantly. I am referring here to
the Romanian tongue of the majority population. Most of the
few Jewswho are left there are the descendantsof thosewho
were thrown out by the "Catholic Kings" of Spain, Isabeland
Fernando. They speak a 15th-century Spanish that I under­
stood well becauseI had enjoyed a classicaleducation. It was
moving conversing with them - like speaking to a distant
country cousin of Cristobal Colon. But there I go, digressing
again.

On secondlook, most of the buildings were tiny wooden
chalets of a kind 1 had seen in German campgrounds, rus­
tic dwellings for people who don't like the hard ground or
the thin shelter a tent provides. Somecommunist official had
studied tourism as practiced in the West and convinced the
government to build a vacation camp to bring in foreign cur­
rencies. No one had thought of asking why any westerner
would want to spendany vacation time in a nondescript pro­
vincial part of provincial Romania,with no sea,no mountains,
and no ancient ruins. No matter, on that afternoon, all the
chaletsappearedto be rented. The workers' statewas gener­
ously subsidizing midweek nooners.That was the happy face
of communism, not the reforms the silly CzechCommunists
were trying to cobbletogether, two countries away.

"Tell thepressthat I'm stayingin St.Tropez
until I've completedmy mission."
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In the morning, we drove to Bucharest,then a charming
city.

I was impressedbecausewhen I took a one-way street in
the wrong direction twice in a row, a traffic cop yelled at me
in French,"Do not rape the streetsign, Monsieur!"

Traveling through the countryside did not tell me much
about communism. It did teachme a lot about the 19th cen­
tury. Therewasnearly no traffic on the country roads,except
for occasionalhorse-drawn carts,often led by gypsies.There
were surprisingly many dark-skinned gypsies, who looked
like peoplefrom the Indian subcontinent.Theywould inquire
whether my companion was also a gypsy, becauseshe was
dark-skinned, although from different origins. The gypsies
cooked rabbits on small wood fires on the side of the road.
At least,I hoped it was rabbits;every other guesswas worse.
It was like 1568,except that some of their carts had rubber
tires.

In the north, in the hills of Romanian Moldovia, people
were tall, handsome,and richly dressed.Themenwore hand­
stitched, ankle-length sheepskin overcoats with the wool
inside, and felt hats.One old guy bragged that his fur collar
was wolf pelt. (How would I have known otherwise?I was
reared in Paris.)The women mostly stayed indoors in their
frilly embroidered blouses. The countryside reminded me
of Maupassant,writing about the Franceof the 1860s.There
were hamlets with big, thatched-roofed houses, all rather
clean,despitethe chickensrunning in and out. Thepigs lived
separately.

We stopped in such a hamlet and negotiated hospitality
for the night. The farmer's bed was comfortableand covered
with a stuffed quilt. There were no bedbugs, just mosqui­
toes.The toilet, well, let's say it was a good thing that both
of us had experiencedsuch placesas rural Bolivia and the
bush country of WestAfrica. The farmer was old enough to
let me understand that he missed the good old days of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire (known in more innocent times as
"a prison for peoples").

Everywherewe went in the countryside, we were offered
mamaliga,boiled corn grits, the Romanianversionof polenta,
but not much else.A little money offering addeda couple of
eggsor a slice of cheeseto the fare. We learned to figure out

WhenI tooka one-waystreetin thewrong
direction,a trafficcopyelledat mein French,
"Do notrapethestreetsign,Monsieur!"

when the hostshad struck what they considereda good bar­
gain, becausethey opened the bottle of tsuica that was kept
near the fireplace. Tsuicais alcohol distilled from red plum;
it's like theYugoslavslivovitz, I think. Onecould almosthave
conducteda sophisticated,non-intrusive study of geographic
variations in local standardsof living by recording carefully
what level of spending triggered the tsuica.

Everytime we stoppedat avillage square,all life suddenly
stopped.Peopledropped what they were doing, first to gawk
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at the splendid convertible, and then, shamelesslybut good­
naturedly, at us. Invariably, a spontaneousleaderwould step
from the crowd and ask, "De undesunteti?"It wasn't hard
to guessthat he was asking if we were Martians, or out of a
movie, or what. I felt more or lessasColumbusmusthavefelt
when he met his first Native Americans:clearly humans,but
from another reality altogether.

Yet there is alwayscommonground of somesort or other.
Several times, we ended up in a drinking establishment in
the middle of the afternoon with a crowd of Romanianmen.

Theexchangerateconversionwashopeless,
becausethe governmentrate and the illegal
streetratewerealmostunconnected.

There was even some real conversation. Some guy knew
school French,even in the boondocks.A surprising number
werestudying Italian, with ill-defined plansto goandwork in
Italy. And again, it wasn't difficult to guessat the Romanian
language,even for my companion,becauseshehad lived in
SouthAmerica.

Mostly, the locals wished first to settle the bets they had
madeabout our origins. (No oneeverguessedright.) Second,.
they wanted to talk about cars in general: did most people
really havecarsin westernEuropeor was it just propaganda?
Wasmy father a millionaire who had given me the Peugeot
as a gift? What were the bestbrands of car?How much did
the smallest Renault cost when new? That was an interest­
ing issue in itself. The exchangerate conversion was hope­
less,becausethe government rate and the illegal street rate
were almost unconnected.I answered the question in terms
of a journeyman carpenter'sdaily wage.In the end, that satis­
fied everyoneand earnedmebig compliments for my clarity.
Initially, though, they kept trying to addazeroto my estimate
of the number of days of labor needed to buy the car. And
how long did you have to wait betweenthe day you ordered
it and the day it was delivered?My answer,"severalhours,"
causedgenuineconsternation.

We visited the famous and truly impressive medieval
painted monasteries.Then we wanted to see the Danube
delta, where the biggest river in Europe empties itself in the
Black Seaacrossa vast swashof swamp. I was interested in
the swamp wildlife and, childishly, wanted to know how
black the BlackSeawas.

On the way to the delta, with our top down, we stopped
for a hitchhiker. He was a ruddy-looking older man with
abundant white hair. He radiated health. He carried a staff.
He was dressedfor walking, with solid, expensive-looking
hiking boots.Although it wasJuly hehadon a light blue wool
sweater.My sixth sensetold me that he flagged us down not
out of need but out of curiosity. The plates on my car were
French.He addressedus in very good French. "If you take
meto the next town," hesaid, "I will buy you a good dinner."



My companion moved to the demi-seatin the back to give the
old guy the passenger seat.He was a newly retired lawyer
from Bucharest taking his vacationon foot, the better to see
his country.

He was also aman of considerable literary culture.
How did I know? He seemed toknow every French,
American, English,and Spanish authormy companion and I
mentioned during our several days together.In the first 30

Ceausescuruinedtheeconomy,razedhun­
dredsof villages,and was responsiblefor the
deathbyAIDSof thousandsoforphans.

minutes,hetalked tousabout the Spanish philosopher Miguel
de Unamuno asif he had known him. I realized later thathe
just might haveknown him, during the Spanish Civil War,
only 30years before.

He was not working much anymore,he said; and he had
been imprisoned by the communist regime. Thetwo facts
might have been related; he did not say; we did not ask.
He declared that things were lookingup in Romania at last
because the countryhadanew Communist Party leader. This
new leader wasyoung and a "real Romanian." I guessedhe
meant that in that country, the earlier generation of commu­
nist politicianshadbeen mostly ethnic GermansandJews.He
had told us he was Jewish himself. "Secular Marxisthuman­
ism" or not, the Balkans were the Balkans. That's thepart of
Europe where people feel more like their ancestors of 500
years agothan like their neighbors across the street. The
promising, young, new, really Romanian leader'sname was
Nicolae Ceausescu.

Ceausescu was summarily executedon Christmas Day,
1989, after fleeing a mass meetingin Bucharest'smain square
that turned spontaneously against him, a meeting where the
"working masses" booedhim anddemandedhis death.It was
then he discovered thathe was not really Iubitul Conducator,
"Our Beloved Leader" (that's where the currentNorth Korean
tinpot dictator filched the name, I think).He had ruined
Romania's economy, razedhundred of villages, as well as his­
torical central Bucharest, forcedwomen to bear children,and
madehimself indirectly responsible for thedeathby AIDS of
hundredsor thousands of orphans.

Our old guy was a good guide.He told us where toturn
and where to go straight;we went deeper into the deltathan
we would have been able tounder our own power and direc­
tion. The place was attractive, precisely because it was so
backward. The commercial fishermen -grouped in coopera­
tives for mutual surveillance, of course - couldnot afford
even small outboard motors. They rowed their picturesque
wooden boats everywhere. Isaw there the cleanest pigsin
the world. Theyswamfrom island to island among themany
armlets of the Danube, to meet their comrades for a cell meet­
ing, I presume.

The old man hired ayoung fisherman torow us around
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and cook us a meal. The fisherman tookus to his trapsand
pulled out a pike and a bunch of crayfish. He grilled the first
on a rusty bicycle basket.Heboiled the othersin apot heused
as a scoopand that looked like a recycled metal chamber pot.
(A great deal of recyclingwent on in communist Romania, a
worthy role model forour contemporary California greenies.
Want people to be conscientious about recycling? Easy! Keep
them dirt-poor.) It wasn't abadmealbut it was a strange one
- pure protein, barely any salt,no pepper,nobread,no wine,
no beer.

I insisted we go all theway to the point where themain
branch of the Danubemeetsthe Black Sea.It was technically
a beachbut not the kind of beach the French rioters expected
to find under the paving stones. There wereno buildings of
any sort, the sky was overcast,wet mist hung over themud­
colored sand,and the sea was a dirty gray instead of black.
The only building was a tall watchtower. A soldierin anincon­
gruous greatcoat tumbleddown a ladder and ran toward us,
shouting andgesticulating,with anautomaticweaponswing­
ing from his neck.We stayed put.When he reached us,he
grabbedour hands and shook themwith loud emotion, and
his tears welled up.He was bored to death,or rather, to tears.
After several days alonewith his binoculars,hewasdelirious
to have visitors.

"What doeshe do?" I asked the old man.
"He spends all his days spottingandcounting Soviet naval

vessels."
Socialist solidarity, yes. Mutual trust?Not so much.
I gave the soldier half a pack of French cigarettes to help

him stay vigilant.
The oldmanhadtaken a liking to us.Hehadonly one son,

from whom hewas estranged,andwho was well-off anyway,
because of Party connections,he hinted darkly. He wanted
to make us his heirs.He wanted to deedus his small vaca­
tion housein Transylvania, among other items. Thethought
of owning property in Romania was perplexingbut intriguing
to anAmerican girl and a young Frenchguy with more than
one footin California, on the other side of the world. Thenhe
madesomephonecallsand announcedwith mist in his clear

A dominant feature of centrallyplanned
economies:chronic shortagesof everything
thatwasnotobvious.

gray eyesthat it could not bedone, thatif hemadeus, strang­
ers, his heirs, the inheritance taxeswould wipe out almost his
entire estate. It's thethought that counts, we said. For a few
hours,we were almost Romanian landlordsin our minds, and
possibly neighbors to Count Dracula.

When we split from the old man,we askedif we could do
anything tothank him. "There is one thing,"he said. "When
you are backin Paris, please mailme two meters of this mate­
rial." He took a square-inch white lacy sampleout of his wal­
let. It looked like bridal gown material. "You will find it in
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one of the two following storeson such and such a street. I
will reimburse you in this manner." There followed a descrip­
tion of a circuitous money route too complicated for me to
absorb. A dominant feature of "centrallyplanned econo­
mies": chronic shortages of everythingthat was not obvious,
like steeland flour.

Backin Paris, I found the storesandsenthim the material.
How did anold manof knowledge and culture, amanimpor­
tant enough to have been a political prisoner, ever becomean
expert on purchasing bridal fabric?

But first we had to return to France.On our way out we
stopped one rainy nightnear a roadside cafe tomanhandle
the cartop into position. The manager cameout to watch us.
When we were done,he invited us inside and treated us to
some kind of meat pastiesandcoffeewith tsuica. After a while,
he made us a complex offer:If we gavehim the convertible,
he would hand us two first-class (index finger raised) plane
tickets to Paris, two heel-length embroidered sheepskin coats,
and ahandful of rockshe represented as valuable. All thishe
explained entirelywith sign languageand pencil sketches.It
was a blue-collar cafe, catering to workers from the nearby
river quarry (hence the valuable stones).No one knew any
foreign language except, for some reason, Ukrainian;and
Ukrainian wasnot my best language, regrettably.

We liked the offer.We were due to return to the United
Statesin a month and a half. The carwould do nothing in
Paris except collect parking tickets. The off-white sheepskin
coats would look fabulous in the snow at Tahoe. Ihad no
opinion about the rocks,but you never know. We drove back
to Bucharestwith the manager, a half-day trip, to get permis­
sion from the ministry. Whenhe came out, the prospective
buyer was crying.Couldn't be done, unless I re-exported the
car and sent it back to Romaniaon a flatbed railcar. Adieu
sheepskin coats!

Wedrove north andwest, figuring to gothrough Hungary
to avoid mean-spirited Serbia. I always prefer secondary roads
because theyshow you more of the real country,but there
wereno freewaysin Romania anyway, onceyou got five miles
outside the capital.We didn't meet much traffic but, aswe
neared theHungarian border, there was even less:no cars,no
trucks,no buses at all. As I was becoming alert to this fact,my
companion exclaimed, "Look to the left! Look to the right."
On either side, the bushes were swarmingwith gray-clad
soldiers. One stepped into the middle of the roadandmotioned

IF YOU DON'T VOTE,
YOU CAN'T COMPLAIN.

"Sounds like a good system tome."
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us to a stopby waving his submachinegun above his head.
He leaned on our door and askedus to park and get out of
the car. "Merde," I thought. "Just aswe are about to leave this
communist heavenwe arein trouble for God knows what."

