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EDITORIALS

The New

Reactionaries

FOR THOSE WHO
FOLLOW closely the na-
tional press— particularly
the 'ideological segment of
the national press—noth-
ing has been more inter-
esting lately than to watch
not the political repercus-
sions of the passage of the
Jarvis-Gann initiative in
California, but the ideolog-
ical repercussions. Jarvis-
Gann—Proposition 13—
passed by a margin of near-
ly two-to-one in Califor-
nia, slashing property
taxes in that state by two-
thirds. Widely called “the
shot heard round the na-
tion” and “the opening sal-
vo of the tax revolution in
America,” Proposition 13
has quickly become a test
case of what we libertar-
ians can expect to face in
the way of reaction from
the protax forces, partic-
ularly in the American left
wing. The New Republic
blamed the victory of
Proposition 13 on a com-
bination of moneyed in-
terests and libertarian
rhetoric, and other liberal
and left wing forces have
followed suit. But beneath
the scorn and hatred lies a
haunting fear—a fear that
the left has fallen out of
step with the American
people, and may soon find
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its influence in eclipse.

We should consider the
smears of the antitax forces
in depth, both to under-
stand the sort of opposi-
tion we are likely to face as
we press forward for great-
er and greater tax reduc-
tions in the future, and to
equip ourselves to counter
its arguments. One of the
most lively respondents to
the victory of Proposition
13, for example, has been
the independent socialist
weekly In These Times,
which has wrestled with
the meaning of 13 for
weeks. In the August 16-
22nd issue, for example,
breathless after flying to
France to “do research on
Euro-socialism,” Nancy
Lieber wrote that “Proposi-
tion 13 was a conscious
onslaught on the public
sector, and therefore a
vehicle of class and racial
division.” [Emphasis add-
ed.] This sort of simple-
minded, knee-jerk reaction
has been typical of many
members of the New Class
who, like Ms. Lieber (her
column is called “In the
Twilight of Capitalism:
Reflections of Prop. 13 in
France”), daydream about
“historical forces.” But the
fear and the anger has not
been limited to socialists.

Writing in the August
5-12th issue of The New
Republic, Ken Bode noted
the effects of the victory
of Proposition 13 for the
Democrats, quoting Mi-
chael Barone, vice-
president of Peter Hart

Associates, a firm that
polls for Democrats: “It’s
especially a problem for
our candidates. It means
that we’ve lost control of
the dialogue. The anti-
government people are
determining what we talk
about.” But they are not
just “talking”: They are
sputtering and fuming, as
well.

Writing in the July 22-
29th issue of The Nation,
Senate aide Peter Connol-
ly called the victory of
Proposition 13 “The
Voice of Raw Greed”:

Its participants were not
animated by an outraged
sense of justice, but by the
ugliest kind of resentment
and barely concealed racism.
Surely the most stunning poll
statistic regarding Proposi-
tion 13 was the one that re-
vealed that a majority of its
supporters thought, with

complete inaccuracy, that

they were voting to cut wel-
fare. Blacks, sensing this,
opposed Proposition 13
solidly. In listening to
Howard Jarvis, one hears the
voice of an America one
thought was blessedly gone,
a country of raw economic
greed, unmodulated by the
precarious though real moral
accomplishments of U.S. so-
ciety during the past thirty
years.

Note the extraordinary
condescension toward
“blacks” here—their in-
terests are virtually iden-
tified with “welfare,” thus
reinforcing vicious Ameri-
can stereotypes and cover-
ing up the twin facts that
more whites than blacks

are on welfare in the
United States and that
blacks are the greatest vic-
tims of the welfare state.
This means that Americans
fed up with skyrocketing
taxes and malicious gov-
ernment programs are eu-
couraged by American
liberals to use “blacks on
welfare” as a scapegoat for
their anger. But this only
touches the surface of the
distortions of this sinister
piece.

It is utterly clear, to
anyone who watched the
battle over Proposition 13
in California, that it was
not Howard Jarvis (let
alone Paul Gann—who
ably answers these sorts
of charges in his LR inter-
view elsewhere in this
issue) who spewed forth
malice during the battle
over Prop. 13, but the
liberal members of the
New Class, who fought
tooth and claw to protect
their state-gained cash.
They were the ones pro-
jecting ‘“‘raw economic
greed,” a “greed” for the
unearned, for cash seized
from the taxpayers.
Moreover, no one who
sat in audience after au-
dience during Proposition
13 debates can possibly
claim that the pro-13
forces were not “animated
by an outraged sense of
justice.” That is precisely
what motivated them, a
sense that they are being
oppressed. Liberals like
Mr. Connolly cannot
understand this because
for them self-interest and
justice (in this case, justice
in property rights) stand
in opposition to each
other.

In assaulting Proposi-
tion 13, Mr. Connolly
went on to make extraor-
dinary admissions:

This is not to say that
California’s property taxes
were not in need of prudent
reduction. ‘It is to say that
liberals and serious radicals
ought to stop banging the
Populist drum and doing
their bit to destroy the



ideological legitimacy of our
governmental institutions.
For the ever growing con-
tempt for government, which
is the most perceptible
undercurrent in national
politics, is essentially a
disguised form of contempt
for the possibility of humane
collective action. And the
vogue for neo-Populist
rhetoric among some liberals
and radicals only feeds this
contempt and thus further
undermines the prospects for
a more decent society. . . .

What is needed on the Left is
a return to the language of
domestic liberalism, rather
than Populism/progressiv-
ism; of appeals to moral
obligation, and a sense of

social generosity, rather than -

to truculence and resent-
ment. People must be in-
sistently asked whether or
not they want a society
where retarded children
receive decent care, rather
than whether or not they
think someone is screwing
them.

This trotting forth of
“retarded children” as a
justification for oppressive
taxation is about as dis-
gusting an attempt to
manipulate the American
people as we have seen in
some decades. Not only
does it smear “retarded
children””—some of
whom, apparently, grow
up to be Senate aides—by
trying to tie them into
high taxes and govern-
ment oppression, but it
tries shamefully to use
benevolent feelings—the
desire to help people—as
a weapon against outraged
taxpayers.

No wonder there is a
growing contempt for
government, and for
apologists for taxes!

But what Mr. Connol-
ly’s remarks really show is
not merely that the lib-
erals have lost the debate,
but that they deserved to.
One cannot create a
decent and humane socie-
ty by taxing people to
death. One ought not to
try to identify government
coercion with “humane
collective action.”

The only truly “humane
collective action” in socie-
ty must come from volun-
tary cooperation and
voluntary associations.
Until liberals learn that,
they will be reduced to
Mr. Connolly’s level: sing-
ing the praises of a con-
temptible institution which
will stoop to any level to
justify its naked greed, and
the robbery called taxes
which supports such greed.

Hedge’s Law

A USUALLY RELIABLE
PROFESSIONAL associ-
ate passed along the story
one windy day in July.
He’d heard it the night
before on the TV news: the
story of one James Pear-
son, who had been arrested
the month before on
charges of having mur-
dered his wife and two
teenage daughters back in
1969 and having buried
their bodies in the base-
ment. Pearson had alleged-
ly walked in on his 18-
year-old daughter Paula in
the act of rolling a joint,
when he became enraged
and choked her to death.
When his wife and 14-
year-old daughter came on
the scene of the murder
and began to scream, said
police, Pearson murdered
them also. He then
changed his name to
George David Watson III
and embarked on a new
and successful career in a
new community. Then,
nine years later, a subse-
quent owner of Pearson’s
house began digging in the
basement.

The story was oddly
reminiscent of another,
gleaned from the pages._of
the New York Times of
November 12, 1923,
where the following was
printed under the headline
“Slays Bride Who Had
Pack of Cigarettes™:
CLARKSBURG, W. VA.—
When pretty Luella Mae
Hedge, a bride of five months,

refused to tell how she came
to have a package of cig-
arettes, her husband, Okey
Hedge, shot her dead. Hedge
said he was maddened at find-
ing the package of cigarettes
in her pocketbook and at her
taunting laugh when he ques-
tioned her on the subject.

In 1923, as it happens,
cigarettes were illegal in 14
states (and tobacco prohi-
bition was under consid-
eration in 28 others), while
marijuana was legal

everywhere but Louisiana,
California, and a handful
of scattered counties and
municipalities. In 1923,

even in those localities
where it was prohibited,
marijuana laws went large-
ly unenforced, because, as
Dr. Howard S. Becker has
pointed out, “neither the
public nor law enforce-
ment officers, apparently,
considered the use of mari-
juana a serious problem.”
On the other hand, they
considered the use of cig-
arettes an extremely seri-
ous problem. Cigarette
smoke, Thomas Edison
announced in a widely-
publicized 1914 appeal to
his countrymen to band
together against the com-
mon menace, “has a vio-

M.AFSHALL SCHWARTZ

lent action in the nerve
centers, producing degen-
eration of the cells of the
brain, which is quite rapid
among boys. Unlike most
narcotics, this degenera-
tion is permanent and un-
controllable. I employ no
person who smokes cig-
arettes.”

By 1969, cigarettes were
legal throughout the coun-
try, were in fact subsidized
by the government, and
marijuana was everywhere
illegal—the fearsome killer
weed whose use would
lead to heroin and death.
(Interestingly, one of the
chief antimarijuana activ-
ists of the 1930s, Earle
Albert Rowell, argued in
1939 that cigarettes should
be banned as well, since
their use leads to mari-
juana and death.) The pro-
scribed drugs had changed;
the manner and the rhetor-
ic of proscription had re-
mained the same. And it
apparently seemed as rea-
sonable to James Pearson
as it had seemed to Okey
Hedge to impose the death
sentence on she who dared
to defy the proscription.
They had been told by
their government leaders,
by the police, by medical
and scientific authorities,
that to use these drugs was
depraved and suicidal.
They had been told that
their ignorance and bigotry
concerning the drug habits
of others was actually
righteous anger. And they
proceeded, as might have
been predicted, according
to the strict letter of what
might be called Hedge’s
Law. That law, as formu-
lated (but not named) by
Professors Lester Grins-
poon and James Bakalar of
the Harvard Medical
School, holds that “raising
the subject of illicit drugs
sometimes seems tO pro-
duce an anxiety and abdi-
cation of intelligence in
those who do not use them
that is more disturbing
than any effect of the drugs
themselves on those who

do.”—JR C
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The “new” new
economics

BRUCE BARTLETT

IN THE 1930s,
this country saw an
economic revolu-
tion in which the
“new  economics”
of John Maynard
Keynes became the
unquestioned or-
thodoxy in govern-
ment economic pol-
icy. In the 1950s, a
counterrevolution
to this orthodoxy
arose, based pri-
marily on a rejuve-
nation of the quan-
tity theory of mon-
ey, which Keynes
had rejected. By the
early 1970s, the
monetarists had
won this battle, but
the equally critical
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area of fiscal policy was
still dominated by Keynes-
ian thinking. Now, at last,
there is a counterrevolu-
tion taking place in this
area of economics as well.

The main difference bet-
ween the new fiscal policy
and the old is an emphasis
on supply, rather than
demand—which is the
primary emphasis of
Keynesian policy. Indeed,
the new fiscal policy is
often referred to as
supply-side fiscalism.

Put simply, Keynesian
theory argues that supply

takes care of itself or
responds to an increase in
demand. The problem,

therefore, is one of con-
trolling or stimulating de-
mand through monetary
and fiscal measures, such
as running budget deficits
or surpluses. The supply-
side fiscalists present the
opposite argument: They
say demand takes care of
itself, and increasing sup-
ply is the real way to help
the economy. In effect, it is
a resurrection of Say’s
Law, which says that sup-
ply creates its own demand

(see W.H. Hutt’s A
Rehabilitation of Say’s
Law).

The difference between
the new economists and
the Keynesians is most
graphically shown by their
differing attitude toward
taxation. To the Keynes-
ians all tax cuts are the
same. It makes no dif-
ference whether you have a
tax rebate, a tax cut only
for those with low in-
comes, a tax cut only for
those with high incomes,
whether you cut average
tax rates or marginal tax
rates, or whether you cut
taxes for individuals or for
businesses. No matter how
you do it, only one thing
counts: the aggregate size
of the tax cut, for this
alone determines how
much fiscal stimulus there
will be to aggregate de-
mand. Consequently, it
makes no difference to the

John Maynard Keynes

Keynesians whether you
cut taxes or increase
government spending by
the same amount. It will
have the same effect on the
economy.

By contrast, to the new
economists, it makes all
the difference in the world
whether or not you cut
taxes or increase spending,
and there are vast dif-
ferences between the ef-
fects of various kinds of
tax cuts. They would say
that tax rebates and in-
creases in spending only
stimulate inflation and do
nothing for supply, be-
cause they must be fi-

nanced either through bor-
rowing—which crowds
private borrowers out of
the market—or by increas-
ing the quantity of money
through monetization of
the debt. Thus they argue
that tax cuts should be
structured so as to give the
maximum stimulus to in-
vestment, saving, and
work incentive. This
means a preference for
marginal rate reductions
over any other kind of tax
cut (the marginal rate be-
ing the tax paid on each
additional dollar earned),
and a preference for tax
cuts aimed at corporations
and those with higher in-
comes, because this is
where you get the greatest
“bang for the buck” in
terms of increased saving
and investment.

Needless to say, the new
economists are pitted
squarely against the pre-
vailing liberal orthodoxy,
which says - that taxes
should be increased for
businesses and rich people
and cut only for those with
low incomes. But the new
economists have very pow-
erful evidence for their
arguments and, in fact,
seem to be winning.

One of their important
arguments is that you can-
not really cut taxes for the
poor anymore because they
are hardly paying any taxes
as it is. In an important ar-
ticle for Harper’s (March
1978), Paul Craig Roberts
pointed out that the upper
50 percent of taxpayers, in
terms of adjusted gross in-
come, pay more than 90
percent of all income taxes.
The lower 50 percent, with
incomes below $8,931 per
year, pay only 7.1 percent
of all federal income taxes.

New economists Mi-
chael Boskin of Stanford
and Martin Feldstein of
Harvard have concentrated
on the effects of taxes on
investment. Boskin has
found that saving is much
more highly responsive to
changes in tax rates than
(Continued on page 44)
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Giving us the

business

APRIL’S “CROSSCUR-
rents” served to remind us
of the important role
which businessmen have
played (and continue to
play) in the development of
the Corporate State. There
is little doubt in my mind
that a free market could be
brought about if that’s
what enough businessmen
want.

While we probably can-
not make it seem to busi-
nessmen that a free market
would be to their advant-
age, I believe we can make
lobbying for a free market
seem to them to be in their
best interests.

A newsletter, or a sec-
tion in a magazine, could
be set up in which the lob-
bying activities of busi-
nesses could be presented
to libertarians. Where
feasible, libertarians could
then concentrate their pur-
chases from businesses
which lobby against reg-
ulation and withhold pur-
chases from businesses
which lobby for regula-
tion. It should examine
those companies whose
names appear on the prod-
ucts. This would make it
easy for consumers to iden-
tify the companies. It
would also avoid the com-
plication of trying to trace
the course of the products
through other companies.
This would not be a severe

limitation, however, since
much of the regulation is
on these companies. If suc-
cessful with them, the pro-
cess could be extended to
other companies.

While our small number
would not have a tremen-
dous effect on the business
community as a whole, by
entirely avoiding the one or
two greatest proponents of
regulation, and by favoring
the one or two greatest op-
ponents of regulation in
each industry, we can pro-
duce a significant shift. We
can get the companies to
compete with each other
on how vigorously they op-
pose regulation. Of course,
in order to be effective, we
would have to let the com-
panies know why we are
boycotting or patronizing
them.

BRIAN JEDRICK
Nutley, New Jersey

Justice vs. privacy
AS A LIBERTARIAN OF
long standing, I found my-
self well satisfied with
Zurcher v. The Stanford
Daily, both for its general
application and more im-
portantly, for its strength-
ening of my own inalien-
able rights.

Generally speaking, I
liked it because it means
that if back in Watergate
days, a Nixonian news-
paper possessing evidence
unfavorable to the Presi-
dent had announced its im-

minent destruction thereof,
then Mr. Jaworski would
have had not only the right
but the duty to move in by
the warrant procedure to
prevent such an obstruc-
tion of justice.

But specifically speak-
ing, and as regards my own
inalienable rights, I like it
even more. Suppose that
my house is burgled, and
that an alert newspaper
photographer gets pictures
of the burglars and their
getaway car as they rush
from my home with the
loot. The decision means
that if the newspaper
should threaten to destroy
such evidence, then I have
the right to have my ser-
vants, the district attorney,
judge, and police, take ac-
tion by means of a warrant
to save those pictures, if
they can, thus enlarging
my rights not only to bring
the burglars to justice but
even to the possible re-
covery of my property.

And consider this exam-
ple: Suppose that I, though
innocent, am on trial for a
crime, and I learn that a
newspaper has evidence
helpful to me which it is
threatening to destroy.
Again, the decision means
that I have the right to have
my servants, the judge,
prosecuting attorney and
police, undertake by the
warrant procedure to save
the evidence and so to
preserve my rights to a fair
trail. (It is not difficult to
imagine some white su-
premacy hate sheet threat-
ening to destroy some
evidence favorable to an
unpopular black defen-
dant.)

Nor are these rights, as
now assured by Zurcher,
anything novel. They cor-
relate, in fact, with the
right guaranteed by Article
6 of our Bill of Rights,
namely, the right of a per-
son accused of crime to
“have compulsory process
for obtaining witnesses in
bhis favor.” This means that
if I am on trial and need the
testimony of some recal-

citrant witness, I have the
right to bring the power of
government to act on my
behalf, that is, to have the
court issue subpoenas to
such persons, who if they
still refuse to appear, may
at my instance be brought
in by force by my servants
the police; and thereafter,
if without good cause they
still refuse to testify, I have
the right to have my ser-
vant the judge punish them
with fine or imprisonment.
All this, no matter how
poor and humble I may be!

Now, as in the case of all
rights, there are no doubt
balancing factors, many of
which Mr. Schwartz ably
presents in his July article.
But on the whole, based on
the examples I have pro-
duced above, I am con-

.vinced that all libertarians

should rejoice in Zurcher
v. The Stanford Daily.

PARK CHAMBERLAIN
Woodside, California

Attorney Park Chamber-
lain makes several impor-
tant points, not all of
which can be considered
bere. In bhis article “Raiding
the Newsroom,” LR Ex-
ecutive Editor Marshall
Schwartz did not attempt
to set forth a complete lib-
ertarian theory of legal
procedures. But a few prin-
ciples were hinted at. Let
us spell them out a little
more fully. Mr. Chamber-
lain’s case really rests on
the phrase in Article 6 of
the Bill of Rights declaring
that a person accused of a
crime is to “have com-
pulsory process for obtain-
ing witnesses in his favor.”
He also refers to the “right
to a fair trail.” Now, liber-
tarians can and do disagree
about the exact meaning of
and justification for such
things. But surely one thing
is clear: that these rights
are procedural rights, and
must of necessity be de-
rived from and subordinate
to the basic natural human
rights upon which any lib-
ertarian vision ought to be
based. These procedural

SEPTEMBER 1978



rights cannot ever con-
tradict more fundamental
rights.

And the most fundamen-
tal natural right of all is the
right of self-ownership and
its corollary, the principle
of nonaggression: to wit,
that no coercion, agres-
sion, or force may be used
against a noncriminal.
Now, I propose that all
libertarians ought to be op-
posed to the Supreme
Court decision in the case
of Zurcher v. The Stanford
Daily precisely because it
attempts to establish a
government right of “emi-
nent domain,” in effect,
over all private property in
this country, on the flimsy
ground that something
might be “evidence” of a
crime. It establishes the
principle that the govern-
ment can seize any proper-
ty of a noncriminal it
wants; that it can coerce
innocent individuals not
because they participated
in a crime, but because
they, or something they
possess, might conceivably
be “evidence” of a criminal
wrongdoing. More to the
point: What is the dif-
ference in the actions of the
burglar Mr. Chamberlain
uses in his examples, and
the hired agents of the
government? Both vic-
timize innocent people and
seize their private property
for their own ends. Mr.
Chamberlain speaks of
“inalienable rights,” but
would precisely alienate
the rights of the non-
criminal who is thus
coerced in the name of get-
ting the maximum amount
of evidence possible.
Moreover, once this princi-
ple is established, bow can
we call a hals to its implica-
tionsé If a crime is commit-
ted, can we move into the
relevant area and round
everyome into a concentra-
tion camp, on the grounds
that someone who saw
something relevant to the
crime might otherwise slip
through our fingers?

As for coerced testimony
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itself, this seems to me to
be even worse. If a person
suspected of being a crim-
inal cannot be coerced into
offering testimony against
bimself, on what grounds
can a person not even sus-
pected of such be coerced
into giving testimony for or
against someone else? Is it
not a backwards legal sys-
tem that exempts a sus-
pected criminal from co-
ercion, but not someone
who is altogether inno-
cent?

The desire to provide for
a fair trail for someone ac-
cused of a crime is a valid
one, but it is no excuse to
allow legal authorities to
run amok and seize proper-
ty, violating the principle
of nonaggression, in order
to gather the maximum
amount of information.
There are indeed con-
siderations of moral obli-
gations here, and it may be
the case that citizens can
even arive at a legal obliga-
tion to turn over evidence
by means of contracting
such  with legal author-
ities. But to give the state
apparatus carte blanche in
seizing private property of
noncriminals seems to us
totally invalid. Particularly
today, in our era of manu-
factured “crimes,” it would
be a horrible principle to
establish—placing in the
hands of government
authorities power nearly
without limit.—Roy A.
Childs, Jr., Editor

Who's really
attacking the state?

TOM PALMER POURED
out a big helping of invec-
tive when he reviewed
How To Fight Property
Taxes, a recent publication
of the National Taxpayers
Union.

As I presume Palmer is
aware, a doctrinaire ap-
proach to reaching the
public seldom works. Most
people, with good reason,
recoil from individuals
who seem more interested

in preaching than in ad-
dressing problems.

The Cato Institute and
Inquiry magazine are ex-
amplars of a nondogmatic
approach to the public. To
avoid being stereotyped as
rigidly ideological,
Inquiry—rightly in my
opinion—has seen fit to
present a number of view-
points.

Palmer appears to have
no trouble with liber-
tarians at the Cato Institute
publishing (some) an-
ticapitalist material in the
pages of Inquiry—a
magazine whose purpose is
to build an intellectual
movement opposed to the
state. Yet he denounces
libertarians at the National
Taxpayers Union for pub-
lishing material that occa-
sionally reflects nonliber-
tarian premises.

Why? Inquiry and the
National Taxpayers Union
share a desire to be just un-
predictable enough to be
heard. Palmer should
enlighten us about his dou-
ble standard: Presumably,
intellectuals and taxpayers
are equally vital consti-
tuencies to mobilize.

