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EDITORIALS

Quagmire in the
middle east

THE TUMULTU-
ous cheers which
greeted President
Carter’s success in
arranging the Egypt-
Israeli peace treaty
had about them an
air of exhaustion.
There had been so
many media events,
so many ‘“‘dramatic
breakthroughs” and
instances of “shuttle
diplomacy” over the
years that, well, the
thing seemed anti-
climactic. Even PLO
leader Yasir Arafat’s
heated denunciations
“seemed like a rerun;
and when, perhaps
inspired by the now
less-than-angelic Ay-
atollah Khomeini in
Iran, Arafat threat-
ened “to chop off the
hands” of Carter,
Begin and, especial-
ly, Anwar Sadat, it
rated no more than a
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casual mention in the press,
as if reporters, stifling a
yawn, were saying, “We’ve
heard it all before.”

And yet, reaction to the
peace treaty, as Time
magazine naturally re-
minded us, had “nearly been
unanimously positive.”
From left to right, from
Fortune and the Wall Street
Journal to The New Repub-
lic, everyone (conceding cer-
tain “minor problems”)
thought the treaty a wel-
come event. Peace was at
hand. Or so we are told.

This sort of complacency
will do no one any good,
and it is time it was shat-
tered. No one is looking
carefully at the treaty, or its
likely consequences. Even
the most tough-minded ob-
servers seem possessed of
sadly blurred vision as they
confront it, as though they
were afraid of seeing it too
clearly. They know that
other treaties, in other areas
and other times, have led not
to peace, but to disaster. If
we are not to be deluded by

. media puffery, we should

look at this treaty and its
probable consequences
through the critical eyes of
history. The treaty itself is
possessed of such vagueness,
such utter lack of realism
and common sense, that it is
difficult to predict anything
ahead except an even greater
crisis in the Middle East.
On nearly every key issue,
the agreement is vague and
evasive. As The Economist

of London argued in its
March 10 issue,

The American package seems
to be a masterpiece of diploma-
tic legerdemain, offering each
side everything and nothing at
the same time. It would give the
contested parts the magician’s
treatment: they vanish before
your very eyes. The most con-
tentious element is Egypt’s

insistence on—and Israel’s re-’

jection of—clauses that would
tie the implementation of the
peace treaty to progress to-
wards the creation of a self-
governing structure for the
Palestinians on the West Bank
and Gaza Strip; and to a com-
mitment to determine the final
status of these territories after
five interim years of self-rule.

It seems that Israel has accepted
aletter, to accompany the peace
treaty, providing for negotia-
tions on Palestinian self-
government to begin one
month after the treaty is
ratified. The negotiations are
“intended” to be completed
within a year, whereupon a
general election is to be ar-
ranged. In other words, no
target date has been fixed for
the autonomous institutions to
go into operation. The Ameri-
can proposal goes on to say that
if the negotiations run into
trouble through no fault of
Israel’s, meaning obstructive-
ness on the part of Jordan or the
Palestinians inside and outside
the West Bank and Gaza, Israel
will not be held to account, and
the peace treaty will be im-
plemented regardless, without
delay. With no Palestinians
inside or outside the two ter-
ritories willing to talk au-
tonomy at present, the Ameri-
can formula wafts into the blue

yonder.

Similarly disposed of by a wave
of the American wand, it ap-
pears, is the other principal
bone of contention, Clause 6.
Originally, this upheld the
priority of the treaty over the
parties’ other commitments,
including Egypt’s defense
treaties with other Arab na-
tions. Now a second accom-
panying letter shamelessly de-
clares that, while both parties
agree that no treaty with a third
party should have priority over
the peace treaty, they also agree
that the peace treaty will not
take precedence over any other
commitment. That should keep
flocks of legal experts happy for
years.

But that is only the tip of
the iceberg. For the truth of
the matter is that, having
learned the narrowest pos-
sible lesson from the col-
lapse of the Shah of Iran, the
Carter ;administration is
plunging headlong into a
bottomless abyss in the
Middle East, a new quag-
mire from which emergence
may not even be possible,
short of a fundamental
change in the basic princi-
ples underlying American
foreign policy. Not only will
the hapless American tax-
payer be forced to pour tens
of billions of dollars into the
Middle East as economic
and military ““aid” over the
next few years, but the
military involvement of the
American government is be-
coming ever greater.

This phase of the Middle
East crisis comes in the af-
termath of the collapse of
the Shah, and it is important
to see American foreign pol-
icy in that light. For it is in
the wake of the Iranian revo-
lution and the total failure of
the American foreign policy
of the last quarter century
that the Carter Administra-
tion is now attempting to
construct a new policy—
based on an Egypt-Israeli
peace treaty—of increased
U.S. involvement in the
Middle East and the Persian
Gulf. The aim is allegedly to
“guarantee” the continued
flow of oil from the area and
to form a regional anti-
Soviet coalition of Israel,
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Egypt and “‘conservative”
(read feudal) Arab states
such as Saudi Arabia, which
is thus far playing it safe by
maintaining a respectable
distance from this new turn
in American foreign policy.
So too, realizing what Car-
ter is up to, are Jordan and
Syria.

As if to leave nothing to
the imagination, we have
heard a litany of voices from
within the administration
itself in recent weeks about
stepping up U.S. “‘pres-
ence,” as it is so quaintly
called, in the Middle East.
Defense Secretary Brown

has said that the U.S. will
play “a more active and
visible role in the area.”
Sinister Energy Secretary
James Schlesinger has even
stated that the U.S. is pre-
pared to use military force if
necessary to ‘“‘protect” our
allies and secure U.S. access
to oil. These sorts of threats,
combined with massive
American payoffs to the
Arab and Israeli govern-
ments, are supposed to
make matters more stable in
the Middle East. The truth is
precisely the reverse. And
neither is anyone being
fooled by Carter’s strategy.
Syrian President Hafez
Assad has listened to such
threats, watched the treaty
negotiations carefully, and

concluded that

The U.S. is trying to divide and
rule by . . . transferring some of
the Arabs to the Israeli side.
There are also U.S. attempts to
create an atmosphere of tension
in the area—for instance,
movements of the U.S. Navy in
the Arabian Sea under the pre-
text of events between the two
Yemens. [The purpose was to]
intimidate some Arab countries
and convince others that the
U.S. will come to protect them.
This gives us a pretty good
picture of Washington’s inten-
tion to let the region sink deeper
into conflicts as a means for
U.S. policy to achieve its
targets.

In its mindlessly militaris-
tic response to the instability
of the Middle East, in its
fanatical desire to use
foreign policy as a means of
securing access to the pre-
cious crude, the Carter ad-
ministration is offering us-a
virtual replay of the cir-
cumstances which led to the
collapse of the Shah and the
victory of the Iranian revo-
lution.

The initial U.S. involve-
ment in Iran grew out of the
same concerns which moti-
vate the new escalation of
Mideast involvement: a
concern with stability and
with oil. The CIA-sponsored
coup which installed the
Shah in the early 1950s
began twenty-five years of

deepening involvement
which led in the end to this
year’s revolution. We built
up the Shah’s military pow-
er, and encouraged state-
planning and control of the
economy to “modernize”
Iran with its state-controlled
revenue from its oil produc-
tion. As oil revenues poured
in over the years, state plan-
ning was increased drasti-
cally, as was spending on
weapons. The dramatic in-
crease in oil revenues in the
past few years made matters
even worse. The amount of
money spent on the Shah’s
five year plan ending in

March 1978 was nearly

doubled from initial
planned amounts—from a
projected $36-billion to
more than $70-billion—and
it enabled the Shah to in-
crease his military spending
tenfold, in his absurd and
self-destructive bid to re-
place Britain as the domin-
ant power in the Persian
Gulf. Socialist national
economic planning, then,
combined with coerced
economic growth—which
still passes among most “de-
velopment economists” for
“modernization”~and fa-
natical militarism, were
what led to the upheavals in
Iran. U.S. involvement gave
focus to diverse opposition
groups, enabling them to

unite—from Marxist left to
Muslim right—in a mighty
and successful effort to drive
out the oppressive Shah and
end American dominance.
The Iranian revolution was
thus produced in no small
measure by American inter-
vention designed to prepare
Iran as a proxy military
force which could be used to
“secure” Western access to
the all-important crude oil.
It is in the light of this
sequence of events that one
must evaluate the utter ab-
surdity of an American
foreign policy which would
repeat precisely the same
actions now, in the post-
Shah era. Fortune magazine
recently recognized the po-
tential instability caused by
further increases in oil reve-
nue, citing “internal politi-
cal upheaval” as the greatest
danger in the Middle East.
“The rise in oil prices,” it
pointed out, “has been a big
contributing factor.”
It worsened the economic diffi-
culties of countries that don’t
have oil, and it created serious
social stresses for countries that
do. As the money poured in,
some oil countries embarked on
hurried development pro-
grams. The results have in-
cluded social dislocation, cul-
ture shock, and grand-scale
corruption. (April 9, 1979)

U.S. News has pointed
out problems which Saudi
Arabia is having, at the same
time that the U.S. is making
of itself an excellent target
for discontent by virtue of its
attempted Saudi Arabia-
Egypt-Israeli alliance in the
region:

The Saudis are . . . troubled by
woes at home, where rapid
modernization is creating seri-
ous problems. Their five-year,
$142-billion development
program is fueling inflation,
causing severe labor short-
ages—foreigners make up 50
percent of the 2-million man
work force—and unraveling

the country’s traditional tribal
society. (March 12, 1979)

While we might welcome
the ‘“‘unraveling” of Saudi
Arabia’s “traditional tribal
society,” we should be
aware that the alternative
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which is being built is, quite
simply, state socialism with
central economic planning.
Nearly all the nations’s in-
come is funneled through
the state apparatus, with its
monopoly control of mas-
sive oil reserves. (The same
thing is now beginning in
Mexico.)

Egypt, of course, is one of
the nations in the Middle
East with precious little oil.
This is having effects of its
own, such as forcing Anwar
Sadat into a position of
complete dependence upon
largess from the United
States and its oil-rich
neighbors—who, naturally
enough, being shocked at
the Egypt-Israeli peace trea-
ty, are considering sanctions
against Sadat. But that is
only part of the problem.
AsThe Nation has pointed
out, “Egypt’s economy has
been falling apart for a very
long time now and, like
Italy, the country has sur-
vived many premature
obituaries. But in recent
years the position has be-
come truly chronic, and the
International Monetary
Fund was forced to impose
very strict terms.” That is
the root of Sadat’s motiva-
tion for signing the peace
treaty: to secure massive
influxes of American
economic and military aid.
In addition to aid already
promised, the U.S. has
pledged to drastically step
up future aid to Egypt and
Israel, both in weapons and
in cash. Sadat has been beat-
ing the drum for a new ver-
sion of the “Marshall Plan”
for his country—calling it a
“Carter Plan”—and, ac-
cording to The Nation, a
price tag of $21-billion has
been affixed to that plan,
over the next few years.

In military aid, the situa-
tion is still worse. Ignoring
the true lesson of Iran, Sadat
seems, if anything, even
more blind than Carter: ac-
cording to the Washington
Post (2/21/79), Sadat has
said that, if the U.S. would
equip his army with billions
of dollars in modern
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weaponry, his forces would
assume responsibility “for
ensuring stablity in a region
stretching from Algeria east
to Afghanistan, and from
the Mediterranean south
into sub-Sahara Africa to
Somalia and beyond.” This
comes, you understand,
from the captain of a bank-
rupt economy totally de-
pendent on aid from the U.S.
and the conservative Arab
states. This kind of emula-
tion of the Shah can only end
in the same sort of ruin
which overtook Iran. This
blindness, stubbornness and
megalomania is what Amer-
ican taxpayers are being
coaxed into subsidizing.
This is what the treaty is
bringing to Egypt, and it is
no cause for elation. Israel is
not in much better shape. As
Business Week has written,
“Israel’s economy, already
beset by a 50 percent annual
inflation rate, will be heated up
even more by an estimated
$4-billion worth of spending in
the next few years on relocation
of Israeli military bases and
civilian settlement. Jacob
Levinson, chairman of Bank
Hapoalim, predicts that prices
will spiral upward even faster,
and that Israel ‘will continue to
head the inflation list among
the developed countries.””

But more than that: at a
time when it can barely pre-
dict its own supply and ac-
cess to oil, the United States,
after promising billions
upon billions in military and
economic aid to Israel as
well as Egypt, has also
pledged to “guarantee” Is-
raeli access to oil for fifteen
years. And this pledge is
being taken seriously! But
the loans and grants to Israel
are only part of the problem.
The situation is becoming so
bad for Israel’s economy
that more Jews are now leav-
ing Israel to live elsewhere
than are settling in Israel
from other countries. Op-
pressive taxation and infla-
tion are causing people to
flee for a saner life else-
where. Already the Israelis
are outdistanced by the
Arabs in Israel in terms of
birthrate; combined with a

continued emigration of
Jews from Israel, this will
likely lead to an Arab major-
ity within Israel itself within
a decade or two. Short
of further expulsion of
Arabs—which would en-
rage the Palestinians and
Israel’s Arab neighbors even
more—it is difficult to see
how Israel can respond to
this population pressure
within its political system. It
amounts to a short fuse in an
explosive area.

Consider, then, the utter
and complete instability of
the area. Consider the likely
inflammatory results of U.S.
intervention, which is going
to be escalated—along with
possible military bases in
Israel and even (it is being
discussed) an Israeli-Ameri-
can “mutual defense trea-
ty.” And consider the in-
anity of the Carter program
to form a regional anti-
Soviet coaliton of Israel,
Egypt and Saudi Arabia. It is
like a foreign policy put
together by someone in
grade school.

If the Saudis and other
Arabs should agree to this
odd couple arrangement, it
will not only play into the
hands of the radical Arabs
and pro-Soviet elements in
the Middle East, but will
also reinforce the most reac-
tionary religious elements,
who already oppose West-
ern intervention in the re-
gion. This will lead to fur-
ther instability in the Middle
East, and, like the Shah,
both Saudi Arabia and
Anwar Sadat will be threat-
ened by internal forces.

If, on the other hand,
Saudi Arabia and other
Arab states do not go along
with this, it may mean the
cutoff of Arab aid to Egypt’s
already bankrupt economy,

- the mounting of offensives

against Sadat, and further
restriction on U.S. access to
oil.

Either way, the American
people will lose. As tax-
payers, and consumers of
energy, and human beings,
they are being manipulated
by an administration which

combines frightening in-
competence with grandiose
dreams. President Carter
has accepted the responsibil-
ity of further U.S. involve-
ment in one of the most
unstable regions in the
world, in the name of “sta-
bility.”” He runs the risk of
war, in the name of “peace.”
He plays into the hands of
the Soviets, in the name of
pro-feudal “‘anticommu-
nism.” He has placed the
American government right
in the middle of the unsolv-
able Palestinian problem,
has made pledges to both
Egypt and Israel that cannot
possibly be kept. He is sus-
taining the self-delusions of
both the Israelis and Sadat,
and is using the treaty as a
springboard for “a major
drive to establish a signifi-
cant American military
presence in the Mideast.”
(U.S. News).

Carter has learned no-
thing from Vietnam and no-
thing from Iran. He is re-
sponding to growing prob-
lems caused by intervention
by escalating that very inter-
vention. His policies will
lead to the opposite of their
intended results.

What should we do in-
stead? Again and again, it
cannot be repeated too of-
ten: we need to pursue a
foreign policy of strategic
disengagement from the
Middle East, and stop ma-
nipulating forces which we
cannot control. We should
revise our concepts of “na-
tional security” and “vital
interests,” realize that insta-
blity is here to stay, cut back
our defense budget and our
foreign commitments, and
let all energy prices fluctuate
freely to reflect changing
realities of supply and de-
mand. The American econ-
omy can absorb and adjust
to higher energy costs,
which reflect a very real and
growing international in-
stability. But it cannot ab-
sorb the accelerating costs,
risks, and moral corruption
of a renewed worldwide in-
terventionism aiming at in-
compatible goals, dragging
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the U.S. into every conflict
on the face of the globe, in
the name of an illusory sta-
bility forever beyond its
grasp.

Like the Treaty of Ver-
sailles, Carter’s Middle East
peace treaty sets the stage
for disaster. Let us be rid of
this man—and of this for-
eign policy—before it is too

late. —RAC

Bringing back
the draft

IN JUNE OF 1978, THE
always-prescient Liberta-
rian Review editorialized, in
“Volunteer Army Under At-
tack,” that

It is no secret to anyone who -

follows public discussions that
there is today a significant and
powerful lobby that would like
- to junk the volunteer army and
bring back that hated American
institution, the Draft. Every few
months, some leftist will croon
about his private dream of
universal national service—
military and nonmilitary
alike—thus trying to cash in on
a gushy, collectivistic “patri-
otism.” Singing a brooding
harmony to accompany the
liberals’ melody, the conserva-
tives then bring out the old
refrain—sung to the tune of a
funeral march—about the de-
cline of our military prowess.
Well, now the crooners are
out in full force. Jerry Brown

has chosen to play the role of
the leftist gushing forth his
private dream of universal
national service, saying re-
cently in Washington that he
did indeed endorse the no-
tion of compulsory service:
“We ought to seriously con-
sider some form of service to
the country that would
allow alternatives—whe-
ther it be Peace Corps, a
civilian conservation corps
[shades of F.D.R.!] or urban
corps—as well as the tradi-
tional service in the military.
We really do have an obliga-
tion to the country.”.

The brooding harmony
has been sung by the nearly
senile Senator John Stennis,
Democrat of Mississippi,
who trots out the spectre of
the Red Menace, claiming
that the all-volunteer force
“is weakening our defenses.”
If handled correctly, he fan-
tasies, ‘“‘young people will
understand. But it is true
that when you mention the
draft to them, they have
visions of another Vietnam.
We must impress upon them
that we’re talking about a
service to the country: the
front line of our defense, our
security.”

Who said we don’t have a
host of divergent views pre-
sented to us in national poli-
tics?

In any case, the hidden
agenda here has by now

come to light, as pointed out
by Earl Ravenal, Murray
Rothbard, David Hender-
son and Justin Raimondo in
this issue. With the concept
of “vital interests” and “na-
tional security” now ex-
tended from China and
Korea to Angola and Zaire,
and from the Middle East to
Western Europe, there is
scarcely a conflict today
anywhere on the globe that
today’s interventionists
don’t lust to enter. During
the recent war between
Vietnam and China, you
could hear the weeping from
those who felt left out of
things: their hearts were
breaking. When he was in
China not too long ago,
National Security Advisor
Brzezinski, always one for
the Big Picture and Global
Responsibility, joked: “Last
one to the Great Wall gets to
confront the Russians in
Ethiopia!”

It was, sadly, not to be.
And finding himself left out
of the new Vietnam war as
well, Brzezinski and his
partners in crime began to
twitch. They are getting
desperate: not a war in
months!

They may be down, but
they’re not out. Bringing
back the draft is the first step
in their latest attempt to
meet our “‘global commit-
ments.” Libertarians should

resolve not to let them have
it. Under the leadership of
Students for a Libertarian
Society, which has already
leaped into action, they have
that chance, and should not
let it pass.

—RAC

Guest Editorials

Liberty or empire?
THE LIABILITIES OF THE
volunteer army that some
foresaw six or seven years
ago have now become ap-
parent to all. There is the
high cost of volunteer man-
power; the declining pool of
available people because of
population trends; competi-
tion from the private sector
because the economy is re-
viving and some of that (lit-
eral) “reserve army of the
unemployed” are getting
real jobs; and the fear of
“racial imbalance” (we
might end up with a black
mercenary force). Worst of
all, Europe, up to now the
Army’s playland, is getting
expensive, our encamp-
ments there are a slum in the
midst of affluence, and re-
cruiting posters can no
longer honestly look like
airline ads.

This is a real problem—
even though it is one that we
have, to some extent, in-
vented. For it is America’s
current foreign policy and
national strategy that re-
quire at least the two-
million-man armed force it
has now. The question is:
How are you going to keep
that two-million-man force
when they want to stay
down on the farm, or in the
inner city? Where are you
going to get the missile-
fodder and the anti-tank-
fodder that even the most
capital-intensive, technolog-
ical military organization
still needs?

The most fashionable so-
lution is worse than the
problem. The proposal fa-
vored in both conservative
and liberal circles seems to
be compulsory universal na-
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tional service for all young
people, perhaps encompass-
ing both civilian and mili-
tary tasks—and at non-
competitive
course. In other words,
bring back the draft. If you
can’t attract people, you
force them. If they won’t go,
you arrest them. If they try
to flee to Canada or Sweden,
you blight the rest of their
lives with jail records and
dishonorable discharges.
Call it what you will or put a
democratic face on it: It is
still involuntary servitude.

It is instructive to see even
liberal opinion leaders reach
for authoritarian remedies,
as if it were just a matter of
recruitment quotas and de-
fense budgets. What is really
at stake is the nature of our
state and society and the role
of our country in the world.
The social limits we are ex-
periencing on the size of our
armed force, along with the
zooming cost- of major
weapons systems (particu-
larly naval ships), are the
most important constraints
on our military strategy and
foreign policy. These two
factors are finally driving the
possiblity of global em-
pire—or global defense, if
you will—out of sight, and
out of reach.

But the answer is not to
institute intolerable social
controls and deprive a
whole age group of income

and freedom. Arrogant

.bureaucrats, statist politi-
cians and establishment
propagandists have no right
to think that our country
can live indefinitely beyond
the resources that citizens
willingly yield to their gov-
ernment.

Something will have to
give; but those who are
proselytizing for the
peacetime draft are confus-
ing the constraint with the
variable. They would turn
the United States into a
Sparta—and blame the
Russians for it, no doubt. It
is a measure of how far they
have travelled from the orig-
inal American conception
that the state exists for the
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wages, of

people, not the people for
the state. This country needs
a better corporate memory
(insofar as it needs anything
corporate at all).

It is even predictively un-
certain that the American
people wold sustain com-
pulsory universal service. A
society enthralled by Prop-
osition 13 and tax resistance
is undergoing a far-reaching
and indescribable revolu-

‘tion against the state. It is

not going to submit easily to
conscription (which is,
among other things, a con-
cealed tax) to support an

overdeveloped military ap-
paratus or even the putative

“national interests” that lie
beyond.

There is another an-
swer—one that grows more
naturally out of theshape of
the problem. We could cut
our military organization
and change our strategies
accordingly. A total defense
structure about 40 percent
smaller—say 1%-million
men—would be sustainable
on a voluntary basis. It is
also a structure that would
meet our core national sec-
urity needs, through admit-
tedly not guarantee all our
worldwide interests. (The
latter proposition, of course,
is far from self evident. A
case can be made, and doc-
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umented by regional strate-
gic analysis, but it is part of
another debate—one that
we should have some day,
and may be forced to have.)

If our establishment suc-
ceeds in its design to enlist
another generation to feed
America’s military machine
and salvage America’s con-
trol over the conduct of
other nations, that will in-
deed be a travesty of the
principles that were at the
base of our constitutional
system almost 200 years
ago. By the time that bicen-
tennial comes around in
1989, there will be little left
to celebrate.

—Farl C. Ravenal

On being an
American

I’'VE GOT THE PAY-
check blues again, and it
made me start thinking
about America, land of the
free.

‘T had always interpreted
that phrase to mean I was
free to live my life the way I
chose. I believed I had the
right to make all decisions
affecting my life as long as I
didn’tharm anyone or break
any laws. I believed that the
laws were there to protect
me, and that people who

broke them were criminals.

These concepts always
sounded fine to me. I was
sure I could live a happy,
productive life within their
framework, because I knew
I was an honest, conscien-
tious person responsible for
my actions. I was proud to
be an American.

I lived with this fantasy
until I was 19 years old.
That was when my husband
received his draft notice, on
our first wedding anniver-
sary. Within days, the boy I
had loved since I was 13 was
gone. The government,
which made the laws to
“protect” me, said that he
had to go where it sent him,
and that he had to do whatit
ordered. If he didn’t, he
would be a criminal and
could go to jail. And so they
sent him to Vietnam. They
risked his life without his
consent. I didn’t under-
stand.

My husband came back
safely after 11 months, and
was honorably discharged
from the service. We started
a family, saved our money
and bought a small house in
Hermosa Beach, where we’d
grown up. We were careful
not to get into debt. Each
year the property taxes on
our small house increased;
in 1976 they doubled, and




then last year they doubled
again. We couldn’t afford
the $2,400 that the govern-
ment wanted—but this was
our home, this was the town
where we grew up. What
were we to do? The gov-
ernment, which made laws
to protect us, said that we
had to pay if we wanted to
stay. I didn’t understand.