Incongruously, there were three kitchen chairs behind a
bush. In good Frenchhe bade us sit down. (By now, I was
taking the French for granted.) Whenhe offered us tea from a
thermos, Iknew we were in no trouble.

"I am lieutenant Sososocu,"he declared in his charming
accent. "Iam in charge of this detachmentyou see allaround

A gray-cladsoldiersteppedinto themiddle
of theroadandmotionedus to a stopbywav­
inghissubmachinegunabovehishead.

you. TheHungarian border is only two kilometers away. My
command is leavingus without news. You being a foreigner
and all, I was wondering if you knew what is happening."

A communist army officer was asking a foreign tourist
about the likelihood that another communistarmy would
soon start shooting athim andhis soldiers. The WarsawPact!
A couple of weeks later, Czechoslovakia was invaded from all
sides. The People's Republic of Romania was pointedlynot
invited to join the invasion - and it wasnot invaded itself.

I hope I haven't given the wrong impression about the
people I met. I found Romanians easy to like. They were a
friendly and gregarious lot.

That was 1968.Communism appearedto be in the ascen­
dancy. Yet looking back, I can'tunderstand why no famous
pundit proclaimed theutter failure of that barbarous uto­
pia. This absence of early warninghas taught me to be criti­
cal of the criticality of expertsand to pay attention towhat
is unsaid. I have also come to think of the Cold War as par­
tially a fraud. The Soviet Unionhad nuclear-tipped intercon­
tinental missiles aimedat us, and its leaders were abunch of
unscrupulous brutes; thatpart was obvious. But evenin 1968,
I didn't seehow the communist camp couldhope to invade
and then occupyany part of the Westwhen its intellectual
elite was preoccupiedwith procuring bridalgown fabric from
us through tortuous means.

In my 1968, Idid not shake the world, evenin a tiny way.
Instead, I took a fairly innocuous trip, for mostly frivolous
reasons,with no sense of direction,and during which little
happened. Iwould be the first to arguethat the cultural mer­
its of foreign travel are routinely overrated.Yet that trip was
the onset of a journey of intellectual discovery. At about the
same time, the AmericanNew Left wasproclaiming that"the
personal is political." The slogan became reality for me, inde­
pendently and in a strangelyroundabout way: what did not
happen in that small and unimportant segment of the com­
munist world while I was there,and the trivial observations I
made, all ofthem about matters never discussedin the world
media, ended up shaping my subsequent understanding of
the main confrontation of the 20th century. 0



ing their dues,literally and figuratively. This, on the faceof it,
appearsunfair. As Desjardins puts it,

If onereceivesbenefitsfrom aprocessthatentailscosts,it
seemsonly fair thatyou sharethecosts.Especiallyif there
is evidencethat workerswould receivelower wagesand
benefitswithout theunion,mandatoryunionmembership
allocatesthebenefitsandburdensofunionmembershipin
afair andequalmanner.

Proponents of this argument often cite statistics to but­
tress the claim that unions are able to negotiate better con­
tracts. Twenty-two statesare "right to work" states,i.e., they
have laws prohibiting closed (and union) shops. The U.S.
Department of Labor statistics are often cited to show that
workers in right-to-work states earn less than workers in
union-shop states (4°1<> was the figure given by the Economic

Theory and Practice

The Ethics of
ClosedShops

byGaryJason

Does the statehave a right to insist that
unions sell rather than compel?

In American parlance, a closed shop is one in which a union hasa contract with anemployer
requiring all employeesto be union members.Although this is, strictly speaking, a private contract, various
forms of the closed shop are sanctionedby law, and the two big political parties constantly squabbleover the laws sur­
rounding theseentities.

From the natural rights view, closedshopsclearly require
justification, becausethey seemat least a primafacieviolation
of freedom of association.If people want to unionize and col­
lectively bargain a contract with management, that is their
right. But why should they be allowed to force others to join
them?

Severalarguments are offered to justify closedshops.The
first two are broadly consequentialist, while the third takes
more of anatural rights course.Wecancall them the free rider
argument, the unequal power argument, and the freedom to
contract argument.

The free rider argument, such as found, for example, in
Joseph Desjardins' "An Introduction to Business Ethics,"
holds that employeeswho join a unionized company without
joining the union arefree riders. They arereaping the benefits
of collectivebargaining - presumably, higher wagesandbet­
ter benefits than they could get on their own - without pay-
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Policy Institute in 2001,controlling for differences in living
costs),and that they alsohavemore workplace fatalities.

But the free rider argument is unconvincing for a number
of reasons.First, it is unclear'why I should consider myself
obligated to share the costs of some process that benefits
me, if I don't want to be a part of that process.SupposeI.live
in a crime-plagued neighborhood, and some of my neIgh­
bors form a vigilante group that kidnaps gang membersand
lynchesthem. Evenif it doeslower
why am I obligated to support it, when I consIderItS actions
reprehensible?

Second,the freerider argumentapplies,atbest,only to the
averageworker. What about workers who are exceptionally
talented,well-educated,or hard-working? Suchpeoplemight
well beable to get a better contracton their own.

Third, and more generally, what compelling evidence is
there that unions alwaysnegotiate the best contracts?It may
well be true that unions historically have often gotten higher
wagesand better benefits,but they have also in many cases
put companies out of businessbecausethey saddled them
with suchhigh labor coststhat they couldn't survive compe­
tition, or forced them to closeunder the pressure of a pro­
longed strike. Workers may get more short-term benefits,but
at the cost of long-term security. So if workers can be com­
pelled to pay duesto a union under the theory that the union
gives them benefits, shouldn't a union. compelled to .pay
workers when its actionscost them theIr Jobsor other thIngs
they value? .. .

The comparative data are on thIS pOInt. For
example, Census Bureau statistics indicate that during the
1982-2001period, the number of manufacturing companies
grew by 70/0 in right-to-work states,while shrinking by 4.9%
in union-shop states.Moreover, data from the Department of
Commerce(Bureauof EconomicAnalysis) indicate that, dur­
ing the 1993-2003period, real personal income grew by 370/0
in right-to-work states,compared to only 26% in union-shop
states.

Fourth, we have to consider other factors besideswages,
benefits,and job security when assessingthe consequencesof
union activity to the workers involved. In particular, unions
spend (and have historically spent) much of
duesonpolitical campaigns.TheargumenthereIS that unIons
are providing suchgood benefits that allowing them to com-.
pel all workers to belong is but it .takeinto
account this other cost: the unIon may elect polIticIans .who
increasethe taxes,abridge their right to own weap-

Defining Terms

While the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947outlawed "closed
shops," it allowed two closely related entities: "union
shops" and "agency shops." A union shop is a work­
placein which all newhires arerequired to join the
(usually after a short period of time), and the company IS
required to fire any employeewho refusesto pay dues
(though not employeeskicked out of the union for other
reasons).An agencyshop is a workplace in which new
hiresarenot required to join theunion but arerequired to
-payunion dues.Thecommentsin this essayapply gener­
ally to union and agencyshopsaswell asto Taft-Hartley
1/closedshops." - Gary Jason

ons,deprive them of choiceabout their children's education,
or deny their children equal opportunity (by passingaffirma­
tive action schemesthat give other children preference).

This is no purely abstractpoint. In recentelections,unions
have spent 60°,10of their members' dues on lobbying, politi­
cal donations,and other political activities.And 900/0of those
political donations go to Democratic Party candidates,even

Agreementsthat limit the parties' later
rights and freedomsare inherentlysuspect,
evenifenteredintofreely.

though up to 40°,10of union membersvote Republicanin any
given election. Much of the opposition to closed and union
shopscomesfrom this opposition to duesbeing used to fur­
ther projectsthat workers despise.Doesn't compelling some­
one to pay for causesthat he religiously, economically, or
philosophically opposesviolate that person's rights in a pro­
found way?

Granted,in 1988,theU.S.SupremeCourt ruled (in the Beck
case)that employeeshavea right to refuseto pay that portion
of their dues that is used for political purposes.But unions
have beenvery successfulat blocking implementation of the
Beckruling. Typically, a union will demand that any dissi­
dent employeewanting a duesrebateput his or her requestin
writing, which is an inconvenience,and subjectsthe worker
to the possibility of reprisal. Severalstateshave passed"pay­
checkprotection" actsthat put the burden of getting worker
approval for spending dues on political campaignssquarely
on the union. When ColoradoandUtah passedpaycheckpro­
tection laws that required unions to get written permission
from membersbeforeusing their duesfor political campaigns,
duescollectionsdropped by more than two-thirds.

Needlessto say,unions that have ties to organized crime
haveanespeciallypoor argumentfor theclosedor union shop.
Any benefits the union delivers must be balancedagainstthe
costsof criminal activity.

The unequal power argument restson the idea that man­
agementis typically ina position to say "take it or leave it"
to the individual worker, and the worker will have to submit
to a bad deal. Only if there is a union to representthe work­
erswill they havea fair chancein negotiation, andunions can
exist only when there is solidarity.

The truth of this argument is debatable.Even if unions
always, or typically, negotiate the best deals, why w.ould
that require total "solidarity," that is, total membershIp of
the workforce? Why couldn't a union representing (say)
80% of the workers still have the power to negotiate a good
contract?

But even if we answer "It could," there is a problem with
the logic - it is an ignoratioelenchii.At most it shows that
unions aregenerallynecessary for empowering the worker. If
this is true, it only showsthat workers ought to join the union



for their own good, not that it is morally permissible for them
to be compelled to do so asa condition of employment.

By far the most philosophically interesting argument, and
the one that is bound to be most interesting to libertarians, is
the freedom to contract argument. It seeksa reversalof sorts:
to useclassicalliberalism, viewed by the political left asa pro­
business ideology, to justify a practice that greatly benefits
unions. Under classicalliberal economic principles, employ­
ers are free to offer any compensation package they want,
and potential employeesare free to acceptor reject the pack­
age,or counter with any proposals they want. As long asno
coercion is involved, the government should stay out of the
matter. Why, then, should unions not be able to contract with
employers for a closedshop?

Beforecritiquing this argument, I want to maketwo obser­
vations about it. The first is that, as Charles Baird noted in
The Freeman(April 2007),the sameargument would equally
support the view that the government should not - asit cur­
rently does - prohibit "yellow dog" contracts,contractsthat
require employeesto surrender their right to form unions as
a condition for employment. Needless to say, leftists never
advocatepermitting thosecontacts.

The secondis that the key qualification, that the employer
(and employee)not be coerced,is seldom honored in the real
world. To get a closedshop contract from a company, unions
historically have threatenedor resorted to strikes (which typi­
cally involve the breaking of an earlier agreementto work, in
the classicalliberal view) andhave in many casesharassedor
evenassaulteddissident and replacementworkers, sabotaged
equipment, vandalized property, or committed other coercive
acts.The presenceof a closed-shopagreementhasoften signi­
fied the fact that coercionhasbeenusedto get it.

But let's waive these points and focus on the argument
itself. Must someone who holds classical liberal principles
necessarilyacceptthe legitimacy of closedshops?I think not.

Weneedto remember that, from the classicalliberal point
of view, agreements.that limit the parties' later rights and
freedoms are inherently suspect,even if entered into freely.
A classicexample is the one given by JohnStuart Mill in "On
Liberty," where hearguesthat the law should not allow a per­
son to sell himself into slavery. For the samereasonwe look
askanceat freeelectionsin which oneof the candidatesclearly
intends to eliminate free elections if he wins. We derisively,
and rightly, refer to such elections as "one man, one vote,
once." For a similar reason,Congressis barred from passing
laws that restrict later Congresses'powers, suchasa law that
would require future tax bills to get a two-thirds vote to be
passed.

In a similar vein, it is morally questionable that I should
be encouragedto join an organization that will not allow me
to quit - which is what a union shop amounts to. While it
makes sense,in general, to say that I should be free to enter
into contracts, this is not the sameas entering into contracts
that limit my freedom to makenew contracts.To put it another
way: while I am ethically bound by prior agreements(that is,
my freedom is limited to some degree by the contracts I've
entered into), that doesn't apply to my freedom to make new
agreements,going forward.

Something like this principle is found in the common law
on contracts. For centuries, common law has held that con-
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tracts to compel someone to perform some job cannot be
enforced; this smackstoo much of slavery. Supposean opera
singer agreesto sing on a given night, signing a contract to
do soand acceptingpartial payment, and then refusesto per­
form. The managersof the operahousecannot sueto compel
the singer to sing. They cansuethe singer to get their advance
back,to getcompensatorydamagesfor lost revenues,andper­
hapsevento get punitive damages- but they cannot compel
the singer to perform.

One might reply that if a persondoesn't want to work for
a closed shop, he or she can just go elsewhere - as can the
worker who doesn't want to work for a company that has a
yellow-dog contract banning unions.But the problem with
this reply is that it allows for the possibility of clearly coerced
choices.It is possible that in some future place or time open
shop companiesmay not exist (if, for instance,a union man­
agesto get closedshop contractsfrom all the companiesin a
worker's field). In sucha scenario,the employeewould either
have to join aunion or go without work: join or starve.That is
hardly the paradigm of free choice. (The sameholds for yel­
low-dog contracts:if all companiesin the economy managed
to get them, thenanyworker who wanted to beallowed to join
a union would either have to give up that right or starve.)

This is not merely a theoretical problem. Admittedly, in
the contemporary private sector economy, we are far from
that scenario.The percentageof private-sector workers who
aremembersof unions hasdropped steadily, from 35%in the
1950sto 200/0in the '80sto about7.4%today. Meanwhile, how­
ever,the percentageof public sectoremployeeswho aremem­
bersof unions hasbeengrowing apace.

Suppose I want to be a college instructor in California.
Public collegesin California are, generally speaking, agency
shops. (The University of California is not, insofar as ladder­
and-rank faculty are concerned,but it is in respectto its vast
army of teachingassistants,"instructors," and "lecturers.") So
if I go to work for a public California college or university, I
have to pay duesto the teachers'union. Well, someonemight
askme,areyou compelled to work for a California public col­
lege?Why don't you just go to work for a private college?