Palmer should also ex-
plain his curious haste to
denounce “user charges”
for institutions that
presently use tax-
supported municipal ser-
vices without charge. In-
troducing a ‘“user pays”
principle would do much
to usher in a libertarian
society. The reason is sim-
ple. By ending cross-
subsidization, the reform
would give everyone a
reason to work for inex-
pensive provision of ser-
vices. Thus, the ‘“user
pays” system would lead
ineluctably to privatiza-
tion.

To those who prefer lib-
ertarian posturing to
results, reforms are beside
the point. But I would sug-
gest that Palmer attack the
enemy—the State—rather
than snipe at the all-too-
few organizations that
share his goals.

MARK FRAZIER

‘Director

Local Government Center
Santa Barbara, California

In bis letter, Mr. Frazier
makes a valid point and
then proceeds from one
non sequitur to another.
As I made clear in my re-
view, no single approach
to the public is appropriate
in all circumstances. But
there is no need, when not
laying out the full “bard-
core” line, to substitute for
it with statist proposals in
order to be ‘“unpredict-
able.” (By the way, I chal-
lenge Frazier to cite ex-
amples of “anticapitalist”
material in Inquiry. In-
quiry has been anti-
state-capitalist, not anti-
free-market; apparently,
from his letter and various
other ventures into print,
Frazier is unable to make
this vital distinction.) As 1
have made clear on many
occasions, I do not think it
is necessary to shock po-
tentially libertarian, irate
home-owners with the
complete “‘taxation is
theft” line when trying to
motivate them to take ac-
tion against government
aggression. However, to
attempt to divert their an-
titax ire into a movement
to tax churches, to increase
the salaries of tax asses-
sors, and to increase the
sales and income taxes is
simply grotesque. Their
energies and anger should
be directed toward de-
creasing taxation and
government power, not in-
creasing it. 1 have not
spoken to a single liber-
tarian or libertarian sym-
pathizer who did not have
(at least) strong criticisms
of the Lewolt book, in-
cluding James Tobin,
author of the preface, who
admitted to me that be bhad
not read the book before
its publication. 1 am ap-
palled that someone who
goes around calling himself
a libertarian could, with-
out one word of qualifica-
tion, defend a book whose



central point is to increase
the taxes of others in order
to decrease one’s own (not
only is this profoundly
statist, it is inefficacious as
well; such “tax-the-other-
guy” strategies never
work—the government
just “increases taxation
unevenly).

Further, what Frazier
calls a “doctrinaire” ap-
proach—namely, one in
which one mentions “free-
dom,” “liberty,” or even
opposition to “‘big
government”—clearly does
work in many cases.
Frazier must not read the
papers, for if he had he
would have noticed that
the exciting and “doc-
trinaire” (using Frazier’s
terminology) Proposition
13 passed in his state of
residence by a margin of
two to one against a bar-
rage of hysterical propa-
ganda and trumped up
“impact statements.”

It seems that Frazier not
only does not read the
papers, but evidently he
did not read my review
either. He takes no cog-
nizance of the fact that 1
did not call for “preaching”
in my review and be fails to
address one of my central
points, namely that “user
charges” for state “ser-
vices” are not “fees,” and
the services provided are
not services. So long as one
is uable to refuse the
privilege of being ruled, the
involuntary charge for it is
not a fee; it is robbery. If
we can charge churches
without their consent for
police and fire protection
they cannot refuse, what is
the difference between this
and any other act of rob-
bery? Why not charge a
“fee” for the privilege of
living in a state-“educated”
society; the so-called “free
rider” benefits that statist
economists and politicans
moan about are the same
in both cases. Lewolt’s
claim that we are justified
in taxing churches because
“they can hardly plead
poverty” is maliciously in-

sensitive to the important
moral considerations of
libertarianism. A political
viewpoint which is not
motivated fundamentally
by moral considerations in-
evitably falls prey to the
hoary clutches of statism.
(This should not be inter-
preted to preclude the use
of other arguments in a
public context, however.)
Why need the National
Taxpayer’s Union be “un-
predictable” (i.e., occa-
sionally statist) in order to
be heard? The media,
which has been deluging
N.T.U. with requests for
statements about their
plans in the wake of Prop-
osition 13’s victory, is not
interested in their views
because they are unpredic-
table, but because they ex-
pect them to be predic-
table. They expect them to
lead a nation-wide tax
revolt, not to bore them
with proposals for wider
fire hoses and increased
salaries for tax assessors.
My own interest lies in
results and not in mere
“posturing,” as Frazier im-
plies. I would honestly like
to see Frazier, however, at-
tack the state even once.
His most recent article in
Reader’s Digest (February
1978), detailing how effi-
cient (compared to other
municipalities) the govern-
ment of Scottsdale, Ari-
zona is in picking up trash
cans, hardly dealt a blow
to the state or to its in-
tellectual basis. More to
the point, how is it “at-
tack[ing] the enemy—the
State” to announce to the
millions of Reader’s
Digest’s readers that there
is “no cause to fight city
bhall” (sic) in Scottsdale
because the government is
“is fighting for the tax-
payers”, (sic) as Frazier
did? Calling for efficient
government, as Frazier
does, is quite different
from calling for liberty.
Libertarians should hail
government inefficiency,
because the things govern-
ments do are wrong. Either

they have no business do-
ing them and are invading
the province of society, or
they are actively engaging
in immoral and unjust vio-
lations of rights on a
wholesale scale. Will
Rogers summed up the lib-
ertarian approach when be
quipped, “Thank God we
don’t get all the govern-
ment we pay for.”

So long as certain people
continue to range them-
selves on the side of the
state “in the short run,”
while posing as libertarians
“in the long run,” I will
continue to criticize them.
This is the very same can-
cer which devastated the
classical liberal movement,
and it is my fervent hope
that the modern libertarian
movement will not fall
prey to its siren call. — Tom
G. Palmer

Victory

RE: “VICTORY IN CAL-
ifornia” by Roy A. Childs
Jr. in your July 1978 issue.
This one hit the spot. It
put so nicely into words
what I think in my head
and what I feel deep inside.
Hopefully, that social
sickness whereby people
relate to each other by way
of institutionalized brute
force (also known as gov-
ernment) is on the decline.

R.A.KLEIN
Railroad Worker
Monterey Park, California

Apologies

Apologies are in order to
two LR contributors who
have had their work
mangled by the editorial
knife. David Ramsay Steele
had the meanings of sever-
al passages in his article
“Who’s Twisting Now? A
Response to Edith Efron™
(April) changed and
garbled, so that he ended
up appearing to say the op-
posite of what he meant.

In the same issue, Justus
Doenecke, one of Ameri-

ca’s foremost scholars on
the literature of isola-
tionism and noninterven-
tionism, saw his actual
view of the America First
Committee distorted
when, through error, the
adjective “notorious” was
inserted in describing it at
one point. Since neither
LR’s editors nor Prof.
Doenecke view the Ameri-
ca First Committee as
“notorious”—it was ded-
icated to keeping America
out of World War lI—that
insertion was particularly
unfortunate.

Our apologies to both
Myr. Steele and Prof.
Doenecke!

THE EDITORS |

UNTIL NOW, NO
AUTHOR HAS
DARED TO
CHALLENGE THIS
ASPECT OF YOUR
SELF-DESTRUCTIVE
BELIEFS

Dr. Walter Block demon-
strates how you pay a bur-
densome economic and emo-
tional price by not defending
such victims as the pimp,
prostitute, drug pusher,
slanderer, slumlord, prof-
iteer, loan shark and scab.
Now his book Defending the
Undefendable, has itself
become a victim. Although
this intellectual adventure
has received rave reviews
from Hayek, Szasz, Hazlitt,
Rothbard, Hospers, Nozick,
MacBride, Childs, Palmer
and many others, it has been
virtually banned by the na-
tion’s bookstores as too con-
troversial. So order your
hard-cover copy directly
from the publisher. $9.95. 3
week moneyback guarantee.
Or send for brochure.

Fleet Press
P.O. Box 2K
Brooklyn, NY 11235
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Amnesty

International:

Enemy of the

DON LAVOIE

“Everybody asks what do I need and what they
can send me,” wrote Soviet “prisoner of con-
science” Mark Nashpits to Amnesty Interna-
tional’s Adoption Group No. 17 in Great Neck,
New York. “I need freedom.”

That simple plea from the prisoner in Tshita,
Siberia, to the group of middle- and upper-class
Americans witlg whom he had been correspond-
ing had momentarily brought two completel
different worlds into contact: the dark, isolatecg
lonely world of a prisoner had touched that rel-
ativcf;' free, comfortable existence with which
most of us are so routinely familiar. The con-
trast was a bit jolting. Concrete prison walls
had met hamburgers and drive-in movies. Elec-
tric-shock torture implements had been intro-
duced to portable hair dryers. Muttered com-

laints about rush-hour traffic had come face to
ace with desperate screams for a sadist’s mercy.
Our relatively trivial day-to-day problems had
temporarily intersected the nearly hopeless ex-
istence of an innocent human being, enslaved
and tortured by agents of his government.

This is the essence of Amnesty International:
making the world aware of governments’ worst
crimes against individual human beings.

Torture has been a stain on human history
since long before the Spanish Inquisition made
it into a holy institution. Today, in the modern
scientific age, the very latest discoveries of the
very brightest minds of our time are aﬁplied in
the fast-growing field of Torture Technology.
Sophisticated experts in medicine, psychiatry,
biochemistry, and many other fields pool their
intellectual resources to determine precisely the
combinations of pain, isolation, fear, intimida-
tion, demoralization, discomfort, sexual abuse,
drugs and other techniques of human degrada-
tion which will destroy the will while keeping
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State?

the body physically alive, and perhaps even conscious in
order to prolong the pain. It used to be necessary in order
to save our souls. Now it is necessary to save us from
communism, or from “capitalism,” or from terrorism.

Even the Inquisitors did not try to claim that torturing
people like this would make this world a better one.

According to Amnesty International, torture is used by
over 60 national governments today, and is used regular-
ly and systematically as a normal, operating official
policy by at least a third of them. Concern with politics is
thus of crucial importance today for the simple reason
that any other contributions we may try to make to the
lives of our fellow men and women—from nuclear energy
to drug research, from medicine to computer science—
runs the serious risk of being appropriated and trans-
formed by governments into tools of repression. We may
study pain and the nervous system to find ways of allevi-
ating human suffering, only to have our skills abused by
sadistic “doctors” (as, all over the world, torture experts
nearly always call themselves) who are trying to max-
imize human suffering. Political power will continue to
divert the productive efforts of human beings to its own
purposes, to protecting its own privilege by crushing any
resistance, until enough people come to realize that they
have the strength to stop these “official” criminals.

History knows no social force as potent as an over-
whelming popular consensus: a people terrorized, taxed,
conscripted or otherwise bullied into saying, “We’re fed
up,” and removing tyranny. Governments are only as
solid as the myths they perpetrate about how necessary
they are, myths whose frail foundations have already
been exposed. And only mass dissemination of such ex-
poses to the state’s victims is necessary before statist
mythology goes the way of religious apologia for inquisi-
tions.

Amnesty International is one of the world’s most pow-
erful organizations for arousing public opinion against
these blatant abuses of human rights. It engages in re-
search, documenting and verifying the mistreatment of
prisoners all over the world, and publishes its findings for
the historical record. But more importantly, it seeks to
enrage the public with these brutal facts, to disgust them

{



into political action, to shock them out of their lethargy
into doing something. It reports on fingernails that are
ripped out of human hands, because it believes that if
most people realized this was going on they would want
to stop it. It details the plunging of hot irons into terror-
stricken eyes, because it believes that if they were your
eyes you would not want this crime to be forgotten.
When Amnesty International publishes grisly accounts of
crushing genitals, sexually abusing women and children,
forcing people to crawl over nails and then stand to
receive their daily beatmgs, denying them sleep, food,

toilet fac1htles, communication, trial by jury, medical
care . . . it is not because its members can stomach these
outrages any more than the rest of us. On the contrary, it
is just because these crimes make them sick that they in-
sist on repeating them. It is bad enough that these things
happen at all, but when they happen in silence, when they
go on occurring regularly, routinely, sanctioned and ex-
cused by the highest leaders of the world’s governments,
then none of us can afford the luxury of averting his eyes
from the horror.

If we on the “outside” are serious about wanting to put
an end to these subhuman practices we must at least be
willing to become and remain informed. Al is the leading
research organization for documenting extreme abuses of

A military officer sent this photograph of a prisoner being
tortured in Uruguay (with “el caballete,” or the sawhorse)
to Amnesty International because of “the revulsion I feel
for all that I have the misery of witnessing.”

rights around the world, and for this reason alone ought
to be supported wholeheartedly by every decent person.
We must identify the people who are both permitting and
perpetrating these crimes, and we must unmask the laws
and institutions that make them possible. And then we
must fight them.

With their long, though increasingly corrupted, tradi-
tion of individual liberty, Americans should be in the
forefront of this battle. We should be particularly con-
cerned when we learn that the American state, while not
an especially blatant offender directly against its own
citizens, aids in numerous ways the continuation of this
gross affront to humanity. Our tax dollars have helped to
prop up many of the most obnoxious of these official
criminals: CIA agents have trained torturers; U.S. Im-
migration Service thugs have blocked victims from escap-
ing the sadists’ knives. And they are still doing so. And
they are doing this with our tax dollars. We cannot avoid
these unpleasantries by ignoring them. We are involved.

Just to take one example of the complicity of the U.S.
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government, consider the case of the Phillipines. The im-
position of martial law in September 1972 was (not coin-
cidentally) simultaneous with a 106 percent increase in
military aid from the United States, supplying the dic-
tatorship with tools of repression at the rate of $40
million a year (see Bello & Rivera, The Logistics of
Repression). According to the Phillipine government’s
own estimates, within a few weeks of this American-
financed suspension of traditional liberties, some 30,000
individuals had been arrested and detained. President
Marcos has almost completely undermined the formerly
independent civilian judicial system, shifting the law into
his military courts. Al reports that the torture of martial
law detainees has been “widespread and systematic.” For
example, of 107 prisoners from eight detention centers
that Al interviewed, 71 reported that “they had been sub-
jected to brutal treatment and torture” (Matchbox,
Winter 1977). As usual, these reports were scrupulously
doublechecked against independent testimony, and many
specific torturers were named by prisoners from different
detention centers who had had no previous opportunity
to meet. Typical was the ordeal of two sisters who were
forced to watch each other endure 45 minutes of elec-
troshock each:

You can’t help screaming—it makes you writhe all over . . .

We had hallucinations afterwards—we each lost five pounds
from the torture sessions. We couldn’t walk straight. We had
burns on our hands. They didn’t allow us to sleep for almost
two nights running. We were threatened with rape from the
very beginning.

These are not isolated instances of abuse by a few
sadistic cops. They are representative of a systematic,
government-sanctioned program of repression which
Marcos could not have instituted without the substantial
assistance of the American government.

Then there are the United States immigration restric-
tions—vicious cold-war relic that accepts refugees from
communist countries, but turns away victims from right-
wing tyrannies on the grounds that they would compete
for American jobs. Beyond the fact that there are good
economic arguments why open immigration would -
prove the standard of living of American workers (see
Richard Ebeling’s article in the June 1978 LR}, does this
make you proud to be an American? Would you per-
sonally keep an innocent person in prison to keep him
from competing freely with you for your job? Yet there
are agents of our government, dcting in our name, doing
precisely that. There are people in South American pri-
sons who, but for the U.S. government, would be free
men and women, and who are mistreated by their own
governments every day.

E.L. Doctorow reminds us that we cannot avoid these
events by regarding them as other people’s problems.
Their horrible world is closer to us than it seems:

You and I might by nature avoid stepping on insects, but the
torturers of Iran and Chile are as close to us as the child is to the
parent. They are our being, born from our loins. A terrible con-
nection is made with these dark exotic faraway places, these
barbaric civilizations who do not have our tradition of freedom
and justice: they are ours. We made them with our Agency for
International Development, and our Office of Public Safety. We
made them with our Drug Enforcement Administration and our

Amnesty International member participates in a Prisoner
of Conscience Week demonstration at the Indonesian
consulate in San Francisco.




South Korean “prisoner of conscience” Kim Won Jong
being led into courthouse for High Court trial in May
1976.

Military Assistance Program. (Matchbox, Summer 1977)

Amnesty reports on violations from all contemporary
political systems, from fascist Argentina to agrarian-
communist China, from monarchist-feudal Iran to racist-
apartheid South Africa, from Marxist-Leninist Ethiopia
to “democratic” Italy. When AI-USA’s Larry Cox was
asked if there were any countries in the world which
stand out as at least relatively decent in this nauseating
parade of cold-blooded cruelty, he was able to tentatively
suggest two—after a long pause that said as much as his
answer. Amnesty International has a lot of work cut out
for it.

|
How Amnesty works

“l am grateful to be free. 1 know in large part this is
because during my years of confinement many people
associated with Amnesty International steadfastly con-
tinued to bring my case before public opinion and state
authorities.”— Vladimir B. Bukovsky

Amnesty International was founded in 1961, after an
appeal by British lawyer Peter Benenson. It quickly
became an international organization, largely on the ef-
forts of Sean MacBride (Nobel Peace Prize laureate,
1974), and today has more than 168,000 members and
supporters in 107 countries. Its International Secretariat
in London has a 100-member staff that handles nearly
5000 cases of human rights violations each year. From
June 1976 to June 1977 Al responded to violations of
human rights in 116 countries, sent missions and ob-
servers to 22 countries, issued 70 news releases on 36
countries, published extensive reports on 19 countries,
and dispensed over $200,000 in relief to prisoners and
their families. In that same period, the cases of 2,285 new
prisoners were taken up and 1,657 adopted prisoners
were released.

The central activity of the organization is case work for
individual prisoners, conducted by its 2000 adoption
groups and national sections. Each group works for at
least two “prisoners of conscience” from countries other
than its own—countries that are balanced geographically
and politically to ensure impartiality. (Interestingly
enough, by attacking both left-wing and right-wing gov-
ernments, Al unwittingly induces a bias for libertarian-
ism.) Amnesty does not advocate or condemn any partic-
ular form of government but simply reports on, and ap-
plies public pressure against, severe human rights viola-
tions wherever they occur. The London research staff
supplies each adoption group with detailed information
about each particular prisoner’s situation—e.g., which
officials in the state or prominent individuals in the com-
munity to send appeals to, what to say or not to say to
improve the prisoners’s chances for more decent condi-
tions or release, what specific institutional obstacles (such
as immigration barriers) there may be and how to con-
front or circumvent them. Writing politely worded letters
to officials may seem a desperately futile gesture against
people with the ethical constitution of torturers, but the

amazing fact is that Al gets results. In its 16 years it has
aided in securing the release of over 8,000 of the 15,000
individual prisoners of conscience on whose behalf its
members have worked.

Beyond its adoption groups’ case work, Al has a varie-
ty of specific projects to amass broader organizational
pressure where needed. It sends missions to various coun-
tries to investigate the treatment of prisoners—wherever
the countries will let them in. It produces well-doc-
umented reports on investigated countries, in addition to
publishing its quarterly, Matchbox, and its annual A.L
Report, which details violations in over a hundred coun-
tries. Amnesty also organizes separate campaigns which
permit members to select the issues they want to concen-
trate on: the Campaign to Abolish Torture, the Prisoner
of the Month Campaign (which focuses broader organ-
izational strength on a particularly difficult case),
Prisoner of Conscience Week (the second week of Octo-
ber), greeting cards for prisoners, specific country cam-
paigns, and “Urgent Actions” (emergency cases in which
time is dangerously short—due, for example to the failing
health of a prisoner, his imminent execution, or his ongo-
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ing torture).

This variety of action programs makes Al an ideal in-
stitution for people of almost any political persuasion to
join. This carefully structured organization isn’t just a
collection of well-intentioned folks flailing in vain at the
behemoth states of our time. It is an effective, profes-
sionally run, flexible, and yet specifically focused activist
organization. It does not exist merely to assuage the
guilty consciences of middle-class liberals. It is a brilliant-
ly designed force on the political scene and, especially
now that it has received the 1977 Nobel Peace Prize, it
stands a reasonably good chance of significantly changing
the world. 4 _

Amnesty is absolutely independent of any government,
and, due no doubt to its extensive research, in fact shows
a healthy distrust of all of them. David Hawk, the Ex-
ecutive Director of AI-USA, for example, writes that
“sovereign states—with their age-old and inevitable ten-
dencies to repress the rights and liberties of their citi-
zens—cannot be entrusted to preserve and protect human
rights” (Matchbox, Fall 1977). And Dr. Mumtaz Soysal,
vice-chairman of the International Executive Committee
of Al, succinctly declares that “human rights will not be
protected if left solely to the governments of this world”
(Matchbox, Winter 1978).

Thus the organization wisely avoids using one state to
pressure another, recognizing that no one government
can accuse another without hypocrisy, and that human
rights, as Larry Cox of AI-USA has remarked, should
not become reduced to a mere tool of foreign policy.
(Indeed, an aggravated international scene and its prod-
uct, war, are the primary breeding grounds for rights
violations.) Instead, it stands outside of governments,
utilizing its growing resources to amass public opinion on
an international scale to pressure all governments to limit
their abuses of rights.

Amnesty has had a significant positive influence on the
United Nations, with which it has consultative status,

and it constantly presses for observance of the UN’s

Universal Declaration of Human Rights and Standard
Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners. Interna-
tional bodies which represent the very governments that
commit these atrocities cannot be expected to defend
human rights consistently. Thus a recurrent UN debate
has been waged over whether so-called “economic and
social rights” can be used to justify watering down
demands for political liberty. In this battle, Amnesty has
unwaveringly come down for an absolute commitment to
individual liberty. Commenting in his address to the re-
cent AI-USA annual meeting in San Francisco, C.L.
Lamb emphasized the fundamental difference between
these kinds of “rights™:

Civil and political rights are capable of being ensured by
restraint on the part of government. Economic and social
rights, on the other hand, can only be assured by the adoption
of policies geared to positive action on the part of governments
. ... It is difficult, if not impossible, to contemplate a uniform
standard for the right to an adequate standard of living.

Al does not explicitly reject these so-called “socio-
economic rights” the way a libertarian would. While we
would argue that these “rights” actually constitue severe
infringements on the rights of businessmen to establish
and profit from any noncoercive business ventures they
care to undertake, Amnesty spokesmen tend to concede
that they are legitimate rights, but rights which cannot
override basic political rights. Al is committed to allow-

LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

ing nothing to serve as an excuse for violating the simple
political rights the organization is specifically mandated
to uphold. Indeed, if Amnesty had the resources behind
it, the consistent application of its own defense of

‘prisoners of conscience would invariably lead it to defend

peaceful tax rebels and “free-enterprisers of conscience”
everywhere. And we all know where that avenue leads!

Does Al go far enough?