Proposition 13 lowered
our property taxes, so that
we could keep our home.
But now the court is suggest-
ing that soon my children
may not be able to attend the
school at the end of our
street; they might have to
ride a schoolbus for up to 40
minutes each way, to go to
school in someone else’s
town. We chose to live in
this town because we grew
up here. It is a small com-
munity with lots of involved
citizens. We wanted our
children to have pride in
their neighborhood, and in
its school. The government,
which makes rules to protect
us, says that this is not im-
portant; something called
integration (not education)
is more important.

Receiving what’s left after
taxes of my first few pay-
checks of 1979 has prompt-
ed me to reflect on my life.
believe that I finally under-
stand: I am not free at all; it
is the government that’s free
to do what it wants. The
laws are not designed to
protect my family and me;
they are designed to protect
the government. And we,
the people, support this sys-
tem with our money, our
children—our very lives. If
we don’t, we risk breaking
the law.

Yes, now I understand,
and I am not so sure how I
feel anymore about being an
honest, conscientious per-
son responsible for my ac-
tions. America, land of the
free—it rings hollow. I'm
still proud to be an Ameri-
can, and I wouldn’t want to
live anywhere else, but I am
not as naive as I once was.

—L. Timmons
(reprinted by permission of
the Los Angeles Times)

Now.

Available:

Can Capitalism
Survive?

By Benjamin

A. Rogge

Engaging, witty,
insightful essays by
the Distinguished
Professor of Political
Economy at Wabash
College. In his title
essay, Rogge considers
the question posed by
Joseph Schumpeter in
Capitalism, Socialism, and
Democracy: can capitalism
survive? Other essays ex-
plore the philosophy of free-
dom, the nature of economics, the business system, labor mar-
kets, money and inflation, the problems of cities, education, and
what must be done to ensure the survival of capitalism and free
institutions. Hardcover $9.00, Paperback $3.50.
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To order these books, or for a copy
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QOPENING
SHOTS

BILL BIRMINGHAM
FOR COUNTER-

point to the sublime.

commentaries on the
draft in this issue,

‘here is an extract

from “Why we need
the draft,” by one
Guy Wright, the San
Francisco Exami-
ner’s Paleolithic col-
umnist: “In certain
circles it’s chic to say
the draft is involun-
tary servitude. By
that logic compul-
sory education be-
comes child labor.
Sequestering a jury
becomes false im-
prisonment. So
much for sophists’
word games.” In-
deed. Yet the reader
will notice that
Wright does have a
certain brutish nose
for inconsistency.
Libertarians who
persist in a sentimen-
tal fondness for the
American state’s
““defense’ estab-
lishment might think
long and hard about
Wright’s question:
“If it’s permissible to
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draft a man in wartime,
when he may get killed, isn’t
it preferable to draft him in
peacetime, when his pres-
ence in uniform may [sic]
prevent war?”’

The Gallup Poll claims
that 71% of the people ap-
prove, in their hearts if not
their accelerators, of the
loathesome 55 mile-per-
hour speed limit. One is
reminded of the Kansas elec-
torate, who Mencken
claimed would vote for pro-
hibition as long as they were
sober enough to stagger off
to the polls.

Jack Lord, star of TV’s
“Hawaii Five-0,” told the
New York Times’ Robert
Trumbull “that the stu-
dio—whose address is
‘Hawaii Five-0, Diamond
Head Road’—had once re-
ceived a Telex message
from ‘a responsible govern-
ment agency’—which he
refused to name to spare
embarrassment—requesting
‘Five-0’s’ help in tracking
down a wanted criminal.”
“We hastened to reply,” said
Lord, “that ‘Five-0’ is purely
fictional.” Now if only
someone will tell the Con-
gressional Budget Office the
same thing about The In-
credible Hulk.

According to a study re-
ported in the Journal of the
American Medical Associa-
tion, 97% of doctors ques-

tioned ““prefer” to tell pa-
tients with cancer that they
have the disease. As recently
at 1961 fully 90% of the
doctors surveyed preferred
not to tell their cancer pa-
tients their diagnoses. Lest
you think, however, that the
nation’s physicians have
come around to the notion
that the patient has some
kind of right to know what’s
wrong with him, the authors
of the study suggest that
“perhaps more patients are
being told because more
need to know”’—for the
doctors’ purposes. Many
cancer patients (15% at the
University of Rochester
Medical Center, where the
study was conducted) now
take part in Federally
funded research projects,
and must be told of their
disease so they can give the
required “informed con-
sent.” Then too, an editorial
in the same issue proposed
such reasons as “the drama-
tic change in the malpractice
situation that encourages
physicians to minimize lia-
bility by transferring know-
ledge to the patient”; they
may get sued if they don’t
tell. Anyone for reviving
leechcraft?

The new “majority rule”
government of Rhodesia—
Zimbabwe will not govern
the majority of the country.
90% of it is under martial
law. The British New States-
man (January 19, 1979)
quotes an official Rhodesian
handout: “In martial law
areas, the security forces can
make their own laws to help

them find and kill terrorists.
They will not have to follow
the ordinary laws, because
that can take too much
time . . . Here are some of
the things the army candoin
martial law areas: 1) They
can arrest and detain people.
2) They can confiscate or
destroy property such as
huts and cattle. 3) They can
make people work for them.
The secret forces can now
hold their own courts. These
courts will have power to
sentence people to gaol and
death.” And if they make a
mistake, no problem. “Un-
der the Terrorism and Public
Order Act,” says the New
Statesman, “‘no action is
taken against a soldier for
torturing or killing a civilian
provided he believed he
acted with the security of the
state in mind.”” But such
measures are regretably
necessary to stem the tide of
African Communism. With
out them, you may be sure,
the guerrillas of the Patriotic
Front would win and, um,
impose a dictatorship.

Historical the
Mayaguez, the freighter
whose seizure by Cambo-
dian gunboats for violating
that country’s territorial
waters incited Jerry Ford’s
famous (and unnecessary)
raid to free her, has been
sold for scrap.

note:

On March 4, 1979, the
Mexican Institutional Re-
volutionary Party (PRI)
celebrated fifty years of a
near-monopoly of political
power. Since its founding in
1929, PRI candidates have
won every election for pres-
ident, senator and state gov-
ernor, and almost every elec-
tion for the Chamber of
Deputies. “Not surprising-
ly,” notes the New York
Times (March 4, 1979),
“the party’s longtime con-
trol of the country is ad-
mired by many governments
that would like to per-



petuate themselves in pow-
er. In recent years, several
Latin American military re-
gimes, including those of
Brazil, El Salvador and
Panama, have sent experts
to study the party’s magic
formula.” How that scurvy
lot was received might be
guessed by the list of those
invited to the PRI’s anniver-
say bash; representatives of
“more than 100 political
parties,” including the Re-
publocrats, the Soviet
Communist Party—and
“the ousted Cambodian re-
gime of Pol Pot.”

&
s

Lawyers for A. Ernest
Fitzgerald, the Pentagon
cost analyst (and liberta-
rian) who revealed the $2-
billion cost overrun on the
Air Force’s C-5A transport

plane and lost his job for it, -

say that a just-released
Nixon tape proves that the
Tricky One personally or-
dered that he be fired; which
should certainly help
Fitzgerald’s $3.5-million
damage suit against Nixon
and three of his White
House aides. So there’s a
chance that the Monster
Milhous may yet be stripped
of his new-found status as a
millionaire. Hasten that
day; Tricky is being de-
fended by (arrgh!) lawyers
from the US Justice Depart-
ment.

Ho hum. The Associated
Press carried this little item:
“A government committee
has barred the repatriation
of Arab villagers in northern
Israel despite Prime Minister
Menachem Begin’s cam-
paign promise that they
would be allowed to return.
They had fled during the
1948 war.” Yet another
broken campaign prom-
ise—how many does that
make, since democracy was
invented? But the story be-
hind this one is enlightening.
As one can read in any of
several books [e.g.: David
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Hirst’s excellent The Gun
and The Olive Branch (New
York, 1977)] the villagers
had not “fled,” they were
thrown out by the Israeli
military. The people of the
Christian village of Biram
got the Israeli Supreme court
to rule that they could re-
turn; whereupon Israeli
planes bombed their village
and razed it to the ground.
The villagers of Igrit got a
similar order from the Su-
preme Court, three years
after they had been forced to
leave their homes ‘“for two
weeks” until “military op-
erations in the area were
concluded.” The military
authorities refused to let
them return; the Supreme
Court decided to consider
their case once more. “But a
month and a half before that
date,” says Hirst, “on
Christmas Day to be precise,

the Israeli Defence Forces
took the Mukhtar of this
Christian community to the
top of a nearby hill and
forced him to watch the
show—the blowing up of
every house in the
village—which they had
laid on for his benefit.” An
enlightening tale indeed;
and doubly piquant when
one reads: ‘“Agriculture
Minister Ariel Sharon said
Wednesday the committee
he heads ruled against the
return of villagers to Iqrit

and Biram to prevent any
precedent for the return of

other Arab refugees.”

A bill which would have
barred British schoolmas-
ters from beating their hand-
icapped pupils was killed by
Conservative MP Tom

Normanton, who does not
approve of beating mentally
handicapped children ““be-
cause they don’t know what
they are doing,” but op-
posed the bill because “I see
no reason why any protec-
tion should be given to the
physically handicapped.”
The real reason Normanton
objected to caning cretins
but not cripples may be mere
self-interest. Mr. Norman-
ton is not a cripple.
According to Newsweek
(March §, 1979), “Euro-
pean  doctors”  who
examined the Shah of Iran
last year “concluded that his
brain was not getting
enough blood to function
properly.” Strange. There
was (and is) certainly plenty
of blood on his hands . . ]
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The battle over
SALT revisited

THE THING THAT
makes Bruce Bartlett’s col-
umn on SALT II (LR, De-
cember) into a worthless
polemic is his steadfast re-
luctance to consider any of
the issues seriously or accu-
rately.

Granted, the exercise of a
civil defense program by the
United States is too cumber-
some a task to be practical in
the face of a strategic attack.
This does not mean the ef-
fort is entirely worthless,
nor does it mean that the
Soviets are wasting their
time in following such a
program. It is quite clear
that the Soviets are intend-
ing to prepare against the
occurrence of nuclear at-
tack—and on such a basis
that their society could be
reconstituted in the after-
math. We simply do not
have this capability. Bartlett
seems to think that any ex-
ercise by the United States of
a civil defense program
would provoke the Soviets
into an attack. I can only
ask: is an attack less likely,
so long as the Soviet Union
perceives the U.S. as being
incapable of surviving it?

Bartlett dismisses the
point about Soviet military
spending by attributing it to
the manner in which our
intelligence assesses such
things. This is very glib; it
entirely bypasses the fact
that the Soviet Union has
fielded altogether new gen-
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LETTERS

erations of weapons:
ICBMs, VTOL fighter air-
craft, swing-wing long-
range bombers, seeker-killer
satellites, etc. Is it enough to
add that the U.S. has no
comparable capability? I
think it makes more sense to
evaluate Soviet military
spending on the basis of the
hardware they are produc-
ing ... and on this basis,
they are no misers.

In the same paragraph,
Bartlett says “the Soviets are
paranoid and will never ac-
quiesce to a position of in-
feriority in strategic arms”
.. . and then says “if we can
.. . establish a position of
parity then we are one step
on the road towards mutual
arms reduction.” Now, if
the Soviets are so paranoid
as to brook no inferiority,
how are we supposed to
expect them to abandon
their paranoia for as long as
it takes for them to accept
parity? By definition, the
paranoid mentality cannot
believe in the concept of
parity. This also connects
with Bartlett’s further
statement that “we have to
assume rational motivation
on the part of the Soviets
and deal with them on that
basis.” Well—what is it?
Are the Soviets paranoid or
rational? More to the point,
do the Soviets have any in-
tention of honoring such a
piece of paper as SALT II? If
we take their regard of
SALT I as any example, we
see that they lost no time in
violating it by deploying the
§S-20 missile. These items
(coupled with the Soviets’
prediliction for high-mega-
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tonnage warheads) incline
me to think that the Soviet
Union is basically unwilling
to participate in the in-
tended spirit of SALT II (or
SALTI).

Bartlett then engages in
some drivel about the non-
importance of weapons
“superiority.” It is obvious
that nothing can guarantee
security—that is the whole
point of freedom. But it is
true that the odds of surviv-
ing or “winning” a military
conflict can depend on such
things as the number of
troops fielded and the
weapons at their disposal.
To say that technology
moves so fast as to insure
continual obsolescence is to
mix metaphorical apples
with oranges. The soldier in
the field may only have a
musket, but a musket in the
hand is a damn sight better
than an atom bomb on the
drawing board. It is true that
the lag from concept to
manufacture can often be
many years, but this does
not change the fact that a
war will be won by the
weapons in the field. One
needs only examine the his-
tory of World War Il to form
an appreciation of the ex-
treme importance of
technological innovation in
the battlefield. Had Hitler
not screwed around with his
priorities, he could well have
had weapons that would
have re-written history as
we know it.

An excellent example of
this point, introduced by
Bartlett, is the Trident mis-
sile. Bartlett sees it giving
only a ““marginal increase in

defense capability” and calls
it an ill-afforded luxury.
Let’s look at the facts. Exist-
ing Poseidon-type missiles
have a range of about 4500
kilometers, and their
launcher-submarines must
be on-station at locations
not far removed from the
coast of Russia. Trident 1, on
the other hand, is capable of
a range of almost 8000
kilometers (and Trident II of
a range of about 11,000
kilometers). This means that
the Trident submarine fleet
may rove nearly all the
oceans of the world, ex-
panding their ‘‘hiding
space” enormously. Inas-
much as the key strategic
feature of the SLBM is the
difficulty to detect and ne-
gate the submarine fleet,
Trident most certainly
amounts to a vast improve-
ment over the earlier Po-
laris/Poseidon fleet. $1.5-bil-
lion per Trident submarine
is a lot of money ... but
more to the point: is it worth
it? The amount of money
spent on a modest fleet of
such submarines is probably
comparable to the amount
of money lost through
bureaucratic idiocy in the
health and welfare pro-
grams, and is rather a small
portion of the total federal
budget. Penny-pinching is
fine if you want to stop the
wasteful use of paper clips,
but insufficient weaponry
are of no use whatsoever to
the function of defense.
Bartlett then goes on to
repeat the tired cliche that it
doesn’t really matter if we
have the ability to destroy
the Soviet Union ten or
twenty times over. It is a
tired cliche—and totally
without substantiation. The
U.S. is not interested in de-
veloping bigger bombs; the
real trend has been down-
ward to smaller, more pre-
cise weapons. The overkill
objection is based on the fact
that strategic forces are pre-
dicated on the basis that
most of them might not
reach their target (by virtue
of having been blitzed by a
nuclear blast). This is on a
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par with the objection that a
soldier goes into war
equipped with enough
ammunition to kill a
thousandfold as many
enemies. And the answer is
the same: just because you
have the ability to fire a
weapon doesn’t mean that
you’re going to kill anyone
withit.

And, at last, Bartlett cops
out on the entire issue.
Either the Soviets are ra-
tional . . . and all this worry
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is needless—or the Soviets
arenot. . . and all this worry
is fruitless. This is an amaz-
ing defense of burying one’s
head in the sand. It is more
realistic to characterize the
Soviets as ambitious, ruth-
less, and realistic ... and
plan our defense strategy
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accordingly. It is a patent
fact that the Soviets accept
nuclear warfare as having a
place in their military doc-
trine. The U.S., by contrast,
flinches from the very
thought. Under these cir-
cumstances, and with the
Soviet bad faith long in evi-
dence, it is wondrous to me
that Bartlett can still look
forward to dealing with the
Soviets ““for our mutual
benefit”!

What should one say of
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SALTII? Simply on the basis
of historical evidence, we
should oppose it as being
another case of the Big Lie. It
is a pretend-document, in-
tended to support the fan-
tasy that the Soviet Union is
honest and well-meaning

. and the even greater

ety

fantasy that it will somehow

prevent or deter the broad
military ambitions of either
power. It is a worthless trea-
ty, productive of nothing
except delusion; and we
should call it for what it is: a
sham. The American public
has long earned the regard
of such as P.T. Barnum, who
saw the essence of this kind
of tomfoolery long ago. Lib-
ertarians are almost as bad,
preferring to whine about
government expenditures
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without bothering to inform
themselves of the details.
National defense is a typical
issue, and they are con-
vinced that IBM or Sears
and Roebuck can fight a war
better than the existing
military services. This is not
to say that the military could

not be more effective or less
wasteful ... but there is
nothing productive about
war, and it is a great mistake
to model it after the conduct
of a productive enterprise.
As a person professionally
engaged in the military-
industrial complex, I sin-
cerely hope your writers
spend more time in digging
up the facts and considering
real problems—instead of
getting up on soapboxes and
spouting off.
MIKE DUNN
Federal Way, Washington

Bartlett replies:

Mike Dunn begins his criti-
cism of my attack on Presi-
dent Carter’s proposal to
increase spending for civil
defense in a rather odd way.
He says, “Granted, the exer-
cise of a civil defense pro-
gram by the United States is
too cumbersome a task to be
practical in the face of a
strategic attack.”

If civil defense is of no
practical value in a strategic
attack, it is rather hard for
me to imagine what value it
does have. Dunn seems to
think that the mere act of
implementing a civil defense
program—no matter how
worthless it may otherwise
be—would accomplish
some kind of foreign policy
objective. The only objective
I can see is that it will waste
many more billions of tax
dollars while providing no
protection from nuclear at-
tack.

The fact is that if the rock-

ets really started to fly there
would be at most 30 minutes
from the time they took off
to the time they began to
land. Anyone who thinks
that a city can be evacuated,
as the Carter plan presumes,
in 30 minutes must never
have seen traffic in a normal
rush hour. A city the size of
Washington  probably
couldn’t be evacuated com-
pletely for several days at
least, even under emergency
conditions. (See Sidney
Lens, “Civil Defense: Car-
ter’s Idiot Arithmetic,” In-
quiry, January 8 and 22,
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1979.)

Dunn goes on to discuss
Soviet military spending
without dealing with the
issue I raised originally,
which is that estimates of
Soviet military spending are
meaningless. What happens
is that we try to observe
what the Soviets are doing in
the way of military spending
and then convert it to dollars
by estimating how much it
would cost the U.S. todo the
same thing. But the Soviet
Union has a state-controlled
economy and everyone al-
ready works for the gov-
ernment. This makes a con-
version of Soviet military
action into dollars worth-
less.

What really counts is not
whether the U.S. or Soviet
Union spends more on de-
fense but what the actual
capability of that defense is.
From this point of view the
U.S. is still far ahead of the
Soviets qualitatively. For
example, take the much-
heralded Soviet Foxbat
fighter. For years we were
told that this fighter put the
best we had to shame. Then
one day a defector gave us a
Foxbat and we were able to
examine it first-hand. All of
a sudden we discovered that
the Foxbat (or Mig-25) was
really quite a backward
airplane. While it did have a
high top-speed, it had virtu-
ally no maneuverability. It
was overweight, had rela-
tively little electronic gear,
and was not especially
well-armed. So much for the
Foxbat. (See Congressman
Robert Carr’s article, “Fox-
bat Fears and Realities,”
The Washington Post, Oc-
tober 3, 1976.)

Dunn next plays rhetori-
cal games about whether the
Soviets are paranoid or not
in the strict sense of the
term. The point I was trying
to raise is that there are more
than just two possible rela-
tionships between the U.S.
and the Soviets regarding
military capability (we’re
ahead of them or they are
ahead of us). There is also a
third possibility: both sides

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

LOS ANGELES TIMES

are relatively equal.
Toward the end of this
paragraph Dunn makes
another point which is very
relevant to this question of
whether the Soviets are ra-
tional or irrational, para-
noid or not. He notes that
the Soviets have a “predilec-
tion for high-megatonnage
warheads.” As I have argued
elsewhere (LR, March
1978), the fact that the
Soviets use high-megaton-

one blow. Otherwise we
would simply retaliate. This
is why the Soviets have long
believed that the U.S.’s em-
phasis on missile accuracy
proves that the U.S. is seek-
ing a first strike capability.
Thus the Soviets conclude
that since they cannot
achieve first-strike they must
concentrate on second-
strike. High-megatonnage
weapons are appropriate for
this purpose, since they must
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nage warheads proves that
they are primarily interested
in defense, not offense. The
Soviets must emphasize
megatonnage because they
don’t have the accuracy of
U.S. missiles.

If the Soviets really were
preparing a first-strike, their
aim would be to knock out
our missiles, not our cities.
This would require a high
degree of accuracy, for un-
less there were close to a
direct hit upon a hardened
silo the missile could still
fire. Thus it would be absurd
for the Russians to make a
first-strike without being
able to take out the vast
majority of our missiles in

assume that by the time they
are fired most Soviet missiles

will already be destroyed.

Those that are left must
carry the burden of deter-
rence. Since, after an Ameri-
can first-strike, all our mis-
siles will be out of their silos,
the only deterrent effect the
Soviets have is to threaten
destruction of our cities with
heavy weapons. (See Robert
Aldridge, “First Strike: The
Pentagon’s Secret Strategy,”
The Progressive, May
1978.)

This reply has run too
long already so I will just
conclude with this observa-
tion: Mike Dunn, like most
extreme hawks, prefers to

believe that the Soviets are
always oustripping U.S. de-
fenses, science and technol-
ogy—no matter how con-
trary the evidence may
be—because it is the only
way he can rationalize U.S.
militarism and imperialism,
which he in turn equates
with patriotism.

We forget that the United
States was the first nation to
use nuclear energy for mili-
tary purposes (Remember
Hiroshima?). Indeed, the
United States is the only
nation ever to use nuclear
weapons. How do you sup-
pose this looks to the
Soviets?

Nevertheless, throughout
the 1950s, 1960s, and even
the 1970s it was widely be-
lieved that the Soviets were
and are advancing far
beyond the U.S. in weapons,
science and technology.
Have we so quickly forgot-
ten the lesson of the so-
called space race? From the
time the Soviets launched
Sputnik to the time the U.S.
finally put a man on the
moon, everyone—and I do
mean virtually everyone—
was convinced that the
Soviets would win the race.
Yet to this day, almost ten
years after the American
triumph, the Soviets have
yet to put a man on the
moon. Doesn’t this tell us
something?

Lastly, I will just say this:
The Defense Department
deserves closer scrutiny than
any other department of
government, because the
Defense Department has the
guns! If, by some chance, a
Secretary of H.E.W. decides
to take over, there isn’t very
much he can do. But if a
Secretary of Defense or
Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff does (a la
“Seven Days in May”), and
invokes “national security”
as the justification, then we
are in serious trouble.

In a totally realistic sense,
I contend that the real threat
to our liberty comes from
Washington, not Moscow.
Let us therefore keep our
priorities straight. il |
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Why congress
spends

BRUCE BARTLETT

A FEW YEARS
ago the U.S. Con-
gress became con-
cerned about the
level of federal
spending and decid-
ed to do something
about it. The result
was passage of the
Congressional Bud-

get and Impound-

ment Control Act of
1974. This bill did
the following: (1)
established the Con-
gressional Budget
Office, (2) created
House and Senate
Budget Committees,
(3) introduced a new
Congressional bud-
get process, and (4)
prevented the presi-
dent from impound-

ing funds appropriated by
Congress.

It was believed that the
reason Congress spent so
much was because no single
committee looked at the
budget as a whole. Each
congressman, senator and
committee looked at legisla-
tion individually, without
reference to the overall pic-
ture of revenues and expen-

ditures. Furthermore, it was -

believed that Congress
could not effectively control
the budget without an inde-
pendent research organiza-
tion comparable to the
Office of Management and
Budget. Hence the creation
of the Congressional Budget
Office, or CBO.

The new congressional
budget process mandated
that all spending by Con-
gress must conform to limits
imposed by the budget re-
solution passed by Congress
shortly after the president
sends his budget to Capitol
Hill. This resolution sup-
posedly takes into consider-
ation not only the needs of
particular programs but the
effects of the total budget on
the economy.

The first fiscal year in

which the budget process
was in effect the federal

government ran the largest
deficit in its history, $66.4-
billion (FY 1976). Since then
we have had deficits of
$45.0-billion (FY 1977),
$48.8-billion (FY 1978),
and a projected deficit of
$37.4-billion in the current
fiscal year. Thus the conclu-
sion is inescapable that the
budget process has been a
dismal failure in controlling
spending. In fact, the situa-
tion seems to have gotten
Worse.