"Hey - this guy sayswe canskip capitalism
andgo straightto statesocialism!"
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My rejoinder is that becauseof the power of taxation, the
public sectorof education hasvirtually crowded out the pri­
vate sector.The California community collegesystemhas109
campuses,and 2.5million students.The California stateuni­
versity systemhas23campusesandupwards of ahalf-million
students.Two hundred thousand studentsareenrolled in the
tencampusesof the University of California system.By com­
parison, the Association of Independent California Colleges
and Universities, which has asmembersthe vast majority of
California private colleges,represents75campusesand about
250thousand students.The state'spower of taxation ensures
that the billions poured into the public systemdwarf employ­
ment opportunities in the private college system.Given that
this crowding out continues to increase,the theoretical prob­
lem of a totally closed(or at leastunion) shopsocietyis not so
theoretical after all.

Even stronger examplesmight be given. Perhaps,as lib­
ertarians argue, roads and road-building should be priva­
tized, but right now it is virtually a monopoly of the stateand
can easily be made a monopoly of closed-shopemployment
practices.

I haveexaminedthe most commonargumentsusedto jus­
tify closedshops,andfound themwanting. But aretherecom- .
pelling ethical reasonsthat support the view that closedshops
should not be allowed? I believe there are.

Obviously, wehavethenatural-rights considerationraised
at the beginning of this essay.Closedshops(aswell asunion
and agencyshops,and for that matter yellow-dog contracts)
manifestly violate freedom of association.Absent compelling
ethical reasonsto the contrary, a personshould be able to join
or not to join, support or not to support, any group at any
time. And, asmentioned above,thereareconsequentialistrea­
sonsto regard closedshopsasundesirable.

But I alsowant to sketcha neglectedline of ethical think­
ing on this issue - the line that might be taken by "virtue

For centuries,commonlaw has held that
contractsto compelsomeoneto performsome
job cannotbeenforced;thissmacksofslavery.

ethics"; that is, by the method of evaluating practicesby ask­
ing how they support or hinder the development of virtue.
On this ground, there is a very good reasonto criticize closed
shops.Simply put: they corrupt unions.

Unions, no lessthan businesses,flourish associally useful
organizations when they aim to produce something that peo­
ple want. This only reliably occurs in free markets, because
the forceof competition requires the organization to takeseri­
ously what the consumerwants, and deliver it.

But with unions no less than businesses,the temptation
is always present to "compel rather than sell," to coercecon­
sumers rather than letting them choose a good or service
freely - enticing them with a superior product or service.
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A well-run union can playa valuable economic role. It can
help many workers negotiatebetter wagesand benefits than
they might get on their own, enhancejob security, and pro­
vide other services (such as pension options, banking ser­
vices through credit unions, and discounts from merchants).

Unions,no lessthanbusinesses,flourishas
sociallyusefulorganizationswhentheyaim to
producesomethingthatpeoplewant.

When workers are free to belong or not, or to chooseamong
competing unions, theseorganizations are forced to focus on
the workers' preferences.Allowing unions the power of coer­
cion makesthem more interested in enhancing their political
power. It also makesthem lazy and neglectful about improv­
ing their services.

Thepushfor closed,union, or agencyshopsis just oneof a
variety of inherently coercivetools that are too often favored
by organized labor. Organized labor's efforts to coercemem­
bership (or at least the paying of dues),use member dues to
further the union leaders' political agenda (in violation of
the workers' Beckrights), and get Congressto end secretbal­
lots in votes to unionize workplaces, all ultimately corrupt
the unions. In their attempt to achievesuch coercivepowers,
unions come to resemblethose desperatebusinessesthat try
to savethemselvesby protectionism.

In sum, there is a strong casebasedupon converging lines
of ethical thought that closed shops are inherently bad. My
hope would be to seeall statesadopt right-to-work laws, not
just the 22 who do so now. Given the stranglehold organized
labor hason many states,this will probably require a federal
law.

To those who (understandably) distrust the federal gov­
ernment to make sucha major changein labor contract law, I
would make severalpoints.

Both state and federal law already set the conditions in
which contracts are allowable and enforceable.The federal
government,through theWagner,Taft-Hartley, andother acts,
setsconditions for the unionization of workplaces,conditions
that are generally helpful to unions (although Taft-Hartley
disallows closed shops in the narrow sense).Over 20 states
haveright-to-work laws, and the stategovernmentshavehad
no problem enforcing them, ordinarily with good results.

Modifying the Taft-Hartley Act to disallow union and
agency shops as well as closed shops, narrowly defined,
would certainly not end federal interference in the market­
place,but it would impart more balanceto patterns of gov­
ernment action that are often skewed in favor of unions. It
would implement the freedoms vouchsafed to workers by
the Supreme Court under its Beckruling, it would increase
freedom of association,and it would bring labor law closer
to common law principles of contract. Those would be real
gains. Cl
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Education,
Real and Unreal

RossLevatter

Speaking obvious but uncomfort­
able truths ... in the history of philoso­
phy, Socratesmight come to mind. In
contemporary psychiatry, I think of
Thomas Szasz. But when it comes to
socialpolicy, thenamethat immediately
springs to mind is Charles Murray.

Murray's "Losing Ground:American
Social Policy 1950-1980," published in
1984,revolutionized the way in which
social scientists looked at welfare pol­
icy by pointing out that those in pov­
erty, including minorities, actually had
done better by many standard param­
eters in the 15 years before enactment
of the major Great Society welfare pol­
icies than in the 15 years afterward.
Many people credit this book for laying
the groundwork for the major welfare
reforms of the 1990s.

"The Bell Curve: Intelligence and
Class Structure in America," which
Murray co-authored with Richard
Herrnstein, explored facts about intel­
ligence (facts that, contrary to heated
denunciations at the time, were not
controversial among experts who stud-

ied this area), and what their implica­
tions were for optimal social policy.
Highly controversial at its publication
in 1997,its claims are considered more
mainstream a decadelater.

Now Murray turns his ability to
obvious if uncomfortable truths in edu­
cation. This is not a book about prob­
lems with a government monopoly
in primary education; it is not a rant
against multiculturalism or political
correctnessin our nation's educational
system; it is not even an assault on the
current fad of "maintaining self-esteem"
among young students (though this
is discussed in passing). Instead it is a
call for fundamentally rethinking what
does and doesn't work in education,
both public and private. It is a call for
ending the endearing but false roman­
ticism involved in believing that every
child canexcel in academics.

Murray begins with a discussion
of intelligence, dissecting Howard
Gardner's "multiple intelligences," the
idea that there are seven,eight, or more
"core intelligences," and that people
who seem unintelligent according to
ordinary measuresmay actually be as
intelligent as others. Murray focuses

primarily on logical-mathematical and
linguistic intelligence. And he makes
two claims that cannotbedenied, while
at the same time cannot be stated in
polite company:

Level of ability varies.
Half of all children are below

average.

Murray notes (he has mentioned
this in earlier works, but it is well worth
repeating) that although most of his
readers understand that there is wide
variability in some of Gardner's other
"intelligences" - such as the musi­
cal and the bodily-kinesthetic "intel­
ligences" - his readership does not
appreciate the wide variability that
actually exists in mathematical and
linguistic intelligence. While people
we know vary widely in their ability
to play sports or musical instruments,
people we know usually do not vary
widely in their mathematical and lin­
guistic abilities. But this is not evidence
that mathematical and linguistic abili­
ties vary only slightly. It is evidence
that the people we know are a highly
filtered subsetof society.

For example,the fact that aprofessor
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of English feels he didn't do well in
math most likely meanshe "only" got a
600on the math SAT,while most of his
friends in themathdepartmentgot over
700.But a 600on the math SATputs the
English professor in the upper third of
the country in math skills.

Murray explains in gory detail what
it meansto be "below average"in intel­
ligence.Here aresomeexamples.

"There were 90employeesin a com­
pany last year. This year the number
of employees increased by 10%. How
many employees are in the company
this year?"

A) 9, B) 81, C) 99,0)100
This is a basic math question from

the,National Assessmentof Educational
Progress (NAEP), on a test given to
nationally representative samples of
children in the fourth, eighth, and
twelfth grades. It has been used for
35 years by the federal government to
track academicprogress.Murray notes,
"The test is . . . the gold standard for
measuring academic achievement" in
elementaryand secondaryeducation.

Sixty-two percent of eighth-graders
got the above math question wrong. If
you include thosewho didn't know the
answerbut guessedcorrectly, over 77%
of eighth-graders didn't know how to
figure out the answer.

Twenty-seven percent of these
eighth-gradersdidn't know "how many
sidesare there to a cube." Forty percent
didn't know "what is 4 hundredths
written in decimal notation."

Now, we can blame this on poor
schools, doing poor teaching. But if
academic ability varies (and it does),
and half of all students are below
average (and they are), approximately
half of all students won't be able to
answer questions of average diffi­
culty. Those of us who read books
about socialpolicy may not haveaclear
understandingaboutwhat aquestionof
"average difficulty" is, since we prob­
ably don't know anyone who is below
average in mathematical and verbal
intelligence, or at least know that per­
son well enough to get a senseof the
person's intellectual world. But as
anyone who has watched Jay Leno's
"Jaywalking" or recent responsesfrom
Miss America contestants can affirm,
"averagedifficulty" questionsaremuch
easier than most readersof this article
anticipate.
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Objectionscanbe made,asfollows.
Themeasurementofacademicability is

invalid.But Murray notes that "g," the
general mental factor measured in IQ
tests,accountsfor 80-90% of predictable
variance in scholasticperformance - a
conclusion based on more than 11,000
citations of studies on the relationship
of IQ scoresto educationalachievement
listed in "PsychologicalAbstracts."

We can raise academicability. But,
summarizing a wealth of data accumu­
lated over decades,Murray says,"The
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most we know how to do with out­
side interventions is to make children
who arewell below averagea little less
below average."

The schoolsare so bad that evenlow­
ability studentscan learn a lot morethan
theylearnnow.This view, which is char­
acteristicof libertarians, hasa kernel of
truth. Some inner-city urban schools
are sobad that they arephysically dan­
gerous. No learning can occur there.
But that's not true of the majority of
schools.And while it is true that most

)
GaryJasonis anadjunct professor

of philosophy and the author of Critical
Thinking:Developingan EffectiveWorld
Viewand Introductionto Logic.

RichardKostelane[z'srecentbooks
include TowardSecession;156MorePo­
litical Essaysfroman OrthodoxAnarchist­
Libertarian.

RossLevatteris a physician living in
Phoenix.

Bill Merritt is a sometimes-novelist
living in Gaborone,Botswana.

RobertP.Murphy is a SeniorFellow
with PacificResearchInstitute and is
the author of ThePoliticallyIncorrect
Guideto Capitalism.

RandalO'Tooleis a contributing edi­
tor of Libertyand anadjunct scholarat
the CatoInstitute.

BruceRamseyis a journalist in
Seattle.

MarkRandis managingeditor of
Liberty.

JoAnn Skousenis entertainmentedi­
tor of Liberty.Shelives in New York.

Mark Skousenis the author of Eco­
nomicLogic,now availablein its second
edition.

Tim Slagleis a standup come­
dian living in Chicago.His websiteis
timslagle.com.

LaurenceM. Vanceis the author of
ChristianityandWarandOtherEssays
AgainsttheWarfareState.

Jim Walshis anassistanteditor of
Liberty.



January-February2009

- WIll1AM EASTERLY,ProfessorofEconomics,NewYorkUniversity

NEWBOOK FROM THE 000
INSTITUTE

Chauftour l11akesthe
casethat applying

in all its
econoll1ic,dvil, ,-mdpol.iti­
caldil11ensionsto interna­
tionaldevelopnlent(ilnd.
hlunan rightsetfortsis the
onlv"vavto n1akereal

/ /

headvvayin solvingthe
problemsassociated\\lith
poverty.Keeping"vith the
basicideaofernpo\vering
peoplewitheconoHllc
treedon1., rights,and.
political liberties,thebook
proposesto unite the
htunan rights anddevel­
opnlent 'cOll1111.Unities'
byhighlighting the
fundaUlent.alrolethat

playsin both.

HARDBACK:$22.95 • E-BOOK: $12.50

to suggestions that Murray is a 21st­
century SocialDarwinist.

Murray has written a book about
human happiness ("In Pursuit of
Happiness and Good Government,"
1988).He noted there, as the literature
supports, that peoplearehappiestwhen
they are challenged by what they do,
but not so challenged that they cannot
realistically succeed."Real Education"
forcefully arguesthat we arenot merely
wasting largeamountsof money,weare

OWER OF

OM
UN NO HUMAN RIGHTS

AND DEVELOPMENT

'Nobody who haseverpaid attention to
the manyconceptsofhumanrights canafford

to not readthis book, which itself displaysboth a
compassionateheartandatough andincisivemind
Chauffour is admirablydetenninedto bebrutally

honestaboutwhich ideasreallydo further the
causeofpovertyreductionandwhich do not.

not as a value judgment, that theseare
the elite who will be running our coun­
try in the future. He argues that they
are by definition intelligent. We would
be better off if we had mechanisms in
place that could also make them wise.
He argues for improved attention to
many things: verbal expression, judg­
ment formation, thinking about virtue
and the good, and humility. His argu­
ments are nuancedand not easily sum­
marized, but they quickly give the lie

public schoolsare a poor value - they
areeconomically inefficient; they charge
.far more than is justified for the educa­
tional value they provide - that is not
the sameassaying studentscan learn a
lot more than they do. U.S. mail deliv­
ery is inefficient as well. Mail could be
delivered faster and more cheaply. But
the fact is that virtually all of the mail
does get through. Students could be
educated faster and more cheaply, but
Murray cites extensive data to back up
his claim that most below averagestu­
dents in most schools are learning all
they can learn. As regards private or
charter schools,Murray, a strong advo­
cate for school choice, says that while
these alternatives may nurture gifted'
students, "the evidence does not give
reasonto expect that private or charter
schools produce substantially higher
test scoresin math and reading among
low-ability students who would other­
wise go to normal public schools."