“Amnesty International was not founded to work for
general economic, social and political justice in the
various countries of the world—however much its mem-
bers may wish to do so, and are free to do so through
other bodies—but to bring relief to individual victims of
injustice.”— Amnesty International Handbook

Al clearly is not a libertarian organization. It does not
defend actively every category of individual rights. It can-
not be expected to come to the rescue when a business-
man is prevented from hiring someone at a mutually
agreeable wage, or when a prostitute is routinely jailed
for practicing her profession, or when a young person is
forced to attend public schools. Amnesty rather concen-
trates its resources on what Larry Cox calls the “classic
prisoner” cases—i.e., those particularly gross violations
of basic rights which most people would immediately
recognize as such.

Some libertarians might argue that since all rights are
indivisible, it is arbitrary and hypocritical to focus on cer-
tain commonly recognized instances of coercion to the
exclusion of less popular but equally unjust violations of
rights. If the conscription of conscientious objectors,
which Amnesty opposes, is to be condemned, while taxa-
tion of conscientious objectors for the income they earn
from January to May is to be condoned, is this not a fun-
damental inconsistency which principled libertarians
should forthrightly denounce? If governments fail to as-
semble via the draft enough cannon fodder for their wars,
is it then justice when they coercively collect taxes to pay
mercenaries instead? Can one justifiably object to a war
by refusing to fight it but not by refusing to pay for it?

Yet Amnesty is not a broad-based political movement
that is responsible for addressing all social and political
issues, and should not be judged by such standards. It is a
specific, ad hoc organization that purposefully (and wise-
ly) limits its goals, and remains noncommittal over all
questions outside its carefully circumscribed mandate.
From a strategic point of view, it would be foolish for
Amnesty International to bite off a broader challenge
than it can chew effectively.

There can be no question but that Al's defense of
human rights is incomplete. But it is no condemnation of
an ad hoc organization to say that it doesn’t do every-
thing. It is the most impotent of imaginable strategies to
reject every cause that does not fully coincide with one’s
complete political ideal, or to reject possible allies on one
issue only because they are our opponents on another. If,
by joining a cause, one step toward liberty can be taken
without directly worsening anyone’s freedom, then one
should join that cause. We must always promote con-
sistency in the application of rights, of course, but we
cannot afford to insist on consistency among all allies as a
precondition for our every political action.

Even so, it is important to realize that Al is so designed



as to have a natural tendency to universalize its own
understanding of human rights. A “prisoner of con-
science” is defined as anyone imprisoned for his beliefs
who has neither used nor advocated violence—which is
close enough to the libertarian principle of nonaggression
to provide for a considerable overlap in evaluating in-
dividual cases. Amnesty’s continual application of this
principle forces it to face up to the tricky cases brought
before its Borderline Committee. Last year, Al decided to
accept a gay rights case as within its mandate; and as the
group’s influence grows, it encounters broader and
broader appeals. That Amnesy, like libertarianism, is
fundamentally concerned with applying universally a
simple principle of freedom, makes this organization
ideally susceptible to being nudged, by its own borderline
cases, into a continually more comprehensive defense of
liberty. Amnesty’s mandate seeks to remove from the
world’s prisons all those who have neither used nor advo-
cated violence, which is one giant step in the libertarian
direction of also removing all those who have not ini-
tiated the use of violence.

Consider the following example: In 1976, Admiral

Sudomo, head of the Indonesian state security agency
KopKamtib, announced that government’s three year
“release program” which, translated from the Orwellian
newspeak of the announcement, actually meant altering
the location and surroundings, but not the essence, of
prison. Between 1969 and 1977, the government
relocated on Buru Island some 14,000 of the estimated
55,000 to 100,000 political prisoners it holds (most of
whom are now in their 13th year of imprisonment
without trial). This is exactly the kind of borderline case
that expands the application of the slogan, “release those
imprisoned for their beliefs who have neither used nor ad-
vocated violence.” This case highlights the question of
just what a prison is. Is it only the “classic”: the concrete
walls, barbed wire, and guard towers? Or can it not also
be a Buru Island? These “liberated” prisoners have been
forced to clear a tropical jungle, to build their own deten-
tion camps, and to produce food and livestock, one-third
of which is seized by their military guards.

The Indonesian government offers the same justifica-
tion for its “resettlement centers” that the U.S. govern-

ment offers for its immigration policy: unemployment,
this time in Java. Once again a government tries to solve
an employment problem by restricting people’s free
choices about where they live, what they produce, and
what they do with their property. Once again a govern-
ment is using coercion against innocent persons to “pro-
tect” jobs. Beyond the fact that no jobs are created by
such coercive activities, but are only shuffled around at a
net loss to everyone, who among us would have the im-
pudence to defend such practices?Who among us can ex-
cuse keeping an innocent man in a prison, or on an
island, or out of a country, to keep him from competing
with us in free, voluntary transactions?

Happily, the Indonesian government’s excuses for its
crimes have fallen on deaf ears at Al. That organization’s
defense of individual rights as inviolate against any claims
for so-called “socio-economic rights” has kept it from ex-

Prisoners on the Indonesian prison island of Buru have
had to build all their own facilities since they were
relocated there from regular prisons.

onerating the Indonesian authorities for their no doubt
sincere concern over their unemployment statistics. And
Amnesty’s humanistic attitude has kept it from being
conned either by this disguised prison or by the flimsy
arguments for delaying the full release of these prisoners.
These people, who have already suffered so much, Al has
declared, “should not be forced to endure for another day
the harsh conditions of prison or separation from their
families”—most of whom,not too surprisingly, did not
want to move to Buru Island. Amnesty has distinctly re-
jected the government’s lame suggestion that these people
have been freed, stating concisely that “[fJorced exile to a
distant and harsh location does not constitute a ‘release’
of political prisoners.”

As an oppressive state tries to relieve itself of interna-
tional public pressure by changing the form of its coer-
cion while retaining its essential content, Amnesty is
naturally led to block these evasions at every turn. Once
you begin to examine the essence rather than the surface
appearance of governmental activities, the logic for ex-
tending the defense of rights to all areas becomes in-
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Indonesian prisoners live in camps under the most prim-
itive of conditions.

escapable. A prison is, in essence, only a special and ex-
treme point along the continuum of constraints upon
liberty.

No doubt the founders of Al were unaware of the full
radical implications of their own principles, and its
members cannot be expected to immediately carry this
logic as far as we would like. But especially with our in-
fluence from within the organization, libertarians can be
a positive, universalizing influence. We can take some
pride in a significant comment an Al leader in New York
made to LR Editor Roy Childs and myself: “You guys
[libertarians] are like Amnesty International’s good con-
science, always keeping us honest.”

Overlapping goals

“In a world of increasing brutality, internationalization
of violence, terrorism and torture, Amnesty International
used its forces for the protection of human values. Its ef-
forts on behalf of defending human dignity against
violence and subjugation have proved that the basis for
peace in the world must be justice for all human beings.”
—citation for the 1977 Nobel Peace Prize

Whether one endorses Al on every single issue or not,
libertarians should support this humane and effective
human rights organization. It is precisely the kind of in-
ternational, principled, strategically sophisticated, and
widely respected group with which libertarians can en-
thusiastically involve themselves. Far from being a reason
to avoid the organizaztion, the fact that Amnesty’s
members and leaders are not fully consistent advocates of
liberty is rather another good reason for joining it. Here
is a group whose clearly stated goals overlap ours, and
whose members are advancing our interests even though
many of them have never heard of libertarianism. In their
daily activism these people continually confront some of
the most grotesque of the crimes of governments. Such
people should be as ripe for our ideas as we are for their
activism. What better opportunity can we imagine, not
only for increasing the clout of our own activities but also
for influencing these partial allies in the direction of our
wider perspective?

But more importantly, we should remember what
libertarianism is all about. The people of the world do

"not need to tolerate the treatment of human beings in

ways the ASPCA would not tolerate for dogs. We have
the power, if we are willing to work for it, to wield the
tremendous weight of an international popular consensus
against such atrocities. Let us echo the appeal by E.L.
Doctorow (Matchbox, Summer 1977) and commit our-
selves, as a first step toward achieving a free society, to
the modest proposals of Amnesty International:

If you or 1 do not condone torture, who among us does? If we
abhor gangsters and tyrants and dictators, who among us in-
stalls them in their power? Let us have their names, who act in
ours.

Don Lavoie is a graduate student in economics at New York
University. His essay “The Decay of Radical Socialism” ap-
peared in the October 1977 issue of LR.



I've always felt very strongly that
no book should be written unless
there is a genuine need for it. Douglas
Casey’s book, The International Man,
is a book that fills a true need, in fact,
a desperate need.

Furthermore, it does the job pro-
fessionally. I've read so much garbage
about ‘“how things are abroad” by
scores of U.S. or Canadian writers
based on their vacations out of the
U.S. or Canada, or a period of resi-
dence abroad that was short and limit-
ed in scope. As I'm known to be a
“mold” for what an international man
probably is, I’'m naturally not taken in
by amateurs. Thus, I trust my praise of
this book will carry some weight for it
deserves wide distribution. I’ve lived in
every really important country in the
world. I have offices and homes in
many countries and I’m now as much
at home in Copenhagen, London or
Paris as in the U.S. cities where I grew
up. I say this so you’ll give credence to
what I say about this book’s quality,
and also to emphasize the purpose of
this book, i.e., to make a case to be-
come an international man (or
woman) yourself.

One grows up thinking one’s coun-
try is the greatest, especially Ameri-
cans. I think, in fact, it probably was
the greatest for a certain period of his-
tory. But all countries have changed
now to the point where they now con-
sist of faceless bureaucracies, spouting
varying degrees of socialism and zoom-
ing along the high road to Big Brother-
dom. To make socialism work, it is
necessary to make a kind of robot of
all citizenry. The only hope of escap-
ing this, in part or in full, is to be very
international, maximizing your op-
tions and untying yourself from your
concepts of red, white and blue patri-
otism. This is no longer just amusing
cocktail chatter; it’s life and death in
terms of freedom—physically, finan-
cially and psychologically.

_AWARNING
10 AMERIGANS

By Harry Schultz

The coverage on passports in this
book is especially intriguing. I predict
you’ll read it with your breath held,
unable to lay the book down. These
matters we had no need to think about
10 to 15 years ago. But now they have
become survival essentials. The world
has changed, scientifically for the
better, but politically for the worse.
We must change, too. If you're not
good at changing to match the times,
you had better read this book three
times. The rest of you should read it
twice.

By the way, it’s no good saying,
“Things are bad all over; I may just
as well stay put and stick it out.”
That’s a lazy excuse at best. Things
are not equally bad all over, but
even if they were, you gain by being
flexible and not belonging to one
country or being so irrevocably tied to
one. Ideally, one should always be a
“foreigner,” wherever you are. That
way, you have more freedom of move-
ment and less tax exposure. One can
be a foreigner in varying ways. Cer-
tainly your assets must be interna-
tionalized via citizenship, via an alter-
native home, and most importantly via
know-how. Learn about foreign banks.
Learn to be at home everywhere.
Learn how to cope with any situation.
Learn now, before so many barriers
are built that you’ll have no choices of
action left.

Learn to think in terms of German
marks and Swiss francs. Make foreign
investments. You will build a wall
around yourself if you are only able to
think in terms of dollars and Wall
Street. We have, in fact, two walls to
knock down; the one we erect our-
selves and the one governments have
built. The latter is tough enough. The
least you can do is be sure the first
wall is flattened.

Another concept I urge you adopt:
just because you were born in a given
country doesn’t mean you need to

Harry Schultz, interna-
tional investment con-
sultant, receives $1,250
per hour for his advice.

stay there, or that it’s automatically
the best, or the best for you. It is, in
fact, a sin, in my view, to have lived
most of your life in just one country.
How provincial, how narrow, how you
have cheated yourself of viewing the
world with wide-angle lenses, with 3D
vision. How can you profess to be a
proper citizen of the world if you have
not actually lived (no vacations please)
in at least two other countries for a
few years? You owe it to your mind to
move about. And this is quite aside
from the financial and political neces-
sity to be international. 1 have long
thought a requirement for a man to
run for President of the United States
should be that he has lived abroad for
at least two years. How can he pass
judgment on foreign policy if he has
never left Chicago? If you feel that
makes sense for a president, why not
for you? .

Some people are less mobile than
others by virtue of special problems.
But there is no justification to be
completely provincial. Not if you want
to survive. I urge you to take the ad-
vice of this book and become an inter-
national person. As Emerson said:
Choose which laws you will (or can)
live under. You’re not stuck with any
set of laws. The limitations are the
windmills of your mind. Go forth.
Grow forth. Good luck and welcome

to the world.
(Reprinted from the Foreword)

ok ok k%

The International Man: The Com-
plete Guide to the World’s Last Fron-
tiers for Freedom Seekers, Investors,
Adventurers, Speculators and FEx-
patriates, by Douglas R. Casey, may be
ordered from Kephart Communica-
tions, Inc., Dept. 3429 , P.O. Box
2599, Landover Hills, MD 20784. The
price is $14.95 postpaid and tax-
deductible. Satisfaction guaranteed or
your money back. SA911
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Proposition 13

Riding the Tidal Wave
of the Tax Revolt

JOAN KENNEDY TAYLOR

The pundits don’t quite know what to make of
Proposition 13. What does the idea of tax
limitation, an idea whose time seems to have
come, mean to the United States? “Meat-axe
radicalism,” wrote Walter Heller in the Wall

Street Journal. “Popular mistrust of public of-

ficials gives license to middle-class greed,”
wrote columnist Joe Kraft. Columnist Carl
Rowan called it “mobocracy.” Michael Har-
rington said, “As a man of the democratic Left,
I was of course appalled by the passage of Prop-
osition 13 in California.” And an editorial in the
New Republic said that “a blending of liber-
tarian rhetoric with cash prizes for the middle
class is the central appeal of the new backlash
that is gaining momentum in the country.”

It’s all very well for writers to call a popular
movement names, or even for a bureaucrat like
Patricia Roberts Harris of HUD to say that
Proposition 13 was “rather like burning down
the barn to roast the pig.” But people who earn
their livings as a result of popular elections are

‘understandably more cautious. Bill Brock, Re-

publican National Chairman, thought it meant
that “people are just plain sick to death of more
government than they need and more taxes than
they can afford,” while California’s Democratic
Governor Jerry Brown called it “the will of the
people™!

One thing is unmistakable — there is sudden-
ly a nationwide antagonism toward taxes.
School taxes and bond issues have been de-
feated in Ohio, in Illinois, in Virginia, in
Michigan, and in Texas. Tax limitation amend-
ments may be going on the ballot in several
states. In Massachusetts, for instance, at least
25 percent of two successive legislatures must
endorse a petition-initiated amendment to the
state constitution before it can be submitted to
the voters. After a petition campaign last fall in
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which the Libertarian Party played a large part, 90 per-
cent of the Massachusetts legislature (222 to 23) en-
dorsed a tax limitation amendment on June 28.

A nervous Congress has been slashing between two and
five percent from appropriations bills. The United States
Conference of Mayors felt called upon to urge the federal
government to spend less, ignoring the fact that the
fastest growing item in the federal budget is aid to local
governments. An ABC News-Lou Harris poll in June
found a 62 percent majority in favor of a tax limitation
amendment for the voter’s home state. A CBS News-New
York Times poll found 78 percent thought government
was “wasting a lot of the money we pay in taxes.” And,
not to be outdone, NBC News and the Associated Press
found that 83 percent of those polled knew what Proposi-
tion 13 was (far more than knew the name of their own
congressman), and two-thirds of those polled favored an
amendment to the U.S. Constitution to limit all taxes.

Something important is obviously going on. Do any
libertarians remember the old Liberty Amendment, the
constitutional amendment to eliminate the income tax? It
was one of those charming, abolitionist ideas that we
knew wouldn’t really get anywhere but was a good pro-
paganda tool, right? Well, Howard Jarvis cut his political
teeth on the Liberty Amendment, and now he is telling
press conferences in Washington, “I hope to educate the
capital about what happened in California,” and there is
talk in Congress and in nationwide polls about a constitu-
tional tax limitation.

Everywhere you go these days, people are beginning to
sound like libertarians. Politicians are falling all over
their feet in their rush to endorse tax limitations, tax cuts,
even ceilings on their own salaries — anything that will
enable them to warm themselves at the conflagration
started when Howard Jarvis, as columnist Mary
McGrory put it, “dropped a match in the dry brush of
property owners’ rage.”

A gentleman from California visiting in Massachusetts
said he had worked for Proposition 13 and he knew
policemen and firemen and school teachers who voted for
it, because they either owned their own homes or had
elderly parents who did. “If I get laid off from my job,” he
quoted such people as saying, “I can find another one.



UP!

But this has to stop.”

A woman lawyer for a major corporation said at a
New York party, “I would do anything to help limit taxes
in New York. My daughter is a public school teacher,
and she’s going to be able to retire before I can. I pay for
my own pension plan, but my taxes are paying for hers,
too. Remember when they said that the unions ‘generous-
ly’ lent their pension funds to the city? That was our
money! There’s millions of dollars in those funds that
belong to the taxpayers! It has to stop.”

Howard Jarvis spread the fear of the tax revolt in
Washington when he met with Republican senators (in-
cluding Robert Dole of Kansas, in the background) in
mid-June.

In Otis, Massachusetts, a taxpayers’ revolt put the
police department out of business at a June town
meeting. Rejecting a proposal to add another full-time
policeman, making a total of three, voters chose instead
not to fund the department as of July 1. All that was left
of the Otis police a week after that was a recorded
message on the telephone, saying “if this is an emergency,
call the state police at Lee” (a neighboring town of about
6,000). A spokesman for the state police said to a
reporter that he was surprised they weren’t getting many

calls from Otis. In mid-August, Otis residents voted not
to pay for their police force for the rest of the year.

Many libertarians have been concerned for a long time
as to how the reversal in the size of government would
come about. The New Deal formula of “We will spend
and spend, and elect and elect” seemed to be unbeatable
at the ballot box. Well, not any more. We have a gen-
uine, nationwide, grassroots tax revolt going on here and
it’s going to change things. We had one before, and it
changed things, too, in 1776.

There were two conditions necessary to our breaking
from England, and they prevail today: First, taxation was
imposed above a level which the people perceived as
“reasonable.” The author of Parkinson’s Law, C. North-
cote Parkinson, speculated in a 1960 book calling for tax
limitation that people and capital will start to move away
when taxation exceeds 10 percent. If there is no place bet-
ter to move to, they will put up with taxes of up to 20
percent, but above this limit, each increase brings specific
evil results. First, tax avoidance stiffens, productivity
begins to level off. At 25 percent, taxes cause inflation.
At 30 percent, national influence begins to decline. At 35
percent, loss of individual freedom accelerates and people
begin to lose hope. And at 36 percent, he says, “there is
disaster, complete and final although not always im-
mediate.” Taxation in the United States now takes 40
percent of our gross national product.

The other condition necessary for a tax revolt is that it
is perceived that the taxes are laid by some people upon
others. During a major war, for instance, when people
think they are fighting for survival, they will put up with
taxes as high as 50 percent. Today in the United States,
this condition, too, has been fulfilled. Americans don’t
know the name of their congressman, not because they
are dumb, but because they rarely feel that he represents
them. They know that the bureaucrats they have to deal
with don’t represent them. And in general, as Murray
Rothbard pointed out in his speech to the 1975 Liber-
tarian Party Convention, in the aftermath of Nixon no
one says that “the government is us” anymore. Americans

“in huge numbers have perceived that those people in

government are not us, and that they are taking our
money and wasting it according to standards of their
own.

A political reporter for the New York Sunday Times
evaluated Proposition 13 this way, on June 11: “The
grumpy electorate may be rejecting government. In
California, 6.5 million people voted on Propostion 13;
only 5.7 million voted for any candidate for governor. If
either party can successfully appeal to that concern — an-
titax, antispending groups in many states reject both par-
ties — it may be able to score gains in November that
traditional measurements would not foretell.” Liber-
tarians, are you listening?

“The people” is not just a collection of special interest
groups, as politicians have been assuming for too long.
“The people” is made up of individuals. The sense of
fairness that so many commentators have noticed as a
characteristic of our culture has finally turned against
those who thought they could spend and spend and elect
and elect forever. We may be fortunate enough to be liv-
ing at the beginning of the end of American Big Govern-
ment.

Joan Kennedy Taylor is associate editor of Libertarian Review.
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Proposition 13

Paul Gann, Revolutionary:
An LR Interview

JEFF RIGGENBACH

If the pundits don’t know quite what to make of
Proposition 13, neither do the politicians.
Some, like California Governor Jerry Brown
and law-and-order State Senator George
Deukmejian, have bounded onto the tax-revolt
bandwagon. And their example has been fol-
lowed in recent weeks by politicians all over the
country. Others, like the elected officials of San
Francisco, Oakland, and Sonoma County, Cal-
ifornia, have begun calmly replacing their lost
property tax income by imposing increases in
“fees.” “In the wake of Jarvis-Gann,” the San
Francisco Chronicle reported in mid-August,
“county officials across the state have raised fees
for such services as building permits, septic tank
permits and routine construction inspections.”
In Sonoma County, the cost of a building per-
mit has gone up 20 percent, the cost of a septic
tank permit has nearly tripled, and other costs
have been adjusted so steeply that it can cost
nearly a thousand dollars merely to obtain the
permits to build a vacation or retirement cot-
tage there. Californians, needless to say, are
fighting mad, and one of the maddest is the man
who helped start it all in the first place, Paul
Gann.

Gann is a retired real estate broker who lives
in the Sacramento suburb of Carmichael, head-
quarters for his statewide taxpayers’ activist
group, People’s Advocate, Inc. People’s Advo-
cate came very, very close to qualifying a Prop-
osition 13-type ballot initiative in 1976, tﬁe
same year Southern California tax rebel How-
ard Jarvis almost accomplished the same thing.
In 1977, they joined forces behind the same
petition drive—and made history. Gann is more
soft spoken, even retiring in manner, than Jar-
vis, and the crotchety, acid-tongued president
of the Apartment House Association of Los
Angeles has thus captured most of the headlines
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since Prop. 13 became a national issue. But, as LR
discovered during an early August meeting with Gann in
the office of People’s Advocate in Carmichael, a soft-
spoken, retiring manner can merely mask the soul of a
revolutionary with an iron determination.

LR: How do you feel about how Proposition 13 has been
implemented?

Gann: It’s been terrible. In fact, most of our local bureau-
crats, almost all of them, have in some way circumvented
Proposition 13. They no longer call it taxes; they call it
dues and fees. But we don’t care what they call it as long
as they’re depleting the funds which come from our wal-
lets. Some cities have increased their sewer fees by 500
percent and the cost of building permits by 1000 percent.
We’ve gone to court in San Francisco and Oakland be-
cause of the way the bureaucrats in those cities have vio-
lated the spirit and the letter of Proposition 13. We trust
the court will rule that a fee is a tax. If it doesn’t and the
cities are legally allowed to raise these fees, then of course
we’ll have to do something else. I've been working with
Senator Deukmejian since June, trying to get his budget
limitation bill out of committee, so that it can get on the
Assembly floor. If we can get that out of committee and
get it on the ballot this fall, what it will do is put a cap on
the budgets of all governments in the state of Califor-
nia—cities, counties, school districts, everything. [The
measure was not approved by the legislature—JR.] Now,
if we can do that, that’s going to help. I don’t know that
that will complete the job. I hope it will. But if it doesn’t,
then we may have to circulate another petition.