Recently, two prominent
economists, Professor David
Meiselman of Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and
Dr. Paul Craig Roberts of
the Wall Street Journal,
examined the reasons for
this failure in a paper called
“The Political Economy of
the Congressional Budget
Office.” They argue that
because the CBO and the
House and Senate Budget
Committee staffs (both Re-
publican and Democrat) are
all dominated by Keynes-
ians, the budget process has
been perverted into a means
for increasing spending
rather than controlling it. As
they write in their paper:
To us it seems that the new
budget process has not changed
the incentives that produced the
“overspending” (deficits) that
led conservatives to support the
new process. Rather than in-
creasing the costs on the big
spenders, it has reduced them
by institutionalizing a crude
Keynesianism. The information
supplied by the CBO and the
Budget Committee staffs sup-
ports the spending incentives
that already exist. Deficits now
emanate from a professional
staff as scientific economic
policy upon which the nation’s
level of employment and rate of
economic growth depend . . .
The Budget Act has put a new
appearance on the old process:
Things have changed in order
that they could remain the
same. Deficits are now sanc-
tioned prior to the appropri-
ations process. They have shed
their political image. Spending
is now under control in the
sense that the liberals want.
They now have a formal
mechanism that sanctions
deficits and through which they
can lobby for their spending

priorities. Conservatives are in
a weakened position, because
their resistance to deficits can be
portrayed as an attack on the
budget process or on scientifi-
cally derived stabilization pol-
icy.

A corollary to the
Meiselman-Roberts attack
on the budget process is
their attack on the use of
large-scale econometric
models, which are used so
heavily by government
economists to set national
economic policy. Because
these models are based al-
most entirely on Keynesian
principles, their forecasts
almost always show the fol-
lowing: that savings impair
economic performance and
growth; that the quantity of
money is of no importance
at all; that tax cuts are less
desirable than increases in
spending; and that tax cuts
must be geared toward con-
sumption, i.e. toward low-
income individuals rather
than businesses or middle-
class individuals who may
save rather than spend. Thus
the models will predict un-
iformly that if taxes and
spending are reduced by the
same amount it will hurt the
economy, and if we do the
opposite and raise taxes and
spending then the economy
will be stimulated. (For a
further elaboration see Paul
Craig Roberts, “The Break-
down of the Keynesian
Model,” The Public Inter-
est, Summer 1978.)

In frustration with the
process I have described,
many conservatives and lib-
erals alike have jumped on
the balanced-budget amend-
ment bandwagon, as though
such a constitutional
amendment would finally
control the budget as the
congressional budget pro-
cess has not. I have already
described why I think such
an amendment would be
counterproductive (LR,
November 1978). I only
hope that we do not have to
pass such an amendment
first before we discover that
it too is a misdirected effort
to control spending.
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MOVEMENT

MILTON MUELLER

ON MARCH 12
the Military Man-
power Subcommit-
tee of the House
Armed Services
Committee began
hearings on resump-
tion of the draft. A
parade of witnesses
testified that the
armed services are
not ready for a war
in Europe, that the
dormant Selective
Service System can-
not mobilize quickly
enough, and that re-
cruitment goals are
getting harder and
harder to meet.
Most concluded that
while “we can’t get
conscription yet,”
some form of com-
pulsory registration
is absolutely neces-
sary as a first step.
Six bills have now
been submitted to
Congress to estab-
lish registration
and/or conscription
and national service.
The testimony
against the draft, for
the most part, came

16 from religious peace
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groups. The Congressper-
sons dutifully listened to
them, then dismissed them
as unworthy of serious con-
sideration (after noting that
they were against all war
and “even” opposed a draft
during wartime). These
moral objections to war and
conscription rather be-
mused them, hard, practical
men and women that they
were.

But they were not amused
by the testimony of one Tom
Palmer of Students for a
Libertarian Society (SLS).

Palmer pointed out that
there was one argument
against the draft and regis-
tration that they were over-
looking: student resistance.
“Students just won’t stand
for it,” said Palmer, and
promised that any compul-
sory program would spark a
strong student reaction. The
elected officials raised their
eyebrows at this display of
insurbordination, This draft
opponent was not amusing
at all. The sly committee
chair invited Palmer to send
copies of all SLS’s literature
advocating resistance to the
Committee’s General Coun-
sel “for inclusion in the
Congressional Record.”

The New Resistance, Stu-
dents For a Libertarian Soci-
ety’s anti-draft project, had
begun.

The next day, March 13,
SLS held 20 news confer-
ences to announce a na-
tionwide student anti-draft
movement. The conferences
were held in most of the
major media markets
around the county, includ-
ing Boston, New York,
Washington D.C., Atlanta,
Chicago, San Francisco, and

JONNIE GILMAN

Los Angeles. At the confer-
ences, SLS representatives,
joined in many cases by
groups like the ACLU and
the War Resisters League,
announced that “if any form
of compulsory registration
passes, libertarians will defy
it and we will urge every
young person in the nation
to do likewise.” “Our ob-
ject,” they said, “is to make

Facing reporters at the March 13 news conferences:
SLS executive director Milton Mueller . . .



any system of registration
break down under the
weight of resistance.” (The
full text of the SLS statement
is reprinted on pp. 24-25.)
This statement received
excellent coverage around
the country. Local TV and
radio stations carried the
story everywhere. The
Washington D.C. confer-
ence attracted Time Maga-

JONNIE GILMAN

zine, UPL, and the Washing-
ton Post, among others. And
had Carter’s so-called
Mideast settlement not oc-
curred when it did, nation-
wide TV and radio coverage
would have been more
widespread.

Work on the news confer-
ences was a shot in the arm
to libertarian student or-
ganizing, transforming SLS

. .. and Steven Houston of the Central Committee for Conscien-

tious Objectors

into a nationwide student
organization virtually over-
night. (Until then, SLS had
restricted its activities to
California). Indeed, despite
the intensely evil nature of
the draft, its resurrection is
probably the best thing that
could happen to the move-
ment. What fools they are
for bringing 1t back! Liber-
tarians can now go onto any
campus in the country and

be assured a favorable re-

ception. Student apathy will
vanish in the face of such a
clear and present danger. As
an issue, the draft ties to-
gether civil liberties (regis-
tration, privacy, spying)
economics (youth unem-
ployment, the war economy,
“national service”) and for-
eign policy into a fundamen-
tal choice between freedom
and state despotism. And for
once, it is libertarians who
are leading the fight.

SLS made two vital
strategic decisions when
forging its approach to the
issue. The first problem con-
fronted was whether a
“front group” should be
formed that was not
explicitly part of SLS in
order to gain the widest
possible participation, or
whether SLS should openly
run its anti-draft project as
part of a libertarian organi-
zation. We chose the latter
course.

We were wary of the front
group approach, especially
because of the lack of
carry-over votes resulting
from libertarian involve-
ment in the tax revolt. We
felt that conscription was
such a basic libertarian is-
sue, uniting free market,
civil libertarian and foreign
policy concerns, that the
anti-draft, anti-war move-
ment of the 1980s should be
directly and explicitly con-
nected with libertarianism.

This strategy worked—or
at least, it has so far. Despite
the SLS name, other groups
have proved willing to
cooperate with us as long as
we respect their different
approaches. And the press
did not cover the event as

“Libertarians come out
against the draft;” instead,
the story was ‘“‘student
anti-draft movement forms,
led by a libertarian student
organization.” This pro-
vides an exhilirating con-
trast to the old days, when
libertarians would talk
about “‘getting into” the
anti-war movement, or
about trying to “influence”
the anti-draft movement. At
this stage, we are the student
anti-draft movement.

Another, more controver-
sial strategic decision made
by SLS was to link conscrip-
tion to America’s global
troop commitments. The
burgeoning support for the
draft comes amidst a realiza-
tion by Congress that the
constraints of the all Volun-
teer Force do not square
with the requirements of a
2.1-million active duty force
level and the maintenance of
a capacity to fight in Europe,
the Middle East, and Korea.
Since neither conservative
nor liberal opponents of the
draft are willing to question
those troop commitments,
peacetime registration for a
draft increasingly looks like
a necessary adjustment to
the responsibility of a global
empire. It should not sur-
prise libertarians at all—
they have been saying for
decades that you can’t have
both freedom and empire
—that foreign interven-
tionism magnifies state
power and eats away at in-
dividual rights.

But for conservatives, and
many liberals, the draft rep-
resents a crisis of ideology.
In the past 30 years, con-
servatives like Barry Gold-
water have been sincere and
often heroic opponents of
conscription. Yet at the
same time they have been
staunch defenders of U.S.
military might and global
troop commitments. What
happens now, when a choice
between these two predilec-
tions is becoming inevi-
table?

Goldwater, for one, fa-
vors compulsory registra-
tion, and is more than wil-
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ling to entertain the idea of a
peacetime draft. Other
prominent conservatives are
striving mightily to pretend
that they don’t have to make
the choice. Milton Friedman
provides the most dramatic
example.

The distinguished econ-
omist, who lives in San
Francisco, was contacted by
SLS to solicit his participa-

tion in the Bay Area news:

conference. He expressed
strong support for keeping a
volunteer force, yet said he
could not attend because he
was shortly leaving the
country. But he did state
that he was writing his next
Newsweek column against
the draft, a fact which pro-
voked SLS to send him its
news release and anti-draft
statement. The statement, as
indicated above, strongly
linked the draft to foreign
policy, denouncing it as a
“necessary tool of interven-
tionism.”

Two days after the packet
was sent, SLS received a
phone call from an angry
Professor Friedman. In his
conversation with me,
Friedman railed against
SLS’s linkage of the two
issues, claiming that such a
link would destroy any
chance of keeping the all
volunteer force. “For God’s
sake,” said Friedman, again
and again, ‘“‘keep the two
issues apart.” In Friedman’s
opinion, tying the volunteer
force to a particular foreign
policy may lead to the loss of
the volunteer force. Of
course, I believe the opposite
view—that unless interven-
tionism is done away with,
America will always be
threatened with conscrip-
tion and registration.

It is not hard to under-
stand Professor Friedman’s
real anguish over our ap-
proach. To view conscrip-
tion, not as an isolated act of
governmental coercion, but
as a logical and ultimately
necessary tool of a global
military commitment raises
fearsome and sweeping
questions about radical is-
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sues. Conservatives are
notorious for confining their
criticism of the status quo to
areas that fall safely within
the boundaries of “respec-
tability.” This, of course, is
why they are always so
ineffective—they shrink
from raising basic principles
and from demanding mean-
ingful changes. The fact is,
any opposition to conscrip-
tion that fails to support the
kind of foreign policy that
can make freedom possible
is superficial and impotent
at best, and a hypocritical

" evasion of the real issues at

worst.

I repeat: as long as our
interventionist foreign pol-
icy goes unchallenged, the
draft will be either a loom-
ing threat or a continuing
reality. Period. Choose, Pro-
fessor Friedman.

SLS plans demonstrations
against the draft all over the
country on May 1st. Atleast
50 college and high school
campuses plan to partici-
pate. If interested in work-
ing on a demonstration in
your area, contact SLS at
(415) 781-5817.

Developing libertarians

What is to be done with all
those new people attracted
by libertarianism but lack-
ing a complete grasp of its
principles and traditions?
Attracting new people is one
thing, but educating and
developing them into the
kind of individuals who can
explain ideas, write the arti-
cles, do the research and
generally take leadership
positions is another matter
altogether. The word for
this is cadre: women and
men who possess the wide-
ranging knowledge of liber-
tarianism and the commit-
ment to creating a free soci-

ety that can further the

movement.

The Cato Institute has
decided to meet this need
head-on. Now one year old,
their Summer Seminars in
Political Economy are the

most ambitious attempts yet
at full-scale libertarian edu-
cation.

Of course, other political
groups have been doing this
for years. The John Birch
Society runs zillions of
summer camps where it
inculcates its own particu-
lar brand of paranoia; the
Socialist Workers Party has
its four or five day training
in the tenets of Trotskyism;
Tom Hayden and Jane
Fonda run camps where
students learn that big cor-
porations are responsible
for all the world’s problems.
Yet none of these efforts is as
sweeping and systematic as
the week-long unfolding of
libertarianism sponsored by
Cato. In one week, the cur-
riculum covers ethical
philosophy, economics, his-
tory, domestic policy issues
and foreign policy issues—
all presented by some of the
world’s leading libertarian
intellectuals. And this vast
subject area is preceded by a
vast series of readings drawn
from the finest works in the

" libertarian and classical lib-

eral literature. The reading
material is included in the
price of the seminar; any
person who attends will thus
suddenly possess the nucleus
of a libertarian library. Pre-
vious seminars have fea-
tured Arthur Ekirch on
American history, Roy
Childs on property rights,
Walter Grinder on Austrian
economics, Murray Roth-
bard and Ed Crane on stra-
tegy, and Leonard Liggio on
the history of American

foreign' policy.

As a veteran of one of the
original Summer Seminars, I
was impressed with the way
in which the week was struc-
tured. The Seminars are held
on college campuses where,
for the full week, partici-
pants are (relatively) cut off
from the outside world and
live in simple, albeit com-
fortable, conditions. The
effect of this was to focus
our attention on the subject
matter and our fellow stu-
dents allowing us to devote

our undivided attention to
the drama and excitement of
libertarian ideas. Plenty of
time was allotted to discus-
sion with the likes of
Rothbard, Liggio, et al, not
to mention other partici-
pants, and it was not un-
usual for these discussions
to continue long into the
warm summer nights.

The first of these seminars
was pretty intense; the in-
structors were as excited by
the ambitious program and
the sense that a movement
was being born as the young
student participants. Butitis
hard to see how this kind of
commitment can be main-
tained, after the eighth,
ninth or tenth Seminar. So
Cato is cultivating new
scholars and intellectuals to
serve as instructors, so that
more of the seminars can be
run around the country.
They are also specializing
the programs, conducting
special Seminars for busi-
nesspeople, history students
and journalism students.

Four Seminars will be
held during the summer of
1979. The basic Summer
Seminar, geared primarily
toward students and aca-
demics, will be held June 30
through July 8 at Dart-
mouth College in New
Hampshire. A “Business
and Professional” Seminar
will take place at the beauti-
ful Humboldt State Univer-
sity campus in Northern
California from August 11
through 19. Then there will
be specialized Seminars for
history students at the Uni-
versity of Oregon, June 16
through 24, and for jour-
nalism students at North-
western University (in the
Chicago area) from July 21
to July 29.

The price for these intel-
lectual orgies is $95 for stu-
dents, and $350 for every-
one else. Some free scholar-
ships are available for those
who need them. For an ap-
plication, contact the Cato
Institute, 1700 Montgom-
ery, San Francisco 94111; or
call (415) 433-4316. d
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Daniel Webster
on military
conscription

DANIEL WEB-
ster’s extraordinary
eloquence as a pub-
lic speaker is still
remembered more
than a hundred years
after his death—has,
in fact, become a
part of American
folklore. Stephen
Vincent Benet’s
“The Devil and
Daniel Webster,” in
which the great New
Englander outargues
and outorates Satan
himself, has become
a children’s classic in
the scant half cen-
tury since its original
publication. The his-
torian S. F. Bemis
writes of Webster in
a recent article in a
popular encycloped-
ia that “no estimate

of his eloquence is

complete that does
not allow for the
superb personality
that gave it weight
and vigor. He was a

20 notable presence,
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Daniel Webster: at22 . ..
even to those who passed
him unknown in the street.
The dignity of his solid
figure, the rich and varied
music of his voice, above all
the penetrating splendor of
his eyes, gave his spoken
words a glory that we can-
not recover, effective as his
speeches are in print.”

The problem is precisely
that Webster’s speeches see
print so infrequently. We
hear endlessly about his
eloquence, but seldom
about the ideas he so
eloquently defended. In

more than a few cases, these
ideas were strictly liberta-
rian. In others they were
more properly describable
as constitutionalist. And
whenever Webster’s liberta-
rian ideals conflicted with
the letter of the sacred Con-
stitution which had been
foisted upon the American
people seven years after his
birth in 1782, Webster
could be counted upon to
side with the Constitution
against liberty. As a Senator
from New Hampshire in the
1840s, for example, he con-

sistently opposed abolition
of slavery—though he
regarded slavery, he said, as
an abomination—on the
grounds that it was recog-
nized in the Constitition and
was therefore unabolisha-
ble: one could only, Webster
believed, make use of every
available Constitutional
means to inhibit its increase
and spread.

Still, Webster could argue
like the purest of libertarians
when doing so didn’t briing
him into conflict with the
Constitution. One case in
point which is particularly
relevant to the concerns of
the political moment is
Webster’s speech “On Con-
scription,” which he deli-
vered before the House of
Representatives on De-
cember 9, 1814. Webster
was a Congressman from
New Hampshire in that
year; his brilliant careers as
trial lawyer, historical
orator, and statesman (Sec-
retary of State in the Harri-
son, Tyler and Fillmore ad-
ministrations; U.S. Senator
during the critical decades of
the 1840s and 1850s) lay
ahead of him. His consider-
able intellectual and rhetori-
cal energy was more nar-
rowly concentrated in 1814
than it would be in later
years—bent almost single-
mindedly on ending the (as
Webster saw them) useless
and destructive hostilities
with England: what we
know today as the War of
1812. Outraged as Webster
was by this war, however, he
was doubly outraged by the
proposal late in 1814 that
the federal government be
given the authority to draft
soldiers for the fighting. His
outrage, his eloquence, and
the clarity and consistency
of which he was capable as a
thinker are all lavishly on
display in the following
condensation of his famous
anti-draft speech (condensa-
tion prepared by Murray N.
Rothbard):

“This bill indeed is less un-
disguised in its object, and
less direct in its means, than
some of the measures pro-



posed. It is an attempt to
exercise the power of forc-
ing the free men of this coun-
try into the ranks of an
army, for the general pur-
poses of war, under color of
a military service. It is a
distinct system, introduced
for new purposes, and not
connected with any power,
which the Constitution has
conferred on Congress.
“But, Sir, there is another
consideration. The services
of the men to be raised under
this act are not limited to
those cases in which alone
this Government is entitled
to the aid of the militia of the
States. These cases are par-
ticularly stated in the
Constitution—"to repel in-
vasion, suppress insurrec-
tion, or execute the laws.’
“The question is nothing
less, than whether the most
essential rights of personal
liberty shall be surrendered
and despotism embraced in
its worst form. When the
present generation of men
shall be swept away, and
that this Government ever
existed shall be a matter of
history only, I desire that it
may then be known, that
you have not proceeded in
your course unadmonished
and unforewarned. Let it
then be known, that there
were those, who would have
stopped you, in the career of
your measures, and held you
back, as by the skirts of your
garments, from the pre-
cipice, over which you are
plunging, and drawing after

you the Government of your *

Country.

“Conscription is chosen
as the most promising in-
strument, both of overcom-
ing reluctance to the Service,
and of subduing the difficul-
ties which arise from the
deficiencies of the Ex-
chequer. The administration
asserts the right to fill the
ranks of the regular army by
compulsion. It contends that
it may now take one out of
every twenty-five men, and
any part or the whole of the
rest whenever its occasions
require. Persons thus taken
by force, and put into an

army, may be compelled to
serve there, during the war,
or for life. They may be put
on any service, at home or
abroad, for defence or for
invasion, according to the
will and pleasure of Gov-
ernment.| This power does
not grow out of any invasion
of the country, or even out
of a state of war. It belongs
to Government at all times,
in peace as well as in war,
and is to be exercised under

...and at 70.

all circumstances, according
to its mere discretion. This,
Sir, is the amount of the
principle contended for by
the Secretary of War [James
Monroe].

“Is this, Sir, consistent
with the character of a free
Government? Is this civil
liberty? Is this the real
character of our Constitu-
tion? No, Sir, indeed it is
not. The Constitution is
libelled, foully libelled. The
people of this country have
not established for them-
selves such a fabric of des-

potism. They have not pur-
chased at a vast expense of
their own treasure and their
own blood a Magna Carta
to be slaves. Where is it
written in the Constitution,
in what article or section is it
contained, that you may
take children from their par-
ents, and parents from their
children, and compel them

-to fight the battles of any

war, in which the folly or the
wickedness of Government

may engage it? Under what
concealment has this power
lain hidden, which now for
the first time comes forth,
with a tremendous and bale-
ful aspect, to trample down
and destroy the dearest
rights of personal liberty?
Sir, I almost disdain to go to
quotations and references to
prove that such an abomin-
able doctrine has no founda-
tion in the Constitution of
the country. It is enough to
know that that instrument
was intended as the basis of
a free Government, and that

the power contended for is
incompatible with any no-
tion of personal liberty. An
attempt to maintain this
doctrine upon the provi-
sions of the Constitution is
an exercise of perverse inge-
nuity to extract slavery from
the substance of a free Gov-
ernment. It is an attempt to
show, by proof and argu-
ment, that we ourselves are
subjects of despotism, and
that we have a right to
chains and bondage, firmly
secured to us and our chil-
dren, by the provision of our
Government.

“The supporters of the
measures before us act on
the principle that it their
task to raise arbitrary pow-
ers, by construction, out of a
plain written charter of Na-
tional Liberty. It is their
pleasing duty to free us of
the delusion, which we have
fondly cherished, that we
are the subject of a mild, free
and limited Government,
and to demonstrate by a
regular chain of premises
and conclusions, that Gov-
ernment possesses OVer us a
power more tyrannical,
more arbitrary, more dan-
gerous, more allied to blood
and murder, more full of
every form of mischief, more
productive of every sort and
degree of misery, than has
been exercised by any
civilized Government in
modern times.

“But is is said, that it
might happen that any army
would not be raised by vol-
untary enlistment, in which
case the power to raise ar-
mies would be granted in
vain, unless they might be
raised by compulsion. If this
reasoning could prove any-
thing, it would equally
show, that whenever the
legitimate powers of the
Constitution should be so
badly administered as to
cease to answer the great
ends intended by them, such
new powers may be as-
sumed or usurped, as any
existing administration may
deem expedient. This is a
result of his own reasoning,
to which the Secretary does

ApriL 1979

21



Remember when The
Libertarian Review subjected

the Camp David accords—the

underpinnings of the new Mideast

peace between Israel and Egypt—to the

kind of scrutiny you couldn’t find elsewhere?

In the October 1978 LR, foreign policy ana-
lyst Earl C. Ravenal and economist-historian
Murray N. Rothbard made points about the
U.S. role in the Mideast which deserve recon-
sideration in light of the events of March 1979.
If you missed the October LR, it’s not too

late to catch up on this important reading.
But the supply of back issues is limited, so act
now. Send your check for $1.25 to LR

Back Issues, 1620 Montgomery Street,

San Francisco, California 94111..

‘not profess to go. But it is a

true result. For if it is to be
assumed, that all powers
were granted, which might
by possibility become neces-
sary, and that Government
itself is the judge of this
possible necessity, then the
powers of Government are
precisely what it chooses
they should be.

“The tyranny of Arbitrary
Government consists as
much in its means as in its
end; and it would be a ridic-
ulous and absurd constitu-
tion which should be less
cautious to guard against
abuses in the one case than
in the other. All the means
and instruments which a
free Government exercises,
as well as the ends and ob-
jects which it pursues, are to
partake of its own essential
character, and to be con-
formed to its genuine spirit.
A free Government with
arbitrary means to admins-
ter it is a contradiction; a
free Government without
adequate provision for per-
sonal security is an absur-
dity; a free Government,
with an uncontrolled power
of military conscription, is a
solecism, at once the most
ridiculous and abominable
that ever entered into the
head of man,

“Into the paradise of
domestic life you enter, not
indeed by temptations and
sorceries, but by open force
and violence.

“Nor is it, Sir, for the
defense of his own house
and home, that he who is the
subject of military draft is to
perform the task allotted to
him. You will put him upon
a setvice equally foreign to
his interests and abhorrent
to his feelings. With his aid
you are to push your pur-
poses of conquest. The bat-
tles which he is to fight are
the battles of invasion; bat-
tles which he detests perhaps
and abhors, less from the
danger and the death that
gather over them, and the
blood with which they
drench the plain, than from
the principles in which they
have their origin. If, Sir, in

this strife he fall—if, while
ready to obey every rightful
command of Government,
he is forced from home
against right, not to contend
for the defense of his coun-
try, but to prosecute a mis-
erable and detestable project
of invasion, and in that strife
he fall, ‘tis murder. It may
stalk above the cognizance
of human law, but in the
sight of Heaven it is murder;
and though millions of years
may roll away, while his
ashes and yours lie mingled
together in the earth, the day
will yet come, when his
spirit and the spirits of his
children must be met at the
bar of omnipotent justice.
May God, in his compas-
sion, shield me from any
participation in the enor-
mity of this guilt.

“A military force cannot
be raised, in this manner,
but by the means of a milit-
ary force. If administration
has found that it can not
form an army without con-
scription, it will find, if it
venture on these experi-
ments, that it can not en-
force conscription for such
purposes. Framed in the
spirit of liberty, and in the
love of peace, it has not
powers which render it able
to enforce such laws. The
attempt, if we rashly make
it, will fail; and having al-
ready thrown away our
peace, we may thereby
throw away our Govern-
ment.