He then goeson to discusstwo other
obvious truths:

Too many people go to college.
America's future dependson how

we educatethe academicallygifted.

To gain the benefits of a classic
"liberal education," one must be intel­
lectually prepared to read and digest
material significantly more challenging
than what one is given in high school.
So it is not surprising that Murray can
cite evidence that no more than 20%,
arguably no more than 10%

, of stu­
dents truly benefit from this type of
four-year residential college experi­
ence.Yet 28% of adults 25 years of age
or older have a B.A. Not surprisingly,
many drop out of college; many find
themselves facing adulthood with no
training in vocational skills that really
could have helped them make a better
life for themselves;and too many peo­
ple attempt to get a B.A. by means of
economically inefficient investments in
"easy" coursesof no useto them, solely
to signal to employersthat they havethe
B.A. employers now use asevidenceof
persistenceand at least a minimal level
of intellectual achievement. Murray
argues that society would be better off
with lessemphasison a B.A. and more
standardized certification (not, atten­
tion libertarians, licensure) for a wide
variety of employment.

As for the intellectually gifted,
Murray notes, as an empirical fact and
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"If you knew that economics wasthe'dismal science,' why did you become an economist?"

"Basic Economics: A Common Guide to the Economy,"
3rd edition, by Thomas Sowell. Basic Books, 2007, 627 pages.

Revisedand

Say's law,and classical economics. But
he extends his expertise to education,
social issues, culture, civil rights,and
politics. My favorite is "Knowledgeand
Decisions" (BasicBooks, 1996).

With the third edition, "Basic
Economics" has become a fat book,
and a popular one, especially for home
schoolers. Thisnew edition is40%lon­
ger than the first and second ones.

What's its appeal? Unlikestandard
textbooks, Sowell's guidebook is free
from graphs, charts, abstruse mathe­
matics, and professional jargon. When
Sowell does usean uncommon term,
such as "externalities,"he does a good
job explaining it.He uses statistics spar­
ingly, citing data from The Economist,
The Wall Street Journal,and Business
Week. In that sense, his book is more
a treatise for a general audiencethan a
textbook.

On the topicshe covers, I see noth­
ing to argue about.He doesanexcellent
job exposing the errorsin the popular
policies of protectionism, progressive
taxation,minimum wage laws, affirma­
tive action, antitrust, wage, price,and
tent controls, and central planning.He
has helpful chapterson the stock mar­
ket, risk and insurance, moneyand
banking, international trade, labor mar­
kets,and the dynamics of the economy.
He has alsoaddedchapterson myths of
the marketplace, such as the fallacy of
predatory pricingand issues involving
fairnessand greed.

My only beef with Sowell is the
-remarkablenumber of sins of omission
in this book, despite its40% increase
in size. The method is strangely hit
or miss. One wonders,in a coursein
"basic" economics,where is the discus­
sion of Adam Smith's doctrine of the
invisible hand? Where is the treatment
of Say's law, which introduces the pro­
found supply-side conceptthat savings,
productivity, entrepreneurship, and
technology drive the economy,andthat
consumption is the effect,not the cause,
of prosperity? Onewould think that a
man who has written whole bookson
Say's law and on classical economics
andits adversarieswould address these
vital issues.

Sowell's chapteron money, credit,
and the Federal Reserve is grossly
inadequate, given today's intense con­
cerns about the stability of the global
financial system. There's virtuallyno

at the Hoover Institution at Stanford.
He is now 78years oldandhaswrit­

ten his memoirs("A Personal Odyssey"
- highly recommended). Buthe is not
slowing down. He can accomplish a
great deal becausehe is reclusive and
hardly ever travels. Rumor has itthat
he always charges a speaking fee so
far above the market pricethat no one
dares pay it. (I'm constantly asked,.'
"Why don't you invite him to speak at
FreedomFest?",an annual conference
that I direct. Now you know.)

Sowell has written extensively on
economic topics, including Marxism,

insatiableneedfor guided knowledge.
Peopledon't need to be intelligent

to behappy. But theydo neednot to be
puppets in the plays of social reform­
ers, lab ratsin the experiments of the
well-intentioned but ignorant educa­
tional romantics who have harmed
both halves of the bell curveour chil­
dren inhabit. 0

Mark Skousen

Readers of Liberty should be famil­
iar with Thomas Sowell, a promi­
nent economistwho considers himself
more libertarian than conservative (he
favors decriminalization ofdrugs,' for
example). Sowell hashad a fascinating
career, growingup in Harlem, graduat­
ing magnum cum laude from Harvard,
earning a Ph.D. from Chicago, teaching
at UCLA, writing a syndicated column,
and authoring more than 30 books.
Since1980,he has been a senior fellow

Incomplete

not merely ignoring the reality ofwhat
social science has to teachusaboutedu­
cation,we arenot merely doing poorly
at preparingour children for the future,
but we are also makingboth low-abil­
ity and high-ability children unhappy
(miserable, inconsolate)by pretend­
ing that the former canbe force fed
intelligence while ignoring the latter's
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"Who Killed the Constitution? The Fate of American
Liberty from World War I to George W. Bush," by
Thomas Woods and Kevin Gutzman. Crown Forum, 2008,202pages.

State
Unchained

discussion of assetbubbles, the boom­
bust cycle in real estate,and the highly
leveraged debt structure currently
under stress, nor even of the Fed's
manipulation of interest rates and the
supply of money.

Sowell is a student of GeorgeStigler
and Milton Friedman of the Chicago
school of economics, and he does
make one or two passing references
to Friedman's claim that the Great
Depression was caused (or exacer­
bated)by the Fed's"inept" deflationary
policies in the early 1930s.But hemakes
no referenceto Ludwig von Mises and
Friedrich Hayek's Austrian theory of
the business cycle, which is critical to
understanding what is going on today.

It's unfortunate that Sowell fails to
inform his readersabout the great con­
tributions of such Austrians as Mises,
Schumpeter, and Hayek (he cites
Hayek twice, but not on his decentral­
ized information theory), the supply­
side economists (he does not mention
the Laffer curve or the flat tax revolu­
tion), or evengreat thinkers suchasP.T.

Robert P.Murphy

Tom WoodsandKevin Gutzmanare
both bestselling authors in Regnery's
"Politically Incorrect Guide" series,
and their latest joint project will not
disappoint their fans. "Who Killed
the Constitution?" is the perfect topic
for them. Woods as a historian and
Gutzman as a legal scholar combine
to explain exactly how it was that the

Bauer, Ronald Coase, Vernon Smith,
and James Buchanan. Sowell could
improve his book tremendously if he
addeda chapter on the warring schools
of economics.As it stands, there's not
enoughmaterial on the advancesof the
various free-market schools, and too
little systematic criticism of the anti­
market schoolsof Keynesand Marx.

Given that we are facing the great­
est threat to the free-market capitalist
system since the Great Depression, the
world cries out for a clear-cut analysis
of the current financial crisis, how gov­
ernment intervention in the monetary
and banking systemhasbrought about
this debacle,and the soundfree-market
solutions to the problem.

The third edition of Thomas
Sowell's "Basic Economics" does not
go far enough in providing this much
neededanalysis.As it stands, it serves
primarily as supplemental treatise. It
cannot take the place of a comprehen­
sive guide to sound economics.There's
a lot of work to do if the next edition is
to live up to its title. 0

federal government escaped the con­
stitutional chains allegedly restrict­
ing its power. Their answer is that all
three brancheswere in on the jailbreak,
a more nuancedposition than the stan­
dard cries against "activist judges."
They illustrate their thesis through
a "dirty dozen" - examples of fed­
eral abuseof the Constitution, ranging
from schooldesegregationto marijuana
criminalization.

What is most entertaining about the
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book - andmost frightening to propo­
nents of smaller government - is the
sheer mental gymnastics necessaryfor
government officials to evadethe plain
language of the Constitution. Some
potential readers may be intimidated
by the book's topic, fearing an excruci­
ating analysisof fine legal points.

Fortunately for the reader - though
unfortunately for citizens in general ­
the issuesreally aren't that complicated.
The most specious rationales were
offered each time new bounds were
crossed, until we've reached today's
situation, in which the president and
membersof Congress(with onenotable
exception)sometimesdon't evenbother
asking about constitutionality.

Perhaps the most blatant example
of simply ignoring the Constitution
involved the celebrated 1954 decision
in Brownv. BoardofEducation.Whatever
one thinks of the underlying policies
(and I personally think they arewrong),
the simple fact is that the "equal protec­
tion" clause of the 14th Amendment
could not possibly have prohibited seg­
regatedschooldistricts. That is why the
Court famously ruled in 1896in Plessy
v. Fergusonthat segregationdid not vio­
late the 14thAmendment.

So did the Supreme Court in 1954
stumble on some new clause, buried
in the Constitution or its amendments,
that causedthem to reversethis prece­
dent?Not atall. JusticeFelixFrankfurter
asked his law clerk Alexander Bickel
to review the circumstances under
which Congress had drafted the 14th
Amendment. Bickel reported to his
boss that flit is impossible to conclude
that the 39th Congress intended that
segregation be abolished; impossible
also to conclude that they foresaw it
might be,under the languagethey were
adopting."

Bickel (and, by extension,
Frankfurter) wasnot alone in this inter­
pretation. JusticeRobert Jacksoncircu­
lated a memo to explain why he would
concur in the prohibition of segrega­
tion under Brown,while rejecting the
majority's reasoning: "1 simply cannot
find, in surveying all the usual sources
of law, anything which warrants me in
saying that [the Court's decision invali­
dating school segregation] is required
by the original purpose and intent of
the Fourteenth or Fifth Amendment."
Jacksonthought the Court was correct
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"Yeah? - Well, there's a thin line between being a strict constructionist and being a stupid jerk!"

ISUPREME COURT I
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to go aheadand outlaw such segrega­
tion, but at leastit should plainly admit
that it was "declaring new law for a
new day."

As a libertarian reader, Iadmired
Woods and Gutzman for having the
courage to point out federal power
grabs that might not resonate with
the typical Rush Limbaugh fan. They
devote an entire chapter to the federal
infringement of a state's right to allow
medical marijuana within its borders.
They also devote a chapter to explod­
ing the myth that the military draft is
consistentwith the Constitution. Sadly,
many rank and file conservativeswho
carry pocket Constitutionsaround with
them focus only on. "liberal justices"
and don't realize that enlarging federal
power hasbeen a bipartisan effort.

Even so, conservatives will appreci­
ate Woodsand·Gutzman's demonstra­
tion that the wartime powers claimed
by George W. Bush really aren't as
"unprecedented" as some of his shrill­
est critics claim. For example,in 1918
the government sentenced Socialist
presidential candidate Eugene Debs to
ten yearsin prison for the crime of giv­
ing a speech claiming that capitalists
were responsible for World WarI. (In
one of the most touching parts of the
book, Woodsand Gutzman recall that
Warren Harding mercifully pardoned
Debs because, "Iwant him to eat his
Christmas dinnerwith his wife.")

Evenwhen it comes to extrajudicial
hanky-panky, there is nothingnew in
the Bush administration's official posi­
tions. For example,in 2005 JohnYoo ­
author of the infamous "torture memo"
excusing the use of torture evenin defi-

ance of congressionalbans - debated
Doug Cassel, director of Notre Dame
Law School's Center for Civiland
HumanRights. Cassel was trying topin
down just exactly how sweeping Yoo
thought the president's powers were,
and asked:"If the president deems that
he's got to torture somebody, includ­
ing by crushing the testicles of the per­
son's child, there isno law that can stop
him?"

Yoo first answered, "No treaty."
When Cassel pressedhim by remind­
ing Yoo that he himself had written
in his memo that no law of Congress
could restrain the president either,Yoo
replied, "I think it depends on why
the president thinkshe needs todo
that." It is fortunate indeedthat here
in America, the rule oflaw prevents
child testicle crushing merely for sport.
The president has to have a prettydarn
good reason beforehe can unilaterally
decide todo it.

Yet shocking as this exchange is, it
is nothing new. Worriedthat a brewing
strike by steelworkers coulddisrupt the
war effort in Korea, in 1952 President
Truman ordered his secretary of com­
merce simply to seize the steel mills
for the federal government.In justify­
ing this bold move,Truman referred to
his powers "as President of the United
Statesand Commander in Chief of the
armed forces."

Naturally the steel companies filed
suit. Assistant Attorney General Holmes
Baldridge, representing the govern­
ment, pointed tono particular statutes
but "the inherent executive powers of
the president" to justify the seizure's
legality. Judge David Pine was curious

justhow far this "inherent" power went,
leading to the following exchange:

PINE: If the President directs Mr.
Sawyer [the Commerce Secretary] to
takeyou into custody, right now,and
haveyou executedin the morningyou
say there isno power by which the
Court may intervene evenby habeas
corpus?
BALDRIDGE:If there are statutes pro­
tecting me I would have a remedy.
PINE: What statute would protect
you?
BALDRIDGE: I do not recall any at
the moment.

Although legal analystsin the 1950s
were too modest to discuss testicle
crushing, the point remains: then, just as
now, the executive branch found legal
experts to claim that the Constitution
gave the president thepower to do
anything in his role as commanderin
chief.

What is particularly chillingin these
charades is the fact that the public will
generally go alongwith the govern­
ment "if there's awar on," thus pro­
viding presidentswith another reason
to go to war. Some citizens mighthope
that no American official could be so
callous, but after reading Woodsand
Gutzman's book, they mightnot be so
sure.