LR: Time magazine commented recently that Proposition
13 proves the willingness of California voters to tolerate
“cruel, destructive cuts in public services” in order to
reduce taxes.

Gann: There haven’t been any. Whoever wrote that story
wrote it from an interview with some old maid school-
teacher or something, because those cruel cuts aren’t
coming. During the campaign one of the universities even
verified the claim that if Proposition 13 became law it
would cost 450,000 jobs. By the end of June that had
become 50,000, and now it’s dropped to 9,000. And now
I'm worried, because normally we lose 86,000 people
every year just through attrition alone. They’re spending



more money now than they did before Proposition 13

became law.

LR: Do you think we need further tax cuts beyond Prop-

osition 13? :
Gann: We're going to have to have them if some of our

state officials are telling the truth. The California state

treasurer, Jess Unruh, recently said that we’re going to

have another four to five billion dollar surplus in the state

treasury at the end of 1978-79. Now if that’s true, after

we cut taxes by six billion dollars, then it’s obscene, and I

wish there were some way we could send the people re-

sponsible for it to jail. In a state where people are being

taxed beyond their ability to pay, to have those kinds of
surpluses is absolutely cruel and should be criminal.

LR: How about nationwide? Is a national tax revolt in
the works?

Gann: Well, there certainly is a lot of unrest. I’ve been in
11 states myself and every one of them is ready to fight.
In fact, in Oregon, the first state I went into, they’ve
qualified a property tax initiative for the ballot this fall.
The next state we worked with was Michigan. They’ve
qualified their property tax initiative. Idaho has an initia-
tive which will be on the ballot to limit spending, which is
just as good. We have about 16 or 17 other states. I just
received a telegram from Florida. I was down there be-
cause they were having a little trouble getting going, and
they sent me a nice telegram thanking me for coming
down and saying that, come hell or high water, they were
going to qualify their initiative. They tell me that tomor-
row morning I should have five to ten thousand people at
a rally in New York; it’s been the same in Virginia, Mary-
land, Colorado, wherever we go.

LR: There’s a move afoot now to amend the U.S. Con-
stitution to limit federal spending. Do you think Proposi-
tion 13 had something to do with spurring that?

Gann: No question about it. You see, what Proposition
13 did was convince people that we can do something.
Despondency and apathy had set in over the years, and
people had gotten to the point where, even in talking to
me, they would say, “Well, what can we do? There’s
nothing we can do. Anything we do they’ll beat us one
way or another.” But I don’t believe that. The only time
you’re whipped is when you refuse to get up. They got up
this time. And look what happened. People throughout
the other 49 states have taken heart. They’re saying,
“They did it, in California!” I see a difference in the ex-
pressions on people’s faces. The gleam is back in their
eyes. They aren’t ashamed to be Americans anymore.
They're taking a position and they’re not being doormats.
That’s what we’ve been for years, really. Bureaucracy has
run this country. We now have a fourth branch of the
government—the bureaucrats. And they now dictate to
the three legal branches. When you think about the
amount of real power elected officials have today in our
government, it’s almost frightening. They don’t have a lot
to say about what’s happening—they can only say “yes”
to special interests.

LR: A great many politicians have jumped on your band-
wagon since Proposition 13 passed, even politicians like
Jerry Brown who opposed it before it passed. And when
you consider that Jerry Brown is a liberal, you see that
politicians from both the liberal and conservative consti-
tuencies are coming out in favor of tax reduction. Yet a
lot of people in the media are calling the tax revolt a con-
servative backlash, a swing to the right. Do you think
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that’s accurate?

Gann: That isn’t true at all. They’d like to make it that.
People in the state of California, as well as in the rest of
the states, are tired of being pushed around by bureau-
crats. They would like to see the government get out of
their personal lives. They’d like to start thinking a little
bit for themselves. The proof that the government does a
lousy job is that it started out 30 years ago to control the
lives of the people of this country and manage them and
it’s only gone into debt 500 billion dollars in the last 22 or
23 years trying to accomplish that. That isn’t a very good
success story. They’ve failed utterly. Too many of us
forget that before the government giveth, the government
taketh. That’s always true.

LR: The New Republic has described the tax revolt as
libertarian. They say “a blending of libertarian rhetoric
with cash prizes for the middle class is the central appeal
of the new backlash.”

Gann: This is not a specifically libertarian movement. It’s
not a right-wing or a left-wing movement. This is the
people. The people are tired of being milked like a Hol-
stein cow with an electric milking machine.

LR: It’s been pointed out by your critics that only the
Swiss and the Japanese pay fewer taxes than Americans,
comparing all the citizens of Western, free-world coun-
tries. The Danes pay more, the Canadians pay more, the
English pay more.

Gann: 1 couldn’t give a damn less what they do in
England. I don’t live in England. If I lived there I'd be
raising holy hell, because the Queen, I understand, gets
five million dollars a year. And anytime I had to share a
john with two other families because I couldn’t make
enough money to pay my taxes and live, I'd be out picket-
ing in front of Buckingham Palace. I keep hearing about
what they’re doing in Europe. Who cares? 1 don’t live
there. I live bere. And just because those people are stupid
enough to sit down and allow themselves to be used as
sanitation paper doesn’t mean we have to follow their ex-
ample. Our forefathers all came from those other coun-
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tries over there, and they came over here because they
didn’t like what was going on there. So now we have to
bring it with us? No, we don’t.

LR: So you wouldn’t agree that it’s greed that’s
motivating the people who voted for Proposition 13?

Gann: Greed is what has brought us to where we’re at.
The people now are waking up to the fact that what we
have been going through in the last several years has real-
ly been a phony prosperity based on borrowed money.
Look what inflation is doing to us. According to a report
I have out of Washington, D.C. the average American
family’s living standard is now going down at a rate of
$270 a year. Down, not up. And that’s an average. Of
course there are some people, particularly the people who
work for the government, who get a guaranteed cost of
living raise every year plus a little more pension. They
could care less. Why should they care as long as the tax-
payer is willing to continue to pay and not object? I
wonder what’s wrong with people objecting to being
robbed. There’s a People’s Advocate member in Malibu.
He’s 80 years old and he’s probably wealthy. I never
knew that was a sin. I always thought that was the
American ideal. If you’re smart enough to make money,
make it. But this man’s property tax has gone up from
$2000 to $5600 and he is upset. He says, “The fact that I
can afford to pay it is beside the point. When people take
my money, I want them to show enough respect to pull a
gun on me.” And I agree with that. They talk about
greedy taxpayers, because we’re trying to save one or two
of our own bucks. These bureaucrats continuously leech
and take. In San Francisco they bought $265,000 worth
of stoves and refrigerators over the last two or three
years, and now they can’t find a stove or a refrigerator.
And we’re “greedy” and “mean” and a bunch of dirty
bastards if we don’t like that. A food stamp store closed
recently because the boys in charge left the door open one
night and packrats came in and got five million dollars
worth of food stamps. We don’t like that. Really we
don’t. But then of course if that’s bureaucracy you’re not

“Greed is what has brought us to where we’re
at. The people now are waking up to the fact
that what we have been going through in the
last several years has really been a phony
prosperity based on borrowed money.”




supposed to say anything about it. They’d better clean up
their act, that’s all I have to say about it, because we'’re
developing some of the most beautiful resignation forms
you’'ve ever seen.

LR: Some of the critics of Proposition 13 have called it an
example of “mobocracy.” They say the whole initiative
process is a means of allowing what they call “kookie”
policies and unwise decisions to take the form of law.
Gann: Kookie? Unwise? While the bureaucratic planners
are busy planning bridges and freeways that go nowhere
and bridges that don’t have highways at either end of
them? Such brilliant things as that? And the health,
education and welfare system that admits to seven billion
dollars a year being stolen from it—that kind of perfec-
tion? Doesn’t make sense, does it? These people are
afraid they’re going to lose their banana. Who knows?
Some of them may have to start working in private enter-
prise. That would really crush them. I think their honey-
moon’s over. The bureaucrats have had their way in this
country so long that they seriously believe we’re invading
their privacy—they really do. But how long do they think
we can continue borrowing money to maintain this
phony prosperity? They think we have nothing to worry
about—if you run out of dough, you raise the debt ceiling
and you print some more money. You borrow again. Ex-
cept that is the phoniest thing we do, because what we’re
doing is hocking the very souls of generations yet to be
born. What’s so great about that? If you took a gun and
did it, it’d be honest, anyway.

LR: Who’s your favorite in the California gubernatorial
race?

Gann: Well, I only have two choices and one of them isn’t
Brown. That’s about the nearest I can come to endorsing
anybody. The Libertarian candidate, Ed Clark, would
be, no doubt, a tremendous governor, but I think we all
know that the race is going to be between the attorney
general [Republican Evelle Younger] and Governor
Brown. Whether that’s right or wrong is beside the point.
I think Governor Brown has been a very brilliant politi-
cian in his move on Proposition 13, but I also remember
that just three weeks or so before the election the gover-
nor said, “If you vote yes on Proposition 13, don’t come

“Right now, we can exercise a lot of in-
fluence. Proposition 13 has inspired the peo-
ple of this country to the point that they now
know that they can win, if they’re willing to
get out and put their hearts and souls into it.”

to Sacramento expecting the state to bail you out, be-
cause we will not be your sugar daddy.” Then on the
eighth day of June, two days after the tremendous vote
for Proposition 13, he said, in essence, to the people of
California, “Come unto me all ye who labor and are
heavy laden, and I will give you rest.” That’s what you’d
call a 180 degree turn in about four weeks. I hope the
people are thinking about his position before the election.
I hope. I also hope we will eliminate some legislators,
because we made one tremendous mistake last time: We
sent back 86 percent of the incumbents. We sent the mess
back to clean itself up—and that’s never happened. And it
never will happen.

LR: Is tax reduction all the cleaning up you’re interested
in seeing?

Gann: No. I don’t want to win just Proposition 13. To
me it’s no panacea. It’s only a step in the right direction.
That’s all it’s ever been. Eventually we want to limit the
term of office that a legislator can serve. We'd like to see
each legislator spend six months out of every year at
home with his constituents. We love ’em up here in Sac-
ramento, but we don’t want them turning into residents,
you know. And we will eventually return control of the
income of the top echelons in government to the people,
so that they can’t vote themselves those outrageous
salaries. It’s ridiculous that we’ve allowed the government
to go to the point where it dictates our lives completely.
As an example: When the government can tell you where
to send your kids to school, to me that’s the last straw. I
just can’t understand people taking that, myself.

I wish I could convince Howard Jarvis that we can’t
stop with Proposition 13. Howard’s a first-rate radical,
but unlike me, he wants to be known as a radical. If
you’re known as a radical, it’s not long before you don’t
have much influence any more. And right now we can ex-
ercise a lot of influence. Proposition 13 has inspired the
people of this country to the point that they now know
that they can win, if they’re willing to get out and put
their hearts and souls into it.

Jeff Riggenbach is senior editor of Libertarian Review.
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Butioonery

in Bonn

The Western leaders’ fourth economic summit produced
nothing more than some amusing press reports.

CHRIS WEBER

World economic summits have become an an-
nual fixture. The most recent was in July, in
Bonn, West Germany. But it is increasingly ap-
parent to all concerned that such summits don’t
really solve anything, and that whenever the
bold proclamations made at these gatherings
are realized it is only because the participants
had planned beforehand to realize them any-
way. Further, it is becoming apparent that most
of these proclamations rest on spurious eco-
nomic logic. In fact, if we scan the history of
these summits, we see that they are really only
exhibitions of political showmanship, whose
antics have either amused or disgusted the
world, but whose successive promises of a bet-
ter world to come have followed each other into
the dustbin of history.

In 1975, the world found itself in the worst
economic straits since the Great Depression.
Two-digit inflation was rampant, and unem-
ployment was climbing everywhere. In times
past, only one of these ills—either inflation or
unemployment—or sometimes neither, was
present at one time, but to have them both
wreaking havoc at once was something fairly
new. Moreover, the world monetary system
had collapsed (see “The Shattered World
Economy,” January-February LR), and the old,
fixed exchange-rate regime had given way to the
inflationary floating rates of today. To the
world’s politicians, the situation cried for “ac-
tion.” The leaders of the six largest economic
nations responded by agreeing to gather in an
economic summit to discuss their plight at Ram-
bouillet, an 18th century palace near Paris. The

Christopher Weber writes frequently on financial topics for LR
and many other publications. Parts of this article have been
revised from Mr. Weber’s piece in “The Swiss Economic View-
point” of July 1978 (published by Foreign Commerce Bank,
Zurich).
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summit was called with great fanfare. British Prime
Minister Harold Wilson lauded it as “a development
without precedent in economic history.” But the reality
was nothing like the myth. In Mr. Wilson’s own capital
of London, a similar conference had been held in
1932—a remarkably similar conference both in the pro-
grams offered and in the results attained. Then as now,
France was the world’s preeminent supporter of hard
money.

In 1932 that nation had demanded a return to the gold
standard. And 42 years later they took another hard-
money position: They proposed a return to fixed rates,
which in today’s world was about the best they could ex-
pect. Their hopes in both cases were dashed, each time by
American wishes for a world money system characterized
by official caprice. That original' London conference
featured proposals for a coordinated world inflation
through an internationally funded scheme of public
works projects, concerted fiscal and monetary policies
aimed at reflation, and official supports for world com-
modity prices. All three of these proposals also found
their counterparts at Rambouillet, and they fell on fertile
ground both times. There were also better (i.e., noninter-
ventionist) proposals common to each conference: for a
truce on tariffs, and for gradual abolition of controls on
imports and capital movements. Not surprisingly, these
overtures were twice ignored. The Rambouillet summit
took place over the weekend of November 15-17, 1975.
We shall quote at greater length from the communique
issued at the end of this summit than from any of the later
communiques, because this first one set the tone for its
successors.

The Rambouillet conferees began by introducing
themselves in no uncertain terms: “We are each responsi-
ble for the government of an open, democratic society
dedicated to individual liberty and social advancement.”
Next, these libertarians boldly set forth their positions:
The industrial democracies are determined to overcome high
unemployment, continuing inflation and serious energy prob-
lems. The purpose of our meeting was to review our progress,
identify more clearly the problems that we must overcome in
the future, and to set a course that we will follow in the period
ahead . . . . The most urgent task is to assure the recovery of
our economies and to reduce the waste of human resources in-



volved in unemployment. In consolidating the recovery it is
essential to avoid unleashing additional inflationary forces
which would threaten its success. The objective must be growth
that is steady and lasting. In this way consumer confidence will
be restored . . .. We will not accept another outburst of in-
flation . . . . In a period where pressures are developing for a
return to protectionism, it is essential for the main trading na-
tions to confirm their commitment to the principles of the
O.E.C.D. pledge and to avoid resorting to measures by which
they could try to solve their problems at the expense of others;
with damaging consequences in the economic, social, and
political fields.

The government leaders uncovered such profound
truths as this one: “A cooperative relationship and im-
proved understanding between the developing nations
and the industrial world is fundamental to the prosperity
of each. Sustained growth in our economies is necessary
to growth in developing countries. And their growth con-
tributes significantly to health in our own economies.”

Reading between the lines (and indeed, it is tedious to
read the lines themselves), one sees the global exhortation
that emerged from Rambouillet: “All together, inflate!”
As if politicians needed to meet at a French chateau to
decide that.

William Simon wears pink

So each of the national economies represented took
that exhortation to heart, and inflate they did. The sum-
mit itself had proved to be remarkably good publicity for
the participants, and, with almost indecent haste, they
decided to stage a repeat performance. Seven months
later, seven “leaders”—Canada’s Trudeau having joined
the heads of state of Japan, West Germany, Italy, France,
Great Britain, and the United States—ensconced them-
selves in a Puerto Rican resort, “isolated in tropical splen-
dor,” as the New York Times put it.

Few results were expected, and the expectations were
richly fulfilled. The same generalities were both ex-
changed among the participants and trumpeted forth to a
weary world. The summit solved nothing, but at least it
provided a pleasant vacation for the politicians and their
staffs of bureaucrats. The New York Times of June 29,
1976—the day after the conference’s close—could find
very little to report on. The article was reduced to reveal-
ing that “the British Prime Minister, James Callaghan, ‘in
a moment of levity’, fingered Mr. Kissinger’s cream-

colored ultrasuede sports jacket”; that “yesterday the
United States Secretary of the Treasury, William F.
Simon, wore a pink coat and green plaid jeans,” and that
“President Ford’s Sunday dinner included roast prime
beef, bibb lettuce salad and petits fours. Several members
of the American delegation were observed lounging
about, not appearing to be doing any particular prepara-
tory work for the first session yesterday, while the
Japanese Prime Minister, Takeo Miki, it was rumored,
played golf.” When Secretary of State Kissinger was cor-
nered by reporters and asked about what the summit
hoped to achieve, he replied that it was being held “main-
ly to review the international situation with a particular
empbhasis on economics.” It was only further down in the
Times article that the report finally revealed that “the
most important specific piece of business, a high West
German official said, was to instruct the Italians and the
British on the need for more fiscal, monetary and wage
restraint.”

Western leaders and their aides prepare to pose for their

formal group portrait at Bonn—one of the few tangible
items produced at the meeting.

In other words, “All together, watch inflation!” After
this weekend “instruction” was over, the suntanned
teachers and pupils returned home to conduct business as
usual.

The Puerto Rico summit was a flop. It certainly didn’t
increase Gerald Ford’s standing in the eyes of the Ameri-
can people enough to elect him president that November.
One year later, therefore, the United States had a new
president, Jimmy Carter. He too was eager to play the
role of “leading world economic statesman.” One of his
administration’s first acts was to arrange for the London
summit of May of last year.

Things went swimmingly at that conference for Car-
ter’s image as a leader; but one year later, looking back,
that image seems more like a mirage. The communique
issued at the parley’s end proclaimed that the creation of
jobs was “our most urgent task.” Read “inflation” for
“creation of jobs” because, sadly, that’s the only way
governments seem to believe economies can grow. This is
true regardless of the familiar promise “to reduce infla-
tion” which attended that statement. If politicians were
really serious about creating jobs, they would slash taxes
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and abolish such strangling regulations as minimum wage
laws, which particularly hurt the young. Youth unem-
ployment was given high billing in London. But to cure it,
the participants agreed to “an exchange of experience and
ideas”: “Wait for it,” mocked the London Economist a
week later.

Perhaps sensing that the pubhc was losing patience af-
ter hearing once again the same old bromides on econom-
ic matters, the London summit turned into a forum for
the multiple discharge of the various politicians’ par-
ticular political preoccupations. Resolutions were passed
agreeing to eliminate “irregular practices and improper
conduct”—Dbetter known as bribery and corruption—in
business, and Carter, at a news conference, pronounced
himself “ah, impressed” by this act of bulldog courage.
There were also pronouncements on such disparate issues
as energy (find more of it}; nuclear proliferation (stop it);
and human rights (protect them).

The primary concrete result of the talks was that the
seven nations, for the first time, stated “growth targets”
which they promised to abide by. For the following year,
the United States pledged an economic expansion of
5.8%. The others followed suit: Japan, 6.7%; West Ger-
many, 5%; France, 3.25%; Canada, 2.75%; Italy,
1.25%; and England, 1%. For the designated “boom
leaders,” Germany and Japan, the stated targets meant
excessive inflation.

Big deal at Bonn

Fortunately, these promises were not kept. Although
these targets were publicly stated, the politicians went
home to follow whatever policies they had already
planned to pursue. As a result, neither Bonn nor Tokyo
inflated as the Americans wanted them to. Germany ex-
panded by only half of the five percent she promised; for
Japan the figure was barely five percent of the almost
seven percent that was “planned.”

The whole idea of economic targets is, of course, quite
fallacious. Even assuming that the various nations
wanted to monitor all economic information, the econ-
omy is far too complex for governments to keep such
statistics. Much information is never even available—
opportunity costs, for instance—and data which can be
measured officially becomes available only long after
anything can be done to affect them.

After a history of broken promises and unfulfilled ex-
pectations, the summiters, clearly humbled, met again in
Bonn this past July. Only Japan and Canada sought to
echo the discredited targetry by simply reaffirming their
aims of a five percent growth in output. The Germans,
however, visibly recoiled at the entire idea. Their promise
to reflate by “up to” one percent of GNP was clearly not
to American liking, even though four attempts were made
by the drafters to make it look as bright as possible.

Even in areas where the participants announced a
policy, the leitmotiv throughout was vagueness. So
although Japan agreed to import more and hold down ex-
ports to last year’s level, the wording—or lack of it—was
cleverly chosen. The appreciating yen is already taking a

competitive shine off Japanese exports (down five percent -

in June from year-earlier figures). But the price of
Japanese goods in dollars is soaring (21 percent higher in
June). Since the dollar price of Japanese imports is rising
much less rapidly, the new pledge still enables Japan’s
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dollar surplus to rise. Also left vague was the Japanese
promise to double its foreign aid outlay in three years; the
communique didn’t specify whether aid was to be mea-
sured in rising yen or falling dollars. If the latter,
Japanese aid might actually fall.

But vagueness was also the order of the day concerning
the most pressing area of the Bonn summit. The other of-
ficials had long told Carter their wishes to see America’s
oil imports cut, because they believed this “payments
deficit” to be the chief cause of the dollar’s decline. Carter
did not agree to this, persuading Chancellor Schmidt that
any action to reduce imports (by quotas or taxes) would
hinder his energy bill now in Congress. Schmidt was
given to understand that Carter would act after the con-
gressional elections.

Actually, all this skirts the real issue, and skirts it bad-
ly. First of all, if Carter wants to reduce America’s
“dependence” on foreign oil, he can do it in better ways
than by imposing quotas and taxes to discourage oil use.
He could work to deregulate completely the entire
American oil industry, and make it profitable for com-
panies to find and refine as much oil as possible. But even
if this happened and we no longer needed imported oil at
all, the dollar’s ills would remain uncured. For the whole
idea that balance of payments “deficits” cause the trouble
needs to be attacked. Even more importantly, the whole
idea of balance of payments “deficits” needs to be at-
tacked.