“l express these senti-
ments here, Sir, because I
shall express them to my
constituents. Both they and
myself live under a Constitu-
tion which teaches us, that
‘the doctrine of non-resis-
tance against arbitrary
power and oppression, is
absurd, slavish, and destruc-
tive of the good and happi-
ness of mankind.” With the
same earnestness with
which I now exhort you to
forbear from these mea-
sures, I shall exhort them to
exercise their unquestiona-
ble right of providing for the
security of their own liber-
ties.”



The Battle Over

GONSCRIPTION

MURRAY N. ROTHBARD

Ever since Richard Nixon cunningly de-
fused the student anti-war rebellion by
getting rid of the draft, we have tended to
become complacent and to assume that the
draft was gone forever. But we forgot some
important things. We forgot that the
accursed draft machinery—the Selective
Service System itself—was still in place,
ready to reactivitaté conscription at any
time. We forgot that the draft was never
defeated with moral arguments, but only
with the ultimately trivial arguments of my
fellow economists. And we forgot that so
long as our foreign policy of global
intervention and war continued, the
pressure for the draft would return and
become irresistible.

We must face the fact, once and for all,
that the argument of economists against the
draft, though correct as far as it goes, is
hopelessly narrow and inadequate. Essen-
tially, the argument holds that the federal
government has no more need to draft
soldiers than to draft typists. The govern-
ment suffers no shortage of typists because
it is willing to pay them the market wage; it
has found it difficult to recruit volunteer
soldiers because it has paid them far below
the wages they could have earned in private
life. Therefore, if the government paid
market wages for buck privates—as it
obviously does, and more, for officers—
there would be no problem in maintaining a
purely volunteer army.

This mechanistic argument, so typical of the economics
profession, fails to meet a number of important contentions
by the Pentagon and other boosters of the draft. For
example:

(1) The volunteer army isn’t working. We need a pool of
trained men at the ready to defend Western Europe (or
whatever).

(2) We don’t want an all-black or an all-poor army. We
want an army that reflects a cross-section of America.

(3) America needs an intelligent army; a volunteer army
does not recruit educated and intelligent buck privates. Only
a draft will force such an army into existence.

These and other arguments cannot adequately be met by
parroting the line that all that needs to be done is to raise
army pay. For one thing, the taxpayers may well balk at
raising the pay sufficiently to bring these aims about. Other
goals, such as a trained reserve ready to defend Western
Europe at any moment, may simply not be achievable
without a draft.

We have to meet the draft head-on. We have to attack and
eradicate it because, as economist David Henderson argues
in the pages that follow, it is slavery pure and simple, and
because slavery isa moral evil; to use slavery in order defend
the “free world” is a grisly joke. We have to point out again
and again, as libertarian activist Justin Raimondo does, that
there would be no call for a draft if we did not have a foreign
policy of global intervention, if we did not feel that we
needed to send men to fight in every spot on the globe.

For once, libertarians can seize and have seized the
opportunity to take the lead in organizing a popular mass
movement on behalf of liberty. In the anti-draft movement
of a decade ago, we played almost no role. We were far
fewer in number, we had no organization in place on or off
the campus, and we preferred to sit around quibbling about
the prolegomena to the philosophy of the draft rather than
plunge into militant anti-draft struggle. But now, happy
day, things are very different. We are far greater in number,
we have our organization in place ready to seize the moment
(see the anti-draft statement of SLS on pp. 24-25), and we
have the will to fight against the draft on the campuses and
crossroads of this country.

It is ours to take the lead in combating the slavery and
murder of conscription. We are going to do so. We are going
to lead the nation’s youth into a mighty struggle against the
draft and against the pro-war foreign policy that sustains it.
The powers that be have been smugly congratulating
themselves that today’s generation of youth is indifferent
and apathetic. They shall see how apathetic the New
Resistance will be. They shall rue the day they ever
provoked it into being.
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THE SLS STATEMENT

In the fight against the attempt to revive the
draft, one student organization has already
jumped to a role of forceful leadership:
Students for a Libertarian Society, under the
direction of SLS Executive Director and
libertarian activist Milton Mueller. Taking
the lead in the antidraft struggle, SLS
organized and held more than twenty news
conferences across the nation on March 13,
to announce the formation of their antidraft
campaign, which they have called The New
Resistance. Nationwide publicity ensued,
with SLS’s vanguard role mentioned in
newspapers, radio and television across the
United States, from Boston to Los Angeles,
Washington D.C. to San Francisco. News-
week covered SLS as a leading activist force
opposed to the draft, and the conservative
U.S. News singled out SLS and Wash-
ington-based SLS representative Tom
Palmer for criticism in a prominent editorial
discussion of the attempt to revive the draft.
SLS has leaped into national prominence by
virtue of its leadership of the new antidraft

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

movement, and is now in the process of organizing more
than sixty demonstrations against the draft to be held across
the nation on May 1. What follows is the text of the SLS
Anti-Draft Statement, adopted by the National Board of
SLS for release at the March 13 news conferences:

“Once again, the draft threatens young people in this
country. Senators and Congressmen discuss our lives and
futures as if we were so many head of cattle or pieces of
lumber to be allocated at the government’s will.

“We are here today to serve notice—to the military, to
Congress, to the President—that this organization, in
coalition with many others, intends to rise up, organize, and
stop the draft before it has a chance to raise its ugly head
once again.

“This news conference is part of a series that spans the
country. Boston, Washington, New York, Atlanta,
Chicago, Austin, Madison, Los Angeles, San Francisco and
several other cities are all part of the chain. In each of these
cities, leaflets are being distributed, coalitions are being
forged and a wide variety of petitions circulated. Many of
these petitions carry a pledge not to register if the draft is
enacted. Right now, the SLS National Office is in the process
of mailing petitions to over 2,000 college activists across the
country.

“Not that we expect a flurry of petitions to change the
minds of the McCloskeys, Stennises and Nunns in Congtess.
So from the petitioning and lobbying stage in March we will
rapidly accelerate to national demonstrations.

“On May 1st, we are planning a coordinated series of
demonstrations at dozens of campuses around the country.
More than 50 demonstrations are already planned, and the
list will grow as we are contacted by campus groups that
want to join in. One demand will be expressed at all these
demonstrations: the complete abolition of the remnants of
the Selective Service System. We are announcing that we will
organize a human blockade of the Washington registration



office of the SSS if and when registration goes into effect.

“We are very concerned about military registration,
because at the moment it is the cheapest and most politically
expedient way to ease in to the draft. Such registration
supplies the infrastructure making it possible to impose
conscription at any time. Worse yet, some of the registration
plans under consideration would permit the military to go
plowing through school records and the files of government
agencies to find ‘age and address information.’

“Students for a Libertarian Society (SLS) has no intention
of letting draft registration slip in through the back door this
way. Registration is where we put our foot down, We will
closely watch the progress of bills submitted by Senator
Robert Morgan (D-NC) and Charles Bennett (D-FL). While
these bills are being considered we will lobby, petition and
demonstrate to peacefully register our opposition. But if any
form of compulsory registration passes, libertarians will
defy it, and we will urge every young person in the nation to
do likewise. We have prepared materials to advertise
resistance to registration, and we are working with other
anti-war and conscientious objector groups who also
oppose registration. Our object is to make any registration
system break down under the weight of resistance.

“What is Students for a Libertarian Society? SLS is
animated by the sameé kind of libertarian radicalism that
sparked the American revolution—that is, we are for
individual liberty and against state power. We oppose the
. power of taxation and economic regulation; we oppose the
power of censorship and spying; and we are now focused on
the ultimate in state power: war, militarism and conscrip-
tion. Until recently, SLS largely restricted its activities to
California, where we presently have contacts at 50
campuses and high schools. As a product of the federal
government, however, the draft must be fought on a
national level—a fact that persuaded us to expand outside
the congenial political climate of California and go
nationwide. Because of this program we have probably
tripled the number of our campus contacts around the
country, and we expect to hear from many more schools
after the publicity generated on May 1.

“Indeed, the spectre of conscription may well bring back
the days of student activism. The student community has
been rather sleepy and apathetic of late. The end of the
Vietnam war and the winding down of the draft seemed to
silence the political concerns of young Americans.

“In reality, it was foolish for students to assume that the
draft could really be ended without corresponding changes
in American foreign policy. Opponents of conscription
point out that the U.S. got along fine without a peacetime
draft throughout its history until the three decades
following World War II. What they don’t realize is that the
post World War II period was also the only time in
American history in which the U.S. has maintained a global
military empire, with bases all over the world and military
relations with over 100 nations. Today, this global military
presence requires an active duty volunteer force of
2.1-million men, and this in turn is supposed to be backed
up by about 1-million Selected Reservists and another
750,000 Individual Ready Reservists. Further, in an
emergency the Selective Service System is supposed to be
able to deliver another 650,000 men within three months.
So we are talking about a strategic requirement of more than
four million men at a time when the United States is at peace.
What is so astounding about this massive standing army is
that—according to the estimates of defense analyst Earl
Ravenal—only 30 percent of it is directly involved in the

defense of our own country. Europe accounts for nearly half
of our entire defense budget. Maintaining our capability to
fight a land war in Asia claims over $21-billion of the
military budget—even after the alleged “lesson” of
Vietnam. This is the bottom line—the real justification for
renewing the draft that no one dares to mention: the
maintenence of a global empire. There is more to the draft
than the simple crime of slavery.

“This country is fast approaching a choice of monumen-
tal significance. After the failures in Vietnam, Angola and
Iran, the Cold War empire is out of equilibrium; it must
strengthen itself or be dismantled. It cannot remain as it is.
You cannot have troop commitments all over the world
without conscription and registration. The steady flow of
young bodies cannot be hampered by the niceties of free

- choice and market wages.

“Yet Congress maintains a deafening silence about
America’s global role. In the hundreds of pages of
Congressional testimony on the draft, not one
Representative—either for or against conscription—makes
any real effort to justify the global commitments that make
an armed service of 2.1-million necessary in peacetime.

“America must be made to face this question. And a
movement against the draft can make America face it. We
are not going to quibble over the I.Q. scores of enlistees, nor
be sidetracked by guilty liberals wringing their hands over
the number of blacks joining the army. These are after-the-
fact rationalizations. The real crux of the matter is that
conscription is a vital part of an interventionist foreign
policy. This policy’s legacy of inflation, economic distor-
tion, government spying and executive power at home is
matched only by the repression, economic manipulation
and violence it has spawned overseas. We will fight against
conscription not only for the sake of our own lives and
freedom, but for the sake of a free, demilitarized economy,
for civil liberties and world peace.

“Thus, if the statists plan to ram the draft down our
throats once again, they should be warned that the stakes
are high. Because if our freedom is to be sacrificed on the
debauched altar of Cold War foreign policy, then we are
going to change that foreign policy. If our lives are to be
disrupted for the sake of NATO’s ancient walruses and the
dictators of Southeast Asia, then we are going to dem-
onstrate to the American public that those commitments
are not worth their price in lost freedoms. The draft is only
the initial battleground: what is really at stake is the nature

“of our society and the role of our country in the world. If we

stop the draft cold, if we deny the state this tool of global
interventionism, then the army will have to contract in size,
and America will have to rethink its role in the world. And
perhaps then we can begin to rebuild a peaceful and
productive economy, free from the all-consuming cancer of
government.

“This is not the time to expound on the intricacies of how
we should disengage from Korea, Furope and the Middle
East. Suffice it to say that dismantling the empire is neither a
utopian pipe-dream nor an old-fashioned refusal to deal
with international complexities. On the contrary: it is
precisely because the world is so complex and unpredictable
that we can no longer rely on the simple-minded solution of
sending in the marines. An America that renounced the use
of force in its dealings with other nations would not be
‘isolationist’ at all, but truly international, trading freely and
maintaining communication with all nations while making
alliances with and agressing against none.”
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DAVID HENDERSON

Imagine that you are eighteen years old and
are just getting out of high school. You’re
finally free. Free after twelve years of being
told what to do and when to do it. Free from
ridicule and punishment for not obeying. -

You aren’t sure what you’ll do now.
You’ve thought about many things. Free-
dom is a little scary. You’re on your
own—more than you have been in a long
time. Maybe more than you have ever been.

But even though it’s scary, it isn’t just
scary. It’s also very exciting. Finally, you can
choose. You may make wrong choices. You
may make terrible mistakes. But they will
be your choices and your mistakes.

When you get home, there’s a letter
waiting for you. It looks official. You open it
and read it:

“Greetings:

The United States Government orders
you to report for military service in two
weeks. If you fail to comply with this order,
you will be charged with a felony, and will
be liable if convicted for a fine and/or a

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

prison sentence.”

You stare at the letter and think. Just when you were
almost free, this comes along. Just as you were finally about
to try your freedom, you’re told that you can’t. If you try it,
you could go to prison.

How could anyone do that? It’s as if they don’t care what
happens to you. They’re going to take you and send you
wherever they want. They’re going to make you do things
you don’t want to do. If you disobey, they’ll punish you
worse than you’ve ever been punished before. It’s terrifying,
really terrifying. For a few years, you’ll be a slave, literally.
And they might be your last years.

All of this, of course, is a fantasy. You may not be 18 years
old. We don’t have a draft. But if certain people get their
way, this nightmare will soon be a reality for millions of
people.

What kind of people are advocating this return to slavery?
Most of them differ from the people who defended slavery
150 years ago. They differ in one major respect: they don’t
realize that they are calling for slavery.

What are their arguments? What possible argument could
justify enslaving young people and possibly killing them?
What goal is so important that it justifies taking a few years
of an individual’s life and possibly that life itself? Let us
examine some of their justifications.

Senator John Stennis of Mississippi recently argued that
“the military isn’t getting enough and the right kind of
personnel” and that military leaders have had ““a full and
fair opportunity to determine if the all-volunteer force will
work. It has failed its test and proved not to be the answer
for peacetime or wartime needs.”

Senator Stennis has the facts wrong. All four branches of
the military are within one percent of their authorized levels.
This performance is better than during the draft. Also, the
mental tests taken by new recruits indicate that their average
intelligence was higher in 1977 than in 1964. According to
the only other measure of intelligence the military has,



namely the percentage of recruits who are high school
graduates, the intelligence level is almost the same: both in
1964 and 1977, 68 percent of recruits were high-school
graduates.

More importantly, even if the military were not up to
Congress’ standards, it is a complete non sequitur to call for
adraft on that basis. The non-sequitur can best be seen with
a non-military example: If private firms could not get
enough workers, the solution would be straightforward:
pay more. If the pay is high enough, a private firn can get all
the workers it wants. So also with the military. The military
can get all the men or women it wants by setting wages
appropriately.

Advocates of the draft reply that it costs less than a
volunteer army precisely because the volunteer military has
to pay more. But by this standard, the pyramids were
actually quite inexpensive, since they were built with slave
labor. All they’re really saying is that if you shanghai people,
you can pay them less than if you were to hire volunteers.
People who make this argument are looking at only the
budgetary cost of the labor, leaving aside all the actual costs
borne by the draftees themselves. If a young draftee was
planning to go to college, then the cost of drafting him is not
only his military pay. The cost is the value he places on
getting an education. If a draftee was planning a career, then
the cost of drafting him is not only his pay. The cost is the
value of starting his career immediately. The true cost of

something is everything given up to get it. The
true cost of a drafted military is not the budgetary cost. It’s
everything the draftees had to give up.

The cost of the volunteer military is actually less than the
cost of the draft. The reason is complicated, but worth
explaining. Suppose that the military wants to hire one
additional soldier. Suppose that it must choose between two
high school graduates, A and B. A is still unsure what he
wants to do with his life, and so would be willing to try the
military for $10,000. B wants to be a doctor and wants to
begin building a career immediately. He would have to be
paid $20,000 to give it up.

If the military must hire volunteers, it must pay $10,000 ™

to get an additional soldier. It will hire A. B will not join. The
cost is $10,000, the value of what A gives up.

If the military can draft people, it can pay less. Say it pays
$9,000. It is not sure to get A. It might get B, even though he
has the better alternative. The cost of the draft would then
be the $9,000 that the government pays plus the implicit tax
on B.The implicit tax is what B would have accepted to
volunteer—$20,000—minus the $9,000 he is paid: in other
words, $11,000. The total cost of the draft, therefore, is
$20,000. And this exceeds $10,000, the cost of the
volunteer method. The draft costs more because it puts the
wrong man in uniform.

Some advocates of the draft believe the volunteer military
puts an undue defense burden on blacks by hiring them
disproportionately. But this in turn ignores the fact that the
black people volunteered. They must regard military service
as more rewarding than their other opportunities, or they
would not have joined. Replacing the volunteer military
with the draft would hurt these people, not help them. It
would hurt the ones who would then be replaced by whites
by removing as a possible choice what had been their best
opportunity. It would hurt the ones who remain by
removing the pressure on the military to pay decent wages.
The draft, not the volunteer military, would put an undue
burden on black people.

What can be said about the argument, often put forth,

“The draft is slavery, and slavery cannot be justified—period.”

that the volunteer military is more isolated than a con-
scripted one, and that this threatens our freedom? This
argument makes no sense. The threat to our freedom hardly
comes from lowly draftees, but rather from high-ranking
officers. Since no one has yet advocated drafting them, we
would have volunteer officers with or without the draft.
Whatever threat exists without a draft would still be there
with one. Moreover, the military takeovers usually cited by
draft advocates were in fact by conscript armies. Napoleon
and Franco used conscript armies in their takeovers. More
recently, leaders of a conscript army took power in
Argentina.

The draft is slavery, pure and simple. Slavery is never
justifiable on moral grounds, so its advocates have tried
desperately to find other justifications. Even on their own
terms, none of those justifications works. But that should
surprise no one: if mankind has learned anything over the
centuries, it should have learned that slavery cannot be
justified—period. The real danger we face comes not from an
ill-manned military, but rather from the fact that that
conviction is today absent from the minds of our political

leaders. d

David Henderson teaches economics at the University of
Rochester, in New York.
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GONSGRIPTION:
The Means Of
Interventionism

JUSTIN RAIMONDO

It could happen any day now.

At any moment the President of the
United States could reinstate the draft
registration process by Executive Order.
And certainly Jimmy Carter’s proposal to
spend $5-million in an effort to beef up the
moribund Selective Service System is an
indication of where his real sympathies lie.

There are currently five different bills in
Congress which would either revive draft
registration, or create a national ‘“‘youth
corps” devoted to “community service” at
home, as well as a foreign policy of global
interventionism abroad. Yet in recent years,
the very foundations of an interventionist
foreign policy have been shaken by a tidal
wave of popular revolutions directed
against U.S.-supported governments, like
that of the departed Shah of Iran.

The “geo-politicians” of the Pentagon are
in a panic. It is no accident that Defense
Secretary Harold Brown declared, in his
testimony before the recent Senate Armed
Services Committee hearing on draft
registration, that the situation in Iran
“could require a U.S. response,”—or that
Energy Secretary James Schlesinger has
uttered veiled threats of American military
intervention in the Middle East, if judged
“necessary” to secure American access to oil
in that troubled region—or that the U.S.

28 Army report on the status of an All-
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Volunteer Force (AVF) states that “the All-Volunteer
system can only be effective in peacetime, and there is
justifiable concern about our ability to make a rapid
transition to a draft system in emergencies.”” According to
the Stanford Daily, “the push for reworking the draft
system comes amid studies that show the present system
could not turn out enough soldiers quickly in the event of a
European war in which thousands of GI's were killed.”
(emphasis added) The Association of the United States
Army (AUSA) Report on the All-Volunteer Force (AVF) is
so martter-of-fact as to appear absolutely deadpan: “The
dismal truth is that the Selective Service System, having
deteriorated from an operational status in 1973 to a
‘deep-standby’ status today, means that it will be seven
months after mobilization before the first draftee can be
made ready for shipment overseas.”

And just where are these hapless souls to be shipped off
to? To Europe and NATO, which account for nearly half of
our astronomical military budget, and to Asia and the
Middle East. And why? To protect our “interests” in Asia
and the Pacific, such as propping up the dictatorships in the
Philippines and Korea, and to secure access to oil in the
Middle East.

In the name of “world stability” we have rushed to assist
every clique of “anti-communist” generals and every band
of hoodlums desperate enough to accept CIA support, from
Angola and Iran to South Vietnam and South Korea. And
new links in the ring we have been building around the
Soviet Union have recently been re-forged: in the Far East,
we are now constructing a new alliance with the People’s
Republic of China, and in Turkey we are presently
negotiating for the reopening of missile bases and
intelligence-gathering installations right on the Soviet
border.

In the five years since Vietnam, the rulers of the American
Empire have discovered that the all-volunteer force is
inherently a peacetime, defense-oriented army. While
perfectly adequate to defend the U.S., it is not suited to
quick mobilization for foreign wars, and was never designed
to maintain the troop level required by dreams of empire.

We are fast approaching a fundamental, historically
crucial crossroads. The American Empire is in a state of
crisis; after the failure of Vietnam, Iran, Angola, Nicaragua,
and elsewhere, the interventionist foreign policy of the past
forty years needs desperately to be re-examined and
completely discarded.

Nearly thirty years ago, one of the last great figures of the



anti-imperialist “Old Right,” Rep. Howard Buffett, one of
Sen Robert A. Taft, Sr.’s strongest allies, declared on the
floor of Congress, in the midst of his prescient attack on the
then-emerging Turman Doctrine, that “‘even if were
desirable, America is not strong enough to police the world
by military force. If that attempt is made, the blessings of
liberty will be replaced by coercion and tyranny at home.”
Buffet, like other members of the Old Right, knew that
militarism and an aggressively interventionist foreign policy
were anathema to individual liberty at home and abroad,
and would only lead to the evils of conscription and the
socialization of the| American economy, promoting
upheavals in the very countries whose “stability” we
intended to promote. We have yet to learn that lesson.

Draft resistance in the sixties: opposition to
interventionism

The clear intention of the American people when they
forced Presidents Nixon and Ford to either end the draft or
else face serious political consequences was to put an end
not only to the draft but to all intervention in the affairs of
other countries. After almost ten years of futile slaughter,
the American people could not help but see the crucial
connection between conscription and an interventionist
foreign policy: it was written in blood across the ravaged
face of Vietnam, and indelibly etched into the American
conscience, undeniable and unforgettable.

Wars overseas have always meant a concomitant war on
the “home front™: a war against individual liberty, a war
against economic freedom, a war against taxpayers and
consumers, and a war on dissent. Authoritarians of both the
left and the right have always united on this single issue,
each singing different versions of the same old song. On the
Right, we have Senator John Stennis and the old warhawk
faction, who are trying to convince the American public that
the incompetent, top-heavy, ponderous despotism known
as the USSR is a threat to U.S. national security. On the Left,
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intervention in the affairs of other countries.”

“The clear intention of the American people when they forced Presidents Nixon and Ford to end the draft was to put an end to all

we have corporate state “liberals” like Jerry Brown and Pete
McCloskey draping their own version of militarism and
slavery in the rhetoric of “community service” and
do-goodism. The McCloskey proposal, already introduced
in the House, would require that:

... each American will enter government service at the age of 18.
Each person would be able to choose either a year of military
service, followed by four years of college at the government’s
expense; or choose two years of government labor in hospitals, the
forestry service, or agriculture. Each 18-year-old would list a
preferred choice, but a lottery system similar to one used in the past
drafts would be used to fill the military if necessary. (cited by the
Stanford Daily, 1/4/79)

As has been noted, this totalitarian boondoggle has been
endorsed by none other than the sinister opportunist Jerry
Brown, whose unprincipled ride on the anti-government
bandwagon ended abruptly when he stated to the press:
“The concept of service—not to the ‘me’ generation or to
the ‘now’ generation—but service to the country and the
future is essential. Now we serve the country not just by
marching around with a rifle, but by bringing hope back to
the cities, by comforting the sick, by renewing the forests
and the rivers and by bringing friendships to other
countries.” (L.A. Times, 2/128/79)

The sanctimonoius drivel spouted by Jerry Brown and
McCloskey is matched only by the ugly reality of racist fear
and cultural Neanderthalism exhibited in a pro-draft article
by Congressman Robin Beard in a recent issue of The
National Guardsman. If the draft isn’t resumed, Beard
wrote, “readiness will continue to decline, and then stabilize
at a dangerously low level in Reserve forces. Costs will
continue to dictate all major decisions. Force composition
will include more women, more blacks and a continuing
growth of lower mental category personnel.” (8/23/78)

This is the real nightmare that haunts the Statist’s dreams:
the spectre of an army which could not be trusted to enact
the interventionist scenario. When Pete McCloskey cites a
44 percent minority group casualty rate in Vietnam as a
justification for the draft, he is simply projecting his own
racism onto the other side. What possible objection is there
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to a primarily non-white Army—except the fact that such
an army would be less willing to fight needless wars in Africa
or Asia? Racism and fear hang over the new advocates of
conscription like a thick fog—what else but a “national
youth service corps” will control and contain the 40 percent
of black teenagers who are currently unemployed?