Because of its subject, "Who Killed
the Constitution?" isnot as snappy as
the "Politically Incorrect" volumes.
This isboth a strengthand a weakness.
Readers who want more than talk­
ing points will appreciate the histori­
cal background given for each issue,
as well as the careful examination of
possible objections to the book's narra­
tive. On the other hand, a few times I
found myself wanting to skip ahead to
the next chapter, whichsounded more
exciting.

My only other complaint iswith the
book's tepid conclusion.It beginswith a
bold declaration that "The Constitution
is dead." Thenour authors quote the
19th-century writer Lysander Spooner,
who looked at the behavior of the fed­
eral government - behaviorthat was
unacceptable evenin his day - and
remarked that the Constitution "has
either authorized such a government
as we have had,or hasbeenpowerless
to prevent it.In either case, it is unfit to
exist."

Woods and Gutzman elaborateon
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"W.," directed by Oliver Stone. Lionsgate, 2008, 129 minutes.

History Lite

the point, arguing that no government
can ever be bound by a written con­
stitution, since - guesswhat? - it is
always thesamegovernment that rules
on its own fidelity to law. It is no sur­
prise that the president appoints, and
the Congress· confirms,SupremeCourt
justices who permit continued growth
in federal prerogatives.

Yet after telling their readersthat
governments cannot be bound by con­
stitutions, Woods and Gutzman claim
that "the Constitution can still serve a
purpose, as it remains a usefulblud­
geon to employ against government
power grabs." Thisin abook devoted to
showing that the "bludgeon" is actually

Jon Harrison

Oliver Stone's films have been
called "melodramas for the masses,"
and not without reason. But there is
more to Stone the filmmakerthan this.
Consider some of his signature pro­
ductions. "Platoon" (1986), his direc­
torial debut, was informed by his own
experience as a combatinfantryman in
Vietnam, where he was twice wounded
and decorated for valor. Despite its
excesses, it remains the besttreatment
of the Vietnam War ever filmed. "Wall
Street" (1987),while at times tiresomely
preachy, looks prescient today, after
Enron and the Wall Street shenanigans
that brought about the current financial
crisis. "JFK" (1991),though it failed to
present a persuasive alternate history
of Nov. 22, 1963,spurred the creation
of the Assassination Records Review
Board (ARRB),which unearthed some
startling facts about the tragic death
of the nation's 35th president, and the

a spark when it comes to beating back
federal encroachments. Libertarianpur­
ists may feel that the only thing to do
now is to make the direct case for lib­
erty to the American people, ratherthan
citing adocument that evenWoods and
Gutzman tell us is dead.

Despite its lukewarm conclusion,
"Who Killed the Constitution?" isan
excellent review of theabsurd devices
by which politicians and black-robed
seers have neutralizedthe checks and
balances installed by the founding
fathers. The book will challengeboth
liberal and conservative readers,and
will be sobering to allwho care about
American liberty. 0

coverup that followed it.
Criticism of Stonehas been stron­

gest among conservative intellectuals,
many of whom, it mustbe said, possess
far less life experiencethan he does.It
is rather peculiar to witness lifelong
public intellectuals - personswho
have never seen ashot fired in anger
- question his takeon Vietnam, for
example. Equally strange is theirappar­
ent failure to recognizethat movies are
a business,and that, therefore, compro­
mises must sometimesbe made in the
name of profit. Stone long ago estab­
lished a reputation for bringing his
films in on budget, something conser­
vatives could learn from, given their
recent follieswith the public purse.

That said, this reviewermust nev­
ertheless give Stone's latest production,
"W." - a satirical and searing look at
our nation's 43rd president - only a
very qualified thumbs-up. It succeeds
as entertainment. Asan accurate por­
trayal of contemporary history, it fails.

Stone, of course, is a technically
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competent filmmaker. The visualsand
other production values in "W." are
first-rate. So too is the acting of Josh
Brolin, who plays GeorgeW. Bush,and
James Cromwellin the role of W's father,
George H.W. Bush,our 41st president.
Elizabeth Banksand Ellen Burstyn, as
the wives of Wand Upoppy" respec­
tively, turn in solid performances,but
their roles lack sufficientdepth to bring
out their true influence on the Bush
men.

I'm afraid that almost exhausts the
good things one can sayabout this film.
As an attempt to recounthow the Bush
43 administration brought the coun­
try to the mess it'snow in, the movie
never rises above the level of a cartoon.
The events of Sept.11, 2001, arenot
explored. Therun up to the Iraq war,
and its tragic are treatedin
a manner a smart eighth-grader could
achieve. Assessing eventsand person­
alities without the benefit of distance ­
both in time and emotion - is a very
difficult task. Here Stone fails com­
pletely. Many of the principal actorsin
the real-life drama - Don Rumsfeld,
Condoleezza Rice, Colin Powell,
Tommy Franks - areportrayed in an
overdrawn, baroque manner. It mat­
ters not whether Stone likesor dislikes
the person. He clearly admires Colin
Powell, againand again putting just the
right words in the general'smouth ­
yet undermineshis hero by having him
meekly knuckleunder to Bush's will to
war. If that was, indeed, thealpha and
omegaof Bush's secretary of state,then
Stoneshould have tried toshowushow
Powell could embody that dichotomy
and still live with himself.

Perhaps Richard Dreyfuss' por­
trayal of Vice President Cheney canbe
excluded from this general criticism
of the supporting roles aswritten and
acted. Reviewing the film for National
Review Online, TomHoopes says that
Dreyfuss "plays Dick Cheney... as a
soulless beingwho will do whatever it
takes tomake sure it's always winter
but never Christmas." Hoopes,appar­
ently, sees this asan inaccurateor over­
drawn depiction. I don't.

Hoopes also aversthat Toby Jones
plays Karl Rove "like a Herblock cari­
cature of him." I disagree. Idon't think
that Jonesand Stone succeedin bring­
ing out the real evil that exists in this
man.
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"The Road"
Easeon Down
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The film does perform a service to
history, or rather, to the great view­
ing public that knows history not, by
refusing to pin all blame on the presi­
dent. "Why wasn't I told?" W whines
when he discovers one foulup after
another in the implementation of Iraq
policy. The messagewe should take
from this, whether Stone intends it or
not, is that we cannot blame one man
for the events of the past eight years.
The decider bears the first responsibil­
ity, but his subordinatesmust shareit,
and soin part do we, the larger society,
which raisedthem up.

"W." is at its best when tracing
the oedipal conflict between the two
Georges, and how it motivated the
younger man to reach for the high­
est office. Churchill was ignored and
demeaned by a powerful and (until
felled by sickness) very successful
father, but he overcame this handi­
cap and far surpassed the elder man
in achievements and fame. Here we
seecharacterand application at work.
Churchill, though an indifferent stu­
dent, read deeply and had an active

JoAnn Skousen

In the century after this nation was
born, families headedwest along paths
with nameslike theOregonTrail, carry­
ing their meagerbelongings in wagons
or handcarts. In the century that fol­
lowed, thosedirt trails gaveway to tar­
macandthe roadsbecameHighways 70
and80,transporting families and truck­
ing goodsfrom seato shining sea.

Although it is never identified by
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life in the British army and govern­
ment before he achievedthe first place
in the state. George W. Bush, though
his grades at Yale were better than
JohnKerry's (a fact that invariably gets
brought up by someassistantprofessor
or other, as if it meant something),was
an incurious, callow youth who grew
into an ignorant and troubled man.'
He never worked in the way Churchill
did; he never truly earnedanything he
managed to achieve. Perhaps the late
VictorianAge provided a more bracing
atmospherethan postwar America. On
the other hand, perhaps W's mistake
was giving up drinking for religion,
somethingChurchill would neverhave
contemplated. Certainly, booze and
agnosticism did more for Britain than
sobriety and piety havedone for us.

To do justice to his subject, Stone
would've needed a broader outlook,
and about four hours. At barely two
hours running time, he spreads him­
self too thin. Go to the movie for Josh
Brolin's performance,but don't expect
to comeaway much the wiser about the
disastersof the pasteight years. 0

name,CormacMcCarthy's "The Road"
is most assuredly one of these two
highways, broken up and sometimes
still steaming from apocalyptic fires.
The setting is a not too distant future.
An unnamed father and son trudge
along the road, pushing their mea­
ger belongings in a shopping cart and
carrying their most important belong­
ings in knapsacksin casethey have to
run from other survivors who roam
the sameroad, looking for food. While

their ancestorshad moved westward
with hope and handcarts, thesesurvi­
vors move eastwardwith futility and a
rusty shopping cart.

They carry a road map with them
and inspect it frequently, opening and
refolding it so many times that it falls
into pieces. It's a map to nowhere,
really; the towns are abandoned or
obliterated. But the father holds onto it
with the reverenceof ascriptural guide,
describing for his son the world that
usedto be.

This cautionary tale of survival in a
gray, postapocalyptic world is unlike
any futuristic novel you've read. Yes,
you11 find the usual elements one
expects in a dystopian novel - the
threatening bands of scavengers,the
barren wasteland, the futile vestigesof
technology, the desperate attempt to
reestablishorder out of chaos,the ulti­
mateconflict betweengood andevil.

But unlike, say,David Brin's dense
"The Postman," this book doesn't pro­
vide long, detailed descriptions or phi­
losophy or explanations of what has
happened."The Road" standsout for its
spare style, its haunting imagery, and
its focuson the gentle, intenserelation­
ship between an unnamed father and
his son as they journey to escapethe
gray of winter and inevitable death.

"A long shear of light and then
a series of concussions" is all that
McCarthy tells us about what caused
the calamity a few years earlier, but a
thick cloud of ash still covers the sky,
blocking the sun and moon, and sug­
gestingthat thedisasterhasbeenworld­
wide. The father and son's only food
is what they can scavengefrom aban­
doned homes or stores, while always
on the alert for other scavengerswho
would surely kill and eat them if they
were caught.

Yes,eat them - though it isn't said
in somany words. Thelanguageof this
book is not just spare,but sparse,the
sentencesfragmented, the contractions
written without apostrophes, signal­
ing .on the very first page that this is a
societyin which normal structureshave
brokendown. In aworld without renew­
ablefood, no energycanbewasted,not
even for place-holding subjects,verbs,
and quotation marks. Details are seen,
but not explained. In fact, most of what
does happen takes place offstage, just
out of sight, the way in which the best
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Bureaucrats of
Easy Virtue

horror films were made. At one point
the father turns his son's head away
from a grisly scene,with this exchange:

Thethingsyou put into your headare
thereforever.

"lts okayPapa./I
"lts okay?/I
"Theyrealreadythere."
"I dontwantyou to look./I
"Theyll still bethere./I

The book is like that. It stays in
your head a long time, the unwritten
images recurring with such clarity that
you swear you have seenit on a movie
screen, even though McCarthy has
given you only thebarestof details. The
father and son hide in the woods as a
group of marauderspassesby, leading
"a supplementary consort of catamites
illclothed against the cold and fitted in
dogcollars./I You know their fate, even
though you never seethem again.On a
mattress "darkly stained" they find "a
man [who] lay with his legsgone to the
hips and the stumpsof them blackened
and burnt," and you know what has
happened,and worse, what is going to
happen, without being told. The pic­
tures visit your dreams and wake you
before dawn. It stays in your head. I
hope not forever.

Yet there is such beauty in
McCarthy's poetic prose! "Lying there
in the dark with the uncanny tasteof a
peachfrom somephantomorchard fad­
ing in his mouth," he writes. "By day
the banished sun circles the world like
a grieving mother with a lamp."

He createsanalmostallegorical rela­
tionship betweenfather andsonasthey
journey inexorably toward an ocean:
"He knew only that the child was his
warrant. He said: If he is not the word
of God God never spoke." Their all­
encompassinglove is revealed through
simple conversationsas the father tries
to shield his son from their inevita­
ble outcome, conversations that often
resolveinto the gentle reassurance,"It's
okay. Okay? Okay," evenwhen it's not
okay.

In the midst of this grayness, the
boy offers a shining light of hope. He
has never seengoodness,having been
born a few weeks after the holocaust,
yet when they see people in the dis­
tance or meet a stranger dying on the
road, his reaction is always the same:
"Can we help him? Papa?Cant we help
him Papa?" He hasn't learned this by

example. No one has ever given any­
thing to them, nor hashis father taught
him to sharewith others. His goodness
is innate, imprinted in his DNA some­
how. What is its source?

That seemsto be the point of this
novel. Much has been made by critics
and fans of the cryptic final paragraph
of the book, which I can reveal with­
out giving away the story: "Once there
were brook trout in the streams in the
mountains. You could seethem stand­
ing in the amber current where the
white edgesof their fins wimpled softly
in the flow .... On their backswere the
vermiculate patterns that were mapsof
the world in its becoming. Maps and
mazes.Of a thing which could not be
put back. Not be made right again. In
the deep glens where they lived all
things were older than man and they
hummedof mystery."

Some say this paragraph lends the
story a messageof hope for the future,
that fish are returning to the streams,
while others focus on the bleaknessof
the words "not bemaderight again."

I think the answer is found earlier in
the book. Juxtaposedagainst the "limp

BruceRamsey

Americans have long known that
there was hucksterism around AIDS.
Some20 yearsago we were harangued
like communist peasantsby the "every­
one-is-at-risk" campaign. Even then it
was fairly clear that everyone was not
at risk. Oncethe blood bankers cleaned
up their product, the risk was centered
only on people who did certain things
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and rotting" map detailing the bound­
aries of a dying manmadeworld, there
is a different kind of map, McCarthy
hints, a map found in nature - "the
vermiculate patterns ... of the world
in its becoming" that lie inside the ear­
liest form of a fish, when life sprang
out of the seacontaining the DNA that
would eventually produce all animal
life. But this is not a paradise. On the
other side of that paragraph the boy
learns that "the breath of God was his
breath yet though it passfrom man to
man through all of time." More than
DNA swirls inside man. And though "a
thing ... could not be put back," it can
be started again - a spiritual thing that
is "older than man [and humming] of
mystery."