If I am willing to trade my money for your magazine,
no one speaks of a deficit. I value the journal more than
the money; you value the money more than the journal.
When we trade, we each get what we want. If this is true
with the trades of each and every individual, it must be
true with nations—collections of individuals. When
Americans buy something that is produced elsewhere in
greater abundance and at a lower price, they are merely
re-enacting the same value preferences seen in the in-
dividual case. If the United States must import all of its
Sung dynasty porcelain vases, because we can’t produce
our own, no one speaks of a “porcelain vase deficit.” It
would simply be a case of our exchanging money for
those vases, which we either couldn’t produce at all, or
could produce only at a very high price. The money we
pay for these goods is not depreciated because we buy
them. Similarly, the American oil trade does not affect
the foreign-exchange value of the dollar. The mere fact
that a nation imports more than it exports does not
betoken a stagnating economy: The United States “ran a
trade deficit” throughout most of the 19th century, a
period of perhaps the greatest economic expansion in the
history of the world. What a country needs for economic
growth are internal conditions to attract research and
development of goods and services, and investment—
foreign and domestic—in such goods and services. This
means a minimum of taxes and regulations. It also means
a money whose value will not depreciate. For the wild
printing of dollars is the only cause of the dollar’s decline.
And governments are the only culprits.

Economic summits are meetings of buffoons mouthing
platitudes that are not believed and making promises that
are not kept. They are malevolent buffoons, too, con-
tinually raising the hope among the world’s peoples that
conditions will improve. But as with so many other sorts
of government promises, fewer and fewer people are
believing them.

That is as it should be. O
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Big Poison,
Little Poison?

How much marijuana is contaminated with Paraquat? HENRY

LOUIS seeks an answer.

The original story broke late in July: The Na-
tional Center for Disease Control in Atlanta,
Georgia had challenged the much-publicized
statistics of the PharmChem Research Founda-
tion on exactly how much Paraquat was getting
into street marijuana in this country. Pharm-
Chem claimed that more than a third of the
15,000 marijuana samples tested in its North-
ern California lab were “positive”—that is, con-
tained significant traces of the deadly herbicide.
But the CDC claimed to have found Paraquat in
only one in 40 of PharmChem’s positive
samples. Where was the truth? Was Uncle Sam
poisoning his pot-smoking citizens in large
numbers, or wasn’t he?

That he was poisoning them in some numbers
seemed plain enough. Since 1975, the U.S. gov-
ernment has been providing helicopters, ad-
visors, and millions of dollars to spray mari-
juana fields in Mexico with the herbicide Para-
quat—a chemical which, in small doses, may
take years to affect those exposed to it, but
which may ultimately kill them or leave them to
live with irreversible lung damage. Small doses
of Paraquat are almost certainly finding their
way into the lungs of Americans who smoke
Mexican grass. And enormous doses of it are
coating the fields, homes, and livestock of un-
counted Mexican peasants and their families—
all courtesy of Uncle Sam. The question Pharm-
Chem and the CDC are trying to answer is:
How small are the doses of Paraquat the U.S.
government is spending so much to dispense to
1ts citizens?

For libertarians, the issue was even larger:
Was a state-financed, state-operated agency like
CDC proving itself more accurate and reliable
in practice than its free-market counterpart,
PharmChem?

Henry Louis is a writer-producer for the Public Affairs Broad-
cast Group. His 30-minute documentary, “Libertarianism: A
Movement of Individualists,” has been heard on more than 150
radio stations throughout the United States.
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The black market in pleasure drugs, after all, operates
in many ways like a free market. No government official
tells the entrepreneur in dope where or during what hours
he may conduct his business, who his customers may be,
what quantities he may sell, or what prices he may
charge. No government official tells him what he may say
in his efforts to sell his product. And no government of-
ficial offers legal recourse to his buyer if he sells it by
fraud.

The buyer in this black market must be wary, and ever
on the lookout for misrepresented goods. As in the ideal
free market, he is on his own, dependent on his own ex-
pertise as a consumer, and on the goodwill of the en-
trepreneurs with whom he deals. And, as everyone who
has traded in the dope market knows, such goodwill is
not at all rare. Those in the retail marijuana and cocaine -
businesses have at least as much interest in developing
regular, satisfied customers as do retail businessmen who
deal in tobacco and spirits. Their suppliers, in turn, wish
to develop long-range business relationships with both
their customers and their own suppliers. Long-range rela-
tionships—not the sorts of short-range ones which lead to
large, quick profits and even quicker, and more frequent,
changes of address. PharmChem figures suggest that well
over 90 percent of the marijuana sold on the street is ex-
actly as represented, and that between 55 and 95 percent
of the cocaine sold on the street is either exactly as
represented or “cut” (adulterated) with the local anaes-
thetics (procaine, lidocaine, benozocaine) which street
buyers commonly expect.

The PharmChem Research Foundation of Menlo Park,
California, performs the same service for consumers in
the dope market which is performed for consumers in the
controlled market by the government: the service of test-
ing retail drugs for purity. To find out more about
PharmChem—how it works and how well it works—we
paid a visit to its headquarters on the last day of July and
talked with PharmChem’s executive director, John
Kotecki.

LR: What exactly is PharmChem?

Kotecki: The best way to answer that is to start at the

beginning. The foundation got started in 1972, at about

the time that Dr. James Ostrenga, who is president of the

foundation, had opened PharmChem Laboratories to do

nothing but urinanalysis testing—that is, they test urine -
for the presence of drugs. People were repeatedly coming

to him and asking him to identify unidentified substan-



ces—street drugs. He was unable to do so, because his lab
wasn’t set up for that. His is a very specialized lab. Rec-
ognizing that demand or need, though, he decided to go
ahead and start the PharmChem Research Foundation.
And in 1972 we got going largely under his auspices. The
foundation primarily tests street drugs; that is, we test an
alleged unidentified or an alleged street drug for actual
content. We then let the individual know, on an anon-
ymous basis, what he has. On a monthly basis we reprint
the results of the previous month’s testing, and make that
available to the public. And on a more immediate basis,
we put out what is called the Street Drug News, which is
a reprint of the previous week’s local analysis. That goes
out to the media. Typically it’s carried by a number of
local radio stations. It’s educational; it lets the public
know what drugs are being circulated. It allows us to pick
out samples which are very dangerous or harmful, and
warn people, alert them to the hazard. That basically is

the function of the foundation: to let people know what’s
going on with drugs—their content—and to let them
know what the hazards are, if any, of a given drug.

LR: If someone has some marijuana which he fears is
contaminated with Paraquat and he’s in Duluth, Minne-
sota, what should he do?

Kotecki: The same thing he should do if he’s in San Fran-
cisco or anywhere else. He should send us a minimum of
one tablespoon of plant material along with $8 to cover
the cost of analysis and a random five-digit number to
identify his sample. We don’t want his name or any other
identification other than that number. Our service is
called Analysis Anonymous. He should wait approxi-
mately ten days, then call us and give us his ID number,
and we’ll give him the results of the test.

LR: How many people avail themselves of your services?
Kotecki: Well, prior to Paraquat, it was about 300 peo-
ple a month, on a pretty regular basis, with an average
annual increase of about ten percent a year. Paraquat has
been an exceptional experience. We've analyzed some
15,000 samples to date. It’s just been a horrendous
undertaking. We’re now on the other side of that crisis
and down to only about 30 or 40 samples a day coming
in for Paraquat testing.

LR: The National Center for Disease Control has
challenged your estimates of how much Paraquat is ac-
tually in street marijuana in the United States.

Kotecki: Well, it’s not really a challenge. What happened
was, when this thing first happened, when we first be-
came aware of the Paraquat spraying program, the gov-

ernment took a very neutral or noncommital position,
wouldn’t go on record as to whether there was Paraquat
marijuana going around. So PharmChem got involved in
documenting that there was. We have since turned for
supportive studies to local and state agencies and the
federal government, and have largely gotten very non-
commital, nonresponsive answers. We’ve even been un-
able to get the government to send us a sample of some
marijuana sprayed with Paraquat or even just some Para-
quat by itself, and we really need these samples in order
to be certain about our own findings. One response we
did get was some interest by the Center for Disease Con-
trol in trying to find out what the consequences had been
for people who’d been smoking allegedly contaminated
marijuana. They did a survey project here. They surveyed
people on the phone who’d been smoking contaminated

. marijuana. They’d want to know: Did you notice a funny

odor? Did you have trouble breathing? Was there dizzi-

Marijuana is tested for Paraquat contamination at
PharmChem.

LESLEE NEWMAN

ness or pain? That kind of thing. They also asked the

people to resubmit their positive samples. If they’d sent us
a marijuana sample that turned up contaminated, they’d
say at the end of the interview, would you send us some
more of the same batch? About 50 people took them up
on that and resubmitted their samples. And then the
Center for Disease Control announced that in analyzing
the first 40, they only found one positive. Our first ques-
tion is: Why didn’t they find out what the problem was
before they announced this? Maybe people actually sent
in different batches, took a different batch of marijuana
and said, well, T’ll get it tested for free this time. A couple
of people have admitted that they did just that. Our sec-
ond question is whether there’s a problem with CDC’s
testing methodology, which is, to our minds, a distinct
possibility. They have unusual ways of doing things. For
example, we use sulphuric acid to isolate the Paraquat
from the plant material. A standard laboratory proce-
dure. They have a sonic device that vibrates it out. But
even when the methodology is standard, the interpreta-
tion of the result is subject to the human element, particu-
larly when you talk about something like a court-ordered
analysis, when a lot is hinging on the result.

So basically there’s a discrepancy. We don’t know why.
We’re trying to track it down. They’ve promised to send
us some confirmed positive material to test our procedure
with. I picked that sample up this morning.
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PharmChem carries out its Paraquat testing and other
procedures in unpretentious storefront office space in an
industrial park about 45 minutes south of downtown San
Francisco. There’s a small outer office, a private office for
Kotecki, the lab itself, and a giant warehouse room where
each day’s mail is opened and sorted into two categories:
marijuana for Paraquat testing, and everything else. The
marijuana is soaked in sulphuric acid; the liquids and
powders and pills and tabs of blotter paper are soaked in
methyl alcohol. And the resulting extracts are subjected
to a laboratory process called thin-layer chromatog-
raphy. First, they’re applied in small amounts to silica gel
screening plates—glass plates coated with silica gel to a
thickness of 250 micromillimeters (about one one-hun-
dred-thousandth of an inch). Such plates turn white after
being soaked in screening solvent and heat-dried in a
laboratory oven. And each of the different chemicals—
psychoactive or otherwise—that were part of the extracts
originally applied to the plates stands out on the white
background as a colored spot—a different color or a dif-
ferent position on the plate for each of 285 different
substances.

Each analysis takes from four to six hours to run, and
marijuana samples alone pour into the lab at the rate of
between 30 and 40 submissions a day. Things are busy at
PharmChem. So after observing and asking questions in
the lab for a brief while, we returned to Kotecki’s office
for clarification of the exact nature of PharmChem’s rela-
tion to the government.

According to Kotecki, there’s been no effort by the
Drug Enforcement Administration to trace the drug users
and dealers who submit samples to PharmChem. And
there have also been no public funds to aid research. As
Kotecki puts it, “The government has given us no help
and no trouble.”

LR: So you protect your clients’ anonymity with your
random five digit numbers, even though the D.E.A. has
made no effort to track any of them down.

Kotecki: We're licensed by the D.E.A. to receive samples
of illegal drugs and to perform the analysis. Having that
license is the extent of our relationship with the govern-
ment. That’s as much contact as we ever have.

LR: What’s the exact relationship between PharmChem
Research and PharmChem Laboratories?

Kotecki: They’re a commercial, money-making endeav-
or, and happily, they do make money. So when we pro-
duce an annual deficit, as we normally do, usually Jim
Ostrenga, who’s the president of the foundation and also
the head of the company, usually underwrites that deficit.
LR: And his lab does urinalysis?

Kotecki: Yes. For methadone maintenance programs,
drug detoxification programs, therapeutic communities,
drug treatment programs generally. The State of Califor-
nia parole and probation people are a big client.

LR: These are programs designed to make sure heroin
users on methadone maintenance aren’t backsliding and
shooting up junk?

Kotecki: And also to make sure they are taking their
methadone, and that they’re not taking something else in
addition. If someone on a methadone maintenance pro-
gram comes up clean in a urinalysis, he’s not taking his
methadone. He may be selling it.

We shot a few more pictures and said goodbye to the
folks at PharmChem. But we were destined to reestablish
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contact sooner than we’d expected. Four days later,
PharmChem tested that contaminated marijuana re-
turned the morning of our original interview by the
Center for Disease Control. And the test revealed that
PharmChem’s testing methodology had been faulty. On
August 7, PharmChem temporarily suspended its Para-
quat testing program, pending identification of the flaw
in the procedure and the culprit responsible. On August
9, Kotecki told San Francisco area radio and TV stations
about the suspension. And on the morning of August 10,
he talked with LR again about the implications of this
new wrinkle in the developing Paraquat story.

John Kotecki

LR: What exactly have you discovered about the Pharm-
Chem testing methodology?

Kotecki: That it seems to have worked on the positive
samples, but not on all of the negative ones. That is, all
the marijuana we said was clean was clean. But some of
the marijuana we said was contaminated was clean, too.
We don’t know why yet.

LR: Does this mean CDC’s figures are correct and
PharmChem’s are incorrect? Was PharmChem error the
cause of the discrepancy in the figures?

Kotecki: We don’t think that’s the whole story. We do
have a problem at PharmChem, but that doesn’t mean to
us that everything is perfectly all right at CDC.

So at this juncture, it reamins unclear just how much of
the poison Uncle Sam is deliberately dumping on Mex-
ican (and, reportedly, Venezuelan) marijuana fields is
reaching the lungs of American dope smokers. Only gov-
ernment labs and government-licensed labs may perform
the needed analysis (as LR was going to press, a would-be
free market rival in Louisiana was being threatened with
massive fines for attempting to-do the work without such
a license), and both government and government licensee
are now looking at the reliability of their testing pro-
cedures. And while they search for methodological er-
rors, the spraying, and the poisoning, continue. That
procedure is the greatest methodological error of all. [
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The epic
archipelago:
Gulag III

JOHN HOSPERS

The Gulag Archi-
pelago, Volume 3,
by Aleksandr Sol-
zhenitsyn. Harper
and Row, 558 pp.,
$17.

WITH THE PUB-
lication of Volume
III (Books 35-7),
Solzhenitsyn’s
2,000-page saga of
the Soviet methods
of arrest, interroga-
tion, and punish-
ment is now com-
plete. “It is the epic
of our times,”
wrote the Paris
newspaper Le
Monde after the
first publication of
the Gulag in Paris
(in Russian). “An
epic is the creation
of an entire people
written by one per-
son who has the
creative power and

the genius to become the
spokesman for his nation.
And in this work, we hear
a people speaking through
the impassioned, intrepid,
ironic, furious, lyrical,
brutal, and often tender
voice of the narrator.”

Gulag I was on the best-
seller lists in the United
States for several months
after its publication in
English in 1974. It has
been translated and is
still being translated into
many languages. The word
“Gulag,” an acronym of
the Russian words re-
ferring to the Soviet penal
system, has become inter-
national, known and
recognized in most of the
languages of the West.
There are also far fewer
apologists for the Soviet
system today than there
were even ten years ago;
most of its former pro-
ponents have now de-
nounced it or remain un-
comfortably silent. Only a
few die-hards like Lillian
Hellman, who fought Na-
zism but has not recanted
her Stalinism, and Angela
Davis, who, when asked
about the civil rights of
Czech dissenters after the
Soviet takeover in 1968,
replied, “Let them rot in
prison! They deserve it!”
are left to defend the Soviet
tyranny. That this is so is
due largely to the monu-
mental achievement of one
man, Aleksandr Solzhenit-
syn.

Solzhenitsyn is far from

being the first person to
call the West’s attention to
the nature of the Soviet
penal system. Even in the
1930s, American engi-
neers, lured by Soviet gold,
went to Russia, saw as-
pects of the system at
work, and wrote articles
about it. Many witnessesed
the forced collectivization
of the kulaks — a village
would be surrounded by
barbed wire and machine
guns, all the grain would

be hauled out and none-

permitted in, and everyone
inside would die of starva-
tion. In that way Stalin got
rid of more than five mil-
lion of his alleged enemies.
There were murmurs of
dissent in the United States
when America joined the
U.S.S.R. in the war effort,
but they were swept aside
in the tide of Allied victory.

In 1948, Professor Da-
vid Dallin’s book Forced
Labor in Soviet Russia was
published by Yale Univer-
sity Press — a detailed and
scholarly work, with inter-
views, maps, and data on
the 127 known complexes
of labor camps. In the face
of a 50 percent annual
mortality rate from cold,
starvation, disease, and
brutality, most of the vic-
tims never lived to tell the
tale (including those who
engineered the projects,
who were shot on various
pretexts before they could
return to Moscow). There
was an amnesty for Polish
prisoners (in exchange for
Allied favors) and hun-
dreds of these prisoners
testified, independently of
each other, to the un-
speakable brutality of life
within the camps. But as
painstaking and scholarly,
even dramatic, as it was,
the book caused scarcely a
ripple, and many in Ameri-
ca still agreed with How-
ard Fast that “a true
brotherhood of man has
emerged in the Soviet
Union.”

More and more evidence
to the contrary continued
to appear, however. There

were numerous autobio-
graphical accounts of ex-
periences with Soviet
methods of arrest, deten-
tion, and interrogation,
some from ex-prisoners
and some from defected
Soviet officials; e.g., I Was
an NKVD Agent, by Ana-
toly Granovsky; (1962);
Magadan, by Michael
Solomon (1971); My
Testimony, by Anatoly
Marchenko; Alexander
Dolgun’s Story (An Ameri-
can in the Gulag) (1975);
Isaac Levine’s Eyewitness
to History (1971); Inside
the KGB, by Alexei
Myagkov (1978), and
others. There were detailed
accounts by outsiders col-
lected from numerous
sources, such as John Bar-
ron’s KGB (1974); exposes
of American-British col-
laboration in the forcible
repatriation of Russian na-
tionals to certain death in
their “homeland” after
World War II, such as
Julius Epstein’s Operation
Keelbhaul (1973); and
equally detailed accounts
of anti-Soviet Russian ar-
mies toward the end of
World War I, such as Sven
Steenberg’s Viasov and
Huxley Blythe’s The East
Came West. In 1963 there
appeared an intensely
dramatic volume of true
short stories about the
slave camps in the Kolyma
region of Siberia, Gamalis
and Other Stories, by a
former KGB official there,
Vladimir Andreyev. And,
of course, there were
Solzhenitsyn’s own novels,
The First Circle, Cancer
Ward, and A Day in the
Life of Ivan Denisovich, of
which only the last-named
was published in the Soviet
Union, during the early
days of the “Khrushchev
thaw.” Of all these, only
Solzhenitsyn’s novels made
a dent in public opinion in
the West prior to the ap-
pearance of the Gulag.

The most detailed and

scholarly of all the works
on the Soviet system is
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probably The Great Terror
(1965) by the British poet-
historian Robert Con-
quest. It describes in grue-
some detail (and docu-
ments with almost a hun-
dred pages of footnotes)
the full horror of the Soviet
tyranny under Stalin: the
assassinations, the phony
trials and executions, the
slave labor camps. It is
more than sufficiently re-
searched to satisfy even the
most skeptical historian.
Some of the incidents it
relates, such as the visit by
Henry Wallace and Owen
Lattimore to one of the
worst of these camp com-
plexes, Kolyma, and their
praise of these camps
(which admittedly had
been “doctored up” for
their visit), are so bizarre
that but for the elaborate

documentation few would

have believed the accounts.
(In a novel, they would
have been put down as
“too improbable.”) To-
gether these books provide
a damning and decisive in-
dictment of the multi-
faceted Soviet tyranny.
There is no longer any
room for doubt. For those
who are willing and able to
read and investigate, the
evidence is detailed and
massive, and there is no
longer any rational possi-
bility of denying it. Within
the last month Robert
Conquest’s new book,
Kolyma (on the slave-
system in the northeastern
Siberian gold mines) has
appeared to cap all the
other accounts. Those who
want to see totalitarianism
in a favorable light must
now turn to China, whose
record (64 million deaths
by Mao’s own admission)
is apparently even worse.
Only in the groves of
academe is it still fashion-
able to praise the tyranny
in China and to consider
Solzhenitsyn an embarrass-
ment, or to act as if he had
never existed.

What  Solzhenitsyn’s
great non-fictional work
adds to the accounts al-
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ready written is primarily
twofold: hundreds upon
hundreds of incidents,
eyewitness accounts of
brutality and corruption,
torture and killing, suffer-
ing and heroism, which do
not appear (at least not
these. specific incidents) in
other works; and the dra-
matic power of a great
novelist, who is able not
only to cite facts and
statistics, but to bring
home to the reader in the
most powerful and often
heart-rending way the full
agony and heroism of the
individual sufferers. It is
his spell-binding narrative
power that has captured
the imagination of millions
of readers round the
world, and aroused at last
the moral indignation of
readers who had previous-
ly believed that the Nazi
camps had been the ulti-
mate in degradation and
cruelty.

I reviewed the first vol-
ume of the Gulag in the
September 1974 issue of
Libertarian Review. But
Gulag II was never re-
viewed in LR, so I shall
combine some comments
on this work with those on
the newly published Gulag
1.

While Gulag I was con-
cerned with the processes
of arrest, interrogation,
torture, and trial in the So-
viet penal system, Gulag 11
and III are concerned
primarily with the “correc-
tive labor camps” and, for
those who survived these,
the years of exile following
upon the labor sentences.
Here and there through the
long narrative, Solzhenit-
syn intersperses his own
personal experiences. For
he himself, a soldier in
World War II, was arrested
when a letter of his criticiz-
ing Stalin was read by So-
viet officials, and he spent
eight years in various labor
camps, followed by years
of exile in Kazakhstan
which are described pow-
erfully in Gulag II1.

Throughout most of the



Stalin period, beginning
about 1928, the popula-
tion of the slave labor
camps averaged between
12 and 15 million people.
In the early years, and
again during World War
II, the annual death rate
averaged almost half.
Prisoners who became sick
from malnutrition, over-
work, or exposure to cold
(-70°F in some cases) had
their rations cut — the
state had no more use for
them — and they simply
died by the thousands.

One of the first large-
scale Soviet projects was
the building of the Bel-
moral Canal, from Len-
ingrad to the White Sea.
“Stalin simply needed a
great construction project
somewhere which would
devour many working
hands and many lives—the
surplus of people as a
result of the liquidation of
the kulaks—with the reli-
ability of a gas execution
van but more cheap-
ly .. ..” (Gulag II, 86)
The engineers said, “We
must make the structure of
concrete.” The Soviet
government said: “There is
not enough time.” The
engineers said: “We need
large quantities of iron.”
The Soviet government
said: “Replace it with
wood.” The engineers said:
“We need tractors, cranes,
machinery.” The Soviet
government said: “There
can be none of that . . . do
it all by hand.” “The
engineers were put to work
making a plan before the
surveys had been made on
the ground,” Solzhenitsyn
writes. “Trainloads of
prisoners arrived at the
canal site before there were
any barracks there, or sup-
plies, or tools, or a plan; it
was already autumn.
There were no drafting
papers, no rulers, no
thumbtacks, no light in the
work barracks.” From
camps in central Asia, they
brought tribesmen of
minority groups (whom
Stalin would eliminate

after he had used up their
labor) into the subzero
cold. The normal day’s
task was to break up two-
and-a-half cubic yards of
granite and move it a hun-
dred yards in a wheelbar-
row. And the snow kept
falling and covering
everything up:

The ugly depression,
powdered over with snow,
was full of people and stones.
They bent over, twp or three
of them together and taking
hold of a boulder, tried to lift
it. The boulder did not move.
They called a fourth and fifth.
But at this point the tech-
nology of our glorious cen-
tury came to their aid: they
dragged the boulder out of the
excavation with a net—the
net being hauled by a cable,
and the cable in turn by a
drum turned by a horse. And
they used wooden cranes for
lifting stones . . . .