The “liberal” dream of domestic socialism and the
right-wing dream of an international American Empire have
met and merged. With Jerry Brown on the left, and people
like Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA) on the “anti-communist”’

Right, it is only a question of time before the draft comes
back.

The draft reappears on Capitol Hill

In fact, this attempt to militarize American youth into a

kind of Hitler Youth Corps run by and for the Welfare/
Warfare State has already been introduced into both houses
of Congress (5-1240 in the Senate, HR-6128 in the House,
both supported by President Carter). According to the
National Interreligious Service Board for Conscientious
Objectors:
The major provisions of these two bills (identical as introduced) are
1) the creation of a National Young Adult Conservation Corps to
hire [sic] youth aged 16-24 for year-round work on conservation
projects; 2) authorization for Youth Community Conservation
and Improvement Projects for youth 16-19 which involve jobs in
urban and rural areas, improving neighborhoods, and restoring
natural resources on publicly-owned land; and 3) comprehensive
youth employment and training programs to provide jobs for
disadvantaged and low-income youth aged 16-19 under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). ...

But the military motives behind all the ritualistic
invocations of “neighborhood improvement™ and *“ jobs for
the disadvantaged” cannot be denied. According to an
article in the Army Times, .

The armed services will take a more active role in the management
of Youth Conservation Corps and similar programs, according to
the Secretary of Defense. The YCC and the proposed new National
YCC are modelled on the Depression-era Civilian Conservation
Corps that was managed by the Army. ... Defense Secretary
Harold Brown has notified the service secretaries that there have
been more suggestions within the administration that Defense take
“a more active role in the management of the program.” (5/9/77)

Thus, we find old ‘“‘anti-war”’ liberals like Pete
McCloskey—who actually ran in the 1972 primaries
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against Nixon and the Vietnam War—serving as a left-wing
cover for today’s militarists. The liberal “doves” of
yesteryear—whose opposition to intetrventionism never
extended to the sphere of economics, always being
artificially limited to the sphere of foreign policy—have
come full circle. They have nothing left to betray. To
advocate conscription in the name of “anti-communism” at
least has a kind of paranoic logic to it; to advocate universal
slavery in order to eliminate unemployment, in the name of
the “disadvantaged,” is blatant evil. To make everyone
equally disadvantaged—instead of eliminating the
disadvantages—is like ““solving” the problem of an
epidemic by infecting everyone with the disease. This is
egalitarianism revealed as bankrupt.

This coalition of ““liberal” statists and right-wing
militarists has already started the drive to reinstitute draft
registration. The full weight of all government agencies and
institututions, the full power of the huge bureaucracy
spawned by the parasitic growth of the “public sector” from
welfare agencies to the educational establishment, will be
brought to bear in a national campaign to identify and
classify all individuals between the ages of 18 and 26, if
Democratic Senator Robert Morgan of North Carolina has
his way. His bill (5-226) introduced in late January, provides
“for access by the Selective Service System to age and
address information in the records of any school, any
agency of the United States, or any agency or political
subdivision of any State, for the purposes of conducting
registration . . . .” SB-226 simply clarifies what has always
been true: that the State is in full control of its own
institutions. They have your name and your number. In fact,
they have had access to whatever information is required for
their purposes for a very long time. Of course school
authorities will cooperate fully with a newly-revived
Selective Service System.

The fact that this legislation has a good chance of passing
is a tragic commentary on the state of basic civil liberties in
this country. We are living in frightening times, an era of
fundamental choices between polar opposites. The choice is
between the free market, a civilian economy, basic civil
liberties, and a noninterventionist foreign policy versus a
socialized economy of conscripted labor and military
contracts, a government that registers, classifies and spies on
its citizens, and a foreign policy of international militarism
which harkens back to mercantilism.

If we choose the first option, we must reverse the entire
direction and spirit of authority run amok and roll back the
State on every level, realizing consciously and fully that only
the existence of the leviathan State made S-226 possible—
and that only a new spirit of libertarianism can make such
things impossible.

Libertarians across the nation should work together to
build a national resistance movement before the nature and
style of the new draft is finalized. We must build a
nationwide movement dedicated to opposing our foreign
policy of global interventionism, and the threats to
individual liberty which stem from that foreign policy. We
must resist the draft totally, without compromise and
without hesitation. And if liberals and conservatives alike
join hands in this quest for a new despotism fastened upon
the youth of America, we must take the lead in opposing
both them and their bastard offspring. We must stand firm,
and state resolutely: This shall not pass.

Justin Raimondo is a San Francisco-based field representative of
Students for a Libertarian Society. He is editor of the bimonthly
tabloid, Libertarian Vanguard.



HOW TO HIDE YOUR MONEY

“Privacy from government is perhaps the most important thing in life right now.”’

Take this confidential test. Find out how
vulnerable you are to snooping government
agents, jealous relatives and professional thieves.
The results may surprise you.

Check if “Yes”

[ If people were to judge you by your car
or home, would you be considered rich?

[ Do you usually give a salesperson your
complete address and phone number?

[ If asked, would you reveal to an asso-
ciate how much money you make?

[0 Are you receiving unwanted mailings
without knowing who’s selling your name?
[0 If you borrow money from the bank, do
you have to disclose what the money is for?
O Do you buy things in person or by mail
that you wouldn’t want others to know
about?

[0 Has your tax return ever been audited?

[ Is it possible in the future that you will
become involved in major litigation—di-
vorce, malpractice, bankruptcy, or other
expensive lawsuits?

[J Has your bank account or other finan-
cial records ever been examined by govern-
ment agents or private investigators?

[0 Do you regard yourself as a maverick
or non-conformist—politically, religiously,
or socially?

Slightly Vulnerable There is little for you to

(Yes 0 to 2 times) worry about. You have
kept your profile low. Con-
gratulations!

Vulnerable Your financial affairs are

(Yes 3 to 6 times) too well known. You need
to take action now to lower
your profile.

Highly Vulnerable Your life is an open book.

(Yes 7to 10 times) Too much is known about

your affairs. Unless you
take immediate steps, you
can expect to be a target of
government and commer-
cial survelliance.

Are you a Victim of the
Bare-all Society?

Today we live in a brash, uninhibited bare-
all society. Government, corporations, and the
press intrude on every aspect of our lives. Nothing
is too sacred to be discussed openly in front of
millions, whether it be the intimate details of a
divorce, a financial scandal, a sexual affair, ora
family tragedy.

Hidden cameras monitor your every move in
banks, department stores, supermarkets, and
airports. Your baggage is searched when you
travel. Your social security number is linked by
computer to massive files (over 50 files are kept
on every American). When you apply for credit
or a job, your financial status is laid bare by the
local credit bureau’s computer.

Every time you write out a check, or use your
credit card, records are made—and are open to
the scrutiny of the government. Commercial en-
terprises are compiling data on you, adding your
name to huge mailing lists, without your per-
mission.

—Harry D. Schultz

ACTNOW TO PRESERVE YOUR PRIVACY—BEFORE IT’S TOO LATE!

CHAPTER 1. WHAT HAVE YOU GOT TO HIDE? Five important reasons why you need privacy in your
financial affairs. A list of all records kept on you. The computer and electronic threat to your privacy. The
secret life of Howard Hughes.

CHAPTER 2. KEEPING YOUR BANK ACCOUNT CONFIDENTIAL. Why your bank account is no longer secret,
and how investigators can get a distorted view of your financial affairs. Simple ways to preserve bank pri-
vacy. Legal and illegal uses of a fictitious name. What it means when the government examines your bank
records, and how to stop it. How to raise cash and other ‘‘bearer” instruments, safely and anonymously.
CHAPTER 3. YOUR SECRET FOREIGN BANK ACCOUNT. How to use banks in Mexico, Canada, Switzer-
land. The truth about Swiss bank secrecy. The famous numbered account—why 15% of the Swiss have them!
How tax havens can work in your favor. How to send money abroad undetected. How to move gold in and
out of the country confidentially.

CHAPTER 4. HOW TO BEAT THE FOREIGN REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. Five ways to legally avoid the
Treasury reporting requirements of foreign accounts. How a major criminal laundered money through
secret foreign bank accounts, and how he was caught. The cheapest, and most private, way to buy and sell
gold. Copies of the new reporting forms.

CHAPTER 5. THE PRIVATE INVESTOR. A list of reportable and non-reportable investments. How private
is your brokerage account? How to invest around the world anonymously—in real estate, stocks, art, and
gold. How to buy ‘“‘bearer bonds” from the U.S. government! The coin market: a discreet, unhampered
market in privacy. Diamonds and stamps—the best way to hide money? Warnings about your privacy
when dealing with your investment or tax advisors.

CHAPTER 6. PROTECTING YOUR CORRESPONDENCE. How secret is an unlisted telephone number? Ad-
vantages of post office boxes, mail drops, and secret correspondence files held abroad. How to get off
mailing lists. How to know if your telephone is bugged.

CHAPTER 7. TRAVELING INCOGNITO. Three ways to avoid customs reporting requirements. The truth
about those custom computers at ports of entry. Should you have a second passport? The advantages and
disadvantages of becoming an expatriate. Copies of the customs reporting forms.

CHAPTER 8. THE CONFIDENTIAL LOAN. Three ways to increase confidentiality in getting a loan. How to
raise thousands of dollars overnight confidentially, completely unsecured, without ever sitting down with a
loan officer! Your rights to examine your credit bureau records—and how to correct errors.

CHAPTER 9. THE PRIVATE COMPANY. Commercial privacy, corporate spying, and the truth about Dun
& Bradstreet reports. How to set up your own anonymous corporation. Advantages of closely held corpo-
rations, and why you should avoid going public. Why the Freedom of Information Act is harmful to busi-
ness. An inexpensive way to resolve conflicts between companies behind closed doors.

CHAPTER 10. SAFEKEEPING YOUR VALUABLES. How safe is your safe deposit box? How to keep your safe
deposit box from being inspected by tax authorities at time of death. Foreign boxes in Mexico, Canada,
the Bahamas, Switzerland—their ‘“‘secret” advantage. Private vaults, the best in home safes and how to
build secret compartments in your home.

CHAPTER 11. PRIVACY AND THE TAXMAN. Your rights in criminal and civil audits, written by a tax
attorney. How to maximize privacy on your tax return. Why you need a tax attorney instead of a tax ad-
visor. Warning against Fifth Amendment returns. Beware of IRS telephone survelliance.

CHAPTER 12. THE PRIVATE WILL. The secret to avoiding the heavy costs of probate as well as publicity
when settling your estate.

CHAPTER 13. 24 STEPS TO FINANCIAL PRIVACY. A summary chapter offering you 24 steps you can take
to insure your privacy in financial affairs in a matter of months!

CHAPTER 14. UPDATE ON PRIVACY. Names and addresses of publications, books, and advisors to
help you learn more about financial privacy.
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The Solution: Mark
Skousen’s Complete Guide
to Financial Privacy.

Up to now, there has been no single source
to guide you ca the path to financial privacy.

But now, Mark Skousen's Complete Guide
to Firtancial Privacy, offers concrete, “‘how to”
advice on how to hide your money in every legal
way possible.

Mark Skousen is well-qualified to write such
a guidebook. He is the editor of Personal Finan-
ce; executive editor of its sister publication, Tax
Angles. He has a Ph.D. in banking and monetary
economics from George Washington University
and is the author of several bestsellers, including
The Insider's Banking & Credit Almanac, and
Playing the Price Controls Game.

Your Freedom is at Stake.

Don't count on your government representa-
tives to preserve your privacy. If anything, they
would like more information on your beliefs and
your financial affairs.

You must take action on your own! Start to-
day by reading Mark Skousen's Complete Guide
to Financial Privacy. If you're not absolutely de-
lighted, return it within 2 weeks for a full re-
fund—our unconditional guarantee.

Send your order in today, and become,
again, a free, private individual.

ree<__ ___~——77

| . |
Alexandria House |
I P.0. Box 2599
Landover Hills, Maryland 20784 I

J YES, I need financial privacy! Rush me
Mark Skousen’s Complete Guide to
Financial Privacy. I'm enclosing $14.95. 1
my examine the book for 14 days and, if
not satisfied, I can return it for a full

SAT28 cren e mma — —— —

refund—no questions asked. 9015

Name.

Address

City. State Zip ____
L_———__—_—_——J



THOMAS SZASZ

Despite intense Western scrutiny of Russian
psychiatric ““abuses,” critics of Soviet
psychiatry have been unable to turn up a
single case in which Russian psychiatrists
have “hospitalized” and “treated” someone
who, in the hospitalizing psychiatrist’s own
opinion, was not mentally ill and did not
need psychiatric treatment. However,
precisely such a case exists now in the
United States.

The case is that of Robert H. Torsney, a
white policeman in New York, who on
Thanksgiving Day in 1976 shot and killed a
15-year-old black youth in Brooklyn. After
being acquitted of the manslaughter charge
on a plea of insanity, Torsney was commit-
ted, as required by law, to the custody of the
New York State Department of Mental
Hygiene. According to the legal-psychiatric
fiction that was henceforth to govern his
fate, he was confined in order to be
observed, examined, and if necessary
treated—not in order to be punished. He

32 was, after all, “not guilty” of any crime. In
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due course, again as required by law, the Department of
Mental Hygiene reported back to the committing court
about the “patient’s” status. The report, based on observing
Torsney for about a year, was that he was not mentally ill,
was not a danger to himself or others, and should therefore
be released forthwith. Justice Leonard Yoswein, the New
York State Supreme Court judge in Brooklyn who had to
rule on the case, held nine days of hearings, during which
eighteen psychiatrists testified. All the expert witnesses
agreed that “Officer Torsney was not psychotic and was not
a danger to himself or others.” In the decision he handed
down, Judge Yoswein noted that “evidence also indicates
that the patient was not suffering from mental illness during

- the entire period that the patient has been in the custody of

Mental Hygiene . . . Mr. Torsney was not insane at any time
during his commital.”” Accordingly, Judge Yoswein ordered
Torney released.

Predictably, this judicial decision led to an outcry in the
black community in Brooklyn. It also led to what the New
York Times characterized as “a rare appeal by the District
Attorney’s office of the lower court’s finding in an
insanity-defense case.” Predictably, the appeal was
successful. On February 6, 1979, the Appellate Division of
the State Supreme Court reversed Justice Yoswein’s ruling.
In a unanimous, 20-page decision, the five-judge panel
ordered that Torsney’s commitment be continued. “We may
not shirk our responsibility to the community by prema-
turely releasing Mr. Torsney while he continues to suffer
from a dangerous personality disorder,” the panel said. The
appeals court also justified continuing Torsney’s psychiatric
confinement and “treatment” by noting that “he might face
continued stress from a departmental hearing, possible
suits, financial stress, and threats.”

In an editorial remark on these goings-on, the New York
Times (February 11) laconically observed that “Freedom
[is] fleeting for Officer Torsney.” In the same issue of the



Times, in a story about Pakistan’s recent turn to Islamic
laws, we learned that in the case of two Pakistanis sentenced
to have their hands chopped off, the sentence could not be
carried out because “the military courts have been unable to
find a surgeon willing to perform the operation.” It is surely
worth noting that American courts never encounter any
difficulty having their sentences carried out by psychiatric
executioners—as the case of Robert Torsney dramatically
illustrates.

Consider the brutal facts—and the psychiatric fictions—
in this case. After observing and examining Torsney for

more than a year, psychiatrists in the New York State
Department of Mental Hygiene—at all levels, from those
directly in charge of the case to those in the highest ranks of
the bureaucracy—have declared that Torsney is not
mentally ill, is not dangerous to himself or others, requires
no psychiatric treatment, and should therefore be released
from psychiatric “hospitalization.” In this ostensibly
medical judgment, the psychiatric experts have been
overruled by a group of laymen, called judges. Despite the
Mental Hygiene Department’s own determination that
Torsney is not mentally ill and should be released, the
courts—and the Department—have evidently had no
trouble finding psychiatrists to imprison and ‘‘treat”
Torsney. In my opinion, these facts make this a more
obvious and more convincingly demonstrated case of
psychiatric abuse than any of those reported from the Soviet
Union.

Of course, Torsney should never have been acquitted as
insane. No one should be. The “psychomotor epilepsy”
allegedly causing him to kill his victim was pure psychiatric
fiction. No neurologist testified in the case. Actually,
neurologists do not believe that epilepsy (real or pretended)
causes crime. Only psychiatrists believe that. And even
psychiatrists believe it only when it suits their purpose.
When, at the Appeals Court hearing, Alfred B. Annenberg,
the attorney representing the New York State Mental
Hygiene Department, was chided by the justices for insisting
that Torsney was sane despite having been acquitted as
insane, Annenberg, probably quite unwittingly, tore the
mask off the official face of institional psychiatry. “Your
Honor,” he reminded the court, “the Department of Mental
Hygiene bears no responsibility for what happened at the
trial—miscarriage of justice or whatever. . . . No one could
find one violent act in this man’s life except for two seconds
killing Randolph Evans.” Unrelenting in their quest for a
diagnosis of insanity, the judges badgered Annenberg,
asserting that Torsney “suffered from a rare form of
epilepsy.” Evidently losing his cool, Annenberg shot back
that, had he been at the trial, “Iwould have had four experts
to testify there’s no such thing.”

Of course, Torsney should not have been, and should not
continue to be, imprisoned in a mental hospital. No one
should be. The game Torsney, the psychiatrists, the lawyers,
and the courts have played lays bare the evil inherent in
psychiatric justice—namely, the principle that two wrongs
make a right. The insanity acquittal was—and always is—a
grave wrong. Imprisonment in the insane asylum was—and
always is—another grave wrong. These two wrongs add up
to a practical right. A crime has been explained, excused,
and avenged. Who could ask for more?

Pathetically, Department of Mental Hygiene
psychiatrists—trying, for a change, to be honest—claim to
be unable to “find”” any mental illness in a “killer” like
Torsney. Piously, State Supreme Appeals Court judges—
trying, as usual, to cater to the public passions which they
think is justice—remind them of their duty to find it.
Voltaire is reputed to have said that if there were no God, we
would have to invent Him. Obviously, if there were no
mental illness, we would have to invent it. Le plus ¢a
change, le plus c’est la méme chose.

Thomas Szasz is professor of psychiatry at the State University of
New York’s Upstate Medical Center at Syracuse. His many books
include The Myth of Mental Illness, Ceremonial Chemistry,
Heresies, and The Theology of Medicine. He contributes
frequently to LR.
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NICHOLAS VON HOFFMAN

Like a spider coming out from a crack in the
rocks, Richard Milhous Nixon has emerged
from his San Clemente exile to discover if he
still has an important place in the world.
Considering that no American in modern
times has had such universal public obloquy
dumped on him, it is astonishing that this
man who has come to be regarded as
Benedict Arnold II by millions of his fellow
citizens has the brass to show his face. But if
the Swooped-Nosed One is anything, he’s
tough.

That he is alive is proof enough of that.
Only someone who was in America at the
time of his downfall can appreciate the
volume, the fervor and ubiquitousness of
the invective aimed at the man. At the height
of the Cold War, Joseph Stalin got more
sympathetic treatment in the American
press. Such a rage was probably necessary in
order to carry out the regicide, but watching
it was, nevertheless, like looking at a
political equivalent of stoning a man to
34 death, an American version of those weird
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Chinese wall poster campaigns. Alone, without a single
apporter fighting for him in public—excepting only an
bscure retired rabbi from Fall River, Massachusetts, who
lad formed an ineffectual committee on his behalf—
lichard Nixon almost went under and died of phlebitis.
Only the toughness, which had brought him back from
arlier and lesser political extinctions,|pulled him/through,

How tough the man America loves to hate actually can be

tillustrated by a story told by H. R. (Bob) Haldeman, who
vas until recently serving a term in prison for his part in
laffaire Watergate. Shortly before Nixon’s old grand vizier
vas to report for prison duty, the world’s most famous used
ar salesman called up his former aide from San Clemente
ad inquired how Haldeman was planning to vote in a
prthcoming California election. “Boss,” the quondam
serman shepherd quotes himself as saying, ”’in case you’ve
iorgotten, I am a convicted felon and therefore can’t legally
cast a vote.” To this there was an extended pause which
Haldeman heard while the master of San Clemente
considered what to say, after which Haldeman heard the
voice at the other end of the wire reply, “Well, in that case,
Pl just have to vote twice.”

In the last few months Mr. Nixon has been sallying forth
with increasing frequency. He might have been seen flitting
about even more, had places like Australia not given him to
understand that, while they wouldn’t exactly refuse him
entrance, they’d just as soon he’d go and create a problem
for some other foreign government. The reason this
iguana-man has been stirring and going about scaring
children is probably owing to a severe case of cabin fever or
perhaps a desire to do a little self-rehabilitation—if only by
way of trying to play the role of a somewhat tarnished elder
statesman. Of course, this activity has given rise to the
suspicion that Vampire Numero Uno is about to take wing
again and try to stage a political comeback.

Nothing would be more impossible for Richard Nixon, as
those with a less fervidly moral view of why he fell from
power can appreciate. There is no political base for him, not
so much because of the ill-defined and not-so-always easy to
see “Watergate cover-up,” but because of the hatred borne
for him by the American conservative right, the very groups
who would not defend him as he started to go down in late
1973 and 1974. The author of detente, the architect of SALT
and the man who recognized Red China, as it is invariably
called in those circles, can’t return from San Clemente like
Napoleon from Elba to draw his scattered legions to him for
yet another campaign. Mr. Nixon has no legions, since in
the eyes of his sometime supporters he is also the person
who masked the surrender in Vietnam (“‘the first war we
ever lost”) with the mendacious slogan of Peace with
Honor.

Although Richard Nixon should be recognized as the
man who made the near-heroic attempt to change American
foreign policy as it had become fossilized in the late Forties,
he gets no credit from the liberals and more benign centrists
who had been advocating just such a shift in direction long
before he came to the Presidency. There is something so
persistently unlikable about the man that in his unique case
it is not true that my enemies’ enemies are my friends. His
enemies’ enemies remained his enemies, so that the longer
his presidency lasted the fewer supporters he had.

Had Richard Nixon been able to attract the political help
of those who believed in his foreign policies, it is unlikely he
would have been driven from office. The Watergate episode
itself would then have been defined as the second-rate
burglary attempt the White House once called it, as the

smudgy kind of river ward politics Nixon sometimes in-
dulged in, as a bad mark but not an impeachable offence.
Since Nixon’s enemies couldn’t stomach him, even when
he was doing what they wished and as they wished, they
chose instead to give the credit to Henry Kissinger.
Kissinger, who had been a feral war hawk and cold warrior
until Nixon summoned him to be the executor, not the
maker of foreign policy, was lionized as the innovator he

‘'was not. Yet as soon as the Trickster was defenestrated,

Kissinger began to revert to type and abandon detente, a
word he and Jerry Ford banished in the 1976 campaign. He
is now the familiar pre-Nixon Herr Kriegs Doktor cham-
pioning a policy of utmost bellicosity whilst Jimmy Carter is
having his trouble even holding to his scaled-down and
diminished version of Nixon’s foreign policy directions.
Throughout his White House years Richard Nixon
repeatedly insisted he was working for a stabilized,
tension-free system of world peace. It was a system which
depended on playing China off against Russia and on giving
the bureaucratic hierarchs of the Kommissariat a debatably
large measure of approval and approbation. Thus what he
was doing was open to attack as dangerous balance-of-
power politics as well as being founded on an almost
anti-democratic social vision, but even this was well past
what many in the United States were prepared to do. So even
a partial rehabilitation will elude him because a fairer
picture of him and his administration can’t be drawn
without giving credit for his work in international affairs.
Just as he will have to wait, perhaps into the next life, for
his portion of justice in diplomacy, no fair assessment of
Nixon as a domestic politician is in immediate prospect. His
natural base, the conservatives, remember him as the price
control president, as a New Dealer in Republican raiment.
The old time New Dealers, the Democrats, the trade union
liberals and the like will go to their graves refusing to admit
that whether it was low interest rates and easy money or
price controls, their ancient enemy was he who served them
best. For them he will always be the Milhous around

America’s neck. ) ' o
Although in the economic sphere the Nixon administra-

tion failed in ways that the Carter Administration some-
times appears to be emulating, Nixon’s efforts at reorganiz-
ing the federal government and taming its bureaucracy by
putting it under the presidential power is worthy of far more
sympathetic treatment that it has received up till now. What
is generally dismissed as RMN’s unconstitutional attempt to
take power that didn’t belong to the office may someday be
viewed by historians as a courageous effort by a president to
hold and expand the powers of the office at least to the point
that its occupant could hope to administer the executive
branch of government. In this he failed, but so alarmed the
bureaucracy that they leaked the smarmy details of his
tax-chiseling and expense account cheating—the ignoble
minor peculations which did far more than the Watergate
coverup to undermine his popularity.