You may find something entirely
different when you journey down "The
Road./IThat's the magic of McCarthy's
poetic style, with its multiple lay­
ers of potential meaning. The book is
being made into a film starring Viggo
Mortensen asthe father and Kodi Smit­
McPhee as the son. But I recommend
you read the book first - it is a journey
well worth taking. 0

- having multiple sex partners, being
the receptor in unprotected anal sex,or
using an unsterilized doper's needle.
The messageeventually got through.
Risktakersusedcondomsor cleannee­
dles at least some of the time, and the
geometric momentum of the human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV) was
broken.

But HIV had exported itself. The
AIDS industry followed. As epidemi­
ologist Elizabeth Pisani shows in this
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impassioned and well argued book,
they took their hucksterismwith them.
Some of them believed it,and in any
case it was useful.

AIDS is spreadby specific behaviors,
andthe most dangerous ones are widely
considered wicked or disgusting. Many
partners often means prostitutes,and
multiple-partner anal sex often means
transsexual prostitutes.Drug injectors
means junkies. Politicians shy away
from programs to protect these groups,
not because they are deaf to their peo­
pIe's will, but because they hear it. The
average voter doesnot want to give free
condoms to prostitutesandfree needles
to junkies. But that'swhat stops HIV.

Of course if people stopped inject­
ing drugs and paying for sex, itwould
work just as well. Even better. The
social conservatives argue for a world
of cleanliness,but how to make it real?
Usually the formula includes putting
down wickedness by force, and that
requires a moral story of victimiza­
tion. With drugs, it is the old idea of the
pusher. With prostitution,it is the idea
of the sexual trafficker.

Both are generally false. Pisani,
who has interviewedhundreds of "sex
workers" in Indonesia and elsewhere,
says, "I have only evermet one girl
who said she was trafficked." Sexual
slavery does exist, she says,but it is not
common. Women mostlydo sex work,
Pisani says, because"it is the best gig
they can get,"and because it pays"a
better living than capitalism and free
trade have yet to offer" (by which she
means stitching shoesin a Nike plant).

AIDS is spreadby specific
behaviors,and the mostdan­
gerousonesare widely con­
sideredwickedor disgusting.

Most women who get into prostitution
stay for three or four yearsand get out.
Some havepaid for their sisters to go
to schoolor their fathers to get medical
treatment; or they have builtup a nest
egg for themselves. Some get AIDS.
Some don't.
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One gets the impression thatmen
in the sex trade more often get into it
because it is exciting - though they
alsodo it for the money.

Pisani takes the readerthrough the
lurid world of Indonesian brothels,
transsexual streetwalkers, rent boys,
and drug injectors, some ofthem in
more than one of these roles. Into this
subculture, which has sproutedin a
largely Muslim society, come officious
investigatorswith lists of questionsand
demands for blood samplesand anal
swabs. Much of Pisani's book shows
how difficult it is to find out what peo­
pie's behavior really is,and gives the
impression that the closeryou look the
wilder it gets.

How to stop thespread of AIDS?
Early in herAIDS career, Pisani waspart
of a group trying to scare governments
into spending moneyon HIV-AIDS
prevention. Theyused the "everyone
at risk" argument, which focusedon
risks to wivesandnewborns from HIV­
infected fathers.It was baloney, Pisani
says. The risk to wivesand newborns
in the general population is very low
except in easternand southern Africa,
where HIV has infectedan unusually
high proportion ofmenandwomen.

The reason the virus hasrun ram­
pant there, she argues, isthat eastern
and southern Africanstend to have sex
with more people, more often across
age barriers,and more often intention­
ally unlubricated. She says she wrote
a piece for The Economist saying this,
and it was rejectedby an editor who
thought it was racist to say Africans
had more sex. But surveys show it, she
says.And it's not about all Africans,but
a geographic subset.In Senegal, which
is an African country, lessthan 1% of
adults were infectedwith HIV in 2006.
In the southern African microstate of
Swaziland, it was 43%. When 430/0 of
the people are infectedwith a virus, it's
not just being spreadby junkies and
whores, orby gays.

The ultimate in political correct­
ness has been to declarethat HIV-AIDS
is not fundamentally a sexualor drug­
user issueat all, but a "development
issue" causedby poverty and gender
inequality. The World Bank said some­
thing like thisin 1997.Pisani denounces
it as thepurest bunk. South Africa has
the highest HIV ratesin sub-Saharan
Africa and also the highest incomes.

Bangladesh is one of the poorestand
most· gender-unequal countrieson the
planet, and it hasvery little HIV. There
is some correlation between poverty,
etc.,andAIDS,but noneof these factors
spreads HIV,and fighting them instead
of the behaviors thatdo spread it is a
waste of money.

The development thesis is neverthe­
less popular with poor-country politi­
cians.It means they can get HIV-AIDS
money without the embarrassment

Thesewomendo sexwork,
Pisanisays,because"it is the
bestgig theycanget."

of having tospend it on druggies and
whores. Thus,in Ghana, Pisani says,
76% of new infections are frompaid
sex,but 99°1<> of the AIDS money goes
to general-population programs like
micro-credit and workplace outreach.
In Nigeria, the mostpopulous country
of black Africa,90%of the Bush admin­
istration's anti-AIDS money goes to
"general population" measures.

And because the general population
is not much at risk, Pisani says, these
programs don't work.

Libertarians will appreciate her
comments here:

If you're asking for moneyin any
other industry, potential investors
would ask you to run the numbers.
They want you to show how you11
maximize profits. In the case of HIV
prevention, the profits are saved lives.
You maximize them by providing
effective prevention services to the
peoplewho are most likely to passon
an HIV infection, and those who are
most likely to be exposed to someone
else's infectedbody fluids. And yet
none of the major funders asksus to
run these numbers.... The result is a
colossal waste of taxpayers' money.

A few pages later, she says it again:
The AIDS industry isn't a free market
... You can bejudged a success for just
doing what you said you were going
to do, like build a clinic,or train some
nurses to give leaflets to400out of the
nation's 160,000drug injectors. It's a
bit like declaring that Ford is doing
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AnAmerican
Gargle

really well in the carmarketbecause
they've got factoriesand floor man­
agersand an advertisingcampaign,
insteadof looking at salesfigures.Or
even checking that they make cars
that run.

Pisaniisn't alibertarian, andsheisn't
advocating that AIDS prevention be
left to the marketplace. Sheis a public­
health worker, and she allows at one
point that "public health is inherently
a somewhat fascist discipline" because
"it acceptsthat we must sometimesvio­
late the rights of the few to protect the
health of the many." And sometimes
that is so,asmuch aslibertarians might
not like it. In 2003the super-infectious
pneumonia SARS was stopped by
coordinated government action, and
it's a good thing it was. Public-health
authority can easily be taken farther
than a libertarian would like, but liber­
tarians must have a believable way to
protect people from epidemics.

Harm reduction is, at least, a better
way than putting prostitutes or drug
injectors in jail - a place that in many
countries is full of drug injection, anal
sex, and HIV. Harm reduction does,
however, usetaxpayers'money for con­
doms andneedles.

Regarding condoms,there is a com­
mon idea that prostitutes don't havethe
bargaining power to make their cus­
tomers use them. "Hogwash," Pisani
says. When female prostitutes insist,
they mostly get their way. "Their bar­
gaining power seemsto be higher than
we thought." When the brothel owner
insists, condom use becomesmore fre­
quent still.

Regarding clean needles, there is a
commonideathat addictswon't takethe
trouble to use them. But if needlesare
made truly free and available, instead
of being rationed out, many addicts will
use them. And since many drug users
do eventually quit, the health issue is
whether they spreadHIV when they're
using, andwhether they end their drug
careerHIV-infected. Writes Pisani:

All the evidencesuggeststhat harm
reductionprogramshelp peoplequit
drugs, and increasethe chancesthat
peoplewill notbeinfectedwith afatal
virus whentheydo manageto getoff
drugs.

A libertarian might ask, "But why
does it have to be the government that
pays?" It doesn't have to be; it's just

that AIDS suppression isn't a profit­
ableenterprise. It hasbeeneasierto get
the money from governments, includ­
ing the socially conservative govern­
ment of GeorgeW. Bush.Indeed, Pisani
says,"The sheervolume of money now
available washesaway the need to use
what we have well." Waste is particu­
larly noticeable, she says,with money
from democratic governments. China
and Iran, shesays,haveusedanti-AIDS
money more effectively than Western
countries, partly becausethey are not
democratic and don't have to justify

StephenCox

I have a warm fondness for propa­
ganda films, so long as they're ridicu­
lous, as they usually are. I've gotten
almost as much fun out of "Mission
to Moscow" (1943),"Gabriel Over the
White House" (1933), and "Wilson"
(1944)asI have out of "The Palm Beach
Story" (1942).The first is a no-rock-Ieft­
unturned defenseof JosephStalin,spon­
soredby Franklin D. Roosevelt'sformer
ambassadorto Russia.The second,pro­
duced by William Randolph Hearst
and acclaimedby Franklin Roosevelt,is
a fascist fantasy about how wonderful
it would be if a president of the United
States achieved dictatorial power and
used it to Put America Back to Work,
while simultaneously Achieving WorId
Peace.The third is amodern-liberal-fan­
tasy about a president who tried to do
that andfailed completely,but what the
heck? - he was a great man, anyhow.
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their spending to squeamishvoters.
There is a thought here. "What we

really need," Pisani writes, "might be
more peoplelike Bill andMelinda Gates
and squillionaire Warren Buffett. These
New Philanthropists have the poten­
tial to change the face of international
public health, becausethey have gobs
of cash and no voters to answer to."
Shenotes approvingly that the Seattle­
based Gates Foundation has an anti­
HIV project in India that spendsmost
of its money on services for whores,
johns, and junkies. D

Thesefilms areadorable;they never run
out of laughs. And I enjoy seeinghow
many tricks they comeup with to bam­
boozle their audience.It's like watching
a magician who somehow managesto
extract all 50 speciesof leporidae from
his battered old top hat.

By the way, I hope I don't have to
tell anyone what "The Palm Beach
Story" is. It is not a propagandafilm. It
is a work of art. And that's the impor­
tant thing.

Now comes "An American Carol,"
a satire of most of the things I detest
on the American political scene: self­
righteous modern liberals, the blame­
America-first mentality, academic
intolerance, media bias and ignorance,
history as interpreted according to the
precepts of the Howard Zinn school of
"thought," and the whole boatload of
fecesthat goesby the name of political
correctness."American Carol" is propa­
gandathat I should like for its own sake,
as well as for any laughs it happens
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"Sorry, Professor Kleinzweck - your 'Chaos Theory' program just crashed."

andcoming back to court. Jon Voight, of
whom I have long despaired, is exactly
the George Washington onewould want
to see, perfectin every way, miracu­
lously good. But damn,he's given only
a few brief minuteson the screen.

Leslie Nielsen appears as the narra­
tor of Malone's adventures -and this
brings up another problem.

If you're writing social satire,you
cantake it slow or you can takeit fast.
On the one hand,you can gradually
let the impression develop that some­
thing, somewhere, must have gone
wrong, terribly wrong,in some strange
and absurd and ultimately funny way.
This is the technique oflithe Graduate"
and "Network" and "Or. Strangelove."
If you follow that method, you'renot
depending on immediate outbursts
of laughter; you're dependingon the
viewer's steadily' growing sense of his
or her superiority to the peopleon the
screen.On the other hand,you can take
it fast, and try to provoke a biglaugh
every 60 seconds. This is themethod
of TV, and of "His Girl Friday" and the
"South Park" movieand "It's a Mad,
Mad, Mad,Mad World" - and also of
the "Scary Movie" and "Naked Gun"
series, in which Leslie Nielsen and
David Zucker, director of "AnAmerican
Carol," wereboth involved.

Each method can work,and it does
work in all the titles I've listed. The
question is: Doesyour audience assume
from the beginningthat your characters
are ridiculous?If it does,you shouldn't
spend a lot of time proving it; geton
with the jokes. That iswhat "American
Carol" fails to do. It assumesthat it
needs to demonstrate that Michael
Moore (aka Michael Malone) is ridic­
ulous. But virtually everyone already
regards Michael Moore as ridiculous,
and thosewho don't are assuredlynot
going. to see this movie.

If you want to make a satire about
people like Moore,you will never run
out of jokes. Their follies are so many,
andso familiar, thatyou can make a joke
every 10seconds,not just every60.But
"you" arenot the makers of "American
Carol." They get stuck to two long, tire­
some stories,in which their characters
keep yapping at the audience, provid­
ing arguments for a case that is obvious
from the beginning. Nielsen, the master
of the quick sceneand the big laugh, is
made the unfunny teller of these tales.

movie, we're invited tolaugh at, andbe
horrified by, mobs of brainless leftists
demonstrating theirhatredfor America.
The climax features a mob of brainless
rightists demonstrating their love for
America. Big deal. Itisn't funny, even
unintentionally. It's just a bore.

Conscienceprompts me to say that
there are good things about this film.
Kevin Farley is very good.He turns
Michael Moore, a disgusting slob, nag,
and fool, into an oddly complex and
lovable Michael Malone. His perfor­
mance is wellworth watching, espe­
cially in the second half of the movie.
Kelsey Grammer,whom I regard as one
of the great comic actors ofour time, is
adequate.He looks good,but he lacks
his usually exquisite sense of timing
and implication. (Maybehe tired of the
script; I would have.) DennisHopper
does a good job as a judgewho sits on
the bench shooting zombies - soulless
ACLU lawyers who keep coming back

If youwantto makea sat­
ire aboutMichaelMoore,you
will neverrun out ofjokes.

message. Asmy friend observed, the
movie's strategy is to equate "America"
with "liberty," without suggesting any
definition, concept,or exemplification
of liberty, except a patriotic rallywith
country music.