They were hurled from the
20th century into the age of
the caveman . ... And how
were trees to be felled if there
were neither saws nor axes?
Ropes were tied around the
trees, and they were rocked
back and forth by brigades (of
slaves) pulling in different
directions—they rocked the
trees out. After all, the canal
was being built on the ini-
tiative and instructions of
Comrade Stalin! This was
written in the newspapers and
repeated on the radio every
day . . . . No, it would be un-
just, to compare this most
savage construction project of
the 20th century, this canal
built with wheelbarrow and
pick, with the Egyptian py-
ramids; after all, the pyramids
were built with contemporary
technology! And we used the
technology of 40 centuries
earlier! . . . . Make use of the
technology of the caveman,
but bear the responsibility ac-
cording to the rules of the
20th century: if it leaks
anywhere, “off with your
head!” And thousands of
engineers were purged who
were just doing the best they
could. (11, 89)

The canal was at last
completed. And more than
100,000 prisoners perished
in the building of it. But
this is far from the worst
Solzenhenitsyn describes:

“In the goldfields of north-
east Siberia, they sent out
500 people to drive pros-
pecting shafts to a depth of
25 to 30 feet in the per-
mafrost. They completed
them. Half the prisoners
died before this had been
done. It was time to start
blasting, but they changed
their minds: the metal con-
tent was low. They aban-
doned it. Next May the
prospecting shafts thawed,
and all the work was lost.
And two years later, again
in March, in the Kolyma
frosts, they had another
brainstorm: to drive pros-
pecting shafts! in the very
same place! urgently! don’t
spare lives!” (II, 585).
Solzhenitsyn devotes an
entire chapter to the large
experimental camp in the
1920s in the Solovetsky

Islands near Murmansk;

people there were used as
guinea pigs to test ex-
posure to cold and im-
possible conditions of
labor, and the cells in the
disbanded monasteries in
these islands were used as
dungeons and torture-
chambers. These experi-
ments set the pattern for
the hundreds of camps that
spread out like sores all
over the face of Russia dur-
ing the 1930s. The horrify-
ing drama of these ex-
periments with human
lives, which gradually
spread out over the whole
five thousand miles east to
Kamchatka, is dramatical-
ly recounted in Gulag 11
and III. Most of this
material is unrelievedly
depressing, and cannot be
read in long stretches, but
its cumulative effect is
shattering.

The resultant
morality

More gripping even than
the description of condi-
tions in the labor camps is
the effect on the morality,
not only of the inmates,
but of the entire civilian
population of the U.S.S.R.

With the KGB able to act
with virtually total auton-
omy, everyone is at the
mercy of this organization,
whose employees receive
several times the wages of
the highest paid workers in
Russia; it is as if the
criminals and murderers of
a nation were to be re-
leased from the prisons and
left to do as they liked with
the nonprison population.
The wicked prosper. The
one who denounces an-
other for not listening to a
speech by Stalin is the one
who wins, never the one
who is denounced (who is
shot or sent to 25 yearsin a
labor camp—a sentence
which few survive). Ab-
solute secrecy even among
intimates is essential:
Many men owe their lives
to not telling even their
wives or mothers about
their ideas, since in a
domestic quarrel the wife
could always report it and
have the husband sent to
Siberia, while she occupies
his house. Betrayal be-
comes, in this horribly in-
verted moral scheme, the
only way to survive.

The mildest and most
widespread form of betrayal
was not to do anything bad
directly, just not to notice the
doomed person next to one,
not to help him, to turn away
one’s face, to shrink back.
They had arrested a neighbor,
your comrade at work, or
your close friend; you sit in
silence. You acted as if you
had not noticed. After all, you
could not afford to lose your
job! And then it was an-
nounced at work, at a general
meeting, that the person, who
had disappeared the day be-
fore, was an inveterate enemy
of the people. And you, who
had bent your back beside
him for 20 years at the same
desk, now by your noble si-
lence, or even your condemn-
ing speech, had to show how
hostile you were to his crimes.
You had to make this sacrifice
for the sake of your own dear
family, for your own dear
ones! what right had you not
to think about THEM? But
the person arrested had left
behind him a wife, a mother,
children, perhaps at least
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these ought to be helped? No,
no, that would be dangerous;
after all, these were the wife
of an “enemy” and the mother
of an “enemy”, and the chil-
dren of an “enemy”—and
your own children had a long
education ahead of them!” (II,
737)

A mother and little
children were being taken
to the railroad station by
the police to be sent into
exile. “All of a sudden,
when they went through
the station, the small boy,
aged 8, disappeared. The
policemen wore themselves
out looking for him but
couldn’t find him. So they
exiled the family without
the boy. And what had
happened was that he
dived under the red cloth
wound around the high
pedestal beneath the bust
of Stalin, and he sat there
till the danger passed. And
then he returned home—
where the apartment was
sealed shut. He went to
neighbors, and to friends
of his parents; no one took
him in, they refused even
to let him spend the night!
And so he turned himself in
at an orphanage.” (II, 678)

The permanent lie be-
comes the only safe form of
existence. Every wag of the
tongue can be overheard
by someone; every facial
expression observed by
someone. “A shake of the
head instead of a nod
might cost you resettle-
ment in the archipel-
ago ... .[And] your
children were growing up.
If they weren’t old enough,
you and your wife had to
avoid saying openly in
front of them what you
really thought; after all,
they were being brought up
in the schools to . ...
betray their own parents
.. .. And if the children
were too little, then you
had to decide what was the
best way to bring them up:
whether to start them off
on lies instead of the
truth—so that it would be
easier for them to live—
and then to lie forevermore
in front of them too; or to
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tell them the truth, with
the risk that they might
sometime make a slip, that
they might let it out, which
meant that you had to in-
still into them from the
start that the truth was

murderous, that beyond.

the threshold of the house
you had to lie, only to lie,
just like their father and
mother.” (I, 646)

are taught the official doc-
trine, and are required to
denounce their parents and
call them traitors.

There are children in the
labor camps also; Article
12 of the Criminal Code
permits children from the
age of 12 to be sentenced.
Forty-eight percent of the
prisoners in the labor
camps were (and are, ac-

/%W/cw

Alexandr Solzhenitsyn

Children, of course, are
taken away from their
parents at any time the
state chooses, particularly
if they are accused of being
dissenters or religious
believers. The children are
then brought up in state or-
phanages; they never see
their parents again; they

cording to Solzhenitsyn, as
of 1966) under 24 years
old. They are often the
strongest workers, able to
last longest under impossi-
ble conditions of cold and
overwork and exposure,
and when large contingents
of labor are needed at a
certain place, vast numbers

of juveniles are arrested
(“Just give us the person,
we’ll invent the crime”) and
sent there. A boy of 12 was
sentenced to death for get-
ting drunk and taking a
ride around the block on
an officer’s horse. A group
of juveniles was given 25-
year sentences in the Gulag
for putting objects on rail-
road tracks. When mis-
takes were made in farm or
factory from careless-
ness—that is, unintention-
ally—their makers were
given the full sentence.
When a 13-year-old, hav-
ing worked on the state
farm the entire day, took
some wheat from alongside
the road for the use of his
own family, he was caught
and sentenced to 25 years
for stealing state property.
Children who filled their
pockets with potatoes from
the state farm, to keep
themselves from being
hungry, were given eight
years. (II, 450). The
children who ran away
from Factory Appren-
ticeship Training were
sentenced, too: They were
assigned to dump the ex-
crement from the latrines.
The children were hitched
up like horses to carts con-
taining barrels of this
sludge, and the guards
urged them on with clubs.

The children of the
parents who had gone
before usually ended up in
prisons or in labor camps
themselves, later on.
“There was an eighth grade
girl, Nina. They came to
arrest her father in No-
vember 1941. There was a
search. Suddenly she re-
membered that inside the
stove lay a crumpled but
not yet burned humorous
rhyme. She decided she
must tear it up at once. She
reached into the firebox;
but the dozing policeman
grabbed her. And here was
the sacrilege she had writ-
ten:
The stars in heaven

are shining down
And their light falls

on the dew.



Smolensk is already

lost and gone
And we’re going to

lose Moscow too.

And of course these full-
grown men engaged in sav-
ing their Motherland had
to stop such dangerous
thoughts.” She was ar-
rested and sentenced to
eight years—first in prison,
and then in a labor camp.
But she survived. Her
father was sent to a dif-
ferent camp, of course.
They never sent members
of a family to the same
camp. You didn’t last long
in Russia in a logging
camp; it’s the same as a
sentence of death. The
work norms at these camps
were totally impossible to
fulfill, no matter how
strong you were or how
hard you worked, and if
you didn’t fulfill, the whole
work-brigade was pun-
ished by receiving even less
bread and gruel than the
starvation rations they’d
had before. Sixteen hours
of work a day, plus a three
mile walk to the forest and
three miles back. Of course
the camp administration
was merciful: The work
day was shorter when the
temperature was lower
than 60 below zero. But
then the work had to be
made up later. Anyway,
there were hundreds who
simply froze to death on
such days; and the ones
who were left couldn’t
walk any longer, and were
straining every sinew to
crawl along on all fours on
the way back to camp (to
get their pitiful cupful of
gruel). These the convoy
simply shot. And that is
why the little girl’s father
died a few months after he
was sentenced to a logging
camp.

But for those found
guilty of article 58—that
is, political crimes—no
minimum age existed: In
Lithuania there were six-
year-old children taken
from their parents (II, 463)
and sent to the labor camp.
The offense? Writing a

paper in school in defense
of the independence of Li-
thuania. And in the course
of the liquidation of the
kulaks, thousands of little
children, after their parents
were shot or deported to
the camps, were simply
thrown out to die. And
millions upon millions of
children were and are or-
phaned by the arrest of
their parents.

Here is [a little girl] Galya.
She remembers very well her
sixth birthday in 1933. The
family celebrated it joyfully.
The next morning she woke
up. Her father and mother
were gone, strangers were in
the house. Her father had
been taken out and shot. Her
mother had been taken to pri-
son; there she died a month
later. The girl was taken to an
orphanage in a monastery
near Tobolsk. Conditions
there were such that the
young girls lived in constant
fear of violence . ... The
director [of the orphanage]
talked to her: “You are the
children of enemies of the
people, and nonetheless you
are being clothed and fed!”
. . . Galya became like a wolf
cub. At the age of 11 she was
already given her first
political interrogation. Being
of independent mind, she got
a ten-year sentence. She ac-
tually managed to survive it.
Today in her 40s, she lives a
lonely life in a town far up in
the Arctic, and she writes,
“My life came to an end with
my father’s arrest. I love him
so much to this very day that I
am afraid to even think about
it. My heart is sick with love
for him. [The day they took
him away] they took all our
things out into the street and
sat me there on top of them,
and a heavy rain was falling. |
have been sick at heart every
day since then. From the age
of six I have been daughter of
‘a traitor to the Mother-
land.” ” (11, 464)

But most of the children
who were sent to the labor
camps did not turn out
even so happily as this.
What do you expect would
happen to them in the dog-
eat-dog conditions of the
camp, where stealing was
required for the barest sur-
vival? Solzhenitsyn writes:

Out in freedom they had
understood very well that life
was built upon injustice. But
out there some of it was
dressed up in decent clothing,
and some of it was softened
by a mother’s kind word. In
the Archipelago the children
saw the world as it is seen by
animals: only might makes
right! only the beast of prey
has the right to live! . ...
Children accepted the Archi-
pelago with the divine impres-
sionability of childhood. And
in a few DAYS children be-
came beasts there—the worst
kind of beasts, with no ethical
concepts whatever . . . . The
child masters the truth: if
other teeth are weaker than
your own, then tear the piece
(of bread) away from them. It
belongs to you! ... Well
what could you expect? No
child could avoid being
cooked in this mash. No child
could remain a separate
individual—he would be
trampled, torn apart, if he
didn’t steal and maim to sur-
vive. (And imagine your own
child in this place!) (II, 452)

The mess hall at this camp
was a plank lean-to not ade-
quate for the Siberian winter.
The gruel and the bread ra-
tion had to be carried about
150 yards in the cold from the
kitchen to the dugout. For the
elderly this was a dangerous
and difficult operation. They
pushed their bread ration far
down inside their shirt and
gripped their mess tin with
freezing hands. But suddenly,
with diabolical speed, two or
three children would attack
from the side. They knocked
one old man to the ground,
six hands frisked him over,
and they made off like a
whirlwind. His bread ration
(10 oz. a day) had been
pilfered, his gruel spilled, his
empty mess tin lay there on
the ground, and the old man
struggled to get to his knees
. . . . And the weaker the vic-
tim the more merciless were
the children. They openly tore
the bread ration from the
hands of a very weak old
man. The old man wept and
implored them to give it back
to him: “I'm dying of starva-
tion,” he said. “So you’re go-
ing to die soon anyway—
what’s the difference?” And
the children went on, attack-
ing the sick: the gang (of
children) would hurl their vic-

tim to the ground, sit on his
hands, his legs, and his head,
take his food and what cloth-
ing they wanted [until the
guards, after they’d stopped
being amused, came at them
with clubs]. (II, 458)

The children’s chief weapon
became the slingshot: that is,
the index and middle fingers
of the hand parted in a “V”
sign—Ilike butting horns. But
they were not for butting.
They were for gouging. They
were always aimed at the
eyes. Among the children this
became a favorite dangerous
game: all of a sudden like a
snake’s head a “slingshot”
arises out of nowhere in front
of an old man’s eyes, and the
fingers move steadily toward
the eyes. The old man recoils.
He is pushed in the chest, and
another child has already
knelt on the ground behind
his legs; and the old man falls
backwards, his head banging
on the ground, accompanied
by the laughter of the chil-
dren.” (11, 462)

And there was retalia-
tion against the children,
too. One man Solzhenitsyn
describes worked out a
method for getting rid of
some of them in secret:
“He would creep up on a
child, hurl him to the
ground and press down on
the boy’s chest with his
knees until he could hear
the ribs crack-—but he
didn’t break them. He
would let the child up at
that point. The child
wouldn’t survive long, and
there wasn’t a physician
who could diagnose what
was wrong with him. And
in this way the man sent
several children to the next
world before they them-
selves ganged up on him
and beat him to death.”

L}
Attempts at escape

The first hundred pages
or so of Gulag Il show
signs of being written in
haste; the narrative is
sometimes jerky and dis-
continuous. (Gulag Il is, by
all odds, the best of the
three.) The author himself
apologizes for this in an
Afterword: “Never once
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did this whole book, in all
its parts, lie on the same
desk at the same time. In
September 1965, when
work on the Archipelago
was at its most intensive, |
suffered a setback: my ar-
chive was raided and my
novel [The First Circle] im-
pounded. At this point the
parts of the Archipelago
already written, and the
materials for the other
parts, were scattered, and
never reassembled.” (III,
526-7)

But for those readers
who found I and II con-
tinuously depressing, III
presents, much of thetime;
a considerable contrast,
largely because of its sub-
ject matter. Much of Gulag
III deals with escape at-
tempts; and even though
almost all attempts at es-
cape were unsuccessful,
and the escapers knew that
the chances of bringing it
off were thousands to one,
the reader identifies with
their heroism in the face of
great odds. I did not think
that any story of escape at-
tempts could possibly
match the powerful tale of
attempted escape from the
Kolyma, in the opening
story of Andreyev’s Gama-
lis; but the story of Georgi
Tenno in Chapter 7 of
Book § (Gulag III) matches
it. All of them would make
stunning movies, but it is
very unlikely that any films
will ever be made from
these true stories.

Solzhenitsyn’s tales of in-
dividual valor are some-
times interspersed with
comments of his own—a
habit which some readers
may find irritating. Yet
they add a kind of cosmic
dimension to the narrative.
In one tale of escape
through the deserts near
the Aral Sea, the prisoners
go more than a week with-
out water, until they find
and kill a horse and drink
directly from its wounds—
at which point Sol-
zhenitsyn remarks, “Par-
tisans of peace! That very
year you were loudly in
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session in Vienna or
Stockholm, and sipping
cocktails through straws.
Did it occur to you that
compatriots of the versifier
Tikhonov and the jour-
nalist Ehrenburg were
sucking the blood of dead
horses? Did they explain to
you in their speeches that
that was the meaning of
peace, Soviet style?” (I,
195)

And when he has de-
scribed the brutal torture
of one prisoner, a pacifist,
Solzhenitsyn remarks,
“Had he been brought into
the world by the State?
Why, then, had the State
usurped the right to decide
how this man should live?”
And then he adds, “We
don’t mind having a fellow
countryman called Leo
Tolstoy. It’s a good
trademark. It even makes
a good postage stamp.
Foreigners can be taken on
trips to Yasnaya Polyana.
We are always ready to
drool over his opposition
to Tsarism and his excom-
munication (the an-
nouncer’s voice will trem-
ble at this point). But, my
dear countrymen, if some-
one takes Tolstoy serious-
ly, if a real live Tolstoyan
springs up among us—look
out! Don’t fall under our
caterpillar tracks!” (11,
110)

Very little has been writ-
ten about exiled popula-
tions. Banishment under
the Soviets was not as in
Czarist days, to Irkutsk,
with all one’s wealth in-
tact. “These peasants . . .
were banished . . . not to a
center of population, a
place made habitable, but
to the haunt of wild beasts,
into the wilderness . . ..
Even in their primeval state
our forbears at least chose
places near water for their
settlements . . . but for
special settlements [the
Soviet authorities] chose
places on stony hill-
sides—100 meters up
above the river Pinega,
where it was impossible to
dig down to water, and

nothing would grow in the
soil. Three or four kilo-
meters off there might be
convenient water mea-
dows—but no, according
to instructions no one was
supposed to settle there
»

Seventy thousand people
were driven through
Tomsk and “from there
were driven farther, at first
on foot, down the Tom al-
though it was winter, then
along the Ob, then up-
stream along the Vasy-
ugan—still over the ice.
The inhabitants of villages
on the route were ordered
out afterward to pick up
the bodies . . . . In the up-
per reaches of the Vasy-
ugan and the Tara they
were marooned on patches
of firm ground in the
marshes. No food or tools
were left for them. The
roads were impassable,
and there was no way
through to the world out-
side, except for two
brushwood paths, one to-
ward Tobolsk and one
toward the Ob. Machine-
gunners manned barriers
on both paths and let no
one through from the
death camp . . . . Desper-
ate people came out to the
barriers begging to be let
through, and were shot on
the spot . . .. They died
off—every one of them.”
(111, 363)

Almost half the popula-
tions of Latvia, Lithuania,
and Esthonia were exiled
in this way (III, 390-5),
and the only reason they
did not all die within the
year was that parcels of
food and supplies were
permitted from their native
lands. The exiled popula-
tions from other areas,
with no one left back home
to send them anything,
fared differently—chey
were totally destroyed.

]
The final impact

It is quite clear through-
out this immense work that
it was intended not pri-

.for readers

marily for the West, but
inside the
Soviet Union; it is his own
countrymen that he wants
to awaken to an awareness
of these evils and a public
renunciation of them. But
the Gulag has never been
permitted publication in
the Soviet Union; until it
is, Solzhenitsyn considers
his main purpose in writing
it to remain unachieved.
Yet the publication of
Gulag in the West has
changed history. John
Lukacs, in his book 1945:
Year Zero, writes (quoted
by George Will in News-
week, June 12, 1978, p.
112):
Something happened in 1945,
in a most unlikely place: in
the pine forests of East Prus-
sia ... under the cap of a
Soviet captain, into the gray
fur of which the metallic red
star was deeply impressed. A
cold, crystalline thought
which eventually led this man
far, far enough to reject the
entire mental system of the
world in which he was born
and in which he lived, to the
point where the very rulers of
that enormous empire began
to worry about him and to
fear him, while to many mil-
lions of other people he be-
came that new thing, a Light
from the East. Truly a single
event in a single mind may
change the world. It may even
bring about—and not merely
hasten—the collapse of the
Communist system which is
inevitable, though only in the
long run. If so, the most im-
portant event in 1945 may not
have been the division of
Europe, and not the dawn of
the atomic age, but the sud-
den opening and the sudden
dawning of something in the
mind of a ragged Soviet of-
ficer, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn.
The greatest significance
of this work of Solzhenit-
syn is that it presents to the
world, more vividly and
more ruthlessly than any
work ever written, the final
consequences of collec-
tivism in practice. The ex-
cuse given for the camps,
and for the entire Soviet
penal system, is contained
in the manual of instruc-
tions to trainees in the
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KGB: “You nust think of
humanity—past, present,
and future—as one great
body that requires surgery.
You cannot perform sur-
gery without severing
membranes, destroying
tissue, spilling blood.
Similarly, in intelligence
we sometimes destroy in-
dividuals who are expend-
able tissues in the body of
humanity. Occasionally we
must perform unpleasant
acts, even kidnapping and
liquidation. But none of
this is immoral. All acts
that further socialism are
moral acts.” (John Barron,
KGB, p. 366)

The definitive comment
on this was made by Ayn
Rand, in her essay on the
consequences of the idea
that “each of us is a part,
who lives only to serve the
whole”—if not in the pre-
sent, then for the sake of
some glorious future (“Col-
lectivized Ethics,” The Vir-
tue of Selfishness, p. 84):
“The waiting has no end.
The unborn profiteers of
that wholesale sacrificial
slaughter will never be
born. The sacrificial
animals will merely breed
new hordes of sacrificial
animals—while the un-
focused eyes of a collec-
tivized brain will stare on,
undeterred, and speak of
his vision of service to
mankind, mixing inter-
changeably the corpses of
the present with the ghosts
of the future, but seeing no
men.”