Unlovable, unpleasant, uncharming, ungracious, and
unconquerable, it will be a long time yet before a balanced
portrait of this man will be drawn. In the meantime, he is
fated to play a political Count Dracula, taking flight from
time to time on his dark, bat-winged cape to visit England
and elsewhere, ever thirsting for the thick, red liquor of
approval. At home, naturally, they’re waiting to drive a
stake through his heart before he runs for office again.

Nicholas von Hoffman, nationally syndicated columnist and
commentator, is a contributing editor of Inquiry. The present
article is reprinted by permission from The Spectator.
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WERE ALL AWARE
of the debate, both
within the nation at
large and among
libertarians as well,
about, simply, the
Russians; about
what sort of threat
they pose to us, and
what we should doin
response to that
threat. Boiled down
to its essentials, the
debate is between
those who support a
continuation—or in-
crease—of American
global intervention
and our formid-
able military posture
against a supposed
Soviet threat, and
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those who favor a policy of
disengagement of American
forces from most foreign
commitments.

This second view trans-
lates into that policy of
non-interventionism which
roughly characterized the
American state vis-a-vis
foreign lands before the Sec-
ond World War, only with-
out the periodic crusades—
from Mexico in 1846 to
Europe in 1917—which the
American government so
often undertook. There are
few people, of course, hold-
ing either of the most ex-
treme positions in this de-
bate, few who would sup-
port either an outright nu-
clear attack on “World
Communism” or, on the
other end, an immediate and
complete dismantling of the
American military machine.
But almost everyone has
opinions on where our
foreign policy in this regard
ought to be going, and these
opinions are in turn usually
based on whether or not the
Soviet Union is perceived as
a threat to American sec-
urity.

Into this debate now en-
ters George F. Kennan,
surely no unexperienced

. voice in American foreign

policy. Mr. Kennan entered
our Foreign Service over half
a century ago, in 1927. He
was, in 1932, the first dip-
lomat we sent to Soviet Rus-
sia; his years of service cul-
minated with his Ambas-
sadorship there during the
Korean War. He was in-

terned by Hitler when in
administrative command of
our Embassy in Berlin after
war was declared in 1941.
He emerged from retirement
during the Kennedy years to
be our Ambassador to
Yugoslavia. But doubtless
his most influential role was
as Mr. X, when he authored
an unsigned article in
Foreign Affairs in July 1947,
raising the spectre of a
Soviet threat and formulat-
ing, for the first time in pub-
lic print, that policy of “con-
tainment” of Soviet power
which became the American
strategy of the Cold War.

Mr. X., however, has re-
considered. This process has
spanned many years, and
has now been given full
voice in The Cloud of
Danger. In this, Mr. Ken-
nan’s most recent book, he
attempts, for the first time
“to pull together various
views and distill out of them
something resembling a
grand design of American
foreign policy.” As a word
of warning before we begin,
if any of his views seem
utopian, particularly in re-
gard to the Soviet Union,
glance back over the man’s
professional history and
realize that he cannot be a
“spring chicken” where to-
talitarian governments are
concerned.

Mr. Kennan’s objective is,
briefly, “the reduction of
(our) external commitment
to the indispensable mini-
mum’’. He has two main
arguments for this un-
usual—and unpopular—
position, One is that by
pruning our unnecessary
involvements we can better
hope to deal with those rela-

tively few important ones, -

such as reassuring the West
Europeans—the closest
friends Kennan says we
have—that they will be safe
from Soviet attack, even if
this means our increased
conventional military sup-
port there. (Here, the ques-
tion of whether there is or is
not a Soviet threat is beside
the point. The Europeans,
Kennan says, believe there

is. This is a deepseated anc
unshakeable belief, ““anc
they are not to be brough
away from it.”)

His second argument i
more intriguing. One migh
even call it “Austrian”, o
Hayekian. Friedrich voi
Hayek has shown that gov
ernment attempts to contrc
or regulate the domesti
economy are doomed t«
failure because, simply
there is too much that gov-
ernment cannot know. In-
formation on prices, supply,
and consumer wants is con-
stantly shifting. And any-
way there are too many pos-
sibilities: millions of con-
sumers make billions of
economic choices each day,
every one of which affects
the economy, but few of
which are ever measured, or
ever could be.

Likewise, Kennan says, in
this highly unstable and
rapidly changing world,
situations are so complex
that it is impossible to even
know much about them,
much less control them. A
prime example of this is the
recent occurence in Iran.
The whole idea of militarily
shoring up a regime friendly
to us but despotic to its
citizens was supposed to
both provide a bulwark
against a feared Soviet ex-
pansion and assure Ameri-
can access to oil. But our
American “‘intelligence”
forces apparently did not
observe the people’s seeth-
ing resentment against the
Shah, and as late as last
December our Ambassador
Sullivan dismissed anti-Shah
protests as the work of a few
students “with nothing bet-
ter to do.” Our billions of
dollars of weapons and
technology are now in hands
the American government
would probably never have
‘placed them in. Further, oil
exports to America are cer-
tain to be, at the very least,
greatly curtailed. We must
foiok at this terribly expen-
sive interventionist adven-
ture and ask “What did it
bring us?” The point is that
we cannot predict the full



consequences of our gov-
ernment’s actions in foreign
affairs. Indeed, we can
rarely be sure of the con-
sequences of its actions here
at home, involving a people
and a situation much closer
to our knowledge.

Kennan’s book is divided
into chapters the way the
globe is divided into regions.
First to come under analysis
is Latin America, an area
Kennan finds anti-American
due to the years of condes-
cension and even the plain
“burden of our [the Ameri-
can government’s] pre-
sence”.

“Many years ago,” he
writes,

returning from a journey
through certain of the countries
of South America, I pleaded
with the State Department to
urge our representatives there
to relax—Ileave them alone. 1
have seen no reason to depart
from the view then stated.
Beyond the questions of
Panama and Cuba, and of the
security generally of Central
America, we have no really vital
interests in that part of the
world. Let us be generous in
small things, courteous in all
circumstances, and helpful
whenever we can be, but
beyond that let us not be greatly
concerned for their opinion of
us, and happy enough not to be
an active factor in their affairs.
The rest, surely, will look after
itself.

The situation in Southern
Africa, especially in South
Africa itself, is extraordinar-
ily complex. We cannot be
sure what sort of govern-
ment will emerge as a suc-
cessor to the blatantly dic-
tatorial white minority one
now in control. So why, asks
Kennan, should we “take
any position at all . . . Here,
again, we do not have the
answers.”

Again, with Israel:
Many of us can think, I am sure,
of concessions which ... it

would be wise for the Israelis to
make; but for the United States
government to take the respon-
sibility of urging them to make
such concessions is quite
another matter. There are many
who think, for example, that it
would be wise for them to give

up the Golan Heights. They
may of course be right. But how
can we be sure? What would
our responsibility be if we urged
this upon them and it turned
out to be disasterous? It is the
same problem, in principle, that
we [face] with the South Afri-
cans and Rhodesians.
This is simple realism.
American involvement in
other areas of the mid-East
bears heavily upon that
most dangerous of all our
foreign policy questions,
that of the Soviet Union.
From 1970 to 1973 Ameri-
can sales of arms (through

let us first recall that Iran is a
border neighbor of the Soviet
Union; and then let us imagine
that the Soviet Union had first,
in the early 1970s, inaugurated
heavy arms sales to Mexico,
and had then, in the middle of
this decade, suddenly upped
these sales by a factor of nearly
1000 percent and accompanied
them, as we have actually done,
by the dispatch of hundreds if
not thousands of military tech-
nicians and advisors. Would
the American government and
opinion have remained com-
placent and uninterested in the
face of such behavior? And
could we not have drawn our

the Pentagon) to Iran came
to $1.28-billion (itself no
small figure). During the
following four year period
(1973-1976) these sales in-
creased ten-fold, to $11-
billion. “To get an idea of
the effect of this upon the
Russians,” Kennan writes,

George Kennan

conclusions from it?

It could be said in re-
sponse to this that we all
know we Americans intend
to use those weapons only if
the Soviets attack. And
further, it could be said,
look at the size of the Soviet
military machine, look at

their capabilities. We of
course can’t be certain of
their intentions; they are too
hard to determine. So we
must assume (the argument
would continue) that the
Russians will do anything to
us that their capabilities
permit them to do. To this,
Kennan answers, “[should
we] take into account only
their capabilities, disregard-
ing their intentions, but ex-
pect them to take account
only of our supposed inten-
tions, disregarding our
capabilities? . . . If we are
going to disregard every-
thing but their capabilities,
we cannot simultaneously
expect them to disregard
everything but our inten-
tions.”

Further, “The Russians
would have to ask them-
selves not what we would
do with an enormous as-
semblage of (Iranian) wea-
ponry, but what the Irani-
ans, in association with us or
others, might do with it.”
And Iran is not the only
country in this region having
received U.S. weapons.
“During these same four
years (1973-76) [that Iran
received $11-billions worth]
Saudi Arabia bought $8-
billion worth.”

In several unconsciously
prophetic paragraphs (the
book was written in early
1977), Kennan states that
many people will defend
these massive arms sales “on
the grounds that we need to
[help] the more moderate of
the Arab countries—that
this, in fact, is a service to the
Israelis insofar that it in-
creases the influence of the
moderate Arabs at the ex-
pense of the extremists.”
Kennan replies that while he
sees the advantage in en-
couraging these nations to
take an interest in a “peace-
ful settlement” to the Arab-
Israeli problem, he doubts
whether arms sales are the
best way to do this. For
while we know who we ori-
ginally sold the arms to,
“one can never be entirely
sure in whose hands they are
going to end up. Arms some-
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times have longer lives than
the individuals into whose
hands they were initially
entrusted.”” He further
wonders whether these arms
sales will even help Israel,
for ““arms, extravagantly
given, have a way of wan-
dering from one country to
another.”” And now of
course, as this review is
being written, the new ruler
of Iran has just turned over
the ransacked Israeli Em-
bassy in Tehran to the
Palestine Liberation Or-
ganization.

In the huge area East of
Iran—India, South and
Southeast Asia, the Phil-
lipines and Indonesia— an
area which contains one-
quarter of the earth’s popu-
lation, Kennan sees “no vital
interests of the United States
anywhere ... no reason
why our involvement [there]
should go beyond that level
of correct and disinterested
relations, diplomatic and
commercial, which was
traditional to our dealings
with distant countries be-

fore the madness of univer-'

sal involvement overtook us
in this postwar period.”
(emphasis added) He con-
tinually makes it clear that
“this does not preclude the
activity of private American
interests, [but, rather] politi-
cal involvement”. He ad-
vises a relationship “‘on
which our government ac-
cepts responsibility for the
correctness and generosity
of its own behavior, but
accepts no such responsibil-
ity for theirs”.

Particularly, Mr. Kennan
addresses the question of
our two bases on the
Philippines—Clark Air
Force Base and Subic Bay
Naval Base. There is no jus-
tification anymore for these
bases. We are no longer in-
volved in Southeast Asia.
Communist China is no
longer seen as an enemy, to
put it mildy. Our military
presence on Taiwan is wind-
ing down. And Philippine
President Marcos, in many
ways an outright dictator,
stridently called, a few years

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

back, for our withdrawal,
or, failing that, the payment
of outright tribute to him in
order to keep us there. Ken-
nan sees no reason “why the
bases should not be removed

at once”, because they no-

longer serve their original
purpose, and because the
Filipinos themselves no
longer see them as contribut-
ing to their defense. It is an
unsavory and indeed humil-
iating practice for the United
States to bribe the leaders of
foreign states in order to
keep military facilities there
that they don’t particularly
want.

The American response to the
situation that now exists should
be, surely, the immediate, com-
plete, resolute, and wordless
withdrawal of the facilities and
equipment they contain, leav-
ing to the Philippine govern-
ment the real estate, and only
that. We can find a very useful
precedent for what needs to be
done in recalling the prompt
and incisive manner in which
General de Gaulle caused the
French to remove themselves
from a number of France’s
African colonies when the latter
demanded their independence.
The consequences were in no
way disasterous. On the con-
trary, France’s relations with
certain of these states in the
ensuing years have been among
the happiest of those enjoyed by
a former colonial European
power with its erstwhile col-
onies.

Alas, Kennan’s advice
was not followed: In
January 1979 an agreement
was signed which turned the
bases over to the Philippine
government, and while our
soldiers and equipment re-
main, only the Philippine
flag now flies over these
bases. In addition, the
agreement included an
American pledge of half a
billion dollars “in economic
aid”. ‘

Kennan feared, and
rightly so, that this estab-
lishment of outright bribery
of foreign leaders—who did
not necessarily share our
goals—would lead to a situ-
ation where “no one will
think of accepting American
military installation on his

territory, no matter how
helpful these may to be to his
own defense, without de-
manding the highest price he
thinks he can get for what
we are supposed to see as an
act of graciousness on his
part.” This has indeed been
the case with both Greece
and Turkey as well. In each
case American bases have
been permitted to remain
only in return for large tri-
butes from our government:
$1.6-billion to Turkey ($1-
billion of it military) and
$700-million to Greece.
And these payments only
cover the four-year period
ending in the spring of next
year, 1980.

Regarding that area of
Southeast Asia where we so
recently fought, Kennan has
this to say:

There is no reason why we
should be in a hurry to conclude
relations of any kind with the
[new] respective governments
or to manifest any particular
interest in what they are doing.
They won. We lost. It is now
their show. Let us be content if
the period that ensues before
we find it necessary to have

“anything more to do with them

is a good long one. And if, in
the meantime, either the
Chinese or the Russians dabble
in their affairs, our attitude
should be: you are heartily
welcome to each other; it serves
you both right. (emphasis ad-
ded)

With China herself, he
warns us “not to try to push
this relationship too far too
fast.” These are an enigma-
tic people, and we can’t pre-
tend to really know them, or
their motives. “With people
who are very different from
oneself, a polite, respectful,
but slightly distant and for-
mal relationship is some-
times better, and presents
fewer dangers, than effusive
attempts at friendship.” He
further warns Americans of
all political persuasions
against becoming chummy
with China because China
too fears the Soviet Union.
This ““assumes a greater
basic identity of our long-
term interests with China
than with Russia—some-

thing which is in no way
proven. It would involve us
in the Soviet-Chinese con-
flict, the issues of which have
nothing to do with our own
interests.”

The Soviet threat
All of this leads, finally, to

an analysis of the “central
problem of American
foreign policy”’—the Soviet
Union. Kennan devotes the
final third of his book to
this, and it is the most im-
portant part. It is written
with a lucidity, an intellec-
tual vigor and a freshness of
outlook which is astonish-
ing. Indeed, it would not be
too much to call these last
three chapters of this, which
may well be his last book, a
capstone to a remarkable
career, nothing short of a
work of art. I attempt to
review them only with the
most extreme reluctance.
These 75 pages on the most
important foreign policy
issue of our day are simply
too good to merit condensa-
tion, Suffice it to say that if
one gets the book and reads
only these chapters, it will be
time well spent.

The current hostility to
the Soviet Union emerged as
it became evident that the
benefits we were told to ex-
pect from the efforts at “de-
tente” earlier in this decade
were not in fact forthcom-
ing. But all the glaring head-
lines in the press covered up
the fact that, when it came to
hard .agreements, neither
side had anything really new
to offer. It was, at best, a
temporary thaw in the Cold
War, one of the several that
has taken place since 1945.
The sensationalist American
press, bolstered by that
showy public gimmickry
known as “summit confer-
ences,” led the American
people to believe that the
Soviet Union would really
make new, broad-ranging
changes. (Kennan argues
that we could get further
with them in private, bilat-
eral, agreements of a highly




specific nature, concerned
not with motives but with
what exactly each side ex-
pects from the other.) The
ensuing general disap-
pointment played right into
the hands of those who,
highly suspicious of the
Soviets, did not want de-
tente with them in the first
place.

These forces have recently
gathered strength, and they
have put forth a wide array
of arguments to move
America into increasing its
military might. They point
out, first, how the Russians
have caught up—or sur-
passed us—in the arms race.
It is alleged that we are
spending less of our gross
national product (only 5.75
percent of it) on defense
than are the Soviets (11 to
13 percent). Our spending is
now 14 percent below the
level of the early 1960s and
fully a third less than our
peak Vietnam War spend-
ing. (All of this is in “real”
dollars, allowing for infla-
tion.) For roughly the past
decade, Russia has outspent
us in absolute dollar terms.
In weaponry, the Soviets, it
is alleged, have so added to
their supply of strategic nu-
clear missiles that they now
surpass us both in numbers
(2,300 to 2,163) and throw
weight. If these trends are
continued, it is argued, Rus-
sia will soon have the capa-
bility to destroy so much of
our arsenal in a first-strike
attempt that we would have
little defense left. In conven-
tional weaponry, Soviet
ground forces, the thesis
goes, are more than double
our own. We have 8,500
tanks to their 45,000. They
have outproduced us in ar-
mored personnel carriers,
artillery, tactical aircraft and
helicopters. The Warsaw
Pact command has 67 divi-
sions compared to NATO’s
29. Their Navy is said to
have double the number of
ships afloat compared to us.

These are certainly alarm-
ing statistics. But they are at
least partly misleading.
“From the mere assertion
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that the Russians have sur-
passed us in numbers and
throw-weight of strategic
missiles,” Kennan writes,

the reader would scarcely sup-
pose, for example, that we still
had in the neighborhood of
10,000 independently targeta-
ble offensive warheads directed
against the Soviet Union, com-
pared with something like a
third this number for the Rus-
sians, not to mention some
7,000 so-called tactical nuclear
weapons kept by the United
States in Western Europe,
which exceed those arrayed
against them by a similar factor.
(The weakest of these “tactical”
weapons is said, incidentally, to
be three times the strength of
the bomb used against
Hiroshima).

When it is charged that
Russia has twice the number
of vessels afloat, “the term
‘vessels’ [is] capable of
meaning anything from an
admiral’s barge to an air-
craft carrier”, Similarly with
all the talk about their
“higher expenditures.”
Since we can’t really know
how much the Soviets spend
on their military, we can
only draw on estimates from
how much these weapons
would have cost us, paying
out high labor costs and

paying in dollars. But this,
for several reasons, is unre-

liable.

First of all, mere numeri-
cal comparisons between
their number of weapons
and ours tell us little. All
depends on the time, place,
and manner in which these
weapons are used. A
weapon effective on defense
may be ineffective on of-
fense. A weapon valuable on
the plains may be useless in
the mountains. It may be
valuable only in the hands of
a highly-motivated and
trained force. The best type
of weapon for some may not
necessarily be the best for
others. Thus, while the
Soviets outnumber us 5 to 1
in tanks, we shouldn’t feel
endangered if we don’t
match them. Maybe they
have overproduced, some-
thing which centrally-
planned economies often
do. But even if not, “one
hears that anti-tank wea-
pons are now of such effec-
tiveness, and so easy to use,
that large-scale tank warfare
may be obsolete.” Further,
the American public is,
through all this debate, in
the dark. We must rely on
our figures from the very

people—our military estab-
lishment—who have a stake
in increasing their own
power and expenditures.

Finally, what emerges
from these figures, if one sets
aside for the moment all
questions of Soviet inten-
tions, is that while we have
partially retrenched from
our abnormally high Viet-
nam-War peak in spending,
the Soviets have continued
to spend at about the same
rate they did before. The
relative weight of the two
defense establishments, in-
sofar as it can be measured
at all in statistical terms, has
somewhat altered to our
disadvantage. We still have,
however, superiority in
most types of weaponry.
And we cannot know, but
only assume, when we say
that this is proof they intend
to add more weapons,
reaching us, and then even
surpassing us. ‘“The
change”, says Kennan, “that
has occurred is simply the
reflection—not of some new
and menacing increase in the
rate of development of
Soviet armed forces, but of a
temporary diminution, since
Vietnam, in the rate of de-
velopment of our own.”
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It is charged that the Rus-
sians seek influence in the
Third World. But so do the
other great powers. What
differentiates Soviet over-
seas activity from ours is
their lack of bases. They
have the occasional use (not
control) of an airport in
Angola for reconnaissance
purposes, and we believe
them to have similar ar-
rangements on the other side
of Africa. In any event, it is
nothing like our own string
of bases ringing the Soviet
Union from Germany to
Greece, Turkey, Korea, the
Philippines, and, as Kennan
says, ‘I don’t know where
else”.

Moreover, the Russians
have often failed to fully win
over Third World nations.
“Soviet efforts to bend the
countries of the Near East to
their uses have, with the
partial exception of Iraq and
Libya, been signally unsuc-
cessful.” Indeed, they have
even been unceremoniously
thrown out of Egypt and
other countries.

Soviet intentions

In most of our eyes runs the
same view of Soviet inten-
tions toward us: briefly, that
the Russians are still in-
spired by a desire to achieve
world domination; that they
view war with us as the
inevitable outcome of the
ideological and political
conflicts between us; and
that therefore Soviet armed
forces are viewed by their
leaders as offensive rather
than defensive in nature.
These charges will be
treated specifically below,
but to speak generally, it is
very dangerous to assume
another nation is preparing
for war, and thus prepare
for it yourself. Wars have, in
this way, become a self-
fulfilling prophecy, as wit-
ness World War I. The
suggestion that the Soviets
would be willing to lose
several tens of millions of
people in order to gain
world domination forgets
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that the hellish trauma of
World War II has not left
them. Most Americans
don’t realize that the Soviets
lost 20 million of their citi-
zens during Hitler’s war,
and this out of a total popu-
lation roughly equal to our
own at that time. What are
we to say to the charge that,
in effect, Soviet leadership
lacks all the normal attri-
butes of humanity and is
solely motivated by a blind
desire for our destruction?
AsKennan says, “This effort
at the dehumanizing of the
opponent—the insistence of
seeing him as the embodi-
ment of all evil—has be-
deviled the leaders of
American opinion in two
world wars.” It should cer-
tainly have no place in
peacetime.

When Lenin attained
power in 1917, the Western
world was in turmoil.
Centuries-old monarchies
were collpasing, class struc-
tures were being under-
mined, and no firm alterna-
tive had taken their places.
Lenin had the hope that
communism would, and he
held up the banner of world
revolution to bring it about.
World revolution, not
world conquest. There was
a difference. Revolution was
to come from within, as the
proletariat of each nation
rose up to break the shackles
of their oppression. The role
of Russian communism was
to assist this revolution—to
support it as they could with
morale, material, and even
weaporis—but not to create
it. Actually, it soon became
apparent that world revolu-
tion was not imminent, and
because of the starvation
and misery caused by those
first few years of forced col-
lectivism -and outright civil
war, by 1921 the preserva-
tion and development of the
Communist state within
Russia had become the
prime consideration. In the
years since then, the lan-
guage of “world revolution”
has remained; for as a secu-
lar religion, communism
needs to hold up hope for a

glorious future. And, since
the Chinese and others have
long baited the Russians for
betraying true communism,
Russia needs at least the
rhetoric and appearance of
being “revolutionary”. “But
behind this verbal smoke-
screen, the men in the Krem-
lin, [have been] acting over-
whelmingly . . . in the tradi-
tion of nationalist Russian
rulers of earlier periods.”
Virtually their every interna-
tional act has been guided by
a purely nation-state desire
to preserve the security of
their heartland. This is par-
ticularly true in the foisting
of Communism on Eastern
Europe. One must re-
member that Russia had
been invaded three times
through Eastern Europe in
the scant 30-year period
from 1914 to 19435, by the
Germans during the two
world wars and by the allies
shortly after the Bolshevik
revolution. Stalin did every-
thing he knew how to make
sure that it would not hap-
pen again. Therefore all the
central and southern Euro-
pean lands contiguous to
Russia were colonized as
buffer zones. Countries like
Greece, where a strong and
popular Communist parti-
san force begged Stalin to
help them gain power, had
their pleas turned down.
Greece, after all, was useless
as a buffer zone for Russia;
it was not contiguous to
Russia.