The music is actually pretty good. I
mean, Adkins has a good voice. But it
doesn't mean a thing. Throughout the

to provide. And I probably would like
it, if it were managedeven half as well
as any of thepropagandafilms I've just
mentioned. Toobad - it isn't.

This isnot just my opinion. Isawthe
movie with a friend who is even more
gung-ho, right-to-bear-arms, America­
first, and American-dream than I am.
Wewereboth embarrassed.

''An American Carol" is the story
of Michael Malone, playedby Kevin
Farley and aimed at Michael Moore.
Malone is an irresponsible filmmaker
who consorts with communists, lies
about America, and receives awards
from communist sympathizersin the
movie industry. Yet this Michael is
capable of growth.Heis visitedby three
spirits (yes,now we get to "Carol," asin
Dickens' "Christmas Carol"): General
Patton (playedby Kelsey Grammer),
General Washington (playedby Jon
Voight), and country singer Trace
Adkins (played by himself). Malone
also gets himself involved,without
knowing better, with some,crazed
Islamic,terrorists. The strange result is
that he stops being a communist sym­
pathizer, learns to love America,and
turns up at an Adkins concert to sup­
port our troops in the Middle East. His
soul is saved. Hallelujah.

Could this movie have worked?
I guess so,if it had stuck to one plot.
But two plots - the Dickens retro­
spective and the terrorist adventure
- are at least one too many. The film­
makers should have left the Islamicists
out, especially because most of the ones
we seeon screen are charmingly feck­
less young men, asif the filmmakers
had fallen victim to their own kind of
political' correctness. More important,
they should have provided some coher­
ent intellectual or' at least conceptual
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liThe Changeling," directed by Clint Eastwood. Universal/
Imagine, 2008,141minutes.

Emptyand
Ugly

What awaste.
The whole thing is a waste of tal­

ent. There's a scene in the movie in
which Michael Malone is given a Leni
Riefenstahl Award for Documentary
Filmmaking. Leni Riefenstahl, as you
remember, directed two propaganda
films for Hitler. I'm not sure whether
this businessabout the award is funny

JoAnn Skousen

You've probably seenpreviews for
UTheChangeling," with Angelina Jolie
pounding her breast and wailing, I'll
want my sonback!" beforesheis carted
off to a psychiatric prison ward. The
previews promise corruption in the
police department, a mad psychiatrist,
and a tantalizing mystery, all in one
film. Who wouldn't be interested?

Christine Collins (Angelina Jolie) is
a single mother who comeshome from
work one evening to an empty house.
She has no idea where her son has
gone.No one in the neighborhood has
seenhim. He hasn't eatenhis lunch. It
is every mother'sworst nightmare. Five
months later the police find a boy in
Illinois andbring him back to beunited
with his mother - but shedoesn't rec­
ognize him. When she complains to
the police and begs them to continue
their search, the police chief has her
committed.

In onesense,the film delivers on its
premise.Jolie'scharacterdoesfight the
systemandexposecorruption atseveral

or not. I am sure that if propaganda
for American ideals is going to avoid
embarrassing even its core audience,
it needsto display some of the purely
cinematic virtues of its morally detest­
able right-wing and left-wing rivals. In
fact, it needsto display the purely cine­
matic virtues of any normal Hollywood
film. 0

levels,including a loophole that allows
the police to incarcerateunruly whistle­
blowers without a trial - sort of a pre­
cursor to Gitmo. The film reveals the
perversity of a systemin which it is vir­
tually impossible to prove one'ssanity.
Sincethe doctor hasdeemedher unbal­
anced for not recognizing her son, the
only way shecanget out of the mental
institution is to sign a false statement
that shenow acceptsthat he is her son.
But signing that confessionwould dem­
onstratethat shehad indeed not recog­
nized him, thereby proving that she
wasmentally unbalanced... the classic
Catch-22.

It's a frightening issue, one that
hasn't gone away: many states have
an equivalent of Florida's Baker Act,
under which a person can be commit­
ted to 30 days in a mental institution
without recourse, if a psychologist
deemsthe persondangerousto himself
or others. (And when the psychologist
is employed by the police department,
it's pretty easy to predict whether the
detaineewill be so deemed.)My own
daughter came frighteningly close to
being Bakered when she was 17, so I
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know how quickly it can happen. (See
uSplish Splash, I Was Taken to Jail,"
Liberty, November2003.)

But previews are supposed to do
more than just give an idea of what a
film is about. They also need to fore­
tell its tone and subject matter accu­
rately, so the viewer can decide when
and whether to see it. SometimesI'm
in the mood for a comedy, sometimes
for a thriller, sometimesfor a romance
or a drama. I don't want to know the
whole storyline in advance, but I do
want to know what emotionsaregoing
to bepiqued beforeI go to amovie.And
that's where I felt duped by Eastwood
this time.

Solet me warn you here:the official
previews - and also the reviews I've
read - leaveout thebrutal secondstory
line, the one that shows the horrifying
fate of 20 kidnapped boys. I felt com­
pletely blind sided by the grisly side of
this film. Eastwood presentsit master­
fully - the strategically placed usmok­
ing gun" as the detective searchesthe
old farmhouse (in this casethe ugun"
is a scattering of hatchets and cleav­
ers), the suspense-laden soundtrack,
the close-up shot of the detective's
untapped cigarette ash demonstrat­
ing his own horror as he interviews a
young witness. Great filmmaking. But
come on, Clint. Couldn't you have
wamedme?

The main storyline, about Collins'
victory over the police force and the
psychiatric institution, seemsincongru­
ous in light of what happenedto those
boys. How could a mother smile about
sticking it to the police department
when she has imagined her son call­
ing out for her in terror before he was
hacked to pieces?I found nothing to
cheerabout.

I also found it hard to accepthow
unkind Jolie's character is to the boy
masquerading as her son. He's a little
boy, for heaven'ssake.Somethingterri­
ble musthavehappenedto him to make
him try to passhimself off as someone
else.Couldn't we offer him a little com­
passion?I felt the sameway about the
young witness to the crime.

But here's the really strange fact
about the film: despite its horrifying
storylines, despite Eastwood's gor­
geoussetsand attention to detail, and
despiteJolie's constant tears and emo­
tion, I felt strangely detached.It seems
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asthough Eastwoodcomesat the story
from all different directions, but never
with any conviction. As a result, it falls
flat.

Moreover,for allhertearsandagony,
Jolie herself is emotionally detached.
Notice I use the actress' name, and
not her character's.That's becauseshe
never connectswith Christine Collins.
Watchthe bestactressesin the business
- women like Meryl Streep, Ingrid
Bergman,BetteDavis. Notice how they
react in a scenewith their whole bod­
ies, listening intently to the other char­
acter,seemingto gather their thoughts
spontaneously,from the situation, not
from a script. By contrast, I'm always

Intermittent Victory
Years ago I had an argument with a
well known libertarian about a popu­
lar film. He maintained that "Trading
Places" with Eddie Murphy and Dan
Aykroyd was "antimarket" becauseit
lampooned two rich old commodity
traders who, he believed, represented
"naked capitalism" while I argued that
the fact that Murphy and Aykroyd's
charactersturned the tables by using
market mechanisms(rather than, say,
calling the cops)showedthat the movie
was actually "procapitalism."

I thought of that discussion from
many years ago while enjoying the
delightful "Flash of Genius," (directed
by Marc Abraham, Universal, 2008,
119 minutes) which, unlike "Trading
Places,"isbasedon atrue fight between
the inventor of thevariablespeedwind­
shield wiper and the automotive giant
that claimedthe device.By coincidence,
I have often used the variable-speed
windshield wipers as an example of
the market in action. When compared
to U.S. medical care, where no com­
petitive model existsand an outmoded
approach to evaluating patients may
persist for many years based on per­
sonal physician preferences,local iner­
tia, third-party payment mechanisms,
andsoon, I note that it didn't takeyears
for Chrysler, GM, and others to follow
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aware of Angelina Jolie pretending to
be someone else. She's too aware of
how thecamerawill captureherprofile,
her lips, her tear-stainedmakeup.She's
not afraid to look grimy, but eventhen
she seemsto be thinking, Look at me,
seehow I throw myself into this scene!
Now give me anotherOscar!

In short, Eastwood can go to bed
early on Oscar night this year. After
directing a string of remarkable suc­
cesses("Mystic River," "Flags of Our
Fathers," "Letters from Iwo Jima,"
"Million Dollar Baby"), he produced
a real stinker with "The Changeling."
Cansomeonetake this changelingback
and find the real Clint? 0

Ford after they had initially developed
the variable-speedwiper.

But beforeseeing"Flash of Genius"
I hadn't known the whole story. It's a
true David vs. Goliath drama, where
an invention made by a simple elec­
trical engineer,Robert Keams (played
brilliantly by Greg Kinnear, who was
also wonderful in the recent "Ghost
Town"), was stolen by the Ford Motor
Companyafter hesharedwith them the
basic working model. What could one
mando againstasuchagreatandpow­
erful company? (Granted, seeingFord
depicted asa great and powerful com­
pany is somewhatnostalgicwhen they
arenow closeto bankruptcy.) Could he
suethem?In front of a Detroit jury?

Turns out the answer is "Yes,"
although the fight dragson for 12years
and costs him his marriage and his
job. Along the way Ford offers several
financial settlements,but reminiscentof
Howard Roark, Kearns refusesFord's
offers because they won't include a
public apology and acknowledgement
that the idea and invention were his.

Keams representshimself in court,
having spentyearsreviewing countless
legal documents on the case.And he
wins. He receivespublic acknowledge­
ment and over $18 million, as well as
the respectof his six children.

So is that an anticapitalist movie?

I'm not sure. Big businessis portrayed
as the bad guy. But the entrepreneur
andinventor won in theend.Randonce
said that at the root of her defenseof
capitalism washer defenseof individu­
alism.And this is certainly a movie that
pays proper homageto the individual.
RobertKeamsdied in 2005,sadlybefore
he could seethe story of his invention
honored on screen.That surely would
havemeantmore to him than the finan­
cial settlementhe received.His story is
worth honoring. I highly recommend
this movie. - RossLevatter

Kill 'em All - "Eagle Eye"
(directedby D.J.Caruso,DreamWorks,
2008,118 minutes) is a tense and fun
thriller. Granted, it's unrealistic. But
in a real sense,after the invention of
CGI (Computer Generated Imaging)
all adventure thrillers are unrealistic.
Actions that would kill even the ablest
stunt doubles in real life barely leave
characterscontusedon film. Our barely
contusedhero in this case,Jerry Shaw
(Shia LaBeouf), is joined by FBI agent
Thomas Morgan (Billy Bob Thornton)
and fellow victim Rachel Holloman
(Michelle Monaghan), as they try to
survive the manipulations of a govern­
mental supercomputer guiding them
perilously through a seriesof actionsto
anunknown end.

The libertarian perspective? The
supercomputer, run by the American
military, has been given the command
to defend freedom. On observing the
actions of the U.S. government, the
supercomputerdeterminesthat defend­
ing freedom requires assassinating
the president, vice-president, speaker,
presidentpro tern,andmostof the cabi­
net, working its way along the chain of
presidential successionuntil it reaches
someonewho believesin a lessaggres­
sive foreign policy. I knew computers
were getting smarter,but this computer
is smarter than the humans in the cast,
who try to shut it down!

Will theysucceed?What doesJerry's
twin brother, killed in an apparent
traffic accident, have to do with this?
What role doesRachel'syoung son,on
a school field trip to Washington, DC,
play?Thesequestionswill beanswered
by the end of a solid, fun thriller with a
libertarian bent. I hope you enjoy this
movie asmuch asI did.

- RossLevatter



Mastersof the Blog, frompage40

transplantsin the U.S. have, and they'd be beatingToyota
today.

Sure,we don't havea time machine,but at leastwe could
kill the UAW strangleholdand seeif somesort of domestic
autoindustry cansurvive.

Instead,Obama'sgoing to give us card-check,and union
thugs are going to intimidate manufacturingin the whole
countryinto beingasscleroticandinefficientastheBig Three.

And:
Health carehasn't preventedToyotaand other foreign auto
companiesfrom profitably building cars in the U.S., and it
hasn't preventedAmerican manufacturersin other indus­
tries from succeedingeither.Health carehasn't kept United
Technologiesfrom profitably building elevatorsand helicop­
ters,andit hasn'tpreventedJohnDeerefrom profitablybuild­
ing tractors.Detroit's problemsstem from locking in labor
costswith the UAW that it canno longerafford. Thoselabor
costsincludegold-platedhealthcarebenefitsfor retirees.

There aren't many siteson the internet where a joke about
lithium morphs into a reasonably informed discussion of leg­
acy costsat GM. This is why I like McArdle's site.

A fellow libertarian whose opinions I respect once asked
me contemptuously why I liked Asymmetrical Information.
He complained that McArdle was too "intentionally quirky
- like the artsy girl everyone dated for two weeksin college."
And McArdle does describe herself in elfin terms from time
to time.

But that intentional quirkiness doesn't apply to her posts.
More than anything else,McArdle is a fluid writer who tack­
les big issues seriously and has built a following of rational
readers. One of her most-quoted quips about the endless,
self-serving bickering between the Democrat and Republican
Parties: "The devotees of the party in power are smug and
arrogant. The devoteesof the party out of power are insane."

In many ways, McArdle is a sort of political mirror image
of Atrios. And a universe away in both tone andstyle from the
sophomoric ranters at DailyKos.

What conclusionscanone draw from a rhetorical analysis
of thesepolitical sites?

One is that brevity is the soul of wit. Concision is the
essenceof good writing - especially online. Statist ranters
are neither brief nor concise.Libertarian bloggers write more
tightly.

Irony and satire stay sharponly if they cut both ways. The
humor of the statist Left online doesn't find objects evenly

Reflections,frompage20

statevoting for a black candidate showedhis faith to be right,
reasonable,and justified.