The long dark night of
the Russian people has not
yet ended. Khrushchev’s
exposés of the Stalinist
atrocities resulted in a
diminution of the number
of people “chewed up”
(Solzhenitsyn’s term) by
the “Soviet justice system.”
But to this day the torture
chambers and the camps
continue, easier than be-
fore on the thieves and
murderers sent there but
harder on the Section 58s
(political prisoners)—Sol-
zhenitsyn describes it in his
penultimate chapter, “Rul-
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ers Change, the Archipel-
ago Remains.” Even now
more revelations appear:
Early in 1978, converging
evidence from various
sources came to light con-
cerning Wrangel Island,
100 miles north of Siberia
in the Arctic Ocean. There,
a complex of three exter-
mination camps has been
operating for years, with
human experiments on
cold survival, pain toler-
ance, and disease inocula-
tion. The horror con-
tinues. Now in exile in the
United States, Solzhenitsyn
too would have been
chewed up by the system
but for his fame in the out-
side world; a man
possessed, he continues to
write, hoping to live until
the day he may return to a
saner Russia. Until the
horror is over and the
guilty exposed, he will
have no rest. Nor, for that
matter, should we. O

John Hospers is professor of
philosophy at the University
of Southern California, and a
frequent contributor to LR.

Marvelous charts,
monstrous theories

CHRISTOPHER
WEBER

The Golden Constant, by
Roy Jastram. Jobn Wiley
and Sons, 229 pp; $9.95

IN THE GOLDEN CONS-
tant, Dr. Roy Jastram of
UC Berkeley has given us
one of the most unusual
books to emerge recently
from the economics estab-
lishment. In effect, if not in
intention, Jastram’s work
makes a terrific, sweeping
statistical case for the gold
standard.

The Golden Constant is
subtitled “The English and
American Experience, 1560
-1976.” “Experience” here

means price experience.
What Jastram has done is
to painstakingly gather and
compile a history of both
English gold prices and
English commodity prices
over the past four cen-
turies. He does the same
with American prices from
1800 onward. His is an or-
iginal, long-term wholesale
price index, made possible
by England’s unique posi-
tion among nations: For
centuries England has had
the same territory, has
been free from invasion,
and has kept the pound as
her national money. The
institutions whose cen-
turies-old account books
Jastram works with are of-
ten of a respectable charac-
ter indeed: Westminster
Abbey, Eton College, and
Chelsea Hospital all had to
buy wheat, bricks, cheese
and cloth. And as for the
price of gold, the English
mint has continuous rec-
ords dating back to 1343.

. For the past two centuries,

with only short breaks,
Jastram uses the London
Market price—which is,
of course, the most ac-
curate price of all. Putting
the two series together,
Jastram then derives an in-
dex of gold’s purchasing
power over the centuries.
He does the same for the
American price experience,
certainly an easier job with
a young country. But the
British results, with their
longer sweep, are more
useful. He uses 1930 as the
base year, which equals
100. (1930 was the last
year in which the Keynes-
ian doctrine of inflationism
was still not official British
policy.)

The salient fact that e-
merges from the charts is
this: Prices doubled be-
tween 1585and 1718. Then
they remained roughly sta-
ble for the next two hun-
dred years, until 1930.
Since that time, prices have
rocketed to the stars, soar-
ing an incredible 1,434 per
cent!

The American record

has been similar, only less
drastic. Our wholesale
commodity index was, by
this reckoning, 100 in
1804; it was 100 in 1930.
As recently as 1940, it was
90.8. Then, a five-fold
climb begins: 185.7 in
1948; 247.5 in 1970; and
410 in 1976, the year the
calculations end. This is an
almost 500 per cent jump.
One question leaps out
at us after observing this
centuries-long record. We
must ask ourselves why
two centuries, from 1718
to 1914, had price stabili-
ty, with no inflation, an
experience so unlike the
few decades since then. (I
have not included the years
1914-1930 in the “stable”
period, for there was mas--
sive government interven-
tion in prices during World
War I and its aftermath.)
Why this stability? It
was because the gold stan-
dard triumphed during
both these centuries, the
eighteenth and the nine-
teenth. It conspicuously
did not in the centuries
before and since. By “gold
standard” I mean the idea
that paper currency only
represents a specific quan-
tity of gold, that it has no
value of its own, and, fur-
ther, that this gold value
cannot be changed by the
whims of either kings or
government central banks.
Gold and silver had cir-
culated as money for cen-
turies before 1718. But
during earlier times, bul-
lion coins were regarded as
creatures of kings. The
gold guinea, for example,
was arbitrarily fixed at 20
shillings, but the market-
place valued it more high-
ly. Kings kept shifting the
“official” value up and
down. They also clipped
and shaved down the gold
content of the coins for ex-
tra income, thus debasing
the money. In short, they
paid no respect to the
weights of gold which the
coins were supposed to
represent. Until the eigh-
teenth century, almost



everyone believed that
coinage was a prerogative
of the king, who could do
with it as he pleased.

John Locke changed all
that. We know him today
as a great libertarian po-
litical philosopher, but he
was very interested in ques-
tions of monetary econom-
ics as well. Widely respect-
ed for his brilliance, he was
called in by the Lord Keep-
er (the treasurer) during
the 1690s, when debase-
ment was wreaking havoc
with the English monetary
system. Once again, there
was talk of devaluation; of
reducing the bullion con-
tent of the pound. Against
this popular sentiment,
Locke wrote the essay,
“Further Considerations
Concerning Raising the
Value of Money.” While
writing this, he was in fre-
quent association with Sir
Issac Newton, who was
Master of the Mint at that
time. We know that the
great mathematician a-
greed with the great phi-
losopher; however, only
Locke’s views have come
down to us. Locke railed
against the further debase-
ment in the name of jus-

tice: The lessening of the -

coin’s bullion content
would “without any rea-
son, deprive great numbers
of blameless men of a fifth
of their estates beyond the
relief of chancery.”

Locke then put forward
the simple and radical view
that the only true pound
was a fixed and immutable
weight of bullion, and that
none could change this
value, not even the king
himself. This view pre-
vailed over those of the
bankers, goldsmiths, and
businessmen. Thus, on
December 12, 1717, Mas-
ter of the Mint Issac New-
ton placed the pound, in
effect if not by outright
proclamation, on a gold
standard of 3 pounds, 17
shillings, and 10.5 pence
per standard ounce of
gold.

The doctrines of reason

and liberty had translated
themselves into a hard
money policy which in
time brought stability to
the world. Another type of
thinking would prevail two
centuries later and money
would once more be sub-
ject to changeable whim.
We are now feeling the ef-
fects of this shift backward
to pre-Enlightenment
thought.

It is in Jastram’s discus-
sion of the rise of the sound
money philosophy in Eng-
land, as well as in his sta-
tistical data, that the
strength of The Golden
Constant lies. Unfor-
tunately, Jastram does not
favor the gold standard.
He foresees “a further
moving of gold out of the
monetary systems of the
world.” And while he ac-
knowledges that gold
worked undeniably well
for centuries, times have
changed, he says, and na-
tions won’t return to gold
just because of the
“nostalgia, romanticism,
and wishful thinking” of
some. Why does Jastram
misinterpret his own in-
formative data and implic-
itly accept the notion that
gold is finished and infla-
tion will be with us for-
ever?

He even makes the ex-
traordinary statement that
“gold is a poor hedge
against major inflation,”
and statistically “proves”
that gold’s purchasing
power lags behind com-
modity price rises during
inflations, although it
catches up in times of
deflation. Here, of course,
he is proceeding from the
conventional and mistaken
premise that economic
theories (his own or any-
one else’s) can be “tested”
or “proved” by statistics or
historical fact. All sorts of
factors contribute to the
making of an historical
fact. One must be aware of
many causal factors in
order to understand why
prices did what they did
during a certain time

period. For example, Jas-
tram points to the histori-
cal fact that from 1933 to
1976, British commodity
prices rose more than 1400
per cent, and yet gold lost
25 per cent of its purchas-
ing power during this time.
Strangely, he doesn’t men-
tion here that gold from
1933 to 1971 was subject
to a stringent government
price control: There was
an official government
price of $35 an ounce
throughout this 40-year
period. Just in the past few
years, since the market has
begun to reassert itself, this
price control has been

Roy Jastram

smashed and gold’s price
has soared. And because of
that large rise (which some
hold has not yet ended),
while the purchasing pow-
er of British currency has
fallen by more than 1400
per cent, gold’s has fallen
by only 25 per cent. If this
statistical survey had been
made 10 years ago, when
gold was still controlled at
$35, bullion would have
shown the same 1400 per
cent fall. Only now, with
the barriers down, is this
artificial gap being erased.
Still more strangely,
when Jastram does men-
tion government attempts
to control gold’s price, he
refers to them astonishing-
ly, as “heroic measures” to
keep gold “stable.” And all
the while, the governments
in question were inflating

wildly. Further in this vein,
he lauds the formation of
the London Gold Pool,
which, beginning in 1961,
sought to seal off official
gold whenever the market
price began to act up. Pro-
gold France was the first to
withdraw from the Pool, in
1967, and Jastram calls the
antimarket efforts of the
remaining nations “val-
iant.” Those efforts col-
lapsed a year later—unfor-
tunately so, to Jastram’s
way of thinking. In the
decade since then, gold’s
price has quintupled. But
this book was written in
mid-1977, and gold at that
time, after having explod-
ed from $35 to almost
$200 an ounce, had fallen
back to $120 briefly, then
had stayed at around $140
for a long while. This was
an expected price correc-
tion, and considering the
heights to which it had
risen, not a very severe
one. Jastram, however,
proclaims that “since 1975
the price of gold has fallen
drastically.” He implies
that gold is back to her
“pattern” of falling during
inflation. Nonsense. This
was a natural and tempor-
ary phenomenon. At this
writing, gold prices have
set new records, more than
$200 an ounce.

Finally, Jastram over-
looks a starkly simple fact.
In all his talk about gold
being a bad inflation
hedge, he forgets the great
lessons of his own charts:
When paper money is
backed by gold, no one
needs an inflation hedge.
There is no inflation.

Fortunately, however,
the essence of Jastram’s
book is not his economic
or political analysis. It is
rather those wonderful
charts of his, which de-
serve to be pored over by
everyone concerned with
inflation. 0

Christopher Weber writes fre-
quently on economic and fi-
nancial matters for LR and a
number of other publications.
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The therapy
is the
message

SHARON PRESLEY

Psychobabble: Fast Talk
and Quick Cure in the Era
of Feeling, by R.D. Rosen.
Atheneum, 233 pp.,
$8.95.

ARE YOU TIRED OF
“getting your act to-
gether”? Do you recoil
from “getting in touch with
yourself”? Do you have a
fervent desire to stuff large
objects down the throats of
those who admonish you
to “do your own thing”?
Perhaps you’re just “bum-
med out” and need more
“space” to be in. Or maybe
you’re just part of a grow-
ing trickle bucking the
swelling flood of psycho-
babble precipitated by the
psychological  self-libera-
tion movement.

As anyone who has been
awake the last few years
must surely be aware,
psychological self-libera-
tion, or the Human Poten-
tial Movement as it is
sometimes called, is very
in. Self-liberation is com-
mercially hotter than Davy
Crockett, the Beatles, and
Colonel Sanders put to-
gether. How to Be Your
Ouwn Best Friend, Looking
Out for #1, How to Be
Awake and Alive, It’s Me
and I'm Here — the list
rolls on and on. As Tom
Wolfe has so wryly ob-
served, this is “the Me
Decade.”

Libertarians—as part of
the well-educated middle
class which forms the bulk
of the devotees of the
Human Potential Move-
ent—have not been im-
mune to the siren call
either:
®A libertarian candidate
for mayor in a major city
spouts est jargon instead of
libertarian rhetoric; he is
but one of a growing num-
ber of libertarians who
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have “gotten It” through
est.

o A libertarian financial ad-
visor drops out to study
meditation.

® A stalwart of a local Lib-
ertarian Party practices as-
trology as an aid to self-
liberation.

The backlash was in-
evitable: Tom Wolfe’s The
Me Decade and the Third
Great Awakening; The
New Narcissism by Peter
Marin; The Serial, a
wicked satire on life in that
fountainhead of psycho-
babble, Marin County;
and, inevitably, a TV spe-
cial on disillusionment
with the Human Potential
Movement, filmed in—
where else?—Marin Coun-
ty.
Joining the ranks of the
skeptics is R.D. Rosen,
who, with perceptive eye
and witty tongue, deftly
dissects some of the ex-
cesses of the psychological
self-liberation movement
in his latest book Psycho-
babble: “Please! one wants
to cry—no more books by
unhappy housewives cry-
ing, T've just got to be me?’
No more female ad agency
executives telling me how
they make men want to get
into their pants at singles
bars! No more divorced
men screaming for justice!
No more daydreams of
Great Danes with sear-
ching tongues! Enough!”

Psychobabble—Rosen’s
term for the substitution of
facile psychological jargon
for meaningful and precise
language to describe one’s
inner mental states—is, he
contends, rampant in the
self-liberation movement.
It has even insinuated itself
into the contemporary

American consciousness,

and at a high price. “The
prevalence of psychobab-
ble,” says Rosen, “signifies
more than a mere ‘loss for
words.” One never loses
just words . ..and so
psychobabble represents a

loss of understanding and

the freedom that accom-
panies understanding as

well.”

Language, as Rosen sees
it, is the best access we
have to the meanings of
our feelings. But “language
frozen in the Lucite of
ready-made concepts” con-
ceals these feelings rather
than allowing their expres-
sion. As an alternative to
psychobabble, Rosen calls
for a “language that has
better access to the para-
doxes of emotional life and
therefore a language that is
more revealing, more pow-
erful, more therapeutic.”

Rosen guides the reader
through the dense jungle of
psychobabble currently
blossoming forth from six
popular therapies—David
Viscott, est, co-counseling,
computer therapy(!), Re-
birthing, and Primal
therapy. Examining the
jargon and methods used
in these therapies, and the
experiences of the people
involved in them, Rosen ef-
fectively shows the simple-
mindedness and anti-
rationality of their ap-
proaches. Looking for a

R.D. Rosen

quick cure, a single cause,
they eschew the patient
analysis and hard work
necessary for a real
understanding of personal
problems, and settle in-
stead for the Alka-Seltzer
approach. Plop-plop-fizz-
fizz, oh, what a relief it is,
and all in one easy swal-
low.

Dunk yourself in a tub of
warm, salty water and “re-
experience” your birth.
Presto—panacea. Get
down to the “primal” level
of your being and scream
your guts out. Bingo—in-
stant cure. But, as Rosen
points out, any real and
durable self-improvement
“must engage the rational,
conceptualizing faculties to
recall and reintegrate
. . . memories and feelings
from all periods of one’s
life.” To take the emo-
tional experience peddled
by Rebirthing or Primal
therapy as the whole pro-
cess, rather than simply
part of a carefully devel-
oped, multilayered investi-
gation of one’s psyche is, in
Rosen’s opinion, “to be-
lieve that to make an ome-
lette, one need only crack
eggs.”

Then there is est with its
goal of “getting It” (what-
ever “It” is). “You can’t put
it together . . . It’s already
together,” says Werner Er-
hard, founder of est.
“Thinking won’t get you
there . .. .” Est is, ac-
cording to Rosen, not just
“your standard nickle-dime
psychobabble” but a “Clas-
sic Comics” version of
some of the great psycho-
logical and philosophical
traditions, the ‘“clear
chicken broth” of
therapies.

David Viscott, on the
other hand, might be called
the McDonald’s of psycho-
therapy. Churning out not
only book after book but
also greeting card after
greeting card, Viscott, ac-
cording to Rosen, reminds
people of the same obvious
points over and over and
over again. “This is a



remarkable thing about
American self-help books
in general,” says Rosen.
“Each seems to be the same
roll of Life Savers, only
with the colors arranged in
a different order.”

But it is not just simple-
mindedness that makes
psychobabble so danger-
ous, Running throughout
the therapies Rosen dis-
cusses are two common
threads: authoritarianism
and abdication of personal
responsibility. They “all
help make human growth
into something of a game.
Doing so may increase a
therapy’s effectiveness in
the short run, but the dan-
ger is that in playing by so-
meone else’s rules . . . one
forfeits the chance to gain
any independence—includ-
ing independence from
therapy—in the long
run . ... At work is a
very subtle totalitarianism
whose therapeutic benefits
are received at the cost of
relinquishing one’s ability
to develop more indepen-
dent judgments about one-
self.”

“Primal therapy,” for ex-
ample, “claims to be anti-
authoritarian but by being
anti-intellectual  about
psychology, it is tyrannical
on an emotional level.”
Scorning rational analysis,
Primal therapy makes
“having a primal” the all-
consuming goal, the only
way to get to the root of
one’s problems.

Co-counseling claims to
advocate taking respon-
sibility; but, in the words
of one disillusioned wom-
an, it “bestows on you a
halo of goodness, so noth-
ing’s your fault ... Co-
counseling is heavily into
not criticizing—it normally
assumes a problem is not
your fault, but the result of
someone else’s distress pat-
tern.”

Rosen intentionally does
not offer a radical new pro-
posal, but he does suggest
that therapeutic methods
should entail an emphasis
on rationality, psycho-

logical responsibility and a
precise use of language.
Unfortunately, this sensi-

ble proposal is marred by

the implication that psy-
choanalysis, updated and
revamped through ideas
like those expressed in Roy
Schafer’s A New Language
for Psychoanalysis (which
Rosen discusses at length)
can provide an alternative.
While Schafer’s methods,
as outlined by Rosen, are
thoughtful, and would cer-
tainly improve psycho-
analysis, that alone is not
enough. The basic assump-
tions of psychoanalysis are
what need to be ques-
tioned—something Rosen
doesn’t do. Effective ex-
amination of one’s psyche
doesn’t require the often
destructive intellectual
baggage of Freudianism,
no matter how updated.
But Rosen’s affinity for
psychoanalysis is a minor
flaw. In providing a highly
readable warning against
the misuse of psychological
language, he has done
skeptics and believers alike
a great service. Skeptics, of
course, will find Psycho-
babble delightful reading.
But even those who don’t
agree with all his criticism
can profit from the book’s
most important lesson—
not that one should avoid
particular therapies like est
or Primal but that one
should always be critical,
even skeptical, in judging
them. Even Rosen admits
that some people find these
therapies useful. But no
therapy, whether dubious
or reasonable, should be a
substitute for patient, care-
ful self-examination. Not
as much fun as screaming
or being screamed at, no
doubt, but considerably
more effective in the long

run. D

Sharon Presley holds an M.A.
in psychology and is currently
completing work on her
Ph.D. in social psychology at
the City University of New
York.

Of life and

literature and

liberty

G.E.B. CHARING

On Moral Fiction, by John
Gardner. Basic Books, 214
pp., $8.95.

The World Within the
Word, by William H.
Gass. Alfred A. Knopf,
341 pp., $10.

IN JOHN GARDNER’S
view, “We are living, for
all practical purposes, in
an age of mediocre art.”
And nowhere is this more
evident, Gardner feels,
than in the field of fiction:

When one talks with editors
of serious fiction, they all
sound the same: they speak of
their pleasure and satisfaction
in their work, but more often
than not the editor cannot
think, under the moment’s
pressure, of a single contem-
porary writer he really enjoys
reading. Some deny, even pub-
licly, that any first-rate Amer-
ican novelists now exist. The
ordinary reader has been say-
ing that for years. Critics may
still be enthusiastic—dis-
covering new writers or dis-
covering new depths in our
established writers—but crit-
ics aren’t exactly disinterest-
ed. Never judge the age of a
horse by the smile of the
farmer.

But how then shall we

- judge the horse’s age, the

fiction’s value? “The first
businessofcriticism,”Gard-
ner writes, “should be to
judge works of literature
(or painting or even music)
on grounds of the produc-
tion’s moral worth.” A
work of art is good, says
Gardner, “only when it has
a clear positive moral ef-
fect, presenting valid mod-
els for imitation, eternal
verities worth keeping in
mind, and a benevolent
vision.”

“Wherever possible,”’says
Gardner, “moral art holds
up models of decent be-
havior; for example, char-
acters in fiction, drama,

and film whose basic good-
ness and struggle against
confusion, error, and evil
—in themselves and in
others—give firm intellec-
tual and emotional support
to our own struggle. A bril-
liantly imagined novel
about a rapist or murder-
er . . . has obvious value
and may even be beautiful
in its execution, but it is
only in a marginal sense
art.” “Life’s imitation of art
is direct,” adds Gardner,
“and not necessarily intel-
ligent. After Marlon Bran-
do appeared in On the
Waterfront, an entire
generation took to slump-
ing, mumbling, turning up
its collar, and hanging its
cigarette casually off the
lip. After the appearance of
Roy Rogers, hordes of
twelve-year-olds took to
squinting.”

But is it really necessary
to point out that this is
precisely the view of art
held by the advocates of
bowdlerization and cen-
]
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sorship? For if life does im-
itate art, they argue, must-
n’t we see to it that no art
depicting rape or murder
or drug use or crimes a-
gainst nature is displayed
or published, lest we find
more rapists, murderers,
drug addicts, and criminals
against nature among us?

Gardner does not argue
in this way, to be sure, but
it is nevertheless useful to
note the fundamental simi-
larity of his argument to
that of the puritan, because
the answer to both is the
same: Life does imitate art,
but not in so crude and un-
imaginative a way.

Oscar Wilde, who first
announced that life imi-
tates art, understood this
issue perfectly. “Where, if
not from the Impression-
ists,” he demands in his es-
say “The Decay of Lying”
(1891),
do we get those wonderful
brown fogs that come creep-
ing down our streets, blurring
the gas lamps and changing
the houses into monstrous

shadows? To whom, if not to’

them and their master, do we
owe the lovely silver mists
that brood over our river, and
turn to faint forms of fading
grace curved bridge and sway-
ing barge? . . . For what is
Nature? Nature is no great
mother who has borne us. She
is our creation. It is in our
brain that she quickens to life

.. . What we see and how
we see it depends on the Arts
that have influenced us.

Herbert Read made the
same point more than fifty
years later, when he spoke
of the arts as offering
“aesthetic education — the
education of those senses
upon which consciousness,
and ultimately the intelli-
gence and judgment of the
human individual, are
based.” So did Ayn Rand
less than a decade ago,
when she spoke of art as
telling man “in effect,
which aspects of his experi-
ence are to be regarded as
essential, significant, im-
portant. In this sense art
teaches man how to use his
consciousness. It condi-
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tions or stylizes man’s con-
sciousness by conveying to
him a certain way of look-
ing at existence.”

And each writer, of
course, tells a different
story about which aspects
of experience are to be re-
garded as essential, signifi-
cant, important. Each
writer embodies in his
work a different way of
looking at existence. And
reading a great many nov-
els and stories by a great
many diverse writers is
therefore rather like gazing
out at the world through
diverse pairs of eyes, fil-
tered by diverse experi-
ences and prejudices. It is
like learning first hand, in
detail, and hundreds of
times over, what it is really
like to be somebody else.
Ultimately, it is this pro-
cess (whether applied to
fiction, film, theater, or
even television) by which
each of us gropes her way
to his own unique “way of
looking at existence.”