Further, Russia had al-
ways coveted influence in
Eastern Europe. Indeed, one
must ask whether any Rus-
sian government, Czarist or
Communist, would not
have acted that way in light
of the invasions and mass
death of Russians combined
with the opportunity to
move into Eastern Europe
which existed in 1945. Since
that time Russia has col-
onized no more. They
realize the outright act of
further contiguous territo-
rial expansion would cause
a world war. And as for the
influence they wield within
the resistance movements of

Southern Africa and with
leftist politicians elsewhere
in the Third World, Kennan
is “‘unable to see in this
phenomenon anything that
is particularly new, anything
that falls outside the range
of normal great-power be-
havior.” The effort to seat
friendly governments in dis-
tant places is one which,
Lord knows, is not un-
known to us. “Why it
should cause such great sur-
prise or alarm when it pro-
ceeds from the Soviet Union
I fail to understand.. . . Too
often, a failure on the Soviet
side to respond to such ap-
peals (from leftist leaders)
for support is to throw the
respective factions into the
arms of the Chinese.”

All the threatening talk of
menacing Soviet intentions
also fails to take into ac-
count the nature of the pre-
sent Soviet leadership. It is,
as governing classes in great
countries go, an extremely
old one, “The average of the
top five or six figures is well
over seventy. About half the
members of the all-powerful
Politburo (full and alter-
nate) are upwards of sixty-
six years of age. Half the
members of the Presidium of
the Council of Ministers (the
governmental counterpart
of the Politiburo, which is
the supreme Party body) are
over sixty.” This means that
they are
men who have had long and
sobering governmental experi-
ence. Men of this age and ex-
perience are not normally given
to adventuristic policies . . .
The composition of the Polit-
buro and other senior bodies
has remained remarkably sta-
ble for well over a decade. And
this stability has communicated
itself to the entire senior
bureaucracy—political, mili-
tary and  economic—
numbering several hundred
people.

The last elections to the
Central Committee of the
Communist Party, in 1976,
saw 90 percent of the mem-
bers re-elected, which means
that they had been there at
least five years. Most, in
fact, had been there longer.



It is therefore very difficult
to enter the senior bureau-
cracy. Candidates are obvi-
ously screened very closely
for such qualities as “steadi-
ness, balance of view, ability
to fit into the bureaucratic
machinery, and a quiet loy-
alty and dependability that
does not preclude indepen-
dent initiative and judg-
ment.”

The Soviet leadership
must be seen, then, as an old
and aging group of men,
commanding—but also
very deeply involved with
—a vast and highly sta-
ble bureaucracy. This
bureaucracy is very much a
creature of habit. It is effec-
tive in governing the coun-
try, but it would not be a
very flexible instrument for
sudden or abrupt changes.
This does not preclude a
certain amount of con-
spiratorial activity on the
part of the secret intelligence
services and of those sec-
tions of the Party which deal
with clandestine operations

in foreign countries. It does
mean that the Soviet ap-
paratus of power is not one
that can suddently be turned
around and switched, and in
the course of a few days,
from the normal governing
of the country to the huge
and wholly abnormal exer-
tions of a major war.

In another, equally im-
portant aspect of the inter-
nal situation, the Soviet gov-
ernment, quite simply, has
not won the hearts and
minds of the people. Lack of
interest in official dogma is
widespread and scarcely
concealed in the Soviet Un-
ion, and even more pro-
nounced in the Eastern
European countries. There
is an appalling growth of
alcoholism, particularly
among the working youth.
Also, religious sentiment
persists despite official ef-
forts to discourage it.
Further, while most of the
Soviet government is Rus-
sian, most of the population
is now non-Russian, and

feels—justifiably—oppressed
by the Russian state. As this
non-Russian group is in-
creasing at a faster rate than
are the Russians, national-
ism will be a growing prob-
lem in the future.

To add to this is the abject
failure in economic perfor-
mance which no libertarian
audience can misunder-
stand. Rigid state central
planning has meant con-
tinual shortages of basic
foodstuffs and the need to
import massive amounts of
food from the West. With all
these factors taken together,
it is highly doubtful that the
Soviets would be willing to
risk a war with so unfirm a
base.

So there we have it.
Armed with this awareness,
Kennan urges us to rethink
our present war-like stance
—and fear—against the
Soviets. Among other
things, we should take uni-
lateral measures to reduce
our massive arms stores, as a
gesture of good faith. We

should immediately ban the
testing of nuclear weapons.
We should abandon the
principle of ““first use”, the
belief that we can only as-
sure our own defense by
initiating the use of nuclear
weapons, or basing our de-
fense plans on such
initiation—about the same

' thing. We should, finally,

encourage all moves that
would lead to a de-
escalation of fears, arms,
and tensions between our
two nations. For a con-
tinuance of the policies of
recent years increases the
probability of a world war,
the consequences of which
are simply too horrible to
think about. Mr. Kennan
deserves both our thanks for
writing this clearly reasoned
book and our support
against the vicious attacks
he is now suffering at the
hands of those who would
continue to sabre-rattle
against the Soviets.

Christopher Weber writes fre-
quently for LR.

A trivialized

romance

JOANN ROTHBARD

The Romance of American

Communism, by Vivian .

Gornick. Basic Books, 262
pp., $10.

ANYONE WHO HAS AT-
tended a college in New
York within the last twenty
years has met many a Vivian

Gornick—Jewish, leftist,
Freudian, feminist, and al--

ways consulting her feelings
as her touchstone. We must
wait to see which trend is
around the corner in New
York, to know what she’ll be
next.

Because some of the au-
thoritarianism and sec-
tarianism that she sees in the
current wave of feminism
reminds her of fights within
the Communist Party in the
U.S. in the past, this Vivian
Gornick decided to write
this book about some of the
people who were in the

Party in the ’30s, *40s, and
’50s. However, we look in
vain in her book for exam-
ples of sectariansim and
conflict. “Romance” is the
most important word in her
title. Romance may seem

incongruous with com-
munism, but it is entirely
appropriate here, because
Gornick presents the com-
radeship and sense of being
in the middle of things, of
changing history, without

treatment of the ideas that
were the very reason for
Communism. Yet she writes
many times of the endless
arguments, discussions, and
screaming that went on at
Party and fellow travellers’
meetings. Arguments about
what?

Gornick considers herself
lucky to have grown up in a
communist family, the sort
of people who considered
New Dealers to be right-
wingers. She remembers sit-
ting in the kitchen when she
was a child listening to her
parents and other workers
talking about issues: “Oh
that talk! That passionate,
transforming talk! I under-
stood nothing of what they
were saying, but I was ex-
cited beyond words by the
richness of their rhetoric, the
intensity of their arguments,
the urgency and longing be-
hind that hot river of words
that came ceaselessly pour-
ing out of all of them.” She is
still thrilled by the richness
of their rhetoric, but she is
not interested in the least in
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the actual content of what
they said. Or she still cannot
understand it.

Most of this book consists
of interviews with ex-
Communists, who tell, as
part of their stories, how
they got into the Party. One
theme running throughout
almost all interviews, is that
these people didn’t feel at
home anywhere before they
joined the party. Many were
immigrants who felt alien in
the United States, some were
native-born Americans who
wandered around the coun-
try rootless and detached,
while others were rich
people who as children had
been neglected by their par-
ents. But once in the Com-
munist Party they found a
home, a place where they
“belonged.” We are appa-
rently to believe that the
Communist Party of the Un-
ited States during the 1930s
and 1940s, was a sort of
Mother Figure, embracing
her children and giving suc-
cor.

It is typical of this book
that Vivian Gornick con-
tinually describes. these
people as “‘beautiful.”
Nearly all of them are from
the age of 50 to their 70s, yet
they are made to sound like
inmates of a Hollywood
studio. They are “slim . . .
blue eyed . . . possessed of a
quiet easy elegance . . . tall,
handsome . .. in magnifi-
cent shape ... tenderest
eyes, high clear forehead. . .
young-faced . . . expressive
humorous eyes . . . impres-
sive leonine head ... a
beautiful woman ... aris-
tocratic nose . . . energetic
...” and so on. One man is
described as looking like an
intelligent John Wayne. Iam
not privy to John Wayne’s
IQ; probably neither is Gor-
nick. But she has an a priori
guide—John Wayne is a
right-winger, so he is dumb.
Again, typical.

Once in the Communist
Party, these people thought
that the revolution was just
around the corner, and this
gave meaning to their lives.
They were living intense,
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absorbing lives. Richard
Wright wrote as an ex-
communist: ‘“There was no

agency in the world so capa- .

ble of making men feel the
earth and the people upon it
as the Communist Party.”
This is the famous engagé of
European Marxists. Why
does it seem to be only en-
gagé to be involved in leftist
causes? Weren’t the Nazis in
the ’30s engagé? Why is it
not engagé to be involved in
the Libertarian Party, or the
Presbyterian Church, or the
Begonia Society?

Looking back in the
mid-1970s to their lives as
Party members, many of
these people see those days
as the best part of their lives,
One says, “I was a Com-
munist. And being a Com-
munist made me better than
I was. It was a great moral
adventure of my life. I
wouldn’t—not then and not
now—have traded it for
anything.” Another: “Right,
wrong, errors, blind pro-
Sovietism, Democratic cen-
tralism, the lot not-
withstanding. In our lives as
Communists we had com-
munity. We had standing.
We had that civilizing sense
of connectedness, it’s the
heart and soul of all civilized
life.” To some of them, the
Party, despite its apparent
withering away, was suc-
cessful: “And we’re every-
where, everywhere. We
saved this fucking country.
We went to Spain, and be-
cause we did America un-
derstood facism. We made
Vietnam come to an end,
we're in there in Watergate.
We built the CIO, we got
Roosevelt elected, we
started black civil rights, we
forced this shitty country
into every good piece of
action and legislation it has
ever taken. We did the dirty
work and the Labor and
Capital establishments got
the rewards. The Party
helped make democracy
work.” One woman said:

“If they’d thrown me out in.

the Thirties or Forties? Oh, I
would have killed myself.”
Once in, the Party kept

them involved: “Busy, busy,
busy. Nobody can say life in
the Communist Party was
dull.” Frank Meyer, when
he was an anti-Communist,
said that the Party had kept
him so occupied that he
didn’t have time to do the
fundamental thinking nec-
essary to see the error of
Marxism, until he was in the
army. Imagine a life com-
pared to which Basic Train-
ing is leisurely.

It is hard to conceive of a
book such as this of over
250 pages on communism in
which the concept of “capi-
tal” never occurs. Capi-
talists are very occasionally
mentioned: they are all
“shits” or “motherfuckers,”
but never capital. Thus,
people can be persuaded by
arguments such as: “Look at
that building. Workers built
it, but capitalists live in it.”
Wow! Deep!

The Party sent intellectu-
als into factories, ordered
people to move to distant
parts of the country,
wrecked marriages by expel-
ling one partner only, and
made many people desolate
by sending them under-
ground for years, to live in
loneliness. Yet few people
left the Party for reasons
such as these. Why did they
leave? Some left in 1948
when the Party backed
Henry Wallace; one left,
charmingly, because the
Party attacked psychoanaly-
sis; but the biggest upheaval
came in 1956. At the 20th
Congress in April, 1956,
Khrushchev made a speech
denouncing Stalin, and re-
counting his massacres.
Party members were in
shock; they left in droves.
But many did not leave
voluntarily—they were ex-
pelled at trials at which close
friends and family members
denounced them. The trials
seemed to be for more per-
sonal crimes, such as as-
sociating with bourgeois,
but Gornick does not go into
the reasons for most expul-
sions. She is more interested
in the “trauma” suffered by
the victims.

A few were glad to be
out of the party: “The
Marxist-Leninist jargon was
supposed to be evidence of
high intelligence. But I
found it put to uses of in-
timidation, and finally I felt
it evidenced more a fear of
life than it did of genuinely
high intelligence.” But many
more look upon their
Communist years as the best
of their lives. One says:
“The world is smaller,
darker by far for me than it
was when I was a Com-
munist.” Another: “For me
the context was Marxism
and the CP. They gave my
work a meaning and an in-
tensity it will never have
again. . . . I have no regrets,
no regrets at all. On the
other hand, I have no pas-
sion either, anymore.”

The glory is gone for these
people. They have gone
back to ordinary lives with-
out their guiding star. When
Gornick expressed surprise
that one of them is a slum-
lord, he laughed and
explained: “They say that
the Communists became
landlords and the Trotsky-
ists became professors.”

These people are not
Communists, but they are
communists. There are no
capitalists among them.
They still fight for tenant
rights, organize strikes,
boycott lettuce. As one says:
“The Party gave me Marx-
ism. Everything in my life
flows from that simple fact,
everything returns to it. No
matter how far I may seem
to stray from any recogniza-
ble relation to that fact, it is
there inside me. It is the
center of my gravity, sooner
or later the arc returns on its
course to that center. In that
sense the Party will live in-
side me until I die, and I
remain accountable to it.”

The Communist Party
was not commendable but it
was important, and it de-
serves more than this emo-
tional mishmash. It was a
political party with political
goals. Yet we look in vain
here for any hard facts.
Gornick has instead taken a



significant part of American
life and trivialized it into a
mess of sentimental feelings.

JoAnn Rothbard writes fre-
quently for LR.

Pot profiled

MARSHALLE.
SCHWARTZ

Reefer Madness: The His-
tory of Marijuana in Ameri-
ca by Larry Sloman.
Bobbs-Merrill, 404 pp.,
$12.95.

HISTORY IS SUPPOSED
to have some elements of
science to it: recording fac-
tual observations, tracing ef-
fects back to their causes, in-
terpreting these relation-
ships in the light of previ-
ously identified patterns.
Like any other discipline,
history has its own methods
and techniques to achieve
these goals—methods which
must be learned like those of
chemistry or paleontology,
physics or anthropology.

So when someone trained
in sociology tries to write a
history of marijuana in the
United States, what we get
certainly is not history.
Thus, Larry Sloman’s Reefer
Madness is a frequently
stimulating, frequently frus-
trating, and annoyingly dis-
jointed pastiche which accu-
rately reflects the author’s
background in sociology
and magazine reportage.
But it certainly isn’t history.
When he’s conducting an in-
terview or sketching a vig-
nette of 1970s American
culture, Sloman is at his
best. And the second half of
Reefer Madness is basically
nothing more than a collec-
tion of short pieces of pop
sociology, chapters that
could well have been maga-
zine articles on their own.

But the problem with
Reefer Madness is that Slo-
man takes his book’s subti-
tle too seriously, and spends
the first 250 pages trying to
pretend he is an historian.
And failing. As a result, the
reader may well give up on
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Sloman halfway through his
obsessive ramblings about
Narcotics  Commissioner
Harry J. Anslinger, the ori-
gins of the Marijuana Tax
Act of 1937, and how reefer
came to Harlem, before the
author returns to his own
milieu.

What is even more frus-
trating about this book than
watching an amateur try to
write history is the fact that
Sloman’s meanderings actu-
ally contain some first-rate
material: facts and observa-
tions that could make up the
heart of a cogent political
and economic history of pot
in the United States.

Any such history, to be
worthy of the title, has to
look at marijuana in relation
to other recreational drugs,
whether they are smoked,
swallowed, injected, or in-
haled. And this Sloman fails
to do; so perforce he fails to

“Sloman does a fine job of showing how pot has become a mundane part of American life.”

see the patterns in marijuana
legislation which follow
those established by laws
concerning cigarettes, al-
cohol, heroin, cocaine, and
so on. This omission is espe-
cially surprising in light of
an interview he conducted
with one of Anslinger’s
former agents—who out-
lines the whole picture. But
before looking at the
specifics, let’s examine the
patterns that flow through
all such efforts at prohibi-
tion.

Perhaps the central fact is
that all “vice” laws—efforts
to legislate morality, rather
than to punish the use of
force or fraud—are not
aimed at stopping vice, con-
trary to popular myth. The
primary aim, as with any
other governmental reg-
ulatory effort, is to create a
monopoly in vice. A by-
product of such legislation is

the creation of a legal, rather
than economic, underclass:
a “them” who are morally
inferior to “us,” a “them”
who can be considered less
than human and on whom
all sorts of dastardly acts can
be blamed, a “them” to
whom even the (state-
created) economic under-
class can feel superior. Drug
legislation, as one form of
“vice” law, is simply a state
grant of economic privilege
under the guise of protecting
the citizenry from some im-
agined mortal threat (or
moral sin). The effect of

laws concerning opiates,
barbiturates, ampheta-
mines, and cocaine is fairly
clear. A three-tiered monop-
oly is created, whereby only
state-sanctioned  pharma-
ceutical companies may im-
port or manufacture such
drugs, only state-sanctioned
physicians may ordain their
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use, and only state-sanc-
tioned pharmacists may dis-
pense them. And what hap-
pens to individuals who are
unable to obtain these sub-
stances through this legal
monopoly? They must pur-
chase these drugs on the
black market, from entre-
preneurswho maintainan il-
legal monopoly by buying
the favors of police agents
who are supposed to pro-
hibit such transactions—
and thus must pay exorbi-
tantly inflated prices.

With tobacco, alcohol,
and marijuana, the picture is
somewhat different. While
prohibition has been at-
tempted with all these drugs
(and still reigns supreme for
marijuana), the principal
tool for control has been

taxation. Between 1870 and |

1915, between one-half and
two-thirds of the entire in-

come of the federal govern-.

ment came from the tax on
liquor. A pseudomonopoly
was enforced by making it
illegal to sell alcohol with-
out collecting this tax. How,
then, was the United States
able to eliminate its major
source of revenue, through
the Eighteenth Amendment,
in 1919? Because six years
before that event the passage
of the Sixteenth Amend-
ment removed the original
consitutional  prohibition

against the income tax,.

thereby presenting the gov-
ernment with an even more
powerful (and capricious)
tool for robbing its citizens.

Under this spreading mi-
asma of prohibitionism not
only were alcohol (the
Eighteenth Amendment) and
opiates (the Harrison Nar-
cotics Act of 1914) out-
lawed, but cigarette smok-
ing was under severe legisla-
tive attack: In 1921, ciga-
rettes were illegal in 14
states, and anticigarette
legislation was pending in
28 more. Yet there were al-
most no laws against
marijuana use. In fact, a
1920 pamphlet issued by the
Department of Agriculture
urged Americans to grow
cannabis as a profitable
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crop!

What happened to reverse
this trend? Why, after the
repeal of Prohibition in
1933, did the Federal Bu-
reau of Narcotics (read
Harry J. Anslinger) end its
resistance to include pot in
its purview, so that the
Marijuana Tax Act was
passed by Congress in 1937
almost without opposition?

In one interview—with
former Bureau agent How-
ard Diller—Sloman (or,
rather, Diller) presents some
provocative answers to
these questions. This one
chapter, Diller’s analysis of
the political role of the
Bureau and its notorious
chief, is the most telling and
most significant in the-book
from a libertarian view-
point.

As for the drug manufac-
turers themselves, Diller
—who worked for the
bureau during the late 1950s
and early 1960s—declares:.

The profits in controlled sub-
stances by the drug manufac-
turers of this country are
enormous. There’s probably no
more lucrative industry than
the drug industry of this coun-
try. During the entire Anslinger
administration there never has
been [sic] any investigation or
any imposition of controls or
inquiry into the high profit of
that industry . .. There were
only three companies, as I re-
call, that had the right to import
opium into the country for the
manufacture of opiates. That
was French, Kline and King,
New York Quinine, and Merck
Company. It was a monopoly

... The Bureau imposed en-
forcement of these monopolies,

“Harry Anslinger managed to
maintain his hoax about the evils
of marijuana by publishing
completely fictitious statistics
to ‘prove’ his case.”

Anslinger’s main support
came from the industries his
bureau was charged with
regulating—the doctors and
the drug manufacturers—
Diller points out. “The
AMA held Anslinger up as
one of their angels,” he de-
clares. “Since a serious part
of that profession has to do
with drugs ... so long as

Harry Anslinger was Com-

missioner, there was virtu-
ally no federal prosecution
of any member of the medi-
cal profession.” (Anslinger,
a former Prohibition agent,
undoubtedly remembered
how physicians profited by
the Volstead Act: During
the first six months after
its enactment, more than

15,000 doctors and 57,000 .

pharmacists and drug man-
ufacturers applied for li-
censes to prescribe and sell
liquor, and by 1928 doctors
made an estimated $40-
million annually writing
prescriptions for alcohol.) -

and no one else was permitted
to deal with it.

But why did no one ques-
tion these policies of
Anslinger? Inside the
Bureau, disagreement was
heresy, punishable by expul-
sion. Outside, people just
didn’t have the information.
Diller explains:

He had no tolerance for disa-
greement. Anslinger believed
very strongly that the best gov-
ernment was one that was a
repressive one. That the people
were not capable basically of
controlling their passions and
their needs. That the way to
control them, in their best in-
terests would be to impose
restrictions of one kind or
another. The thing that
Anslinger concerned himself
with a lot was the dissemina-
tion of information. He com-
pletely disagreed with the free
exchange of ideas on the sub-
ject. He believed that the free

. exchange of ideas would result

in contamination of the brains
of the good people. Therefore,

don’t disseminate anything
negative and you cut it off at the
roots.

Thus, Anslinger considered
the La Guardia Report—the
results of a study ordered
by the mayor of New York
City in 1938, and issued in
the early 1940s—to be
“contraband” because it
smashed all the myths about
pot (the “marijuana psycho-
sis,” that its use leads to use
of opiates and other drugs,
that users are more likely
than others to commit
crimes, etc.) which the
commissioner had so zeal-
ously nurtured and culti-
vated for more than a de-
cade.

After fending off, for a
number of years, zealous
appeals to include mari-
juana among the drugs
under Bureau control,
Anslinger reversed his stand
in the mid-1930s and by
1937, the Marijuana Tax
Act had outlawed pot. Why
this strange flip-flop, when
taking control of pot meant
more work with no extra
money for the Bureau? Dil-
ler offers his theory:

Prohibition wiped out a great
national industry, and the
economy was damaged. Lo and
behold, that industry was able
to overcome and repeal prohib-
ition laws after a fourteen-year
period. They were concerned
that after having made this
great accomplishment, they
would not have another com-
modity that would be competi-
tive to their industry. The
thought at that time was, once
the use of marijuana was to
become known and its effects
realized, persons would find it
easier to smoke and gain a
feeling of euphoria to one de-
gree or another that was better
than alcohol, and that would
severely hurt the industry.

I strongly suspect the Bureau
itself was supportive of the
alcohol industry, and I think
they said, “Listen, we have to
enact legislation.”” After all, the
1937 Act was only three years
after Prohibition. It’s certainly
logical that one follows the
other. The alcohol industry was
concerned with a competing
substance, and the Bureau was
a natural to enforce it. In reality,



the whole thing was a bugaboo
and was an instance of our
government and one of its
agencies being used to protect
an industry. We have it in two
major businesses, the phar-
macological industry and the
alcohol industry.

How did Anslinger man-
age to maintain this hoax
about the evils of marijuana
(and about the Bureau in
general) for the quarter-
century from the passage of
the Tax Act until his retire-
ment in 19622 By lying, ac-
cording to Diller: by pub-
lishing completely fictitious
statistics to “prove” his case.
The individuals who kept
the records “would phony
up the statistics. They had
IBM machines that were
frauds; they were there just
to probe; they were doing
things scientifically. But
when they received the
figures, they would chop off
a zero or divide by three to
come up with the statistics.”
Anslinger ‘‘explained it
away that he didn’t want to
panic the country. He didn’t
want Congress to lose confi-
dence . . . He was protecting
the country.”

Since the illicit trade in
drugs (including marijuana)
is a highly profitable, albeit
risky, endeavor, why didn’t
drug entrepreneurs try to
finance a campaign to coun-
teract government lies about
these substances, or make
serious legal challenges in
the courts? Economic self-
interest, of course. Just as
the pharmaceutical com-
panies had been granted
legal monopolies, black-
market drug sellers had their
own monopoly of sorts. Dil-
ler explains:

[I}f you were in charge of an
organized crime family con-
cerned with trafficking in drugs
and making millions of dollars,
the only thing that would ena-
ble you to make a lot of money
is that there is a high risk in the
business. This eliminates your
overwhelming percentage of
competition. So if I was in the

drug-trafficking industry, what -

I would want is good strong
strict enforcement or else I'd be
out of business. Everyone

would get into it if there wasn’t
that risk. It was in the interest of
the underworld to have an

Anslinger, otherwise the price

of drugs would never be what it
is. ... There was really no
government effort to eliminate
the drug-trafficking business.
Never has been.

Major marijuana dealers,
who Diller, now an attor-
ney, numbers among his
clients,

would be unalterably opposed
to any drastic change in the
marijuana laws because it
would put them out of business.
The major traffickers are mak-
ing oodles and oodles of
money, and they hope that
sometimes there are busts to
keep the price up. I suspect that
a group of traffickers, if the
downward trend of enforce-
ment of the marijuana laws
continues, will go to the legisla-

Convention on Narcotic
Drugs (which somehow in-
cluded marijuana and
cocaine under the “narco-
tic” label) by a vote of §4-0.