What a horrible thing to say!
One possibility is the Republican crowd in Ohio simply

doesn't know what "vindicate" means, but picked up non­
verbal cuesfrom McCain that it had to be bad. This would be
just an additional piece of evidence that in only a generation
the Republican party hasgone from the party of ideas to the
party of boobusamericanus.

Alternatively, perhaps the Republican crowd thought it
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across the political spectrum, so its efforts at irony end up
tinny and, well, humorless.

The writing of many statists online (perhaps like the writ­
ing of statists everywhere) takes the form of the graduate
student screed - long-winded, wordy rants that struggle
desperately to prove their intelligence by the verbal pound.

The online writing of many small-government advocates
takes an epigrammatic form. Short bons mots layered with
referential links. Wildean at its best; Seinfeldian at its not­
quite-best.

Statist bloggers and, particularly, commenters move
quickly to ad hominem attacks. Their red meat is a personal
hatredof GeorgeW. Bushand,by extension,JohnMcCain and
SarahPalin. They move quickly to invective and obscenity.

These foul-mouthed commissars clearly believe in the
power and centrality of the president in American politics ­
and society. This may explain their passionate feelings (for
and against) presidents and presidential candidates.Just like
the Dick Cheney they despise so passionately, these stat­
ists believe in a strong executive. And this belief drives the
urgency of their ad hominem attacks.

Last: most limited-state political sites remain decorous
becausethey position themselvesagainst establishment icons
like the Brookings Institute and The New York Times. Statist
blogs position themselves against the twin b€tesnoiresRush
Limbaugh and SeanHannity. Lefty commenters bring those
two up explicitly and repeatedly - regardlessof the topic in
question. Many comment threads on DailyKos include refer­
encesto "hate radio." For example:

I just went to an articleon HuffPo abouta woman in a NC
diner shouting"Socialist"atObama.To readthearticle,I had
to link to it. After thearticle,I readsomeof thecommentsfrom
readers.Nauseatingcommentsmixedin with somegoodones.
I would guessthat most of the peoplewho commentbelow
thosenewspaperarticlesaresimilarto thosewho callhatetalk
radio.

And:
TheAyersandWright stuff hasstuck - hateradio andFixed
Noisehavedoneapretty goodjob... it takesavery long time
todisassemblethewebof lieshere,evenwhendealingwith the
rarepersuadablewho will listen.

If the statists on Capitol Hill manageto rein in talk radio
by use of a revivified FCC Fairness Doctrine, the Kossacks
will needto find another reasonfor being.

They11no doubt find one; they've gotten used to being
D

better to have a political processone must believe in despite
any evidence it is right, reasonable,or justified. If so, they are
fortunate. That's exactly the political processthey have.

- RossLevatter

Moon beforehunger- The Indian government
has launched a mission to the moon. By running its printing
pressesovertime, it hasproduced inflation in the double dig­
its. The real rate of interest is negative. Lack of jobs is mak­
ing the youth increasingly frustrated. The sex ratio between
male and female children is becoming increasingly skewed.
The majority of the Indian population does not remotely
know about the basic conveniencesof life. The majority has
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no accessto cleanwater or sanitation facilities or electricity.
Indians still go out in the open to relieve themselves.Health
facilities arefew to nonexistent.Educationalfacilities arevery
limited. Malnutrition is commonplace.Using a $1.25per day
benchmark usedby the World Bank, 41°tlo of India's popula­
tion lives below the poverty line.

Despitethe media hype, India is an abysmalplaceto live.
Themoon mission might makeIndia more visible and recog­
nised in the world. Indians might feel proud. But, whatever
ego-aggrandizing purpose the moon mission aims at fulfill­
ing, doesIndia's poverty makesuchamission worth it?

- JayantBhandari

Federal EmergencyManagement - In the
2006 congressional elections, the mainstream media duti­
fully followed the script written for them by the Democratic
National Committee, namely, that the Republicans in
Congresshad createda "culture of corruption." Exhibit one
wasRep.Mark Foleyof Florida, agenuinecreepwho hadsent
suggestiveemails to young male pages.He resignedamid a
blizzard of badpress,and although later clearedof any crimi­
nal behavior, dropped into awell-deservedobscurity.

The Democrat running for his seat, one Tim Mahoney,
another bona fide creep,won by tarring his opponent with
the Foley scandalandby preachingabout his strong commit­
ment to family valuesand strong marital ethics.

Mahoney in officehashardly beenasaint.It turns out that
hekept amistress,onePatriciaAllen, andgot her a cushyfed­
eral job (somethingthe FBI is examining). Shelater suedhim
for sexualharassment,and he coughedup $121,000to settle

Letters,frompage5

the matter out of court (or hushit up, onesuspects).
The randy Mahoney also started another affair with a

high-level official in Martin County. TheFedsarenow inves­
tigating whether Mahoney, in exchangefor the sex,helped
her get a $3.4million grant from FEMA for her district. I per­
sonally don't mind if the dude hires hookers, but when he
usesmy tax dollars, I find it annoying.

None of this hasmademuch news.The samemainstream
media that annihilated the careerof Foley is strangely quiet
about the Mahoney baloney.But then, he's a Democrat.This
is just the sameold game:bashRepublicansfor pork-barrel
spending,but ignore the issuewhen the Demsrule Congress.
BashRepublicansfor sexscandals,but passover thoseof the
Dems. - GaryJason

Dreaming of other livestock - Whoever
becomespresident will inherit a mess,a net of disastersso
deep that neither Democratsnor Republicanswill be able to
resolvethem, leading to the decline of both donkeysand ele­
phants and, thus, to opportunities for more nimble third par­
ties. Bored with the current election, which strikes me as a
contestbetween equally incompetent dreamers,may I look
forward to the next?

Need another Lenin predict that state-subsidizedcaptal­
ism will collapseof its own contradictions?

- RichardKostelanetz

Good intentions - McCain told journalists he
would follow Osamabin Laden "to the gatesof Hell."

Wow! Two for the price of one. - RossLevatter

debacleis foolish. Cobbling together a
loosecoalition of disparate libertarians
that still have designs on the lives of
othersis inherently unsound.

Most imporantly, people - many
libertarians included - simply don't
want freedom. Any libertarians who
want to curry favor with the elite or
persuade the masses of the virtues
of individual liberty will be rebuffed
every time and when they concede
vitally important points like the neces­
sity of government they've already lost
the game.

But by all means, form a mass­
membership organization for libertar­
ians and evangelize away for the lib­
erty club eventhough the error of your
ways is soapparent.

BruceKorol
Calgary,Alberta

Worth a Try
Backwhen I was still doing a radio

talk show, I started a movement to
alwaysvote againstincumbents,asRoss
Levatter suggested in his Reflection
(December2008).It was called D.R.I.P.
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"Don't Return Incumbent Politicians!"
Our battle cry was "DRIP on 'em."

Theresult?Many listenerssaid,"I'm
with you on this! I'm not voting for any
incumbents." But, despite those assur­
ances, the same people kept getting
reelected.One defenseof such voting
was, "I don't like thosepeople in office
... but my representativeis different, so
111vote to reelect."

I wish Levatterwell in his attempt to
"vote the rascalsout," but I don't have
much hope that it will happen.I expect
a lot of the current bunch will still be
there in January.

JimEason
Auburn,CA

Levatter responds: Congratulations to
Mr. Easonin beatingme to the punch.

I, too, expect to see most (espe­
cially Democrat) incumbents reelected
this year, but, after all, a Reflection in
Liberty is not exactly a national cam­
paign effort.

The idea, if it were to be taken up
and done seriously,would require mil­
lions of dollars, severalnationally rec-

ognized and respectedDemocrat and
Republican spokespeople,and exten­
sive polling. It couldn't take placeuntil
November2010at the earliest.

I myself am in no way confident it
would work. But I'm also convinced
that nothing elsehas.

You Tell 'em
Long live the goose that lays the

golden eggs.Long live Joethe Plumber
and other productive businesseslike
his.

Aesop wasn't very much liked
among the redistributors of his time.
But today the Obamanites are still
experimenting in how many feathers
they canpluck from the gooseandfrom
Joeand still havea live gooseand a live
Joe.

Thetricksterswish Aesopwould for
onceshut up. His quips aredangerous.
What! Someonemight start thinking.
But the fableshavesurvived in print.

So let's boost 'em along whether or
not we live in anObama-nation.

JacobLapp
Cassadaga,NY



Washington,D.C.
Another good thing not overshadowed,from the New­

ark Star-Ledger:
A New Jerseycouncilmanwho allegedlyurinatedon a crowd

of concertgoersfrom the balconyof a Washington,D.C. nightclub
sworeoff boozetwo daysafter he wasbustedfor an incident he
called "deeply humiliating, very embarrassingandtroubling."

"I've resolvednot to touch alcohol again," saidtwo-term Jer­
seyCity councilmanSteveLipski. But the 44-year-oldDemocratic
councilmanrefusedto admit outright to the lewd stunt,claiming
insteadhe"spilled a drink andsomeonemayhavethought it was
urine." He added,"I can't commenton that. I'm going to continue
to do all the goodthings, andI'm not going to let this overshadow
me."

Helena,Mont.
Righteous retort to a scur­

rilous accusation,from the Billings
Gazette:

Republicangubernatorialcandi-
dateRoy Brown this week accused
Democratsof spreadinga false
rumor that he is a vegetarianin
this meat-loving state.

"I am not andhavenever
beena vegetarian,"Brown
said."I am disgustedby the
baselessallegationthat I
am a vegetarianandthat my
personaleatinghabitsshould
somehowbe construedasop­
posedto the economicinterestsof
Montana'slivestock industry."

London
Expansionof the War on Obesity, in the DailyMail:

Ownersof fat catsandobesedogscould be fined or jailed
undercontroversialGovernmentrules.

New beefed-upcodesof practicefor pet ownerspublished
today statethat overfeedingpetsis a "seriouswelfare concern"that
can leadto unnecessarysuffering.

Peoplewho refuseto put seriouslyfat petson a diet could be
prosecutedundertheAnimal WelfareAct - andfacea fine of up
to £20,000or even 12 months'jail.

United States
A view from the outside, asseenin the SydneyMorning

Herald:
A hideousnew affliction is creepingthroughthe ranksof

America's creativecommunity.The further BarackObamaedges
aheadof JohnMcCain in the million andonepolls that arecoming
out, the moreperniciousthe naggingfearbecomes.

What ifhe loses?
For many,the dreadis namelessandparalysing.Erica Jong,

authorof the 1970sfeminist bible Fearof Flying, hasdevelopeda
new complex in recentweeks- the fearof anObamaflogging.

"If Obamalosesit will sparkthe secondAmerican Civil War.
Blood will run in the streets,believeme.My back is alsosuffering
from spasms,somuch sothat I hadto seeanacupuncturistandget
prescriptionsfor Valium.

"Yesterday,JaneFondasentmeanemail to tell methat she
cried all night andcan't cureher ailing backfor all the stressthat
hasreducedher to a bundleof nerves."

Akron, Ohio
A debtor gives a novel debt relief tactic a shot, reported

by the ClevelandPlainDealer:
MortgagefinancecompanyFannieMae saidit is forgiving

the mortgagedebtof a 90-year-oldwomanwho shotherself in the
chestassheriff's deputiesattemptedto evict her.

"Just given the circumstances,we think it's appropriate,"Fan­
nie Mae spokesmanBrian Faith said."It certainly madeour radar
screen."

"She said it wasa crazything to do, now that she'shadtime to
think aboutit," saidPolk's longtime neighbor,RobertDillon.

Salem,Ore.
Governmental definition of "compassion," asreported

in the EugeneRegister-Guard:
The newsfrom BarbaraWagner'sdoc­

tor wasbad,but the rejection letter from
her state-runinsurancecompanywas

crushing.
The 64-year-oldOregon

woman,whoselung cancerhad
beenin remission,learnedthe

diseasehadreturnedandwould
likely kill her.Her lasthope
wasa $4,000-a-monthdrug
that her doctorprescribedfor
her,but the insurancecompany
refusedto pay.

What the OregonHealth
Plandid agreeto cover,how­

ever,weredrugsfor a physician­
assisteddeath.Thosedrugswould

costabout$50.

Albany,N.Y
The pressuresof office, diagnosedin the NewYorkPost:

N.Y. Gov.Paterson'schief of staff now sayshe owednearly
$300,000in backtaxes,$100,000morethanwaspreviously known
- andhis lawyer blamedthe problem on "non-filer syndrome."

CharlesO'Byrne's attorney,RichardKestenbaum,mentioned
the virtually unheard-ofailment at a briefing for reportersintended
to quell the firestormsurroundingO'Byrne's failure to file income­
tax returnsfrom 2001to 2005."Many times, that syndromecauses
them not to beableto file their tax returns,"he explained.

RhondaleeDean-Royce,a spokeswomanfor theAmerican
PsychiatricAssociation,saidthereis no suchdisorderor syndrome
in the DiagnosticandStatisticalManual of Mental Disorders,a
standardreference.

Washington,D.C.
Refreshingcandor in central planning, from the D.C.

Examiner:
ElizabethEdwards- wife of former Democraticpresidential

candidateJohnEdwardsandcurrently a healthcareadvisorto Sen.
BarackObama'scampaign- isn't 100%behindthe Democratic
nominee'shealthcareplan.

However,Edwards'critique ofObama's plan doesn'tmean
that she'ssavingany love for McCain's healthcareproposals.
EdwardssaidMcCain's plan fails in all-important areasby leaving
the decision-makingprocessup to individuals, who canfrequently
"make stupid economicsdecisions."

Specialthanksto RussellGarrardandTomIsenbergfor contributionsto TerraIncognita.
(Readersareinvited to forward newsclippings or other itemsfor publication in TerraIncognita,or email toterraincognita@libertyunbound.com.)
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