This is how life imitates
art. We watch Roy Rogers
on TV and learn from it,
not that we should squint
or chase “outlaws” on
horseback, but that to
some eyes life is an ongoing
battle between good and
evil. We read a novel like
James M. Cain’s recently
reissued The Postman
Always Rings Twice and
learn from it, not that we
should murder for profit,
but that to some eyes life is
a meaningless series of
grimly ironic chance en-
counters. We read a novel
like Samuel R. Delany’s
Dbhalgren (1975) and learn
from it, not that rape is
admirable and worthy of
worship, but that to some
eyes life is a waking dream
in which violence, sex, and
ritual are inextricably in-
tertwined. The puritans
have never been able to
produce a single sex crim-
inal who committed his
crime in exact mimicry of a
“Pornographic” novel, and
John Gardner would be
similarly unable, I suspect,

to produce a single human
being of any kind who had
been led to become a moral
human being by imitating a
character in a novel. We go
to art, not for particular
models of behavior, but for
general modes of aware-
ness.

Samuel R. Delany’s name
is nowhere to be found in
this book which pompous-
ly and fatuously declares
that no first-rate American
novelists now exist. Nei-
ther does it contain a single
reference to Gene Wollfe,
whose most recent novels,
The Fifth Head of Cer-
berus (1972) and Peace
(1975), are fit to stand be-
side anything in American
literature. Nor does it con-
tain a single reference to
Wilfrid Sheed or to Ursula
K. LeGuin or to Eve Babitz
or to Joanna Russ or to
Joan Samson or to Phillip
K. Dick or to William
Kotzwinkle or to Ken
Kesey or to the late Edgar
Pangborn. And the refer-
ences to J.D. Salinger, to
Donald Barthelme, and to
William H. Gass are not,
as one might reasonably
expect, laudatory. Sal-
inger’s is, Gardner sus-
pects, “an inflated reputa-
tion.” Barthelme, “even at
his best, as in The Dead
Father . . . goes not for
the profound but for the
clever.” Gass is “stubborn-
ly unreadable,” a writer
who, “after working for a
while within fiction’s old
conventions, has broken
the rules, quit the game
like a sorehead, when he’s
the only pitcher we’ve got.”

But wait a minute. Let’s
run that last objection by
one more time: after work-
ing for a while within fic-
tion’s old conventions, he
has broken the rules. And
suddenly what began as an
indictment of “immoral”
fiction has become a slap
on the wrist for fiction that
does not follow “the rules.”
Or has any transformation
actually taken place?
Aren’t the two positions
the same at bottom?

Consider,. since Gardner
raises it, the case of Wil-
liam H. Gass. His only
novel, Omensetter’s Luck
(1966), is one of the finest
things in the language — as
are his only story collec-
tion, In the Heart of the
Heart of the Country
(1968), and his two previ-
ous volumes of essays, Fic-
tion and the Figures of Life
(1969) and On Being Blue
(1976). Omensetter’s Luck
escapes being the greatest
American novel of the
1960s only by the coinci-
dence of Nabokov’s Pale
Fire also being published
during that incredible dec-
ade. At 54, in midcareer,
Gass is in a position rather
similar to that of James
Branch Cabell during the
1920s. He already is prob-
ably as famous as he is ever
going to be, and as widely
and intelligently read. But
the recognition has come
too late. The years of rejec-
tion, neglect, and incom-
prehension have left him
bitter, rancorous, cynical.
Now, he is painfully a-
ware, his books are most
admired among those grad-
uate students in English he
once dismissed as would-
be philosophers who
lacked the intellectual rigor
for true philosophy.

Himself a protessor of
philosophy, he is little
enough read or understood
among his colleagues. For
the philosophers, he’s too
much the poet; for the
poets, too much, too re-
lentlessly, rigorously, un-
comfortably, the philos-
opher. Yet, like Cabell’s 50
years ago, his books are
faithfully reviewed, re-
printed, even done obei-
sance to. “The thinness of
his argument notwith-
standing,” his reviewers
chant, “what language!
What sentences! To read
them is to walk at leisure
down an elegantly, elabor-
ately laid out pathway,
while all around one, from
every direction, metaphors
are bursting into life like
fireworks which fall to



earth as living flowers—a
pathway through a garden
so fecund that to tarry is to
takerootoneselfandleave!”

They’re right about the
language, of course, but
not about the “thinness of
the argument.” It’s not thin
at all, but fleshy, redolent
and resonant as the prose
it’s swathed in. Once upon
a time, it used to go by the
name of “art for art’s
sake,” perhaps a mislead-
ing name for the doctrine
that art, for both creator
and contemplator is prop-
erly an end in itself, not a
means to some other end,
such as truth, morality, or
patriotism.

Curiously enough, under
the name “art for art’s
sake,” this doctrine has
found spokesmen among
the same writers who were
invoked earlier to refute
John Gardner’s view of
how life imitates art. “Of
wisdom,” wrote Walter Pa-
ter in his conclusion to The
Renaissance (1873), “the
poetic passion, the desire
of beauty, the love of art
for its own sake, has most.
For art comes to you pro-
posing frankly to give
nothing but the highest
quality to your moments as
they pass, and simply for
those moments’ sake.” Pa-
ter’s chief disciple, Oscar
Wilde,—whoin 1890 called
The Renaissance “the holy
writ of beauty” — declared
further, in his 1891 preface
to The Picture of Dorian
Gray, that “no artist has
ethical sympathies” and
“no artist desires to prove
anything,” and went on to
say in his courtroom testi-
mony in 1895 that “no
work of art ever puts for-
ward views; views belong
to people who are not ar-
tists.”

For Ayn Rand, writing
in 19635, “one of the distin-
guishing characteristics of
a work of art (including lit-
erature) is that it serves no
practical, material end, but
is an end in itself; it serves
no purpose other than con-
templation.” And for Wil-

liam Gass in 1978, “the re-
sponsibility of any science,
any pure pursuit, is ulti-
mately to itself, and on this
point physics, philosophy,
and poetry unite with Sa-
tan in their determination
not to serve.”

There’a a touch, not on-
ly of aestheticism, but also
of libertarianism in the
way Gass puts that; and
this is no accident. Like
most creative artists, Gass
has a strong streak of anti-
authoritarian individual-
ism running through his
thinking. And it crops up
even in apolitical books
like The World Within the
Word. His suspiciousness
about the authoritarianism
of psychoanalysis, for ex-
ample, leads him to write
(in “The Anatomy of
Mind,” his masterly and
encyclopedic essay on
Freud) that

the therapeutic success of
psychoanalysis has been du-
bious; its empirical base re-
mains weak; its testability is
nearly nil; its openness to
quantification, despite Freud’s
early predilections, is precise-
ly that of the latched lid. In
addition, it has remained sus-
piciously tied to its founders,
and has shattered like a clum-
sy beaker into faddy camps of
every conceivable Califor-
nucopial kind, rival schools
whose appearance could have
been anticipated if Freudi-
anism had been perceived as a
philosophical or religious un-
dertaking instead of a scien-
tific one.

Politics he lumps with
“witchcraft, astrology and
diets” as an illusory and
pernicious means of a-
chieving order.

And in this latter view,
Gass has much literary
company, especially—and
by no mere coincidence—-
among art-for-art’s-sakers
and those who believe art
presents, not particular
models of behaviour, but
particular ways of appre-
hending the world. Oscar
Wilde and Herbert Read
were anarchists. Ayn
Rand, though she rejects
the label, is a limited

government libertarian.

That’s how the sides line
up. John Gardner and the
puritans on one side, say-
ing that art is the maidser-
vant of morality, that it
must set a good example,
that it must follow certain
rules. “Art is in one sense
fascistic,” says Gardner in
so many words. “It claims,
on good authority, that
some things are healthy for
individuals and society and
some things are not.”

On the other side, in an
emphatically nonunani-
mous and not infrequently
uneasy alliance, are Pater,
Wilde, Read, Rand, and
Gass, saying that art is no
one’s maidservant; it urges
no ideas, sets no examples,
but simply is; it need
follow only one rule—to be
true to the unique vision
which created it. True art
is libertarian. It thrives, as
does society, on diversity.

As Herbert Read pointed
out four decades ago, “the
problem of good and bad
art, of a right and wrong

system of education, of a-

just and unjust social struc-
ture, is in the end one and
the same problem.” And
the solution is liberty, not a
“morality” characterized
by rules and fascism. To
John Gardner’s assertion
that “moral art and moral
criticism are necessary and,
in a democracy, essential,”
there is but one reply — the
reply directed by H. L.
Mencken against the liter-
ary establishment of his
day in the opening lines of
his 1927 essay on James
Branch Cabeli:

What ails American litera-
ture, fundamentally, is what
ails the whole of American
culture, politely so-called: a
delusion of moral duty. It
comes down to us, I daresay,
from the Puritans who hunted
clams and salvation along the
miserable New England coast;
it remains the chief pox of this
great and puissant land to the

present day. N

G.E.B. Charing is the author
of “Unfinished Essays.”

She
covers the
waterfront

JUSTIN RAIMONDO

Metropolitan Life, by Fran
Lebowitz. E.P. Dutton,
177 pp., $8.50.

THE METEORIC SUC-
cess of Fran Lebowitz is a
wonderful thing to behold.
God knows we have all
watched the rise of leisure
suits, est, and People
magazine in recent years
with Spenglerian despair.
In the face of all this, any
sign of life, metropolitan
or otherwise, is a welcome
respite.

For years, Fran’s column
“I Cover the Waterfront”
was the only conceivable
excuse for purchasing a
copy of Andy Warbol’s In-
terview (a tabloid con-
cerned chiefly with the
determinedly languid ac-
tivities of the leisure class).
With Algeresque tenacity,
little Fran—who had al-
ways stood out from the
rest of the glitterati like
real cashmere in a roomful
of Dacron—was soon turn-
ing out “The Lebowitz Re-
port” for Mademoiselle
every month.

The essays in this
book—taken largely from
her Interview columns—
are more than merely fun-
ny (after all, even Idi Amin
is funny, provided you
aren’t one of his subjects).
No, it isn’t enough to be
merely funny anymore. In
a world positively awash
with persons who have just
discovered the word “rela-
tionship” and those who
insist on the word “chair-
person,” one has to be
merciless, brutal, ever-
vigilant, without becoming
pedantic, longwinded, or
otherwise unamusing. And
whatever Metropolitan
Life is, it isn’t longwinded.
In fact, it’s so slender as to
appear neurasthenic. That,
alas, is the price one
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times to modern America.
Send $7.95 to Traumwald
Press, 3550 Lake Shore Drive,
Suite 10, Chicago 60657, for
your copy. It’s a real turn-on
for libertarians.

CROSSWORD BONANZA!
Exceptional collection of 60
original crossword puzzles
spotlighting music. $3.50.
Onesime Piette, 320 Green-
wood Place, Syracuse, NY
13210.

PERIODICALS

PHILOLOGOS—Private
newsletter of libertarian
commentary and satirical
speculation. Sample $ .50,
12 issues $5.00. OEHILR2,
Box 2586, Tallahassee, FL
32304.

THE VINEYARD: Weekly
publication of the American
Orthodox, a true Christian
Libertarian viewpoint. $1.00
for a sample copy. $10.00 for
the year. P.O. Box 618, Lake
Worth, Florida 33460.

MOVEMENT OF THE
LIBERTARIAN LEFT. For
most radical activists. In-
troductory pamphlet and
sample newsletter, STRAT-
EGY, for $1. Order from
New Libertarian Enterprises,
Box 1748, Long Beach, CA
90801.

LIVE AND LET LIVE is our
religious doctrine and the
name of our newsletter. Free
sample issues available. Write
Church of Eternal Life &
Liberty, Box 622, Southfield,
MI48037.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN
EMPLOYMENT NEWS-
LETTER! Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Wyoming! Free de-
tails . . . . Intermountain-4D,
3506 Birch, Cheyenne, Wyo-
ming 82001.

BOOK SERVICES

LIBERTARIAN, REVISION-
IST, FREETHOUGHT, and
Radical books. Over 400
used, scarce, and new titles.
Send $1.00 for catalogue
(credited to first purchase).
UNPOPULAR BOOKS, P.O.
Box 85277, Los Angeles, CA
90072.

LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

There is another
LIBERTARIAN BOOK-
STORE with more titles than
the one you order from now.
FREE CATALOG from LIB-
ERTY, 184 N. Sunnyvale
Ave., Sunnyvale, CA 94086.

LITERARY SERVICES

$20,000 YEARLY POS-
SIBLE—writing short, simple
articles. Free booklet,
“Writing For Money,” Al-
bin’s, 5625 LR Northampton
Blvd., Omaha, Nebraska
68104.

OVER-LOOKED MARKET
for 300-700 word articles
about people-places-things.
Sell same article for $25-50
many times. Top writer
shows “Tricks-Of-Trade.”
How easy it is! Free booklet,
“Writing For Money.” Smith,
1141-L Elm, Placerville, CA
95667.

LEARN TV SCRIPT
WRITING. Free details,
Astrocal, Dept. 9, 7471
Melrose, Hollywood, CA
90046.

WRITERS: ““Problem”
Manuscript? Try Author Aid
Associates, Dept. LR, 340
East 52nd Street, N.Y.C.
10022.

WANTED: Unpublished
Book Manuscripts. Also
Promotion for Privately
Printed Books. Send for
details. Literati Press, Dept.
LR, P.O. Box 153, Freeport,
NY 11520.

LIBRARY RESEARCH,
Writing, Editing. Scholarly
work in all subjects. We offer
the highest quality at the
lowest rates. Research Group,
Box 3, North White Plains,
NY 10603.

BOOKS PRINTED, Compu- :

graphic typesetting. Biogra-
phy Press, Route 1-745,
Aransas Pass, TX 78336.

PERSONALS

WRITING A BOOK ON
MARIJUANA; I would like to
correspond with people who
can offer anecdotes, opinions,
ideas. Use a pseudonym if you

wish. For more information
write: Wm. Novak, 98 Pro-
fessors Row, Medford, Ma.
02155.

PSYCHIC CAN ADVISE on
business, love and personal
direction. JAMIL, Box
10154, Eugene, OR 97440.
Phone (503) 342-2210,
484-2441. Donations appre-
ciated.

EDUCATION

ADULT DEGREE PRO-
GRAM for self-motivated
adults. Two-week residence
in Vermont alternates with 6-
month home study projects
under faculty supervision
leading to fully accredited
B.A. Also unusual Residen-
tial, Graduate and Teacher
Certification programs avail-
able. Approved for payment
of Veterans benefits. Write:
Box 37, A.D.P., Goddard
College, Plainfield, Vermont
05667. Goddard College ad-
mits students of any race,
color, nationality, sex or eth-
nic origin.

TEACHERS - HEAD-
MASTERS - LIBRARIANS -
ADMINISTRATORS:
Monthly publication listing
school and college openings in
U.S. $5.95; Abroad $5.95.
Publication listing leading
school and college placement
sources in U.S. $3.95;
Foreign $4.95. Check into
our “Instant Alert Job' Ser-
vice.” EISR, Box 662, New-
ton, Massachusetts 02162.

HOME STUDY COURSE IN
ECONOMICS. A 10-lesson
study that will throw light on
today’s baffling problems.
Tuition free: small charge for
materials. Write to Henry
George Institute, 55 W. 42nd
St., New York, NY 10036.

EDUCATORS—If you have
some practical, real world
approaches on how to
privatize schools in a
receptive community, let us
know. Write soon to School
Project, 805a West Figueroa,
Santa Barbara, CA 93101.

ALTERNATIVE DOC-
TORAL PROGRAM with
minimum residency. Write:
Southeastern  Universtiy,
5163 DeGaulle Drive, New
Orleans, LA. 70114,

FREE MARKET

PROTECT YOUR AL-
BUMS. White cardboard
replacement jackets 35c. Gray
plastic lined inner sleeves 15c¢.
Postage $1.25. Record boxes
and 78 sleeves available.
CABCO LM, Box 8212,
Columbus, OH 43201.

ELECTRONIC JEWELRY:
Send $1.00 for catalog to
Lightning Bug, Dept. LRE,
5640 W. 38th, #11, Indiana-
polis, IND 46254.

BELT BUCKLES, key rings,
necklaces, belts. Over 300
designs available. Send $1.00
for catalog to Lightning Bug,
Dept. LRB, 5640 W. 38th,
#11, Indianapolis, IND
46254,

MILLIONS WON IN FED-
ERAL OIL. Drawings super-
vised by U.S. Government.
Free Brochure: Research, Box
27571, Phoenix, AZ 85061.

STAR WARS necklaces:
DARTH VADER, R2D2,
C3PO. Send $5.00 for each
necklace wanted to Lightning
Bug, Dept. LRS, 5640 W.
38th, #11, Indianapolis, IND
46254.

FREE CALCULATOR! With
our catalog. We offer a wide
range of Jewelry, Watches,
and fine gifts at below retail
prices. Send only $1.00 to
cover postage. Your free
calculator will be included!
D.M.M., 158 Wompatuck,
Hingham, MA 02043

THOMAS PAINE WALL
PLAQUE. Strikingly decora-
tive and meaningful. Informa-
tion write exclusive distrib-
utor: Independent Publica-
tions, Box 162, Patterson,
N.Jj. 07513.

REWARD YOUR FAVOR-
ITE RACONTEUR! Hand-
some, suitable-for-framing
be-ribboned certificate
(9”x12”) announcing election
to Story-Tellers’ Hall of
Fame. Personalized—please
print candidate’s name
(election guaranteed);
includes space for your
signature as “Chairperson,
Nominating Committee,”
$4.95, postpaid. Already
framed (unglazed), $6.95.
WRY Idea, Unltd., Box
22408, San Diego, CA
92122.




PSORIASIS successfully
treated without medication.
For complete instructions
send $7.50 moneyorder to
Sugar Hill Health resort, Port
Carling, Ontario, Canada,
POB IJO.

FLATULENT? (Frequently?)
Fear not! Read Benjamin
Franklin’s long-suppressed
essay of 1780 on (believe it or
not) farting. Hilarious!
Frameable. $3. “Essay,” Box
69-B, Carrboro, NC 27510.

WONDERTFUL
OFFER—may 1 have the fol-
lowing: A Woman’s Dream
... Literature, 40c.
NUBAGS, P.O. Box 696,
Morton Grove, Il1. 60053.

FOODS MEN hurry home
for. Series No. 2. $1.00. P.O.
Box 696, Morton Grove, Ill.
60053.

FREE: Wholesale coins
catalog. Guaranteed. Lindsey
Wholesale, B-13041, Tucson,
AZ 85732.

RUBBER STAMPS. 3-lines,
$1.50 ($.25 additional line);
Signature, $4.50; Bank De-
posit, $1.50; c.w.o., FMS,
Box 2319-L, Lancaster, CA
93534,

FLAT EARTH SOCIETY OF
AMERICA: Help abolish the
contrary, revolutionary, and
dangerous notion that Earth
is a sphere. Flat Earthers
Straighten things Out. Years
membership, card and FESA
Newsletter (twice year-
ly)—$3.00. FESA, 27 York-
shire Terrace #9, Shrewsbury,
Mass. 01545.

ANTI-INFLATION bumper
strip kit. “Inflation is
government fraud” bumper
strips, balloons, pseudo-
dollars, letter stickers and
other goodies $2.00 postpaid.
Order from COMFORT,
P.O. Box 1442, Mission,
Kansas 66222.

N\%\{lable:

John Randolph of Roanoke
By Russell Kirk

A masterful study of one of America’s best, but least-
known, political thinkers. Included in this third edition
are appendices containing several of Randolph’s most
important speeches and a representative selection of
his letters. Dr. Kirk is author of The Conservative
Mind and other books. “Never has an historian of
politics done a better job of this kind” —Samuel Flagg
Bemis in The Yale Review. “Kirk’s scholarship is
admirable” — New York Herald Tribune. “An able
championship of conservative philosophy” — American
Historical Review. “Will move its reader pleasantly
through a chapter of American history that too
commonly is told only from the dominant, the
Jeffersonian, side of the record” —St. Louis Post-
Dispatch. Hardcover $9.00, Paperback $3.50.

Arator
By John Taylor

The most popular and influential work by John Taylor
of Caroline, foremost philosopher of the conservative
Jeffersonians. This edition includes sixty-four essays,
practical and political, on farming and the sociad
order of an agricultural republic. Edited and wit} *

an introduction by M. E. Bradford. Hardcover $<400,
Softcover $3.00.

LibertyPress LibertyClassics

RELIGION: Any life after
death is better than
nothing—even this one, for
explanation send $1 to
HEREBEFORES, Box 2138,
Youngstown, OH 44504.

BUMPER STICKER
PRINTING DEVICE. Cheap,
Simple, Portable. Free
Details. Bumper, POB 22791
(AZ), Tampa, FL. 33622.

We pay postage on prepaid orders.
To order these books, or for a copy
of our catalog, write:
LibertyPress/LibertyClassics

7440 North Shadeland, Dept.F13
Indianapolis, Indiana 46250
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. 3."()p row: Ed Crane, Robert Nozick, Joan Kennedy Taylor, Murray Rothbard, Walter Grinder, John Hospers; Bottom row: Thomas Szasz,
Friedrich A. Hayek, Roger MacBride, Roy A. Childs, Jr., Ralph Raico, Bill Evers.

iere’s one team that won’t let you down. Every
ath the Libertarian Review team provides informed
readers around the world with hard-hitting exposes of
government malfeasance, with in-depth analyses of cur-
rent issues and events, and with' revealing, no-holds-
barred interviews with the men and women who are
making the fight for liberty count. There is only one
magazine that keeps you up to date on the battle be-
tween government power dand individual liberty. There
is-only one magazine up front and actively engaged in
that struggle—LR.

LR provides its readers with reports on the libertarian
movement in the United States and around the world, a
movement of which LR is a vital part, serving as a
forum for such leading proponents of freedom as
Thomas Szasz, Murray N. Rothbard; John Hospers,
Roy A. ChlldS Jr., Roger MacBride; Ralph Raico,
Williamson Evers, Leonard. Liggio, \X’\alter Grinder,
D.T. Armentano, and David Brudnoy to\name only a
few. LR’s readers are exposed to the best\}n books and
the arts through stimulating reviews by leading
authorities—reviews which inform and challenge the
mind. All this and more—only in LR.

That’s why John Hospers calls Libertarian Review

“an invaluable asset to the libertarian movement.” And
that’s why Roger ‘MacBride calls us “cover to-cover
reading—a must for everybody who cares.” And why
Murray N. Rothbard says that “7o one interested in
liberty can afford to be without this magazine.” Find out ~
why for yourself—;om the LR team!

1620 Montgomery St.
I LIBERTARIAN San Francisco CA 91111 :
Review

| [J Yes, I want to join the LR team, for I

| O1vyear(15) [ 2years($25) [ 3 years($35) |

| © Payment enclosed |

| O Chargemy [ VISA [ Mastercharge account. |

I Number _____ Expiration date I
Interbank No. (Mastercharge)

| |

O I'd like to see a sample copy of LR before subscribing.

Name I

| Address I

|

|

| Signature
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