Anslinger had been in-
strumental in drafting this
international treaty (cur-
rently ratified by 108 na-
tions) in 1961, but had at
first recommended that the
United States not sign it
because some provisions
were too watered down for
his taste. Why did the Single
Convention suddenly be-
come so important to An-
slinger six years later, so
important that he was one of
the only three witnesses—
allin favor—who testified at
the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee’s one-day hear-
ing? His testimony explains
the reversal:

“The Great Prohibitionist’s
memorial to himself is the
Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs, which enshrines him

in international law.”’

ture and revitalize Anslinger’s
1937 article [decrying the hor-
rors of pot] and remind the
legislature that it is dangerous
and that heavier penalties are
needed. ... We’re living in a
criminal economy, and de-
criminalization would hurt so
many different people.

But Anslinger was not
only a faithful servant of the
Corporate State, he was also
a zealot in the cause of pro-
hibition. Even after his re-
tirement, Anslinger con-
tinued to fight for his cause,
to force his brand of moral-
ity on the rest of the world,
whether they wanted it or
not. Still believing in his
mechanistic view of human
behavior (that drugs cause
users to commit crimes),
rather than the free-will
view (that some criminals
happen to use certain
drugs), Anslinger scored
perhaps his greatest triumph
in April 1967, when the
Senate ratified the Single

Another important reason for
becoming a party to the 1961
convention is the marijuana
problem. . . . Several groups in
the United States are loudly
agitating to liberalize controls,
and, in fact, to legalize its use. In
the convention it is very specific
that we must prevent its misuse.
If the United States becomes a
party to the 1961 convention
we will be able to use our treaty
obligations to resist legalized
use of marijuana. This discus-
sion is going on all over the
country, in many universities,
and in fringe groups, and it is
rather disturbing.

What Anslinger relied on
was an old Supreme Court
decision in a case entitled
Missouri v. Holland, in
which the Court ruled that
hunters couldn’t kill certain
migratory birds because of a
U.S. treaty with Canada and
Mexico protecting these
birds—the federal treaty
took precedence over states’
rights. Thus, he argued,

states could lower penalties

for pot as low as they
wanted to, but they couldn’t
legalize it—ever—unless
the Senate renounced its
ratification of the Single
Convention on Narcotics.
“We’ve got [it] locked up so
tightly now, they’ll never
change thelaw,” he claimed.

This was the Great Pro-
hibitionist’s memorial to
himself. With almost no evi-
dence, he gained congres-
sional approval for the
Marijuana Tax Act in 1937
(Sloman’s excerpts from the
hearings are classic exam-
ples of legislative ignorance
and stupidity), and estab-
lished a legal monopoly for
alcohol as America’s recrea-
tional drug. With even less
evidence, he enshrined his
personal preference—for
the drug of Western culture
over the drug of Eastern
culture—in international
law 30 years later.

But there’s just too little of
this sort of reporting to jus-
tify Sloman’s subtitle, “The
History of Marijuana in
America.” He does a fine job
of showing how pot has
become an almost mundane
part of American life, from a
middle-class family in
Queens, to executives and
professionals in suburbia, to
a young millionaire dealer,
to the head of Robert Burton
Associates (makers of E-Z
Wider rolling papers), to the
would-be politicians of
NORML. Maybe it all
comes down to the com-
ment by Joe Nellis, chief
counsel for the House Select
Committee on Narcotics,
and an opponent of mari-
juana legalization:

“Well, for every inspirational
story about what marijuana
can make you think of, I can
give you an equal story about
depression and lack of motiva-
tion and so on. You picks your
poison and you takes your
choice.” Nellis smiled and took
a long, deep drag on his
cigarette.

Except, of course, the State
doesn’t want people to make
their own choices.

Marshall E. Schwartz is a con-
tributing editor of LR.
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On View

Hard core,
soft core

DAVID BRUDNOY

LET US CONSIDER SKIN
in flicks, and skin flicks, and
what is called “pornog-
raphy” by people who like
the sound of the word,
though it defines nothing
objectively and refers only
to (subjective) states of
mind. The pioneer libertar-
ian theorist and activist
Theodore Schroeder, whose
frustrated life, hard times
and voluminous writings I
came to know when writing
my doctoral dissertation a
few years ago, likened “por-
nography” to witchcraft:
neither exists, but both have
been pursued with a ven-
geance by those who be-
lieve(d) they exist(ed);
both—and this our con-

¢

temporary, Dr. Thomas
Szasz, has also stressed—are
fictions of some people’s
imagination. Which has not
kept the clergy, the legis-
lators, and the moralists
from crusading, legislating,
and bleating about them.
While we accept nowadays
that witchcraft is fantasy, we
are continually warned
against ‘‘pornography,”’
most specifically in maga-
zines and films and books.
That pornography does-
n’t exist is not sufficient
reason to believe that there
are no films that can in
common chatter be called
“pornographic.” The term
has a life beyond logic, and
rather than clutter the page
with quotation marks we
had just as well use it as it is
commonly used and try to
understand what is meant
by it. This, because of the
appearance recently of an
important and in some ways
fine movie called Hardcore,
of which more in due course.

We are not here discussing
the movies that are rated in
the so-called subterranean
press XXX, and which play

in very small, usually over--

heated or undercooled
buildings in big cities, en-
trance to which is gained by
passing a five dollar bill to
somebody seated behind a
smudged glass window and
yourself through a turnstyle;
these are the movies that go
by a couple of dozen names
in a couple of dozen cities,
that change names every
time they reappear, and that
usually contain only mini-
mal dialogue, this generally
of the “ooh, oh, ah, ah, AH,
oh, yes, yes, yes, baby,
BABY, do it, do it, do it”
variety; and that are accom-
panied by lousy (usually
disco) music and concen-
trate on a minimal amount
of foreplay and maximum
display of orgasm. Some
other time, perhaps, but not
just now. We are looking
this month at major, suc-

cessful, expensively pro-
duced movies designed for
the general public and ad-
vertised proudly in the
mainstream press.

Certain patterns emerge.
The X rating, which was
once slapped on almost any
movie that contained nudity
except among infants, is
now reserved almost exclu-
sively for movies that show
erections or actual penetra-

“tion. Female nudity, both

frontal and dorsal, is now so
common that R suffices for
the rating, and male back

‘nudity is no longer rare, nor,

in fleeting glances, is male
frontal nudity. The naked
adult human body and, for
that matter, a certain degree
of what passes as sexual
intercourse—the writhings
about, the gruntings and
groanings, the pained and
then satisfied facial expres-
sions without depicted geni-
tal contact: all that is now
commonplace in regular
commercial movies and is

“Today Louis Malle’s Pretty Baby, which dwells on a whore house in New Orleans, circa 1917, bears an “R” rating; a few years ago it
couldn’t have been shown in any major American theatre.”
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very often called “soft core”
by people who feel they have
to call it something and who
reserve the term “hard core”
for the nitty gritty.

- Consider some recent
movies that give us just
enough flesh to qualify in
some ways as ‘“‘soft core,”
including a few movies that
throw in a bit of superfluous
flesh to satisfy the perceived
cravings of the American
movie audience today. Re-

member also that the

American movie audience
today is young, primarily
urban and suburban, self-
congratulatorily “sophisti-
cated,” and slightly more
affluent than the population
at large. The elderly do not
patronize the movies in any
great numbers, nor, except
for an occasional “family
movie,” is the cinema much
patronized by those consi-
dered lower-middle in class
or “‘conservative” in poli-
tics. A standard feature of
the reflexive conservative
press, in fact, is an increas-
ingly hysterical alarmism
about the state of the popu-
lar media. While almost any
bit of sanctimonious drivel
will pass muster in such
organs, so long as it is
“wholesome,” the presence
of a bared buttock or pubic
hair, or, for that matter, the
common language of the
street, is enough to send the
purveyers of Middle Ameri-
can mythology into fits.

Herewith, then, a brief
mention of several films that
can in some important way
be considered “soft core,” at
least in part. Most of these
films appeared last year, and
most are still being shown
here and there across the
land. Bread and Chocolate,
made by the Italian Franco
Brusati, contained a scene of
exquisite sensuality, in
which the protagonist, an
Italian failing miserably at
finding a decent living in
Switzerland, sees, in the
company of a family of
nearly dehumanized chicken
farmers, also Italians, a
group of gorgeous Swiss

blond teenagers swimming
nude in a stream. The girls
and the boys are perfect
physically, and stand in the
film for the comfort and ease
that the Italian worker
aliens in Switzerland find
unattainable. Coming about
three-fourths of the way into
the film, the scene provides
the ideal contrast to the
squalor and stolidness that
has been depicted up to that
point. The movie carries a
prestigious award from a
major Italian Catholic or-
ganization: it does not,
therefore, contain any
genitalia, only the undeni-
able hint of genitalia, and it
is a scene that is more erotic
than most far more explicit
movies.

Louis Malle’s Pretty Baby
occasioned a brief flurry of
protests, and was banned in
Canada, because it dwelt on
a whore house in New Or-
leans, circa 1917, where the
leading prostitute raises her
just barely pubescent daugh-
ter. Susan Sarandon played
the mother; Keith Car-
radine, the photographer
and repressed sensualist;
and the budding sensation,
Brooke Shields, the little girl.
The prostitutes are seen now
and again in understandable
states of undress, the men
never, and at one crucial
point the little girl is served
up to the highest bidder, a
certified virgin. Here it was
not just a glimpses of flesh
but the forbidden aspects of
what is cutely called “kiddie
porn” that infuriated the
moralists. The movie bears
an R rating; a few years ago
it couldn’t have been shown
in any major American
theatre.

Eyes of Laura Mars used
Faye Dunaway better than
most of her recent films
have, and though it was
marred by a wholly gratui-
tous dollop of ESPism, it
made for a fairly good thrill-
er. The title character is a
photographer who not only
uses her eyes against her will
as a camera seeing into the
future, always the grim,
fatal future of her models,

but also to photograph
women in advertising such
as we see more and more
often these days: the adver-
tising that peddles some
item of wearing apparel by
showing a woman in some
state of subjugation. The
advertising is exploitative,
to be sure; it is also a staple
nowadays in even the more
respected women’s maga-
zines, not to mention the
magazines that carry re-
spectable authors in and
around the photographs of
naked ladies. The implied
message of this film is that
Laura Mars incites the killer
to his slaughters by photo-
graphing women in a way
that is guaranteed to bring
out the sadistic tendencies in
men. Again, the rating is R,
the nudity is fleeting and not
total, but the movie is pa-
tently arousing. It keeps its
males fully clothed, its
females frequently in a
twilight zone between the
acceptable and the porno-
graphic.

Get Out Your Handker-
chiefs, one of the most de-
lectable of the 1978 foreign
films, sets up this premise: a
beautiful lady (Carol Laure)
is a dutiful but bored wife,
properly submissive to her
husband (Gérard Depar-
dieu), but clearly unin-
terested in his advances.
Hubby brings a second man
(Patrick Dewaere) into the
ménage, hoping to arouse
his wife thereby, but wind-
ing up only with a good
buddy, with whom he alter-
nates nights abed with the
wife. Only the accidental
enterance into their lives of a
horny, precocious 13-year-
old boy satisfies the lady. As
the kid says, when he makes
his proposal to the lady one
night in her room, “if you
don’t let me, I may have to
wait five, six years for
another chance like this.”
Good thinking, kid; and
sure enough, he gets his way,
she comes out of her shell,
the husband and his pal are
eased out of the picutre, and
the older woman (say, 25)
and her very lucky young

lover live happily ever after.
Of course the movie inspired
vigorous protests from the
morality-in-media crack-
pots: we did, after all, see
lots of skin, and even worse,
we had “child molesting.”
Actually we had a child
seducing an adult, but the
facts need never intrude in
such discussions, need they?

A couple of the soppier
movies of 1978, designed, in
fact, for the widest possible
audience of all but infants,
displayed a more recent in-
gredient of the mainstream
cinema: a greater concentra-
tion on unclothed men than
on unclothed women. In
Oliver’s Story, the nauseat-
ing sequel to Love Story,
Oliver Barrett IV (Ryan
O’Neal) spends an inordi-
nate amount of time linger-
ing in the sheets, mooning;
and in Ice Castles, the story
of a great young skier who
falls and suffers blindness,
the athlete’s boyfriend,
played by the likeliest cur-
rent candidate for the Eter-
nal Teenager, Robby Ben-
son, is shown in one scene
talking to his sweetheart on
the ’phone. She’s fully
clothed; he, for no reason
other than the moviemak-
ers’ desire to give the
movie’s presumed audience
what it wants, which is
Robby undressed (sporting
a beautiful California tan,
which he somehow main-
tains throughout the Min-
nesota winter), is whisper-
ing sweet nothings to his
beloved while modeling joc-
key shorts. The moment is a
harmless interlude in a
harmless tear-jerker, but itis
there for one reason only,
obvious to anyone who un-
derstands what the soft-core
cinema is about.

Warriors, which became
a cause célebre in February
and March owing to the
riots, large and small, that
occurred after various
groups had seen the movie
(and the few killings of
young people by other young
people who had just come
from the movie), contains no
total nudity at all, nor any
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language beyond that
routinely heard in the hip-
vulgar flicks of our time. But
while the women function
solely as props on which to
hang a few silly sequences,
the gang known as the War-
riors is made up of a half-
dozen exceptionally well-
built young men whose gang
costume is snug trousers and
sleeveless leather vests
worn, usually, over nothing
but what Mother Nature
gave them. The movie is by
no means intended for the
““gay” audience, any more
than Ice Castles is so in-
tended: it is aimed at youths.
Why does it dwell so lov-
ingly on appealing male
flesh?

Midnight Express, one of
the most popular and most
respected movies of 1978, is
set primarily in a hideous
Turkish prison, and sets out
to tell, in a somewhat ex-
purgated version, the true
story of a smartass young
American, Billy Hayes; who

thought he could smuggle a
large quantity of hashish out
of Turkey and found that he
could not. In his book of the
same name, Hayes describes
the love affair he shared
with another inmate, a
Swede. In the movie this is
reduced to a brief exercise
scene, a demure refusal in
the showers, and then on to
the more serious business of
the film, which is graphic
depiction of the horrors of a
sadistic prison system and
the idiocy of restrictive drug
laws. But while the movie
accurately reproduces Billy
Hayes’s primary emotional
relationship (to a woman),
the flesh scenes are all male:
first, Hayes (Brad Davis)
from the rear, being interro-
gated by the Turkish au-
thorities, and then the coy
(and beautifully suggestive)
gymnastic and near-coital
shower scene with the
Swede. Again, of course, an
R rating. And again, a useful
example of contemporary

soft-core cinema.

In Praise of Older
Women is a recent Canadian
film starring Tom Berenson
(the killer in Looking for
Mr. Goodbar), who is ex-
tremely attractive but who,
for some reason, suffers re-
jection from girls his own
age, though older women
(Karen Black, Susan Stras-
berg, Helen Shaver, Marilyn
Lightstone, and others) res-

“cue him from his loneliness

and happily show him the
nocturnal ropes. Berenson
spends most of the movie
naked, fleetingly frontally
0, but most often just rip-
pling from the waist up and
humping overhead. The
women are as often naked,
but there are more of them
and just the one of him, so
we get some variety in the
ladies, each of whom is
made of a perfect pattern,
and each of whom shows us
everything. The movie is an
inconsequential trifle, awk-
ward in exposition, embar-

rassing in dialogue, rather
slapdash in narrative, but
designed obviously to give
the viewer a couple hours of
pretty images of very pretty
people. Rated R—that in
itself ample evidence that
XX is reserved for depicted
penetration or at least
tumescence.

And along comes Hard-
core, starring George C.
Scott as a splendidly upright
Midwestern furniture
manufacturer, a Calvinist, a
smugly content Upright
Citizen, whose daughter
goes off to California with a
group of her friends for
some sort of evangelical
youth conference, and
promptly disappears. A pri-
vate detective (Peter Boyle)
eventually reports back with
a hard-core porno flick,
starring guess who. Daddy
embarks then on a valiant
crusade to find his daughter,
resorting even to disguises
and ruses to worm his way
into the porno world so that

“The Warriors has become a cause celebre because of the riots, large and small, and the few killings that occurred after various groups

had seen the movie.”
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he can locate the missing
17-year-old daughter. A
whore (Season Hubley)
helps him, and in due course
he comes upon his daughter,
WhO screams that he’s never
loved her enough, to which
he protests that he loves her
dearly, and to which she
responds ok, I'll come home
with you daddy. Weep. Em-
brace. Curtain.

In Hardcore, again rated
R, we see only brief glimpses
of what is presented to us as
actual hard-core film. We
see some naked men, fleet-
ingly, we see the daughter
topless and making faces,
and then we see Scott’s head
blanking out the rest of the
scene. A powerful moment,
indeed, and everyone who
watches TV has seen the ad
for it: “Ob My God, that’s
my daughter!” At one point
Scott, masquerading as a
producer of hard-core flicks
in order to find one of the
men shown in the blue
movie with his daughter,
interviews a series of males.
All but one remains clothed
to our eyes, and the one who
strips down part way is the
one the father is looking for.
The lad gets a nasty bashing
by the outraged father, a
little casual dose of queer-
baiting is tossed in for good
measure, and the story
moves on.

Now what has been made
is a soft-core movie which
purports to show what it’s
really like out there in the
bad old world of hard-core
movies, of the hard-core life.
What comes most vividly
across, however, is the
holier-than-thou insuffera-
bility of the world of the
father, one at least some
young people might reason-
ably be expected to abhor,
and from which, surely, an
occasional refugee has
found sanctuary of a sort in
the diametric opposite life:
that of the utterly depraved.
The movie is in some ways a
test one can give oneself:
does it make the “clean-cut”
or the “slimy” world seem
more repulsive? It rather
excludes the middle, a fal-

lacy in logic, albeit a com-
monplace in pop culture.
And even though the ending
cops out, the bulk of the film
is intelligently acted, intri-
guing visually, and probably
fairly accurate in its descrip-
tions of the sex shop-sex
flick-sex emporium “scene”
of many big American cities,
in this case, Los Angeles and
briefly, San Francisco. The
ironies of this film are these:
it serves more to disparage
the world it ostensibly
glorifies, that of the goodly
Christian moralists, than
that which it tries to portray
in such hideous images—at
least some viewers, this one
included, saw it that way.
And despite its title and its
theme it is, in fact, far less
arousing than all of the
other movies mentioned
above; at least they will
arouse some large portion of
their intended audiences.
Finally, to whatever extent
the sort of thing that may for
purposes of discussion be
considered “hard core” is
fairly depicted here, “hard
core” is at once less sexy
than what is usually consi-
dered “soft core,” and obvi-
ously the latter is by now so
easy to present to the Ameri-
can moviegoing public as
accepted material, that
those who rant about “hard
core pornography” might
well redirect their futile
energies to the “ “soft core”
arena, where, really, the big
commercial films have hit
pay dirt. Hard-core stuff
will always be made, shown,
enjoyed, and derided; but on
any night in America more
people are seeing a newly
accepted soft-core film, or a
soft-core movie scene in
some widely popular movie,
than will see all the hard-
core movies produced in this
country during the entire
year. That ought to set the
Birchers’ teeth on edge. It
ought also to awaken in less
paranoid folks’ heads a few
interesting reflections. [

LR’s film critic is also critic-at-
large on WNAC-TV (CBS) in
Boston.
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ment. Free Brochure: Re-
search, Box 27571, Phoenix,
AZ 85061.

PERIODICALS
LIVE AND LET LIVE is our

religious doctrine and the
name of our newsletter. Free

50 ' sample issues available. Write

THE LIBERTARIAN REVIEW

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

Carrboro, NC 27510.

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

CROSSWORD CHAL-
LENGE! Extraordinary set of
60 original crossword puzzles
featuring music. $3.50.
Onesime Piette, 320 Green-
wood Place, Syracuse, NY
13210.

UNTIL NOW, NO AUTHOR
HAS DARED TO CHAL-
LENGE THIS ASPECT OF
YOUR SELF-DESTRUCTIVE
BELIEFS. Dr. Walter Block
demonstrates how you pay a
burdensome economic and
emotional price by not defend-
ing such victims as the pimp,
prostitute, drug pusher, slan-
derer, slumlord, profiteer, loan
shark and scab. Now his book,
“Defending the Undefenda-
ble,” has itself become a vic-
tim. Although this unintellec-
tual adventure has received
rave reviews from Hayek,
Szasz, Hazlitt, Rothbard,
Hospers, Nozick, and Mac-
Bride, it has been virtually
banned by the nation’s
bookstores as too controver-
sial. So order your hardcover
copy directly from the pub-
lisher. $9.95. 3 week money-
back guarantee. Or send for
free brochure. Fleet Press, P.O.
Box 21, Brooklyn, NY 11235.

“RE-DISTRIBUTE HUMIL-
ITY”—Now available to the
general public for the first time
in the form of a 7" x 3%"
pressure-sensitive mini-poster
is this famous motto of The
Post-Adolescent Crisis Identity
Institute, founded by confessed
eclecticist Werner Ersatz. The
Institute is perhaps best known
for its promulgation of the
popular ast life-style (“You ast
for it, you got it!”). Dr. Ersatz,
a successful crisis manufac-
turer in private industry before
founding The Institute, pilots
his own personal hot-air bal-
loon from seminar to seminar,
in which he supervises highly-
structured programs of self-
humiliation for fascinating
fees. The motto originally was
smuggled out of The Institute
by a reformed nuclear physicist
who felt it was too dangerous
to be kept bottled up as the
exclusive preserve of a small, if
vocal, minority. It’s yours for
an amazing $1.00, ppd; 6/$5.
WRY IDEA Co., Box 22408,
San Diego, CA 92122.

LIBERTARIAN BUTTONS
AND STICKERS, posters,
bumperstickers, fliers and
booklets. TAXATION. IS
THEFT, TANSTAAFL, FUCK
THE STATE, SOCIETY BY
CONTRACT, SOCIALISM
SUCKS, DOWN WITH
ARCHY and 50 more. Free
catalog. Society for Libertarian
Life, Box 4, Fullerton, CA
92632.

TO END WARS, begin ].C.
Brainbeau’s Win-Lose War
Plan. Herebefore religion.
Fifty-fifty economics. Even age
work force world wide. Drop
an S.A.S.E. on Brainbeau, Box
2139, Youngstown, OH
44504.

TO SAVE THE WORLD
doesn’t involve a big
change—just your mind. Send
a S.AS.E. to: WORLD
PEACE, Box 2138, Youngs-
town, OH 44504,

CHAMBER MUSIC
FURNITURE

Hardwood stands, benches,

and accessories.

- Traditional Elegant Designs.

Free Catalog

Drawer 255, Box 277, Palo Alto, CA 94302



SILNER?
BAG IT!

"Can you remember the last
time you saw a silver coin in
your change from the grocery
store or the pharmacy?

We mean a real silver coin,
90% fine, minted prior to 1965
— before the treasury started
cranking out the silver and cop-
per sandwiches we now call
“silver”.

Pre-1965 U.S. silver coins are
becoming increasingly valuable
for two simple reasons: 1) They
will never lose their face value — unlike
paper money, and, 2) They are the most
negotiable and easily recognized monetary
unit in the country — unlike gold.

For these very basic reasons, we firmly
believe every American family should own at
least one bag, if not more, of so-called “junk”

BUD REED OF BRAMBLE

silver. Each bag contains
$1,000 face value in dimes,
quarters and half dollars minted
prior to 1965.

NOTE: Regardless of the
denominations of the coins,
each bag you buy contains ap-
proximately 720 oz. of pure
silver, and will never be worth
less than $1,000. In times of
economic chaos, when green-
backs and credit cards are
worthless, these silver coins will
buy your family the food and clothing they
need to survive.

Buy one bag — more if you can — but buy
that one bag NOW, for your family’s protec-
tion. If I can be of assistance or answer any
questions for you, please feel free to call me

today.”
BUD REED .

INQUIRE TODAY ABOUT OUR MONTHLY GOLD & SILVER COIN PROGRAM
We are coin brokers and we have the low premium gold coins. The Krugerrands, Austrian and
Hungarian 100-Coronas, Mexican 50, 20, 10 and 2-Peso gold coins, Austrian 20-Coronas,
4-Ducat and 1-Ducat coins, and British Sovereigns. We guarantee quoted prices, safe delivery

and authenticity of every coin we sell.

BUD REED

OOINS

1604 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWER

LANSING, MICHIGAN 48933

1-800-248-5952 New 24-Hr. Toll Free Number
Michigan residents please call 1-517-484-3198

To learn more about purchasing gold and silver, write today for our free brochure.




=1 HE

LIBERTARIAN REVIEW:
THE BREADTH AND DEPTH
AND EXCITEMENT OF THE
DYNAMIC LIBERTARIAN
MOVEMENT IS YOURS FOR
ONLY $100 A MONTH.
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